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ABSTRACT

Over the last decade, practitioners, professionals and scholars have studied the ever­changing nature                       
of digital technology and the concept of online user engagement, examining engagement with                       
web­based platforms – websites, web applications, software, and social media. This paper profiles                       
and assesses the existing body of research pertaining to online user engagement within the context of                             
user experience. Specifically, this study profiles the definitions of online user engagement, summarizes                       
its various components, and flags up those areas that demand further enquiry and research. A                           
scoping review methodology is chosen to identify the breadth of literature, to summarize findings and                           
to identify gaps. Through a literature database search, twenty studies meeting our criteria for review                           
have been identified. An analytical study will be conducted to create an operational consensus on the                             
meaning of online user engagement, which can serve as a foundation for more detailed reviews. This                             
paper adopts a reflective stance on existing debates and findings to offer a re­interpretation of online                             
user engagement studies.
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    CHAPTER ONE ­ INTRODUCTION

1.1 Scope and Rationale of the Study

Digital interactions between people and their engagement with online technology have become a                       

defining characteristic of modern life. With the rapid development of web technology, the nature of                           

one’s web experience is diversified almost by the second. Online private enterprises make significant                         

efforts to understand the dynamics of the web experience, and invest time and money in determining                             

what makes a successful user engagement. Constantly striving to improve online experience and the                         

satisfaction of their customers, companies that use digital means for customer outreach are growing                         

nearly twice as fast as their non­digital peers (PwC, 2013). This statistic makes clear how users are                               

paying more attention to online services, and responding to web technologies.

There is a great deal of discussion about online user engagement within the context of user                             

experience. Common enquiries on user engagement within IT concern ways in which web analytics                         

can be tracked, and how to measure and model user engagement to enhance effective online                           

experience. For example, Google is interested in the how of engagement (Levy, 2013) with the                           

Engagement Project, while Microsoft is working on how to predict the changes in engagement                         

(Song, Shi, and Fu, 2013). Verma, director of platform technologies at Oracle, notes that a key tenet                               

of user engagement is personalization (2012) and a recent ACM Conference on Information and                         

Knowledge Management included a workshop to discuss user engagement optimization (Hong and                     

Hong­Yang, 2013). Clearly, then, the main focus of the Information Technology (IT) industry is                         

encouraging users to engage with brands to further satisfy their customers. While we look forward to                             

seeing how the debate progresses, this study is concerned rather with the extent and the nature of                               

academic research activity regarding online user engagement.

In the quest to broaden their understanding of what constitutes engagement in online experience,                         

academics are researching the evolution of the relationship between the individual and technology.                       

The online engagement phenomenon is explored through both quantitative and qualitative research.                     

Researchers are working closely to investigate the meaning of user engagement. The nature of                         

interaction between people, information, and technology is illuminated in discourse concerning the                     



influence of new communication technologies. However, while there is a great deal of interest in                           

online user engagement both in the IT industry and the academic field, there is also a good deal of                                   

confusion. Indeed, even though “we have a fairly comprehensive picture of the role of technology in                             

modern life, there is no account of how we use it” (Turner, 2013). For this reason, of all the areas in                                       

digital interaction and experience, user engagement is arguably the most important and the most                         

challenging aspect to analyze, since it is such a dynamic, hybrid and complicated process.

Even though online engagement is an anticipated concept, neither scholars nor stakeholders in private                         

enterprises have been able to reach a consensus on a precise definition of online engagement, or what                               

constitutes successful user engagement. “User engagement” is applied as a synonym for user                       

experience when describing a user’s actions within or interaction with a system. User experience is                           

present in every step of user interaction and seeks to promote rich, engaging interactions between                           

users and systems. There is a vast body of literature focusing on how to define the nature of such                                   

interactions. Despite the widespread use of terms as synonyms, “user engagement” is not the same as                             

“user experience”, and scholars have noted that user engagement is often either undefined or under                           

defined in the context of user experience.

Users who are online are at the core of user engagement. It is valuable to note that “online” refers to                                     

the user’s activities performed when accessing the Internet, such as using Skype, sending or reading                           

e­mail, going on Facebook, reading or writing a blog, or any other activities related to the Internet                               

(Dworkin et al., 2013). Online users are the users who should be motivated to initiate an interaction,                               

and who therefore engage with technology. Thus, engagement is typically a prerequisite for a                         

technological system’s objectives: if a user stops interacting with a system, then it cannot have any                             

further impact (Bickmore and Schulman, 2010). Clearly, user experience and user engagement are                       

two concurrent processes. At its conceptual core, user engagement is about creating something of                         

value for an audience (Idiom, 2013). Whereas user experience focuses on aspects of                       

human­computer interaction, engagement as a concept has its roots in offline marketing studies, and                         

embraces the engagement and communication of customers with one another, with a company or a                           

brand. Various discourses present online user engagement with an increasing number of definitions.



Understanding what is already available in the literature in regards to users’ online engagement, and                           

exploring the studies defining the nature of those engaging interactions with the web, can enable                           

practitioners, professionals and scholars to make relevant and valuable contributions to our                     

understanding of user engagement. As such, the main objective of this work is to summarize the                             

definitions and disseminate research findings in regards to the concept of online “user engagement”,                         

because demonstrating a diachronic understanding of a concept helps to explain the basis and                         

background of what we see today in the web era.

A scoping review methodology is used since it’s an ideal way to incorporate a range of study designs                                 

(Levac et al., 2010), and to provide a descriptive account of available research through a large                             

number of studies (Arksey and O’Malley, 2005). Before going into the details of methodology, and                           

the search strategy within scholarly resources, it is necessary to clarify guiding search terms of this                             

study at the outset of scoping. Even though scoping reviews are more comprehensive than systematic                           

reviews, excessively wide definitions might generate an unmanageably large number of references                     

(Arksey and O’Malley, 2005) to work with.

1.2 Complexity of Guiding Terms

1.2.1 “User” and “Engagement”

Since the twentieth century, a philosophical stance towards the work of interdisciplinary studies has                         

emerged. This perspective evokes multiple kinds of interpretations when studying users’ experience                     

with technology, and basic concepts become even more complex when offline experiences expand                       

into online platforms. Yet one cannot design a research plan without a clear idea of what basic terms                                 

mean. The research question at the core of this methodologically­driven scoping review can progress                         

only when terms are properly defined, and the context is clearly explained. Ultimately, due to the                             

multidimensionality of online experiences, the methodology of this work initially develops a common                       

understanding of the concept of “user engagement” within the context of user experience. The first                           

challenge is to clarify the guiding terms of “user” and “engagement” respectively.



At the beginning of the 1980s, HCI introduced an academic and design discipline (Dix, 2014) and                             

established the concept of “user” as a term. Not surprisingly, academics of HCI came up with the                               

term “user” as opposed to “consumer” in marketing terms, because of their focus on usability of                             

design in human­made objects. The term appeared as “user” because usability was always very                         

deeply rooted in usage; when people invented that term, it had not been the consumer, but naturally                               

the user (Dam and Soegaard, 2011).

The earliest reference to user experience appears in 1995. Essentially, Don Norman invented the                         

term “user experience” because he thought human interface and usability were too narrow. He                         

suggested the term to cover all aspects of the person’s experience with a system, including industrial                             

design, graphics, the interface, the physical interaction, and the manual (Hornsby, 2013). This, in turn,                           

brings us back to the use of “user”, because Don Norman’s explanation of user experience                           

essentially refers to a person’s experience. In fact, Don Norman is on a quest to dispose of the term                                   

“user” (Norman, 2008), calling them “people” instead, since “user” simply refers to a person who                           

uses a computer or computer system.

