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Abstract - F-commerce has become an integral part of daily life 

in Bangladesh, providing a platform where customers and 

sellers interact in real time to buy and sell products. Here, 

businesses not only showcase their products but also interact 

with their customers in real time, breaking the barriers of time 

and place. To understand this growing platform's impact on F-

commerce impulse purchase, we have designed this study. 

While prior studies have explored individual factors such as 

Facebook usage intensity, para social relationships, and others, 

the current study aims to fill that gap by examining the 

collective impact of multiple factors on impulse purchasing 

within F-commerce. The study investigates the collective 

impact of F-commerce through six predictor variables such as 

Facebook usage intensity, hedonic gratification, para social 

relationship, social interaction, social trust, and online 

vividness of product, alongside the mediating role of perceived 

price dispersion on impulse purchasing behavior. To collect 

data, the study uses a purposive sampling technique, which is 

appropriate as data were collected from 403 Bangladeshi users 

of F-commerce platform. The survey was conducted through a 

structured questionnaire and used structural equation 

modeling (SEM) approach to analyze data via SmartPLS 4.0. 

The results show that para social relationships, social 

interaction, and social trust have significant influence on 

impulse purchase, whereas Facebook usage intensity, hedonic 

gratification, online vividness of product, and perceived price 

dispersion do not. Moreover, perceived price dispersion does 

not mediate the hypothesized relationships. These results offer 

valuable implications for marketers, businesspeople, 

developers, as well as researchers in developing more effective 

strategies and creating new avenues for further research on 

this growing multipurpose platform. 

Keywords - F-commerce, Impulse Purchase, Perceived Price 

Dispersion, Facebook, Hedonic Gratification. 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 

 

F-commerce in Bangladesh has expanded with improved 

internet access, enabling real-time buyer–seller interaction 

and greater accountability than traditional e-commerce [1], 

[2]. Although early privacy and security concerns slowed 

adoption, mobile-friendliness and brand-page interactivity 

promoted acceptance and kept customers updated on 

product launches. This growth accelerated during the 

COVID-19 period amid movement restrictions and rising 

internet use [3]. Facebook now accounts for a large share of 

commercial activity: 66.7% of businesses reportedly use it, 

lowering entry barriers for youth entrepreneurship and 

empowering many women; around 30% of users shop there, 

valuing convenience and delivery, yet cumbersome returns, 

weak after-sales service, and concerns about product 

quality, payment security, and seller trust continue to 

impede loyalty [4], [5],[6]. As F-commerce becomes 

routine, usage intensity, vivid product presentations, para 

social ties, and hedonic gratification can amplify unplanned 

buying; brands deploy influencer-driven live streams, vlogs, 

and visually rich posts, while perceived price fairness and 

credible reviews help build trust and reduce uncertainty [2], 

[7], [8], [9]. 

Bangladesh’s Facebook-based commerce is 

expanding quickly and operates year-round, including most 

weekends and holidays except major events like Eid. Yet 

trust challenges persist, and prior studies have focused more 

on general purchasing drivers than on impulse buying [6]. 

To address this gap, we examine how Facebook usage 

intensity, hedonic gratification, para social relationships, 

social interaction, social trust, and online vividness shape 

impulse purchasing, and test the mediating role of perceived 

price dispersion. Considering these factors together in the 

Bangladeshi context clarifies the mechanisms behind 

impulse buying and supports development of a more 

resilient F-commerce ecosystem.  

Online shopping in Bangladesh is expanding as 

consumers increasingly research products online before 

visiting stores and use social platforms to track new items, 

features, trends, discounts, and prices [10], [11]. Although 

Facebook began as a communication tool, F-commerce now 

enables interactive buying and selling, and brands cultivate 

warm communities that encourage customer feedback [12]. 

A youth-heavy user base engages socially and commercially 

while algorithms surface interest-aligned content, enabling 

personalized ads that elicit positive emotions and, together 

with vivid product presentations, can trigger impulse 

purchases [13], [14], [15]. Therefore, this study examines 

how these dynamics shape F-commerce impulse purchasing 

and provides guidance for marketers designing strategies 

suited to local user behavior. 

