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POURQUOI LES CONSOMMATEURS SONT PRETS A PAYER  
POUR LA CUSTOMISATION DE MASSE  :  

DISSOCIER LA VALEUR DU PRODUIT DE LA VALEUR DE L ’EXPERIENCE  

 

 

Résumé :  

L’objectif de cette communication est double. Nous proposons tout d’abord de conceptualiser 
la valeur perçue de la customisation de masse en deux composantes : la valeur du produit 
customisé d’une part et la valeur de l’expérience de customisation de masse de l’autre. De 
plus, nous proposons et testons un modèle intégrant les composantes de la valeur à la 
propension à payer pour la customisation de masse. Contrairement aux recherches 
précédentes, nous identifions un effet indirect de l’expérience de customisation de masse sur 
la propension à payer du consommateur. Par ailleurs, l’effet direct est non significatif. Le 
modèle permet d’expliquer plus de 55% de la variance de la propension à payer. 

 

Mots-clés :  

Customisation de masse, expérience de customisation de masse, propension à payer, valeur 
perçue, personnalisation, co-design.  

 

 

 

 
WHY CONSUMERS ARE WILLING TO PAY  

FOR MASS-CUSTOMIZED PRODUCTS:  
DISSOCIATING PRODUCT AND EXPERIENTIAL VALUE 

 
 
Abstract :  
 
The aim of this paper is twofold. First, we propose to conceptualize the perceived value of 
mass customization into two components: 1) mass-customized product value and 2) mass 
customization experience. Second, we test an integrative framework bringing together value 
components and willingness to pay for mass-customized products. As opposed to previous 
research, the findings show an indirect effect of mass customization experience on consumer 
willingness to pay. Furthermore, no direct effect is found. The model explains more than 55% 
of the variance of willingness to pay.  
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1. Introduction  

More and more brands offer mass-customized solutions for a wide range of products, such as 

sneakers (Converse, Puma, Nike...), clothing (Timberland, Quiksilver), cameras (Leica) or 

candies (MandM’s). But what is mass-customization (MC)? Some authors distinguish two 

categories of definitions: visionary and practical (Da Silveira, Borenstein, and Fogliatto, 

2001; Kaplan and Haenlein, 2006; Zipkin, 2001). The visionary concept (Peppers and Rogers, 

1993; Pine, 1993) was first coined by Davis (1987) and represents “the ability to provide your 

customers with anything they want profitably, any time they want it, anywhere they want it, 

any way they want it” (Hart, 1995). On the other hand, practical definitions consider MC as 

“building products to customer specifications using modular components to achieve 

economies of scale” (Duray, Ward, Milligan, and Berry, 2000). Our vision of MC is in 

keeping with this second way of thinking. Nevertheless, this definition is not specific enough 

to thoroughly understand the concept from a marketing point of view. In this paper, we define 

mass-customization as an offer that allows customers to: 1) participate in co-design by 

personally modifying several features of a product, from a predefined set, and 2) buy the co-

designed product. Thus, they actively become part of the product development process. Our 

definition does not include body scanning technology since people do not modify the product 

themselves. We also restrict our analysis to a business-to-consumer setting. 

Researchers have come to recognize the perceived value of mass-customization as the main 

key to success (Broekhuizen and Alsem, 2002). However, they point to the lack of knowledge 

about this topic (Franke and Piller, 2003, 2004; Hart, 1995; Schreier, 2006; Zipkin, 2001): 

very few studies have tried to understand the value components of such an offer. Furthermore, 

one of the objectives of a mass-customization strategy is to increase the willingness to pay 

(Bardakci and Whitelock, 2004; Jiang, 2002; Piller and Müller, 2004). Numerous papers have 

investigated this concept. One element that is still missing is an integrative framework that 

brings together MC value components and willingness to pay for a mass-customized offer 

(Franke and Piller, 2004; Shreier, 2006). In other words: why are consumers willing to pay for 

mass-customization? In this context, our aim is to develop and test an integrative framework 

bringing together perceived value and willingness to pay for mass-customized products.  
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2. Theoretical background and hypotheses 