This study also identifies a “user” as a “person”, and therefore, when in search for the scope of user                                   

engagement, “customer”, “consumer”, and “user engagement” will be used as search terms                     

interchangeably. Similar to Don Norman’s view, the customer is someone who pays the bills; the                           

consumer is the one who consumes; and the user is the person who pushes the buttons, clicks the                                 

mouse, and keeps getting confused (Norman, 2006).

Moreover, it is valuable to briefly clarify the engagement concept in order to narrow the study                             

selection in our scoping review, as many studies have explored the term from various perspectives.                           

For example, human resources (HR) literature defines a person’s engagement with tasks.                     

Accordingly, “engagement connotes involvement, commitment, passion, enthusiasm, focused effort               

and energy, so it has both attitudinal and behavioral components” (Macey and Schneider, 2008; p.                           

4). Similarly, many of the human computer interaction studies use sociology and psychology literature                         

definitions of engagement, which clarifies the term engagement “as a short term cognitive process in                           



performing a task or in working with another person or an object” (Bickmore and Picard, 2005).

From the perspective of the advertising field, engagement is defined by Advertising Research                       

Foundation as “turning on a prospect to a brand idea enhanced by the surrounding context” (Burns,                             

2006). There is also the concept of engagement mode, which is described as the general properties                             

of people’s activities in relation to the external world (Heidegger, 1927/1996). In the present                         

context, the perceived external environment refers to the subjects’ perception of external constraints                       

and possibilities are related to their use of technology (Norman, 1998).

After extensive studies, marketing field researchers suggest engagement as a cognitive and affective                       

commitment to an active relationship with a brand as personified by the website, web application and                             

web platforms. Accordingly, user engagement is “characterized by the dimensions of dynamic and                       

sustained cognitive processing and the satisfying of instrumental value (utility and relevance) and                       

experiential value (emotional congruence with the narrative schema encountered in                 

computer­mediated entities)” (Mollen and Wilson, 2010).

Evaluating related perspectives evoked a basis of guidance and reduced the complexity of                       

terminology for the scoping review. The verb “to engage” appears to imply involvement, and a                           

reciprocal relationship of users with web technologies. However, due to several fields’ concentration                       

on the engagement concept, the term broadens, becomes vague and, eventually, application or                       

context dependent. This reinforces the idea that data is contextual, implying different meanings                       

depending on the context. Inevitably, this work needs to further clarify the terminology of online user                             

engagement as a search term. The gist of study selection, as well as profiling findings from those                               

studies, can only be meaningful together with concepts strongly related to online customer or user                           

experience.



1.2.2 “User Engagement”

User engagement is a buzzword in several disciplines, and the terminology that has grown up around                             

the subject of user engagement has become blurred. Therefore, it is challenging to define the                           

boundaries of the concept and various perspectives present hurdles for conceptual definitions.                     

However, such instances also offer the opportunity to develop studies that explore the nature of                           

interaction between the user and online applications. Although people’s experience with technology                     

has changed and matured, research attempts to keep up with this, and indicates a continuous need                             

for further clarity on what is and is not engaging from the user’s perspective versus what is and is not                                     

engaging from a user experience designer perspective.

For the purposes of this study, user engagement refers to a component of user experience and                             

emphasizes the aspects of the interaction. User engagement was originally the phenomenon                     

associated with being captivated by technology (Attfield et al., 2011). With such a starting point, here                             

in this section, the terms and work around user experience are outlined to explain the rationale of                               

defining user engagement as a component of user experience.

Firstly, the overlaps and differences between user experience and user engagement are discussed by                         

explaining the nature of studies in the user experience field. It is argued that the existence of user                                 

experience and user engagement as separate notions clearly outlines the variance in terminology.                       

Secondly, as a basis to create components of our scoping methodology, the perspectives of both                           

user experience and user engagement studies are clarified, and the fine line between user experience                           

and user engagement is displayed by way of a supplementary literature map.

In the first place, there are a number of essential definitions in literature for a complex phenomenon                               

like user experience. However, ISO 9241­210 (formerly ISO 13407) defines the user’s                     

“experience” as “a person's perceptions and responses that result from the use or anticipated use of a                               

product, system or service”. Generally speaking, three factors influence user experience: (1)system,                     

(2)user and (3)context of use (ISO, 2010). Particularly, “an experience is an episode, a chunk of                             

time that one went through – with sights and sounds, feelings and thoughts, motives and actions; they                               



are closely knitted together, stored in memory, labeled, relieved and communicated to others”                       

(Hassenzahl, 2010, p.8). Thus, a person’s perceptions and responses within a period of time can                           

define the user’s experience.

Human­Computer Interaction (HCI) researchers and practitioners have adopted user experience                 

(UX) and UX goals despite their definition being “vague, elusive, and ephemeral” (Hassenzahl and                         

Tractinsky, 2006, p.91). As previously mentioned. UX is a design practice that has established                         

approaches such as user research, interaction design, and usability engineering. In parallel, literature                       

on UX focuses on and strives to incorporate experiential and affective dimensions in understanding                         

the user (Bach and Carroll, 2010, p.904). So, UX studies in HCI provide a way to make the                                 

inference that there is a relationship between a user and a product, system or service, with a focus on                                   

process or the interaction episode. Consequently, user experience can be briefly explained as a                         

mutual and dynamic relationship between the person and the technological source within time.

Beyond identifying the relationship between user and technological source, Donald Norman                   

promotes that we fully explore the needs and desires of users and the intended uses of a product                                 

(Abras et al., 2004). In a similar fashion, by focusing on user needs, user experience is also defined                                 

as:

• a consequence of a user’s internal state (predispositions, expectations,

needs, motivation, mood, etc.)

• the characteristics of the designed system (e.g. complexity, purpose,

usability, functionality, etc.)

• the context (or the environment) within which the interaction occurs (e.g.

organisational/social setting, meaningfulness of the activity, voluntariness

of use, etc.) (Hassenzahl and Tractinsky, 2006, p.95).

In conclusion, user experience (UX) literature evaluates an ongoing relationship between the user and                         

the technological product. Also, due to user and system variables, the evaluations are subjective,                         

context­dependent and dynamic over time (Law et al., 2009). Where user engagement fits within this                           

picture is the key to defining the similarities and differences between user experience and user                           

engagement.



Sutcliffe (2009) argues that UX is a diffuse term and user engagement is reserved to explain how and                                 

why applications attract people to use them within a session. Some studies emphasize the positive                           

aspects of interaction and refer to user engagement as a quality of user experience (Attfield et al.,                               

2011). As a starting point, we referred to user engagement as a component of the user experience                               

because in this paper it is argued that UX defines the wider picture, including why people adopt and                                 

continue to use a particular design over many sessions and even years, by looking at the whole                               

process from use, system and context perspectives. However, user engagement describes how                     

people are attracted to use interactive products (Sutcliffe, 2009, p.3­4) and remain attracted to                         

episodes of interaction.

In addition, a graphical overview of the literature within user experience is provided (Figure 1) to                             

map the rationale behind our approach to online user engagement studies. The graphical map                         

illustrates the wide range of research that exists, and shows the key areas within UX literature as well                                 

as connoting the complexity of the various research areas it draws upon. As a result, the presented                               

literature map by Hart helps to narrow down our review strategy on online user engagement, and                             

reinforces the need to conduct a scoping review. Unlike narrative, empirical reviews, or                       

meta­analysis, scoping reviews tend to focus on breadth rather than depth of coverage of the                           

literature conducted on a specific topic.