The objective behind this study is to provide 

understanding of different factors which influence F-

commerce impulse purchase, as well as to determine the 

perceived price dispersion mediating effect on F-commerce 

impulse purchase. 

F-commerce has become an integral part of the 

online shopping landscape. Previous studies have shown 

that usage intensity positively affects impulse buying 

behavior [2]. The interactive nature of the platform allows 

buyers and sellers to engage directly, which creates hedonic 

gratification and influences impulsive purchasing [8], [16]. 

The same study also found that the impulse purchase 
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behavior can be influence by  para social relationship, social 

interaction, social trust. Zafar et al. [8], also noted that 

online vividness has a significant influence on consumers’ 

impulse buying behavior. In another study, Chen & Ku [7] 

examined the moderating effect of perceived price 

dispersion on impulse buying. 

Although these studies have investigated 

individual variables, no research has collectively analyzed 

these key factors or examined their combined effect on 

impulse purchases within F-commerce. To address this gap, 

the present study considers six independent variables, 

namely Facebook usage intensity, hedonic gratification, 

para social relationships, social interaction, social trust, and 

online vividness of products, as well as one mediating 

variable, perceived price dispersion. 
 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW AND 

DEVELOPMENT OF CONSTRUCTS 

 

a. Theoretical Background 

The present study adopts the Stimulus-Organism-

Response (SOR) paradigm to identify the factors of f-

commerce impulse purchase. The original framework 

introduced by  Mehrabian and Russel (1974), Under this 

model it judges how consumer external stimuli can 

influence their internal evaluation and ultimate drive their 

response to it [2], [17], [18]. This is particularly suited for 

assessing customer behavior in an online commerce 

environment. In the stimulus (S) part they process those 

stimuli. In the organism (O) part they customer they decide 

behavioral action [19]. In the context of F-commerce, 

factors such as Facebook usage intensity, hedonic 

gratification, para social relationships, social interaction, 

social trust, online vividness of products, and perceived 

price dispersion are conceptualized as external stimuli. 

These variables impact users' internal evaluations and 

ultimately drive their impulse purchasing behavior. By 

utilizing the SOR paradigm, this research aims to clarify the 

pathways through which these determinants influence 

unplanned buying behavior in the dynamic environment of 

F-commerce [2], [20]. 

b. F-commerce Impulse Purchase (FIP) 

Impulse purchase in F-commerce refers to 

unplanned, immediate buying on Facebook, driven by a 

sudden urge with little deliberation [21], [22]. Not every 

unplanned act is impulsive; for example, quickly buying a 

genuinely needed item forgotten from a list is not impulse 

buying [23]. In online settings, cues such as advertisements, 

promotions, scarcity, and social influence heighten the 

likelihood of impulse purchases [24]. Prior work 

distinguishes pure, reminder, suggestive, and planned-

impulse forms [8]. The interactive, visually rich nature of 

Facebook commerce, reinforced by celebrities and 

influencers, further elevates these urges [2], [25]. In this 

study, FIP is treated as the dependent variable capturing 

spontaneous, unplanned purchasing on Facebook-based 

commerce. 

c. Facebook Usage Intensity (FUI) and F-commerce 

Impulse Purchase (FIP) 

Facebook usage intensity (FUI) captures how 

frequently and deeply users engage with browsing, posting, 

groups, and interactions, reflecting habitual and emotional 

attachment [2], [26], [27]. In F-commerce, higher FUI 

increases exposure to brand pages, shopping groups, 

discovery posts, and ads, amplifying marketing and peer 

cues that prompt unplanned purchases [2]. Frequent use also 

builds familiarity and comfort, making users more 

responsive to shopping stimuli; thus FUI is expected to raise 

the likelihood of impulse buying on Facebook [16], [28]. 