2.1. The perceived value of mass-customization 

Fiore et al. (2001) distinguish among two kinds of benefits related to mass-customization: 1) 

fit personal requirements and 2) to have a pleasurable experience. In the same vein, Schreier 

(2006) theoretically identified several categories of benefits: functional benefits (i.e. a better 

perceived fit), perceived uniqueness, process benefit of self design (hedonic, experiential 

benefit), and pride of authorship. Broekhuizen and Alsem (2002) separated instrumental 

benefits (better fitting products) from hedonic benefits (enjoyable process). Based on these 

findings, we can argue that MC should be valued on two different dimensions: mass-

customized product value and mass-customization experience value. The first dimension is 

associated with the “anticipated consumption experience” (Arnould, Price, and Zinkhan, 

2002). The second is related to the interaction between the consumer and the product during 

the co-design stage. Harris, Harris, and Baron (2001) argue that the more a customer is 

engaged in service production, the more likely it is that he will perceive it as a positive 

experience. Because mass-customization needs the consumer to be actively engaged in co-

design, the process should be analyzed as an experience. More empirical support for these 

dimensions comes from the work of Fiore, Lee and Kunz (2004). They confirm that 

willingness to use co-design is positively related to two motivations which are creating a 

unique product and trying co-design as an exciting experience. The literature on perceived 

value does not take into account the link between value components (Evrard and Aurier 1996; 

Evard, Aurier and N’Goala, 2004). In the same way, studies on mass-customization value 

hypothesize the independence between these two value components (Franke and Schreier, 

2006b; Schreier, 2006). However, Franke and Piller (2003) called more research on the 

relationships between these two components. Since a customized product is the direct result 

of the co-design process, the value of this experience should have an impact on product value, 

leading to the following hypothesis: 

 

H1. Mass-customization experience value positively influences mass-customized product 

value.  
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2.2. From mass-customization value components to willingness to pay 

The research on consumer willingness to pay for mass-customized products is an issue of 

critical importance (Franke and Piller 2003). Several studies have therefore tried to 

understand the willingness to pay a premium for such an offer compared with a conventional 

standard product (Franke and Piller 2004; Franke and Schreier 2006a, 2006b; Schreier, 2006; 

Schoder et al., 2006). They have reported contrasted results on the number of people who are 

willing to pay a premium for mass-customized products and on the value increment.  

Franke and Piller (2004) discover a 300% value increment for watches designed by users with 

the help of a MC toolkit. However, according to Kamali and Locker (2002), people are not 

willing to pay more for a mass-customized t-shirt, whatever the level of customization. On the 

contrary, Schreier (2006) found that 88% of respondents are willing to pay more for a mass-

customized t-shirt and other products: the value increment is 113% for t-shirts, 207% for cell 

phone covers and 106% for scarves. He argued that empirical research should bring together 

the value components and willingness to pay for such an offer. In this context, Franke and 

Schreier (2006b) examined for the first time the effect of two value sources on willingness to 

pay a premium and supported the influence of utilitarian value (“preference fit hypothesis”) 

and of hedonic value on the price premium. Thus, one would expect that mass-customized 

product value and mass-customization experience value have an influence on willingness to 

pay. Accordingly, the following hypotheses can be stated:  

 

H2. Mass-customized product value positively influences willingness to pay for mass-

customization.  

 

H3. Mass-customization experience value positively influences willingness to pay for 

mass-customization. 

 

Figure 1 illustrates our theoretical model of mass-customization value. As opposed to 

previous studies, we also expect a direct and indirect effect of mass-customization experience 

value on willingness to pay.  
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Figure 1. Theoretical model of mass-customization value 

3. Method 

3.1. Sample and data collection  

To test these hypotheses, 567 French students took part in a mass-customization experience in 

a laboratory setting. The subjects (48.4% female) were 20 years old on average (SD: 1.94). 

They were asked to customize their favorite pair of shoes on the Nike Id program 

(www.nikeid.com)1, which was at that time, in our opinion, the most advanced mass-

customization program in a B-to-C context. Before the study, 17.6% of the respondents had 

visited the Nike Id website and 1.6% had already bought a Nike Id product. After the co-

design phase, they filled out a questionnaire2. To increase their involvement, a drawing made 

it possible for participants to win the pair of shoes they had customized.  