Figure 1: Hart, J. (2012). A Graphical Overview of Literature on User Experience



    CHAPTER TWO ­ METHODOLOGY

2.1 Research Methodology

This paper is essentially a methodologically­driven scoping study or review. Built on a scoping review                           

framework developed by Arksey and O’Malley (2005), and expanded upon by Levac et al. (2010),                           

scoping review methodology has been chosen to examine what is known from existing primary                         

studies on online user engagement.

Arksey and O’Malley (2005) describe a five­stage framework for conducting such a scoping review                         

(Figure 2). In a scoping review, papers are included regardless of their research design and                           

methodological quality. Also, unlike systematic reviews, scoping studies do not seek to examine the                         

entire evidence base on any given topic, rather they identify studies with a preliminary list of                             

descriptors (Rumrill et al. 2010) and examine the most important references.

Figure 2: Overview of the Arksey and O’Malley methodological framework for conducting a
scoping study (Levac et.al., 2010, p.3)



According to Arksey and O’Malley (2005), there are generally two different purposes of scoping                         

reviews. The first focuses on examining the range and nature of a particular research area, or                             

determining if a full systematic review is needed. The second is more similar to the systematic reviews                               

and endeavors to disseminate research findings or to identify gaps in the existing research literature                           

(Rumrill et al., 2010, p. 401). This study chiefly focuses on the latter and aims to disseminate                               

research findings as well as identify the gaps of online user engagement studies.

Arksey and O’Malley acknowledge the need to maintain a broad scope to research questions, but it                             

is found that the research questions lacked the direction, clarity, and focus needed to inform                           

subsequent stages of the research process, such as identifying studies and making decisions about                         

study inclusion. To clarify this stage, we combined broad research questions with a clearly articulated                           

scope of inquiry as suggested by Levac et al. (2010) to establish an effective search strategy.

Therefore, a preliminary review of literature and terms are discussed earlier on to facilitate the filtering                             

of existing research literature specifically related to user engagement on online platforms. Relevant                       

aspects of the question are defined in the introduction section as guiding terms and it is identified that                                 

the nature of the literature have ramifications for search strategies (Levac et al., 2010, p.3). In section                               

one, the online user engagement baseline is defined, and the context of user engagement in literature is                               

supplemented, enabling this work to efficiently identify the relevant articles in a large volume of                           

published literature.

As user engagement is a complex phenomenon that could include possible variances, this study had                           

to determine what parts of user experience related literature should be included or excluded. Very                           

wide definitions of what might constitute online user engagement might have reduced the likelihood of                           

missing relevant articles, but could also generate an unmanageably large number of references.                       

Therefore, initially a wide approach is adopted, in order to generate breadth of coverage                         

methodologically, by clarifying the roots of guiding terms and relevant field studies.



As Arksey and O’Malley’s (2005) methodological framework is the core guiding principle while                       

conducting this work, naturally the structure of the framework is applied to structuring the overall                           

outline of contents. Therefore, here in the methodology section, the methodology rationale is                       

introduced and associated with the first three stages of the framework.

• Research questions and objectives are identified

• Search criteria are established to identify relevant studies

• Post hoc search criteria is identified based on search questions and process

is documented for study selection

2.2 Identifying the Initial Research Questions

Often, the underlying aim of a scoping review is to explore the literature as opposed to answering                               

specific questions (Giustini, 2014). Therefore, a scoping review of research and literature regarding                       

online user engagement is guided by the following research questions:

• How is online user engagement defined in theoretical fields, specifically

when interacting with computers?

• What are the identified characteristics of online user engagement?

• What are the overarching gaps in research in this field?

The project has four objectives:

• To capture and evaluate existing online user engagement knowledge, and

engagement models across published academic papers.

• To evaluate the defined elements of user engagement processes.

• To evaluate suggested metrics to measure user engagement (if any – unlike

business and e­commerce sites, not all web applications necessarily have an end­goal or target

metrics for users to achieve).

• To identify the gaps of online user engagement studies.



2.3 Identifying Relevant Studies

Search Strategy

Decisions about how to set parameters on large numbers of bibliographic references are made once                           

some sense of the volume and general scope of the field has been gained. To begin with, a target                                   

number of articles for the review is limited to a maximum of 100, as suggested by Rumrill et al.                                   

(2010). Then, the number of articles are limited by review of criteria to report original or extant data                                 

in relation to research questions (Rumrill et al. 2010).

Search terms are identified and combined keyword searches are conducted to maximize search recall                         

(or sensitivity) (Giustini, 2014) and search phrases are identified based on the general scope of the                             

field. Terms are applied to a database search for identifying the studies in literature. An initial review                               

is conducted based on criteria of exclusion and inclusion. An inclusion and exclusion criteria as a                             

review protocol for the scoping is compiled using the rigorous methodology proposed by Arksey and                           

O'Malley (2005), and it is modified as necessary. By creating citations reports, references from                         

included studies and relevant review articles are also scanned for the same terms. Then references                           

within reviewed articles are followed up.

Inclusion Criteria

• Search terms: online user engagement, online consumer engagement,

online customer engagement, (online engagement) AND (user experience).

• Completed electronic articles that appeared in refereed academic or

professional journals, reports, papers and documents directly addressing search terms in their                     

abstracts, titles, keywords or subjects are included in this study.

• The search was not limited by date.

• No geographical restriction.



Exclusion Criteria

• Books and book chapters

• Duplicate article results returns

• Due to the scope of this research, journals, articles, studies in all settings

are not considered as relevant

• Engagement in medical literature, health care, public health, health approach, parenting                   

program, rasch model, sander is wide and diverse and related articles mapped out even though fitting                             

the inclusion criteria.

• Engagement in games and virtual reality studies are not directly relevant to our research                         

questions. So, game related topics and subtopics are mapped out.

Database Research

The process of collecting literature based on defined parameters demanded surveying many                     

subject­specific search engines and databases. The primary search engines used for this research                       

included: ScienceDirect, and The IEEE Xplore digital library (access provided by Trinity College                       

Dublin) and Google Scholar. IEEE stands for the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers and                           

it is the world's largest professional association dedicated to advancing technological innovation and                       

excellence for the benefit of humanity, and thus is relevant to this work. The first two databases,                               

ScienceDirect and The IEEE Xplore library were used to identify academic literature, while the third                           

is for the inclusion of the references follow up.

Limitations and Strengths

Compared to systematic reviews, exclusion and inclusion criteria are determined based on relevance                       

rather than the quality of studies (Valaitis et al., 2000, p.3). However, the search methodology is not                               

linear but iterative; research steps are repeated and the criteria refined to ensure that the literature is                               

covered in a comprehensive, in­depth and inclusive manner (Arksey and O’Malley, 2005).                     

However, several challenges arose when identifying literature to be consolidated in this study.



This study has three key limitations and three key strengths. The first limitation is the lack of                               

representation in regard to the sources of documents. The scoping review aims for breadth and the                             

identification of all relevant types of literature by searching for evidence via many different sources,                           

including electronic databases, the Internet, existing networks and relevant organizations (Arksey and                     

O’Malley, 2005). However, it is important to note that although the aim is for breadth, a scoping                               

review can make no claim to comprehensiveness. As Arksey and O’Malley (2005) explain, scoping                         

reviews are often just one part of an ongoing process. In this study, both the journal hand­searches                               

and refined reference review contributions were limited to key databases that were accessible                       

through Trinity College Library. This limitation increases the study sample size’s potential influence on                         

conclusions that can be made. Small studies provide issue­specific evidence, while larger studies                       

generate evidence that can be used as a comparison tool in further data collection. The majority of                               

the research conducted, however, was online user engagement specific, and the limitations should be                         

noted when using the data for comparison or further studies. The second limitation of this study is that                                 

the quality of the documents included is not appraised, mainly because no systematic                       

quality­appraising tool exists for this type of evidence. Also, similar to literature reviews, scoping                         

reviews are prone to selection bias due to sample selection. However, as with any high quality                             

research, the position or potential bias of any work must be identified, and potentially subjective                           

decisions regarding data analysis made clear (Arksey and O’Malley, 2005). The third limitation is the                           

research duration, as the majority of the literature encompassed in this study is based on short­term                             

research and assessment.