Based on these theoretical considerations and previous 

findings, the following hypothesis is formulated: 

H1: Facebook Usage Intensity (FUI) has positive 

impact on F-commerce Impulse Purchase (FIP). 

d. Hedonic Gratification (HG) and F-commerce Impulse 

Purchase (FIP) 

Hedonic gratification (HG) is the pleasure, 

excitement, and enjoyment from browsing and interacting 

with Facebook shopping content. Positive affect shortens 

deliberation and heightens the urge to buy; vivid visuals, 

entertaining live streams, and playful interactions provide 

hedonic value that nudges spontaneous purchases [2], [14]. 

On Facebook, gamified promotions, personalized ads, and 

para social entertainment intensify HG, converting attention 

into unplanned buying [13], [15]. Consistent with prior 

work linking hedonic motives to online impulse purchasing, 

higher HG is expected to increase FIP in F-commerce [7], 

[8]. In light of these findings, the following hypothesis is 

proposed: 

H2: Hedonic Gratification (HG) has positive 

impact on F-commerce Impulse Purchase (FIP). 

e. Para Social Relationship (PR) and F-commerce 

Impulse Purchase (FIP) 

Para Social relationship (PR) is the imagined bond 

with influencers or celebrities on Facebook [29], [30], [31]. 

In F-commerce, repeated exposure and interaction foster 

trust and identification with endorsers [8], [32]. Such ties 

heighten spontaneous buying, as followers respond more to 

emotional connection and perceived similarity than to 

expertise [33], [34], [35]. Endorsements, live sessions, and 

product demonstrations by digital celebrities further 

accelerate impulse purchases [36]. Accordingly, stronger 

PR is expected to increase FIP. Based on these 

considerations, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H3: Para Social Relationship (PR) has positive 

impact on F-commerce Impulse Purchase (FIP). 

f. Social Interaction (SI) and F-commerce Impulse 

Purchase (FIP) 

Social interaction (SI) refers to communicative 

processes on Facebook, including conversations, 

comments, group participation, opinion exchange, and live-

stream engagement, through which users form ties with 

friends, peers, sellers, and communities, building trust and 

socioemotional support [37], [38]. These interactions create 
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belonging and involvement that elevate spontaneous 

purchasing; peer advice, affirming feedback, and real-time 

recommendations raise perceived value and credibility, 

lower uncertainty, and stimulate unplanned buying in F-

commerce environments [39], [40], [41]. Based on these 

considerations, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H4: Social Interaction (SI) has positive impact on 

F-commerce Impulse Purchase (FIP). 

g. Social Trust (ST) and F-commerce Impulse Purchase 

(FIP) 

Social trust (ST) is the expectation that others on 

the platform will act honestly, ethically, and reliably, 

creating confidence for interpersonal and transactional 

exchanges. In F-commerce this is critical because buyers 

often share personal information and purchase from 

unfamiliar sellers. ST develops through positive 

interactions, transparency, and perceived fairness, and is 

reinforced by trustworthy recommendations and group 

norms [42], [43], [44]. When ST is high, positive reviews, 

social proof, and supportive community feedback reduce 

perceived risk and encourage spontaneous purchases, while 

also fostering repeat interactions and loyalty [45], [46], [47]. 

Based on these considerations, the following hypothesis is 

proposed: 

H5: Social Trust (ST) has positive impact on F-

commerce Impulse Purchase (FIP). 

h. Online Vividness of Products (OVP) and F-commerce 

Impulse Purchase (FIP) 

Online vividness of products (OVP) is the richness 

and quality of digital product presentation, including clear 

images, engaging videos, detailed descriptions, and 

interactive media, which provide multiple sensory cues and 

help consumers visualize and evaluate items; on Facebook 

this includes high-resolution photos, live demonstrations, 

dynamic clips, and immersive multimedia [48], [49], [50]. 