3.2. Measurement scale development 

3.2.1. Customized product value versus customization experience value 

In order to have a deeper understanding of the value components of the two identified 

dimensions, we conducted a qualitative study on the Nike Id program in 2005. Our research 

was consistent with the experiential view (Holbrook and Hirschman, 1982) since we wanted 

to understand the value of MC during the customization experience. As a consequence, verbal 

protocol analysis and structured interviews were used. Twenty French consumers aged from 

14 to 31 took part in a mass-customization experience and were asked to think out loud and 

were video-taped. After the co-design experience, they watched the video of their 

customization. Then, a series of questions was asked about their preference for the product 

                                                 

1 The Nike Id program enables users to mass customize shoes, watches, bags and t-shirts on the French version.  
2 The questionnaires can be sent on request. 

Mass-
customized 

product 
value 

Mass-
customization 

experience 

 
Willingness 

to pay  

H1 H2 

H3 
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they customized. Content analysis was performed with Nvivo software. Five usable value 

components were identified. Three of which: uniqueness value, utilitarian value and self-

expressiveness value, can be associated with product value, and two: creative achievement 

value and hedonic value, can be associated with experiential value. Thus, three facets define 

the construct of mass-customized product value, and two facets define the mass-customization 

experience construct. Figure 2 describes the definition and statement related to each of the 

five components. 

 

 Value 
components Definitions Statements 

M
as

s-
cu

st
om

iz
ed

 p
ro

du
ct

  
va

lu
e 

Uniqueness 
value 

Value acquired from the 
opportunity to assert personal 
uniqueness with the mass-
customized product 

- My goal in doing this is to be the only 
one to have it. It’s like: I got those shoes, 
not you 
- You don’t look like everybody 

Utilitarian 
value 

Value acquired from the 
closeness of fit between 
product characteristics and 
individual preferences 

- You could find the shape of a shoe 
interesting but not like the color...So here 
you can really do what you want. 
- I often find a pair of shoes I like, except 
for the color, so being able to customize it 
means I can choose the colors I 
want...and I think that’s a good idea. 

Self-
expressiveness 

value 

Value derived from the 
opportunity to possess a 
product that is the reflection of 
personality 

- It’s a nice thing to be able to create your 
shoes according to your own personal 
taste as opposed to the pre-defined one 
the brand has created for you based on 
the wants and needs of the average 
consumer. It’s more personal. 

M
as

s-
cu

st
om

iz
at

io
n 

ex
pe

rie
nc

e 
va

lu
e Creative 

achievement 
value 

Value acquired from the 
accomplishment related to the 
creative task of co-designing  

- You are proud...you did it yourself, you 
participated!...I would be happy to say 
that I did it  
- The pleasure of doing it... yes... the 
satisfaction of doing something 

Hedonic value 

Value acquired from the 
experience capacity to “mean a 
need of enjoyment, fun, 
pleasure” (Lai, 1995) 

- It’s a play thing...it’s fun, you do your 
own thing 
- I could enjoy myself 

 

Figure 2. Mass-customized product and mass-customization experience components:  

taxonomy and definitions 

An initial pool of 36 items was generated for measuring each of these five value components 

using the statement of the qualitative study and literature on customer value (e.g. Aurier, 

Evard, and N’Goala, 2004; Babin and Darden, 1995; Evrard and Aurier, 1996; Holbrook, 

1999; Mathwick, Malhotra, and Rigdon, 2001). After an item reduction process involving 
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several steps (8 expert coding and 12 “think-out-loud interviews” with consumers), 7 items 

were deleted and several were revised (see Appendix A: measurement items). The scales (7-

point Likert scales) were then tested on two samples composed of 228 and 546 students3.  

In the first sample, we noted that the respondents generally agreed with the items: all the 

skewness coefficients were therefore negative (between -.149 and -1.265 for the items that we 

wanted to use for the second data collection). On average, only 15.34% of the answers were 

between the first (“strongly disagree”) and the third point of the scale (“somewhat disagree”). 