The first strength is that the results of the study present the first effort to systematically identify and                                 

gather published journal articles on user engagement, and to explore documents that specifically                       

address online user engagement by identifying a road map where future studies could be. Second, the                             

study involved exclusion and inclusion criteria which is determined based on relevance rather than the                           

quality of studies (Valaitis et al., 2000, p.3). Even though the answers to our research questions have                               

more to do with method than with content, a fine balance of relevant content is identified as scoping                                 

study cannot determine whether particular studies provide robust or generalizable findings (Arksey                     

and O’Malley, 2005). Finally, the third strength is that this study is conducted to clarify a complex                               



concept and refine subsequent research inquiries (Levac et al., 2010). Therefore, this work is                         

incorporating a range of study designs, provides a thematic construction of current literature as well                           

as producing a synthesis on particular aspects of the online user engagement.

2.4  Study Selection

Given that the initial target number of articles for the review is limited to 100, in order to respond to                                     

the breadth of the review, the study evaluating two databases with search terms returned 179                           

(n=179) results. Duplicate studies (n=21) were excluded based on titles of articles and journals’ area                           

of study. The inclusion and exclusion criteria were applied and 83 (n=83) results excluded. Only 75                             

(n=75) articles are selected for initial abstract and references review.

After abstract reviews, 32 (n=32) studies are excluded as they did not address the central research                             

question of this study and 43 (n=43) studies are selected for full text review. If the relevance of a                                   

study was unclear from the abstract, then the full article is selected for full text review (Arksey and                                 

O’Malley, 2005). Since examining the most significant references is important in scoping reviews, 15                         

(n=15) articles from those 43 (n=43) studies are additionally selected from references for abstract                         

review. Therefore, a total of 58 (n=58) articles are selected for full text review. The full list of                                 

reviewed citations is found in Appendix. The results and summary of the inclusion and exclusion                           

process are presented in Figure 3.



Figure 3 Summary of citation selection process

As Levac et al. (2010) indicate during the iterative process, refining the search strategy based on                             

abstracts retrieved from the search was a critical step. Also, there was demand for a mechanism to                               

help us eliminate the studies that did not address our central research questions (Arksey and                           

O’Malley, 2005). For full text reviews, the initial extraction criteria are refined as new familiarities are                             

generated with the subject matter due to the peripheral findings from preliminary reviews.



Refined Criteria for Full Text Reviews

• Conference papers and abstracts are excluded as the main subject of

this research is complete electronic articles that appeared in refereedacademic or professional   

journals

• Due to the nature of the design focus within literature, there were few fashion studies, art                             

design magazine articles that were excluded.

• Weekly journals are also excluded

• Energy studies, agricultural studies, urban planning, transport, tourism journals and                 

environmental studies are excluded

• During the abstract reviews it has been identified that there is a vast

literature on online social networks (social media or social networks). Despite being noted as a key                             

discussion point within literature, and included as one of the thematic categories of literature, articles                           

specifically discussing online social networks are excluded. Reasons for this are clearly discussed                       

while reporting the results.

• Studies related to interaction design and/or interfaces with interactivecomponent are 

excluded, as the main concern of this study is to deconstruct user engagement with the web.

• For reference reviews, only articles that are selected for full text review 43

(n=43) are taken into consideration. From each article, additional

reference selection from each article was limited to 2. References to be

included 15 (n=15) are selected based on the title/abstract by applying the criteria to make sure that                               

the top major references that are specifically related to online user engagement are selected.

Then, with refined criteria the full text of 58 articles (n=58) was read by applying the post­hoc refined                                 

search criteria to make the final decision about whether they are relevant for the scoping review. As a                                 

result, out of the original 179 reference, 58 were identified to be used for the full text review. Having                                   

read the articles in full, 20 articles were selected for inclusion in the review.



Additional Limits

At first, inclusion and exclusion criteria were applied to titles and abstracts. On the other hand, full                               

texts of the remaining studies were obtained and evaluated by refined inclusion or exclusion criteria.                           

Also, even though it is suggested that a scoping review framework be conducted in teams, charting                             

the data from selected studies and summarizing reports section was only conducted by one reviewer.                           

Even though it is advantageous in decreasing the potential ambiguity and brings clarity regarding the                           

terminology to determine the final study inclusions, it is important to note that for further studies it is                                 

recommended to conducts scoping reviews, yet with a clear purpose and method of validation and to                             

offer an ideal mechanism to enhance the validity of the study. Lastly, further research on matters like                               

user engagement could attempt to secure a larger sample size, use actual behavior measures, and                           

examine different devices and platforms contexts.



CHAPTER THREE ­ CHARTING THE DATA

3.1 Charting the Data from Selected Studies

This stage involves charting the key items of information obtained from the selected studies and the                             

charting approach is a descriptive analytical method focusing on the narrative review (Arksey and                         

O’Malley, 2005). Charting, as indicated by Levac et al. (2010), is a highly valuable, though                           

challenging process demanding much repetition in order to summarize complex concepts in a                       

meaningful way.  Driven by the research questions, the information is recorded as follows:

• Author(s), year of publication

• Aims of the study and study disciplines

• Methodologies and important results

• Definitions of online user engagement (if clearly defined)

• Descriptions of engagement that can define online user engagement

• Characteristics of user engagement

• Outcome measures/findings

The data from 20(n=20) selected studies formed the basis of the analysis. During the charting                           

process, findings peripheral to our research questions are identified. The year of publications, aims of                           

study, and disciplines discussed in the literature review sections helped to map the ecosystem around                           

the user engagement concept.

Other important results that are not directly relevant to research question are presented in section 3.3                             

as they may be relevant for future research. These initial findings helped this work to map out and                                 

prepare a thematic categorization of the studies around online user engagement, which again could be                           

useful for further research. At frameworks stage 5, key definitions and concepts of online user                           

engagement, characteristics of user engagement in the existent knowledge are evaluated specifically in                       

line with the research questions.



3.2 Trends and Collateral Patterns of Studies

3.2.1 Trends

The objectives of a scoping review are broader and more comprehensive than is typical of systematic                             

review because the focus is not narrow or limited to particular research questions (Glasziou et al.,                             

2001). Even though there are some critical findings, they do not directly responding to our research                             

question. Those findings indirect to our research question yet relevant for further research findings are                           

identified as ‘patterns’, because they are still helpful in understanding the approaches portraying the                         

concept of user engagement. Such initial charting is valuable in order to summarize complex                         

ecosystem dynamics and to determine the dimensions peripheral to the concept of online user                         

engagement.

Therefore, firstly, our study includes both a descriptive map of disciplines around user engagement                         

and a descriptive numerical summary of selected studies. Secondly, it presents a thematic analysis,                         

based on the questions we asked during the charting process (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005). The                           

preliminary information charted is driven from the aims of the study sections and year of publications.                             

An initial map of disciplines around user engagement is presented (see Figure 4).



Figure 4 Disciplines representing the ecosystem of user engagement concept



The literature reviews in each study have different organizational patterns and explore the current                         

state of the online user engagement concept from a number of different fields. Analyzing what fields                             

of studies are driving the focus to online user engagement meant unpacking the original records and                             

sources of information to be looked at in the future. In addition, the complexity of the concept                               

becomes apparent as various fields of studies are closely intertwined. An initial data charting form                           

was developed to organize our analysis of literature reviews. Then, with the help of a mind­mapping                             

tool (iMindMap 7), the various academic disciplines represented in the literature reviews are                       

presented in Figure 4, which states the ecosystem of the concept of online user engagement. For                             

future studies, these peripheral fields can be used as a multidisciplinary guide and describe the basic                             

steps for doing a full systematic review.