Higher OVP captures attention and evokes emotion, 

fostering positive attitudes and quick, unplanned decisions; 

interactive features such as virtual try-ons, review videos, 

and testimonials enhance authenticity and desirability, 

reduce hesitation, and increase impulse purchasing in F-

commerce [51], [52]. On the basis of the discussion, the 

following hypothesis is proposed: 

H6: Online vividness of product (OVP) has positive impact 

on F-commerce impulse purchase (FIP). 

i. Perceived Price Dispersion (PPD) and F-commerce 

Impulse Purchase (FIP) 

Perceived price dispersion (PPD) is consumers’ 

awareness that the same or similar products are offered at 

different prices by different sellers; in F-commerce, users 

often encounter and compare such differences across pages 

and groups [53]. PPD reflects both actual price gaps and 

subjective perceptions shaped by experience and platform 

information, guiding judgments of price fairness and 

competitiveness in multi-seller digital markets [7], [54]. 

PPD can influence impulse buying in two ways: wide gaps 

may prompt search and delay, whereas unusually attractive 

or limited-time prices relative to alternatives can trigger 

immediate, unplanned purchases; credible reviews and 

transparent seller information strengthen this effect by 

reducing uncertainty [9], [55]. Based on these 

considerations, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H7: Perceived Price Dispersion (PPD) has positive 

impact on F-commerce Impulse Purchase (FIP). 

j. Mediating Effects of Perceived Price Dispersion 

(PPD) 

In F-commerce, a mediating variable clarifies how 

or why an independent variable influences a dependent 

variable. Perceived price dispersion (PPD) can serve as a 

mediator by shaping the connection between predictors such 

as Facebook usage intensity, hedonic gratification, para 

social relationships, social interaction, social trust, and 

online vividness of products, and the outcome of impulse 

purchase behavior. When customers observe different 

prices for similar products across sellers, their perceptions 

of price fairness and value influence the impact these 

independent variables have on purchasing decisions [7]. 

PPD may either strengthen or weaken the effects 

of variables like social trust, social interaction, and product 

vividness by providing additional information that shapes 

consumer judgment. For instance, positive social interaction 

or vivid product displays may lead to impulse buying if the 

perceived price is considered fair or especially attractive in 

comparison to alternatives [9], [56]. On the other hand, even 

high levels of hedonic gratification or trust may not result in 

impulse buying if price dispersion causes doubt or 

uncertainty. Thus, PPD is expected to mediate the 

relationships between these independent variables and F-

commerce impulse purchase, offering insight into the 

mechanisms driving unplanned buying behavior in digital 

commerce [57]. All the above research shows how 

Perceived Price Dispersion influences customer purchase 

along with elements of hedonic gratification, online 

vividness. here are designed hypothesis given below: 

H8: Perceived Price Dispersion (PPD) mediates the 

relationship between Facebook Usage Intensity (FUI) and 

F-commerce Impulse Purchase (FIP).  

 

H9: Perceived Price Dispersion (PPD) mediates the 

relationship between Hedonic Gratification (HG) and F-

commerce Impulse Purchase (FIP). 

H10: Perceived Price Dispersion (PPD) mediates the 

relationship Para Social Relationship (PR)and F-commerce 

Impulse Purchase (FIP). 

H11: Perceived Price Dispersion (PPD) mediates the 

relationship Social Interaction (SI) and F-commerce 

Impulse Purchase (FIP). 

H12: Perceived Price Dispersion (PPD) mediates 

the relationship Social Trust (ST) and F-Commerce Impulse 

Purchase (FIP). 

H13: Perceived Price Dispersion (PPD) mediates 

the relationship Online Vividness of Product (OVP) and F-

commerce Impulse Purchase (FIP). 
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Fig. 1: Conceptual framework (source: Author’s own 

work) 

• RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

k. Data Sampling 

The population comprised customers with 

experience shopping via Facebook-based commerce. 

Because the population size was unknown, we used 

purposive non-probability sampling to recruit respondents 

aligned with the study objectives. A structured, in-person 

questionnaire was administered. The final sample exceeds 

common benchmarks for SEM and is adequate for PLS 

analysis (Hair et al., 2017; Kline, 2023). 

l. Measurement Instrument  

All variables are measured with Likert scale type 

questions ranging from 1=strongly agree to 5- strongly 

disagree. In this study six independent variables have been 

taken, one mediating variable and one dependent variable. 