In order to obtain more discrimination between respondents, we decided to use asymmetric 

scales for the second data collection (one negative point, one neutral and five positive points). 

This procedure was beneficial: the skewness coefficients improved for all of the items 

(between .918 and -.322). 

Measurements were analyzed for reliability and validity check following the guidelines 

provided by Anderson and Gerbing (1988). In the first data pool, we conducted a series of 

exploratory factor analyses (EFA) to purify the measurement models. Principal component 

analyses with promax rotation were conducted separately on product value items and on 

experiential value items. Finally, 23 out of 29 items were retained4, accounting for 78.4% of 

the variance for the product scales and for 68.4% of the variance for the experiential scales.  

In the second pool of data, another series of EFA was performed to examine whether the 

items could be loaded on their appropriate factors. After the deletion of one unstable item, the 

results were satisfactory: the axes accounted for 76.8% of the variance for the product scales 

and for 71.8% for the experiential scales, with each item loading strongly on the appropriate 

dimension and very little on the others. Next, a confirmatory factorial analysis (CFA) was 

carried out on the three facets of mass-customized product value and on the two facets of 

mass-customization experience value (first-order confirmatory factors), to assess the 

psychometric properties of the scales. After some re-specifications5, the results of the 

measurement models indicated a good fit for product value (χ² /df = 1.96, GFI = .985, AGFI = 

.969, RMSEA = .042, TLI = .992, CFI = .995) and for experiential value (χ² /df = 2.76, GFI = 

.992, AGFI = .971, RMSEA = .057, TLI = .987, CFI = .995). Jöreskog’s ρ  were all above 0.8, 

                                                 

3 The first sample included 58% female respondents (age average: 22, S.D.: 4, median: 21, mode: 20), whereas 
the second one included 48.4% female respondents (age average: 20, S.D.: 1.94, median: 20, mode: 19). In the 
second sample, 21 questionnaires out of 567 were deleted since they had too many missing values.  
4 14 items were retained for the product value scale and 9 for the experiential scale.  
5 Based on modification index and standardized residuals, the following items were deleted: Un5, Un1, Uti5, 
SE1, U4 and U3 for the product value scale, and Hedo5, CA2 et Hedo2 for the experiential value scale.  
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indicating good reliability for the scales. Average explained variances (AVE) were greater 

than 0.5 (between 0.62 and .81). Thus, convergent validity was assessed. Discriminant 

validity was established using two criteria. First, AVE exceeded the squared correlation 

(Fornell and Larcker, 1981) for all of the constructs except for creative achievement value and 

hedonic value (AVE creative achievement = .62/ common variance with hedonic value = .63). 

However, none of the confidence intervals surrounding the factor correlations contains 

“1.00”. Therefore, discriminant validity was achieved (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988). It 

should be noted that discriminant validity is difficult to establish when working with 

multidimensional constructs (Mathwick, Rigdon, and Malhotra, 2001).  

The theoretical discussion suggested mass-customized product value and experience value are 

operating as second-order factors. The existence of this hierarchical structure was also tested. 

The loadings of the facets on their corresponding constructs are large, with coefficients all 

equal or above 0.7, supporting the hypothesized structure. Figure 3 presents the measurement 

model results. The final model is exposed in Appendix B.  

 

3.2.2. Willingness to pay 

The majority of research on willingness to pay for mass-customized products has only used 

one evaluation method. However, the literature has suggested that different methods for 

measuring consumer willingness to pay result in different willingness to pay estimations 

(Völckner, 2006). Franke and Piller (2004) found an average of 29% difference between 

willingness to pay for a mass-customized watch measured by Vickrey auction and by 

contingent valuation. Jorgensen, Syme, Smith and Bishop (2004) advocated a latent variable 

approach for measuring willingness to pay in order to assess the reliability of contingent 

values. In the same vein, Hauser and Urban (1986) used four indicators resulting from an 

unobserved “utility”. To obtain a more reliable measurement, we also decided to apply three 

indicators of willingness to pay for mass-customized products.  
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Components and manifest variables 
Loading  Critical 

ratio Item Facet 

Mass-customized product value (AVE = 0.72) 
 