Most papers were published relatively recently, with the majority appearing in the ten­year period                         

immediately preceding this review (see Figure 5).

Figure 5 Year of publications



3.2.2 Collateral Patterns

All studies in this scoping review agree on the emergence of information technologies and their                           

potential to significantly change interactions with technology. Additionally, as there remain many                     

unanswered questions about the role and value of digital technologies for the user, the challenges for                             

the researchers are universal. In order to describe and address the human side of interaction with IT,                               

it is critical to look at negative and positive aspects associated with the user’s interaction with                             

technology (Norman, 1998; Sharafi et al., 2006). So, there is a vast study of literature in user                               

experience to capture psychological and behavioral aspects of users’ interaction with online and                       

digital products.

In order to define online user engagement, most studies in the scoping review are concerned with                             

achieving a conceptual simplicity because user engagement’s preceding drivers and consequences are                     

essential parts of user experience. Since engaged consumers exhibit enhanced consumer loyalty,                     

satisfaction, empowerment, connection, emotional bonding, trust and commitment (Brodie et al.,                   

2013), user’s interaction with the digital product, and thus the user experience, continues.

However, studies of conceptual and theoretical frameworks, guiding how the research should be                       

conducted, are diverse, owing to scholars’ disciplinary training and the influence of different                       

theoretical orientations towards research. Authors’ descriptions of user engagement are not only                     

driven from studies that are focusing on online interactions, but also offline, ‘physical world’                         

interactions (Brodie et al., 2013). There is a vast body of literature specifically focusing on                           

‘engagement’ in marketing, advertising and psychology studies (Abdul­Ghani, Hyde and Marshall,                   

2011; Brodie et al. 2013; Mollen and Wilson, 2010). Although assumptions are often implicit, half                           

of the publications described taking a particular approach from their perspective of study.

Definitions of online user engagement that derive from the engagement concept (from marketing,                       

consumer engagement studies), and definitions drawing on human­computer interactions studies are                   

slightly different. Even though all studies are concerned with the differing needs of consumers based                           

on variables like gender, age, occupation, and usage experience, the definitions driven from human                         



computer interaction studies are more focused on the kind of platform experience, rather than the                           

user. As different platforms (auction websites, social networks, applications etc.) and devices                     

(mobiles, desktops, laptops, tablets) are included in the picture of user interaction, the variables of                           

online user engagement differ depending on the type of platform or device. Therefore, results and                           

benefits of online user engagement become differentiated for each platform and device, and make                         

studies more context­dependent (Sutcliffe) and process oriented. Most authors describe the                   

limitations of qualitative research methods (empirical studies, surveys, interviews) and indicate the                     

existence of subjective experience, increasing the need for alternative methods.



CHAPTER 4 ­ SUMMARIZING AND REPORTING RESULTS

    4.1 Definitions of Online User Engagement

Elements of user engagement processes are identified in this section, and the definitions of online user                             

engagement in reviewed articles are grouped into the following key categories:

• engagement definition driven from user perception

• engagement definition from system design point of view (developers of

computer systems also seek to determine the meaning of engagement

• categorized by device or platform

As illustrated in Table 1, the definitions are deducted through the exact definitions of online user                             

engagement. When descriptions of engagement are not clearly made in the articles, the inferences are                           

made based on the gist of engagement related arguments.

Table 1

Definitions of Online User Engagement

User's Point of View System Point of View Platform/Device
Consumers will engage with sites
they deem trustworthy and turn
away from those they mistrust.

The sites users choose to engage with
and act upon are once more related to

issues of content and quality
Website

People's engagement with a social
media platform consists of their

experiences. i.e., civic mindedness,
utilitarian, social facilitation, and
inspiration, as opposed to how
long and frequently they use it.

Social media campaigners should
reasonably expect that the platforms

they use would need to have sufficient
interactivity, user­friendly interfaces, and

engaging content.

Social media

Engagement as the experiences
that people have in a media vehicle

or platform—specifically, “a
collection of experiences” that
relate to “a consumer's beliefs

about how a site fits into his/her
life”

The bases of consumer website
engagement likely include both utilitarian

and hedonic benefits.

Media websites and
ads



Table 1 (continued)
Definitions of Online User Engagement

User's Point of View System Point of View Platform/Device
Consumers will engage with sites
they deem trustworthy and turn
away from those they mistrust.

The sites users choose to engage with
and act upon are once more related to

issues of content and quality
Website

People's engagement with a social
media platform consists of their

experiences. i.e., civic
mindedness, utilitarian, social
facilitation, and inspiration, as

opposed to how long and
frequently they use it.

Social media campaigners should
reasonably expect that the platforms

they use would need to have sufficient
interactivity, user­friendly interfaces,

and engaging content.

Social media

Engagement as the experiences
that people have in a media

vehicle or platform—specifically,
“a collection of experiences” that
relate to “a consumer's beliefs

about how a site fits into his/her
life”

The bases of consumer website
engagement likely include both
utilitarian and hedonic benefits.

Media websites and
ads

User behavior on website
engagement vary across different

user segments.

Website engagement is the time spent
on web page or average visit duration

Websites, social
media, and search

engines
Engaging activities are exotelic, or
extrinsically rewarding and since

flow is defined as optimal
experience, the positive effects
which occurred on the Web

should be the reflections of flow
symptoms.

Web designers who aim to maximize
the effectiveness of the Web content
through Web design should create an
environment which can facilitate the

occurrence of positive affects.

Website

Engagement refers to a
consumer's ongoing attention to

an object of consumption such as
a website or brand.

Where the website involves the
interaction of consumers with one
another, engagement also likely

includes social bonding and exchange
of social benefits.

Online auction sites
(C2C)



Table 1 (continued)
Definitions of Online User Engagement

User's Point of View System Point of View Platform/Device
Consumer engagement is a

context­dependent,
psychological state

characterized by fluctuating
intensity levels.

Knowledge sharing,
educating, and enabling

consumers to co­develop,
become important tasks

Online community (C2C)

Online engagement is a
cognitive and affective

commitment to an active
relationship with the brand as
personified by the website or

other computer­mediated
entities designed to

communicate brand value.

No matter how stimulating or
immersive the website

experience, if the site fails to
be relevant and of use to the

consumer and hence to evoke
some form of cognitive and

affective commitment.

Website

Engagement dimension refers
to extent to which consumers
are engaged via features of
the website environment
designed to attract them.

Operational performance is
significantly and positively

associated with transactions
that are more

experience­based and with
greater levels of consumer
engagement website : page
views and average duration

Website

User engagement explains
how and why applications

attract people to use them by
also focusing on individual

users’ thoughts, feelings, and
their degree of activity during

system use.

To explore user engagement
metrics dwell time, number of

page views, number of
distinct and returning users,
and time spent interacting

with a website over single or
multiple sessions can be used

An exploratory web search
system



Table 1 (continued)
Definitions of Online User Engagement

User's Point of View System Point of View Platform/Device
Engagement occurs when a
person is psychologically

immersed in a video, refers to
the perceptual focus on

mediated information and the
avoidance of stimuli that do

not belong to the media
offering.

In order to get a person
engaged in watching video

clips on a mobile device, the
content should be sensory

rather than emotional.