F-commerce usage intensity has 5 items adopted from the 

research paper [2]. Hedonic gratification has 5 items, which 

is adopted from several paper [8], [2]; [60]. Para Social 

relationship has 5 items adopted from [61]. Social 

interaction has 5 items adopted from [62]. Social trust has 5 

items adopted from [8], [63]. Online vividness of product 

has 5 items adopted from Chen & Ku [7] and Wu et al. [64]. 

Price perceived Dispersion has 5 items adopted form Chen 

& Ku [7] and Wu et al. [64]. The dependent variable F-

commerce impulse purchase was measured with 6 items 

these items were adopted from several previous research 

[2], [8], [39]. 

m. Data Analysis Technique 

Data were analyzed using SPSS 25 for descriptive 

statistics and data preparation, and SmartPLS 4 to assess the 

measurement and structural models. The study employed 

PLS-SEM to test the hypothesized relationships and 

evaluate reliability and validity [58], and PLS-SEM is 

effective for applied multivariate analysis [65]. Analysis 

proceeded by first evaluating the measurement model, then 

the structural model to test hypothesized paths. 

 

III. DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

 

• Respondent’s Profile 

Among the 403 respondents, 72.2% were male and 

27.8% female. The largest age group was 25–34 (51.1%), 

followed by 15–24 (31.3%), 35–44 (10.2%), 45–54 (5.2%), 

and 55+ (2.2%). Regarding education, 39.0% held a 

bachelor’s degree and 30.5% a postgraduate degree, while 

19.6% had HSC and 10.4% SSC. F-commerce experience 

was less than 1 year 22.1%, 1–2 years 21.3%, 3–4 years 

24.1%, 5–6 years 16.6%, and more than 6 years 15.9%. 

Platform use frequency was very often for 36.0% of 

respondents, occasionally for 41.7%, and rarely for 22.3%. 

These demographic attributes suggested that sample is well-

suited for accurately measuring the observed variables in the 

present study. 

• Measurement Model 

a. Convergent Validity 

Convergent validity was assessed in Table 1 by 

examining item loading, Cronbach’s Alpha (CA), 

Composite Reliability (CR), and Average Variance 

Extracted (AVE). Under the assessment of loading value 

ST1 value was less than 0.7 that’s why the item ST1 is 

removed based on the standard criteria recommended by 

[66]. After the removal process, PLS algorithm generate 

AVE score higher than 0.50 for all the latent variables, 

which means the latent variables had sufficient convergent 

validity [66].The CR varied between 0.824 - 0.932, 

providing a positive reliability rate and the values are above 

the cut of value of 0 .70 [67], [68].Along with this CA value 

range between 0.822 - 0.888 which is higher than the 

standard value of 0.6 that proves the significant reliability 

of our measurement model. 

TABLE 1 

ITEM LOADING, CONVERGENT VALIDITY AND 

RELIABILITY 

Constructs Items 
Loadi

ng 
CA CR AVE 

Facebook 

Usage Intensity 

(FUI) 

FUI 1 0.722 

0.86

6 

0.87

9 
0.653 

FUI 2 0.862 

FUI 3 0.759 

FUI 4 0.835 

FUI 5 0.851 

Hedonic 

Gratification 

(HG) 

HG 1 0.753 

0.82

2 

0.82

4 
0.583 

HG 2 0.777 

HG 3 0.781 

HG 4 0.726 

HG 5 0.780 

Para Social 

Relationship 

(PR) 

PR 1 0.832 

0.87

6 

0.88

5 
0.671 

PR 2 0.718 

PR 3 0.845 

PR 4 0.845 

PR 5 0.847 

https://icebtm.iub.edu.bd/


The Proceedings of the International Conference on Economics, Business, and Technology Management (ICEBTM 2025) 

 

374 

       ISBN 978-984-35-5270-9                                          https://icebtm.iub.edu.bd  

 

Social 

Interaction (SI) 

SI 1 0.826 

0.88

8 

0.88

9 
0.690 

SI2 0.854 

SI3 0.834 

SI4 0.820 

SI5 0.819 

Social Trust 

(ST) 

ST 2 0.780 

0.88

7 

0.89

0 
0.749 

ST 3 0.891 

ST 4 0.906 

ST 5 0.878 

Online 

Vividness of 

Products (OVP) 

OVP1 0.787 

0.87

8 

0.87

9 
0.673 

OVP2 0.800 

OVP3 0.829 

OVP4 0.852 

OVP5 0.831 

Perceived Price 

Dispersion 

(PPD) 

PPD1 0.837 

0.87

4 

0.87

8 
0.666 

PPD2 0.808 

PPD3 0.859 

PPD4 0.749 

PPD5 0.823 

F-Commerce 

Impulse 

Purchase (FIP) 

FIP1 0.831 

0.93

0 

0.93

2 
0.740 

FIP2 0.846 

FIP3 0.902 

FIP4 0.851 

FIP5 0.868 

FIP 6 0.861 

Source: Author’s Own Work 

b. Discriminant Validity 

Following the assessment of convergent validity, 

which confirmed the internal consistency between items and 

their respective constructs, discriminant validity was 

evaluated to determine the extent the extent to which each 

construct is distinct from the others [69]. To examine the 

discriminant validity of the variables the study followed 

HTMT (Heterotrait-Monotrait) ratio [66]. The standard 

value for this examination has to be below 0.85 as 

recommended by [67], [68] and  [70]. However, in some 

cases, the threshold value is suggested to be 0.90 [66], [71]. 

The variable’s discriminant validity was quite satisfactory 

since the HTMT ratio of the variable (Table 2) topped the 

strict of cut-off below 0.85. This confirms that each 

construct is empirically distinct, and there no significant 

issues of multicollinearity or overlap among the variables. 

TABLE 2  

HETEROTRAIT-MONOTRAIT (HTMT) RATIO 

 FIP FUI HG OVP PPD PR SI ST 

FIP         

FUI 0.561        

HG 0.454 0.763       

OVP 0.572 0.599 0.650      

PPD 0.313 0.454 0.525 0.642     

PR 0.641 0.720 0.676 0.573 0.313    

SI 0.633 0.663 0.669 0.668 0.460 0.737   

ST 0.764 0.691 0.554 0.725 0.337 0.713 0.691  

• Structural Model 

• Predictive Power of the Model 

The benchmark value of R2 is 0.75 indicates 

substantial, 0.50 indicates moderate, 0.25 indicates weak 

[66]. R2 value for FIP is .539 indicating this independent 

variable explains 53.9% of the variance.  Therefore, the R2 

for FIP reflects a moderate to substantial level of predictive 

accuracy. Another variable PPD R2 value is .380, which also 

indicates moderate explanatory power. 

• Result of Direct Path Analysis 

The direct effects on FIP (Table 3) show that PR 

has a significant positive effect (β = 0.179, p = 0.004), SI 

has a significant positive effect (β = 0.163, p = 0.013), and 

ST is the strongest positive predictor (β = 0.459, p < 0.001). 

FUI (β = 0.040, p = 0.549), HG (β = −0.069, p = 0.215), 

OVP (β = 0.045, p = 0.508), and PPD (β = 0.018, p = 0.704) 

are not significant. These results confirm that PR, SI, and 

ST increase FIP, while FUI, HG, OVP, and PPD show no 

direct effect. 

TABLE 3 

RESULT OF DIRECT PATH ANALYSIS 

H Path β SD 

T 

statistic

s 

P 

values 
Decision 

H

1 
FUI → FIP 0.040 

0.06

6 
0.599 0.549 Rejected 

H

2 
HG → FIP -0.069 

0.05

6 
1.239 0.215 Rejected 

H

3 
PR →FIP 0.179 

0.06

2 
2.889 0.004 Accepted 

H

4 
SI→FIP 0.163 

0.06

6 
2.487 0.013 Accepted 

H

5 
ST → FIP 0.459 

0.06

2 
7.414 0.000 Accepted 

H

6 
OVP → FIP 0.045 

0.06

8 
0.661 0.508 Rejected 

H

7 
PPD →FIP 0.018 

0.04

7 
0.380 0.704 Rejected 

• Result of Indirect Path Analysis 

The results of the indirect path analysis were 

examined to evaluate the mediating effects of PPD on the 

relationships between the independent variables and FIP. 