Mobile vs. Desktop & Video

Engagement is the highest
level of interactivity

The interface is the means
and place of interaction. So,
the modes of interactivity are
the rhetorical modes of the
interface and high levels of
interactivity (involvement)

produce high levels of
engagement

Interface functions

User engagement is the
quality of the user experience
that emphasises the positive
aspects of the interaction. In
particular the phenomena

associated with being
captivated by a web

application, and so being
motivated to use it.

Engagement metrics can be
categorized based on
popularity, activity and

loyalty.

Websites

Engagement is a quality of
user experience and

considered “a
desirable—even essential—

human response to
computer­mediated activities”

Usability is intricately woven
into the experience of
engagement. Engaging

applications do appear to
have an inherent baseline of

usability.

Online shopping, web
searching, webcasting, and

video games



As illustrated in Table 1, online user engagement has been defined using numerous different methods                           

and measurements. Scholars who focus on online user engagement seek to identify either general                         

drivers (such as the user’s psychological state and individual experiences) or specific impacts of                         

contexts (such as web sites and web application) that define online user engagement. Three elements                           

appear frequently in the descriptions of online user engagement:

• human psychological response as commitment (behavioral, emotional orcognitive)

• user control and design focus for the online systems

• changes occur over time

These elements hold promise for the exploration of user engagement on the web because they serve                             

as umbrellas for many of the elements identified in Table 1. For example:

• Human psychological response encompasses the concepts of sensory and

emotional responses such as being interested, and making interactions with web applications.

• User control dimensions include system design functions that evoke cognitive                 

participation and transactions with web pages like usability.

• The concept of time embraces the change of intensity, and levels of engagement.

Even though the unit of analysis varies between articles, it is also identified that there is considerable                               

variation in the nature and type of the work defining the concept of online user engagement. Variation                               

occurs, especially between the ones that are defining user engagement as characterized by positive                         

emotions and those that are defining the process without emphasizing desirability. While some studies                         

profile user engagement as a quality of user experience (O’Brien and Toms (2008), others are                           

explaining user engagement from flow symptoms, indicating a positive effect (Chen, 2006).

Studies that are defining online user engagement as a quality of user experience are closely analyzed.                             

It is found that there is a fourth element holding promise for the exploration of user engagement:                               

attitude towards online user engagement, which can also be sub­categorized as positive engagement,                       

non­engagement, and negative engagement. There is a framework suggested to explain online user                       

engagement in one of those studies, but the specifics will be discussed in section 4.2. For now, from                                 



the definitions of selected studies, it is important to note that four elements appear frequently to                             

describe online user engagement:

• Human psychological response (behavioral, emotional or cognitive)

• User control dimensions, including system design functions

• The concept of time (depicts the intensity and levels of engagement)

• Attitude towards engagement (positive, negative, and non engagement).

To keep consistent with the research questions that formed the basis of our scoping review, we                             

summarized how online user engagement is defined when interacting with computers.

In addition, articles address the need to develop a working definition of user engagement, and                           

propose conceptual frameworks to reconcile the practitioners' view of engagement. However, either                     

the studies are too specific to certain dimensions of user engagement like interactivity or trust, or                             

suggest frameworks based on several distinct field of studies. Accordingly, it is making online user                           

engagement challenging for the researchers and practitioners to understand. In addition, authors                     

promote (based on motivational states) the use of multidimensional scales to measure user                       

engagement and acknowledge the various patterns of behavior across a multitude of online platforms.

4.2 Characteristics of Online User Engagement

In this section, the discussion of the findings corresponds to the second research question that formed                             

the basis of our scoping review: the identified characteristics of online user engagement. Metrics to                           

measure user engagement are also briefly evaluated. The findings from reviewed articles are grouped                         

into eight key categories to illuminate the most common approaches that researchers use within the                           

online user engagement domain (Rumrill et al. 2010). These categories are by no means discrete;                           

overlapping between articles did occur.

Even though we present categories here, most of the studies overlapped in terms of the questions                             

they ask on online user engagement. The platforms, the devices and sometimes the study fields of the                               

authors are different and created tiny variances. However, one concept occur continuously in all                         



articles. Simple navigation and clean user experience path on websites, web applications, and social                         

media is encouraged at all times.

1. Conceptual frameworks around user engagement: There are studies to develop solid                     

understanding of the online user engagement and define the life cycle of engagement with relational                           

factors. Such efforts are there to build standard structured models that include relational factors                         

concerning user engagement and they carry loads of explicit or implicit information in relation to                           

characteristics of user engagement. Each factor’s impact within such frameworks is also modeled,                       

and metrics to measure user engagement are suggested. Thus, such studies also accommodate the                         

defining characteristics of user engagement components.

A general online social interaction propensity (GOSIP) framework, for example, is developed as an                         

explanatory power for consumer engagement. GOSIP serves as an antecedent focusing on online                       

interaction behavior that could explain differences in levels of engagement (social and behavioral).                       

Such a framework is useful for understanding subsequent differences in level of engagement across                         

contexts (Blazevic et al., 2013). Subsequently, an operational framework is suggested to understand                       

the level of engagement; it can be used to predict consumer engagement across three contexts: a                             

social networking context (Facebook, Twitter), an online review context (Amazon, TripAdvisor) and                     

a video­sharing context (YouTube, Vimeo). Therefore, predicting the level of consumer engagement                     

in different web platforms is believed to be valuable. However, the value of the level of consumer                               

engagement in different web platforms again found context­dependent.

Lehmann et al. characterize user engagement in terms of three families of commonly adopted metrics                           

that reflect different aspects of engagement: popularity (number of users), activity (dwell time) and                         

loyalty (return rate). They then further categorize users according to how often they visit a site, and                               

finally investigate temporal behavioral differences in engagement (Lehmann et al., 2012). Meanwhile,                     

O’Brien and Toms framework of engagement suggests that engagement is characterized by                     

challenge, aesthetic and sensory appeal, feedback, novelty, interactivity, perceived control and time,                     

awareness, motivation, interest, and effect (2008). As a result, depending on the models suggested,                         



online user engagement aspects are popularity, activity and loyalty, challenge, aesthetic and sensory                       

appeal, feedback, novelty, interactivity, perceived control and time, awareness, motivation, interest,                   

and effect.

Mollen and Wilson (2010) also suggest a theoretical framework called the                   

Stimulus–Organism–Response (S–O–R) model to examine the nature and the role of consumer                     

engagement. Their framework views consumer online experience as consisting of three components.                     

The first is the website (stimuli), the second is the consumer's internal state, and the third the                               

‘experiential brew’ that generates ‘approach and avoidance’ brand attitudes and behaviors driven                     

from Eroglu et al., 2003 and Sautter et al., 2004. Accordingly, as an example, the consumer’s                             

internal state can be affected by motivation or interest, and website stimuli is there to act for aesthetic                                 

and sensory appeal; the user, in response, can interact with the website. So, specific features offered                             

to explain the components of user engagement are clearly not linear, but rather dependent upon the                             

context, platform, and personal state. even though behavioral aspects, i.e. website visits, are                       

measurable.

2. Articles borrow the suggested frameworks or use earlier theories to test the validity of                           

factors for different contexts: There are studies to validate the dimensions of user engagement in                           

relation to earlier theories. These kinds of studies often begin with hypotheses, and go on to measure                               

the validity of the factors of engagement, attempting to analyze the key relationships between the                           

constituents of engagement.

User experience on mobile video appreciation (See­To, Papagiannidis, and Cho, 2012) suggest a                       

framework which is closely related to psychological flow theory. Flow theory suggests that user                         

experience, engagement and enjoyment might be determining factors of satisfaction. Therefore, the                     

study measures whether enjoyment will positively influence user satisfaction with mobile video                     

entertainment services, and whether engagement will positively influence enjoyment and influence user                     

satisfaction (See­To, Papagiannidis, and Cho, 2012). In a similar fashion, Chen (2006) examines                       

relationships and interactions between the web users’ flow symptoms and positive effects. According                       



to the assumptions, factors of flow represent the process that an individual could experience during                           

his/her engagement on the Web and demonstrates the potential application of flow theory in the Web                             

environment.

Paek et al. (2013) also measure engagement (with the social media platform) by findings drawn from                             

Calder et al.’s (2009) framework. From the thirteen items Calder et al. suggest, Paek et al. choose                               

the four most relevant to a cause­related social media campaign: civic mindedness, utilitarian, social                         

facilitation, and inspiration.

The user’s engagement with mobile video, or web experience can be explained by flow theory or                             

flow theory can be applicable to various online user experiences other than games. Also, social media                             

platforms’ engagement levels for users can be different from the regular website engagement process.                         

Such studies make room for previous approaches i.e. flow theory, and also offer new ways of                             

understanding, calling for collaboration to figure out the dynamics of online user engagement in                         

different platforms.

3. Articles explaining phases of the online user engagement process: There are articles that                         

either focus on differing phases of engagement or build a framework that is derived from staged                             

models to explain the process of online user engagement. Sillence et al.’s work (2006) promotes                           

trust as a dimension to support online engagement, while participants are becoming engaged with the                           

sites at various levels. Three different phases of online engagement are identified: (1) first impressions                           

and heuristic analysis (2) further involvement with the site and content evaluation, and (3) longer term                             

engagement with subsequent relationship development. Similarly, O’Brien and Toms (2008) suggest                   

that engagement is a process comprised of four distinct stages: point of engagement, period of                           

sustained engagement, disengagement, and reengagement.

On the contrary, even though Brodie et al. (2013) agree that consumer engagement is a process and                               

may include a transitory state of dormancy and/or termination at particular points in time, the                           

consumer engagement process does not follow an orderly, sequential progression of phases over                       



time. Rather, consumer engagement is an interplay, or iteration, of relevant sub­processes (cf.                       

Resnick, 2001 from Brodie et al.).

4. Articles explaining drivers and results of online engagement: Studies also worked on the                         

motivational drivers entailing online engagement. Some prefer to name drivers as antecedents, while                       

other studies prefer to call the benefits causes of online engagement. As an example, Abdul­Ghani,                           

Hyde and Marshall (2011) reveal the utilitarian, hedonic, and social benefits as the bases of                           

engagement with the auction sites. According to the study, the means by which community practices                           

create value for members needs to be understood and further research can develop a scale to                             

measure consumer engagement with auction sites.

Moreover, according to Carnegie, high levels of interactivity produce high levels of engagement,                       

exemplified in experiences of immersion and captivation (2009), while engagement is defined as the                         

highest level of interactivity, and occurs when multiple schemas are invoked and the user/reader must                           

draw from an array of schemas (Douglas and Hargadon (2001), from Carnegie 2009).

The drivers of engagement are defined by Mollen and Wilson (2010) as engagement characteristics.                         

They explain engagement characteristics as active, sustained, cognitive processing, the attainment of                     

relevance and utility, and emotional bonding, derived from pleasure and satisfaction. Mollen and                       

Wilson (2010) also suggest that engagement can stand as an intermediate variable between                       

telepresence and consumer attitudes and behavior. Telepresence (psychological state of ‘being there’                     

augmented by focused attention) is defined as an antecedent of engagement, while engagement is                         

defined as an antecedent of attitudes and behaviors conducive to purchase or future purchase.

Similarly, Calder et al. argue that engagement is antecedent to outcomes such as usage, effect, and                             

responses to advertising (2009). Brodie et al. (2013) suggest that other relational concepts (e.g.                         

participation, involvement, telepresence) act as engagement antecedents, while engagement               

consequences may include commitment, trust, self­brand connections, consumers’ emotional brand                 

attachment and brand loyalty.



Consequently, drivers of engagement are presented as being utilitarian, hedonic, socially beneficially,                     

as well as showing high levels of interaction, participation, involvement and telepresence, which is                         

very similar to the concept of immersion and captivation. On the other hand, results of online user                               

engagement are defined in terms of purchase, value for community members, trust, commitment, and                         

brand loyalty.

5. Articles discussing website metrics and design for online engagement: In order to define the                           

characteristics of engagement, some studies choose to suggest website related metrics as evidence of                         

user engagement. There is a long list of website metrics, depending on the web application, including                             

the number of clicks, time spent on a landing page, frequency of visits, number of unique visits,                               

sign­ups, follows or check­ins if the web application is in the social stream. Examples of such studies                               

are the works of Abdul­Ghani et al., who explore a web user’s transient experience and the                             

results/benefits of their engagement (2011). Jiang et al. (2013) also depict website popularity based                         

on user behavior and reflect results in both visit traffic and traffic engagement.

However, online engagement also consists of cognitive aspects. As defined by Mollen and Wilson                         

(2010), it must incorporate the satisfying of instrumental value (utility and relevance) and experiential                         

value (emotional congruence). They characterize the consumer’s experiential response to website and                     

environmental stimuli as a dynamic, tiered perceptual spectrum that includes interactivity, telepresence                     

and engagement. Therefore, they position engagement along an experiential continuum and website                     

stimuli may generate that experiential state.

6. Articles emphasizing intensity or levels of online engagement: Users’ online engagement is                       

determined in a number of different ways (e.g. heuristics, utility value of the site, experiential value).                             

This means the intensity of online engagement can change depending on certain variables, and differs                           

depending on the user and the experience. According to Brodie et al. “consumer engagement                         

represents a highly context­dependent, motivational state characterized by a specific intensity level at                       

a given point in time”, and they go on to evaluate the interplay between the emotional, cognitive and                                 

behavioral aspects of engagement generating differing levels of engagement intensity (2013).



With the general online social interaction propensity (GOSIP) framework, Blazevic et al. (2013)                       

explain the potential level at which one person will participate in an online interaction, while another                             

person will not, based on similar access and motivational circumstances.

According to O’Brien and Toms (2008), engagement itself operates in a continuum and a single                           

session contains a range of engaging experiences that vary in intensity. Similarly, Higgins and Scholer                           

(2009) review different sources of engagement strength and indicate that stronger engagement can                       

make something positive more positive, and something negative more negative. Therefore, factors to                       

be used to create a certain combination of engagement strength and process experience would                         

depend on the specific goal of the influence attempt.

7. Articles explaining what online user engagement is not: To understand what online user                         

engagement is, it is also crucial to ascertain what it is not. A few of the studies in our selected articles                                       

examined what user engagement is not. Mollen and Wilson (2010) indicate that engagement is not                           

solely involvement, because involvement is a component of telepresence. Mollen and Wilson (2010)                       

specifically note that involvement is just an important dimension of engagement. Accordingly,                     

engagement is not a proxy for flow, telepresence, or interactivity. It is a discrete construct,                           

characterized by specific experiential components.

As Calder et al. (2009) describe, many define being engaged as site visits, time spent on the site, or                                   

page views. However, according to Calder et al. (2009), those metrics are consequences of                         

engagement rather than engagement itself. Therefore, according to Calder et al. (2009) “we shall use                           

the term experience whenever we refer to a specific set of consumer beliefs about a vehicle such as                                 

utilitarian or intrinsic enjoyment, and the term engagement whenever we refer to the overall                         

experiences of a vehicle.”

Carnegie (2009) evaluates the distinction between immersion, flow, and engagement concepts as                     

well. Immersion, he argues, “refers to a highly focused state in which an individual loses his or her                                 



sense of self, while flow refers to a condition in which an individual loses a sense of self and time and                                       

becomes intensely focused on the task at hand”. So, according to Carnegie (2009), flow is the                             

intermediary state between immersion and flow, and it is the highest level of interactivity.