H8 (FUI → PPD → FIP, β = 0.003, SD = 0.008, T = 0.350 

and p = 0.726) has no significant effect, H9 (HG →PPD → 

FIP, β = 0.003, SD = 0.008, T = 0.336 and p = 0.737) has no 

significant effect, H10 (PR → PPD → FIP, β = -0.002, SD 

= 0.007, T= 0.334 and p = 0.738) has no significant effect, 

H11 (SI → PPD → FIP, β = 0.002, SD = 0.007, T = 0.328 

and p = 0.743) has no significant effect, H12 (ST → PPD 

→ FIP, β = - 0.004, SD = 0.010, T = 0.349 and p = 0.727) 

has no significant effect, H13 (OVP → PPD → FIP, β = 

0.009, SD = 0.025, T=0.373 and p = 0.709) has no 

significant effect. As all value hypothesis from H8 to H13 

value is more than 0.05 that’s why PPD has no significant 

effect on FUI, HG, PR, SI, ST, OVP. 

TABLE 4  
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RESULT OF INDIRECT PATH ANALYSIS 

H Path β SD 

T 

statisti

cs 

P 

valu

es 

Decisi

on 

H8 
FUI → PPD → 

FIP 

0.00

3 

0.00

8 
0.350 

0.72

6 

Reject

ed 

H9 
HG →PPD → 

FIP 

0.00

3 

0.00

8 
0.336 

0.73

7 

Reject

ed 

H10 
PR →PPD → 

FIP 

-

0.00

2 

0.00

7 
0.334 

0.73

8 

Reject

ed 

H11 
SI → PPD 

→FIP 

0.00

2 

0.00

7 
0.328 

0.74

3 

Reject

ed 

H12 
ST → PPD → 

FIP 

-

0.00

4 

0.01

0 
0.349 

0.72

7 

Reject

ed 

H13 
OVP → PPD → 

FIP 

0.00

9 

0.02

5 
0.373 

0.70

9 

Reject

ed 

 

IV. DISCUSSION ON FINDINGS 

 

H1 shows no significant effect of FUI on FIP (β = 0.040, p 

= 0.549). In Bangladesh, Facebook is primarily a social 

networking space for connection, self-presentation, and 

community rather than a dedicated shopping channel; high 

platform use does not translate into more impulse purchases 

[72]. This contrasts with prior evidence [2]. Practically, 

campaigns should be scheduled around shopping-relevant 

moments instead of relying on frequent exposure. 

H2 indicates that HG does not significantly 

influence FIP (β = −0.069, p = 0.215). Given that many 

users seek entertainment and socializing on Facebook, 

heavy promotional content may interrupt enjoyment and 

dampen hedonic value, helping explain the divergence from 

earlier findings [8]. Marketers should carefully time and 

place promotions to avoid disrupting leisure use. 

By contrast, H3–H5 are supported: PR (β = 0.179, 

p = 0.004), SI (β = 0.163, p = 0.013), and ST (β = 0.459, p 

< 0.001) significantly increase FIP. This aligns with 

research showing that influencer ties, peer interaction, and 

trust heighten spontaneous buying [8], [39], [63]. 

Emotionally resonant endorsements, community 

conversations, and transparent practices reduce perceived 

risk and encourage quick decisions. Firms should cultivate 

interactive brand communities, collaborate with credible 

endorsers, and strengthen after-sales service and 

transparency. 

H6 and H7 are not supported: OVP (β = 0.045, p = 

0.508) and PPD (β = 0.018, p = 0.704) show no direct effect 

on FIP, diverging from prior work [7], [39], [41], [73]. 

Attractive visuals alone may have limited influence, perhaps 

because high-quality imagery is easy to produce and less 

diagnostic, while limited price transparency reduces the 

salience of price comparisons. Overinvesting in visual 

stimuli or price cuts can be counterproductive and may even 

trigger mistrust. Emphasis should remain on PR, SI, and ST 

over OVP, PPD, FUI, and HG. 