8. Patterns in findings of articles: When Sharafi et al. (2006) suggested that the focus of future                               

studies should be on understanding how personality factors and situational and contextual                     

circumstances are influencing online interactions, they also indicated that research should examine                     

“whether enjoyment, efficiency, and curiosity lead to higher IT­competence or whether                   

IT­competence leads to enjoyment, efficiency, and curiosity”. Online user engagement’s entangled                   

nature is at the very core of this question. Consumer engagement has a central role in the process of                                   

relational exchange and is an iterative process (Brodie et al., 2013).

Findings of the reviewed articles are attempting to represent various correlations of the factors that                           

are playing a role in the online user engagement process. However, findings are not substantial                           

enough to suggest either a new framework of user engagement, or a complete and simple definition of                               

the process. Essentially, studies on online user engagement have to suggest a neat and balanced                           

consensus of terminology. It is found that there is excessive terminological suggestion and even                         

though the engagement process is context and time dependent, there are more terminological                       

suggestions generated to define and to measure the process of engagement.

Higgins and Scholer (2009) note choosing factors to use when creating a combination of engagement                           

strength and experience would depend on the specific goal of the influence attempt. Additionally,                         

Brodie et al (2013) suggest consumer engagement as an interactive process and a process that may                             

emerge at different intensity levels over time. Even though O’Brien and Toms (2010) have modeled a                             

user engagement scale (UES), they note that it is “impossible to find measures that do not vary over                                 

time and across contexts” (Serenko and Turel, 2007, p. 657).

Although close attention to detail is crucial in academic research, too intense a focus can generate                             

challenges for future studies. However, it is important to note substantial patterns of findings. For                           



example, according to Carnegie (2009), the interface should be examined according to how it                         

engages the user through representations and schemas of social connection and physical place. The                         

user­focused design is called out in more than half of the studies. Also, Higgins and Scholer (2009)                               

suggest that the effects of persuasion and influence have yet to be investigated. So, understanding the                             

user is crucial for interface design, yet identifying ways to influence the user through their experience                             

is also important for engaging users.

Chen et al. (2009) advise businesses to pay close attention to three factors when designing the                             

website. For them, the website should use broad structure navigation systems, the terminology and                         

wording usage of products and categories should be simple and familiar to the general public, and                             

should include images, pictures, videos and sound. The inference we can make is that there are                             

different factors that can influence the user. Of all the factors that are suggested, simple navigation,                             

familiarity and rich media content have the potential to generate higher online user engagement on                           

websites.

However, online user experience and engagement doesn’t only happen on websites. There are                       

various online media tools such as web applications, social networks, and portable devices in play                           

within the user engagement phenomenon. Calder et al. (2009) suggest that the principle of                         

engagement and its effects on communication effectiveness can be extended to other media such as                           

mobile media and the social media.

There is also careful consideration of metrics to measure online user engagement in many of the                             

reviewed studies. Abdul­Ghani et al. (2011) suggest that “research can develop a scale to measure                           

consumer engagement with auction sites, and relate levels of engagement to consequent behaviors,                       

including the time and money consumers spend on auction sites”. Lehmann et al. (2012), is also                             

focusing on the modeling of engagement with website metrics, and finds revisiting of engagement                         

metrics to be an essential component of modeling. Lehmann et al. (2012) suggest that user                           

demographics (e.g. gender, age) and finer­grained temporal aspects (e.g. time of the day) are likely                           

to bring further insights into modeling and measuring engagement.



O’Brien and Toms’ (2013) user engagement scale (UES) is an attempt to model the process across                             

contexts. Even though they accept the context­dependent and iterative nature of the process, they                         

suggest three subscales (Perceived Usability, Focused Attention, and Aesthetic Appeal) that have                     

demonstrated stability across several studies. Therefore UES is useful for evaluating users’                     

engagement levels along a number of user and system dimensions.

4.3 Future Directions

Authors point to the need for further work to examine social media and virtual community                           

engagement. Rigorous understanding is required in order to analyze the effects of social networks on                           

user engagement and on communication effectiveness (Calder et al., 2009; Abdul­Ghani, 2011; Paek                       

et al., 2013; Jiang et al., 2013). The importance of users’ engagement with social media has to be                                 

examined, as well as identifying the conditions, content, and actions that enhance it (Paek et al.,                             

2013). According to Brodie et al. (2013), virtual communities are becoming increasingly prevalent,                       

yet virtual community prevalence should not imply the substitution of online for offline activity. There                           

is also the need for comparative research, which focuses both on consumer engagement in the offline,                             

“physical world” and in online “virtual” settings (Brodie et al. 2013).

There is also a need for clarity on antecedents and consequences of online user engagement                           

depending on each context, platform, or design. While the relationship between user, system, content                         

and task should be further examined (O’Brien and Toms, 2013), exploring the relationship and                         

relative valence between cognitive and affective variables of the engagement may also be fruitful                         

(Mollen and Wilson, 2010). However, academic and practitioner collaboration is crucial to develop                       

viable measures of online user engagement, and an assessment of its importance and utility (Mollen                           

and Wilson, 2010).

In the information era, consumers expect brands not only to listen but also to respond. In order for                                 

brands to respond and engage their users, engagement metrics have to be precise. Measuring the                           



level of participation and engagement different platforms are creating is also important. Recent                       

research has adopted metrics, such as dwell time, number of page views, number of distinct and                             

returning users, time spent interacting with a website over single or multiple sessions (Lehmann et al.,                             

2012), click, share, like, retweet kinds of social media statistics, interviews and user satisfactions                         

surveys. Yet there is still room for improvement, as such system related metrics do not reflect the                               

dynamic process of engagement; instead it partially explains user behavior. Additionally, forms of                       

online engagement data for devices may vary. People interact with their mobile devices differently                         

than with their desktop or laptop – e.g. touching, shaking and flipping the screen. User experience                             

and engagement on a web page may be different from online interactions on a smartphone, tablet or                               

laptop.



CHAPTER FIVE ­ CONCLUSION

5.1 Conclusion

With a scoping review methodology, we examined the definitions of online user engagement,                       

summarized components of online user engagement, identified patterns in research in the context of                         

online user experience, and focused on where further enquiry should be. At a theoretical level, the                             

roots of consumer engagement already lie within the field of marketing. The answers to many                           

questions about online user engagement are already worked on in marketing field of study as                           

marketing’s research focus is the conversation between consumers, the products and the services.                       

The nuance lies in the transformation of the information architecture and non­linear communication                       

and narratives on the web. With the advancement of technological mediums, current information                       

architecture allows users to have conversations with consumers, the products (systems), and to                       

interact with services as well. There should be a closer connection and collaboration between                         

marketing field researchers and human­computer interaction researchers to clarify the definitions of                     

online user engagement as well as to establish the metrics to measure the level of engagement across                               

platforms.

There is vast amount of terminology and data presented on online user engagement within the context                             

of user experience. However, user experience and engagement related growing data in particular                       

have to be recorded, and deployed in an organized way within the academic field. The web has                               

become interactive; conversation between people, systems and services is continuous. If academic                     

research is being conducted in such an ecosystem, the web tools that are available to make                             

information clear should be used as well. The academic researchers on user experience and user                           

engagement should collaborate and build a web information architecture, literature maps, record                     

suggested models online to make it easily accessible to everyone working in the field. The                           

conversation potential of the web platforms should be considered as a way of finding a consensus in                               

terminology, designing collaborative research and providing further insight into the role of individual                       

differences in online user engagement.
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