All indirect paths via PPD are non-significant (H8–

H13, all p > 0.05), indicating no mediating effect of PPD on 

the relationships with FIP. In this context, impulse buying 

appears more emotion-driven and socially cued than price-

comparison driven, consistent with the primacy of PR, SI, 

and ST over price-focused mechanisms. Strategically, price-

based tactics (e.g., frequent discounts) should be de-

emphasized in favor of building trustworthy relationships, 

credible endorsements, and active community engagement 

that can trigger spontaneous purchases without relying on 

perceived price gaps. 

 

V. IMPLICATION AND CONCLUSION 

 

• Practical Implications 

Given that PR, SI, and ST significantly increase 

FIP, while FUI, HG, OVP, and PPD do not and PPD shows 

no mediation, managers should prioritize community 

building and trust over purely visual or price-centric tactics. 

Partner with credible influencers to cultivate authentic para 

social bonds; use groups and live sessions for Q&A, demos, 

and peer endorsements; and standardize transparent policies 

on pricing, delivery, and returns to reduce risk perceptions. 

Emphasize verified pages, clear seller information, reliable 

cash-on-delivery or escrow options, order tracking, and 

responsive service. Highlight authentic user reviews and 

testimonials rather than heavy discounts or glossy creatives 

alone, and time campaigns to periods when users are more 

receptive to shopping. Train seller teams for fast, respectful 

messaging and track engagement and trust metrics, such as 

response time and repeat interactions, alongside sales. 

These steps align platform behavior with the social 

mechanisms that most effectively trigger impulse purchases 

in Bangladesh’s F-commerce. 

• Policy Implications 

Current study proves the presence of F-commerce 

impulse purchase presence in Bangladeshi customers. 

That’s to ensure the business long term growth as well as to 

protect the customers. This study’s findings provide some 

insights which will help the government of Bangladesh to 

take some practical initiative to make this platform more 

viable. Firstly, they should introduce formal training 

programs which will cover not only digital literacy training 

but also build trust, manage online customers. These 

programs will help the business to understand the need for 

a trustworthy and transparent relationship creating process. 

Secondly, the government should start consumer awareness 

campaigns on how to recognize trustworthy sellers, where 

to look for digital business identification numbers, 

especially for high value items sellers. Also, they should 

make a campaign about how a customer can seek legal help 

if they get scammed like not receiving product, receiving 

fake items. Thirdly, Government bodies can blacklist 

frequently reported scams sellers and public those reports to 

alert the citizen. Finally, they should create dedicated F-

commerce community guidelines and ethical standards and 

promote these to make both sellers and buyer aware of it. 
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⚫ Conclusion 

The study highlights that para social relation, 

social interaction and social trust impact on F-commerce 

impulse purchase in the context of Bangladesh. In this 

growing sector business can create strong connections by 

developing these variables. As well as marketers and 

developers must strategies based on local customer 

behavioral and cultural patterns. 

On the policy front, they study highlight steps 

which will help both seller and buyer through training 

programs, customer awareness campaigns, and set up 

ethical guidelines for F-commerce base business. In 

conclusion, by implementing both Practical implications 

and Policy mentions in this study can contribute to building 

a long-term sustainable F-commerce ecosystem in 

Bangladesh. 

 

VI. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

DIRECTION 

 

This study has several limitations: the sample is 

predominantly urban; although 403 responses were 

obtained, the size remains modest relative to the total 

F‑commerce user base; the closed‑ended questionnaire may 

have constrained respondents’ views; the scope is limited to 

Facebook‑based commerce (excluding platforms such as 

Instagram and conventional e‑commerce); and the 

cross‑sectional design captures behavior at a single point in 

time. Future research should broaden geographic coverage 

(including rural users), increase sample size, incorporate 

open‑ended items or mixed‑methods designs for richer 

insights, compare across multiple online platforms, employ 

longitudinal approaches, and analyze demographic 

subgroups to reveal heterogeneous effects. 
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