χ² /df = 1.96, GFI = .985, AGFI = .969, RMSEA = .042,  
TLI = .992, CFI = .9956 

   

Utilitarian value (AVE =0.81, Jöreskog’s ρ =0.83)  .90 14.075 

U1. This pair of shoes is exactly what I hoped for  .86  * 

U2. This program enables me to have exactly the pair of shoes I wanted to have .84  21.651 

Uniqueness value (AVE =0.49, Jöreskog’s ρ =0.88)  .70 * 

Un2. With these shoes, I will not look like everybody else .86  23.47 

Un3. Having these shoes will enable me to dissociate myself from others  .82  * 

Un4. With this program, I can design shoes that others will not have  .86  22.34 

Self-expressiveness value (AVE =0.88, Jöreskog’s ρ =0.93)  .94 13.890 

SE2. I can create a pair of shoes that is just like me .89  34.47 

SE4. This pair of shoes reflects exactly who I am .94  28.80 

SE5. This pair of shoes is in my own image .86  * 

Mass-customization experience value (AVE = 0.81) 
 
χ² /df = 2.27, GFI = .992, AGFI = .976, RMSEA = .048,  
TLI = .990, CFI = .995 

   

Hedonic value (AVE = 0.99, Jöreskog’s ρ =0.86)  .997 * 

H1. I found it fun to customize this pair of shoes  .73  21.35 

H3. Customizing this pair of shoes was a real pleasure .86  21.4 

H4. Modifying this pair of shoes was enjoyable  .86  * 

Creative achievement value (AVE =0.62, Jöreskog’s ρ = 0.77)  .79 * 

CA5. Nike gave me a lot of autonomy in the creation of this pair of shoes, 
and I really enjoyed it  

.75  * 

CA6. I could give my creativity free rein while designing this pair of shoes  .82  18 
 

* The metric for each scale was established by fixing one of the constructs loading to 1. For mass-
customization experience value, non-standardized loadings between the second-order factor and the first-order 
factors were fixed to 1 since the second-order model only has two indicators (Rindskopf and Rose, 1988). 
 

Figure 3. Measurement model results (items translated into English) 

                                                 

6 Since there are fewer than four first-order factors, the overall tests of goodness of fit of the models do not test 
the second order structure (Rindskopf and Rose, 1988). They are approximately the same as those of the first 
order model.  
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First, we used a variant of the double-bounded dichotomous choice contingent valuation 

(Carson, Hanemann, and Mitchell, 1986, in Wertenbroch and Skiera, 2002)7. Contingent 

valuation is currently one of the most popular methods for measuring hypothetical willingness 

to pay (Völckner, 2006). We began the process by giving the respondent the price for a 

standard Nike pair of shoes (same model as the one they customized, but bought in a shop 

without any customization). The same “reference price” was announced to each respondent 

for practical reasons. It was defined as an average price on the market for a branded pair of 

shoes (€80). We requested the subjects to make a series of hypothetical buy/do-not-buy 

choices at two price points between €80 and €2408. Then, they were asked exactly how much 

they were willing to pay for the shoes they customized. We used the price premium as an 

indicator of willingness to pay for mass-customization which was measured as the difference 

between the maximum price people are willing to pay for their customized shoes and the 

reference price of €80 (price for a standard branded pair of shoes).  

Second, a conjoint analysis was performed. Two “super-attributes” (Green and Srinivasan 

1978) were created: (a) type of product, and (b) price, as realized by Schoder and al. (2006) in 

the context of a newspaper’s mass-customization. The lower price level was €80 (the same 

price as for the standard branded product in the contingent valuation), whereas the upper price 

was €160 (except for Franke and Piller’s results, the larger value increment found in the mass-

customization value literature was around 200%). Five price levels were retained. Schoder 

and al. (2006) have called for using more than two price levels even if the relative attribute 

importance could be affected artificially by the number of intermediate attribute levels 

(Wittink, Krishnamurthi, and Nutter, 1982). The final attributes and their levels are described 

in Figure 4. A full-profile conjoint analysis was performed: respondents were asked to divide 

10 stimulus cards (verbal descriptions) into two packs of five cards, the first one containing 

the pair of shoes they were most likely to buy, and the second one containing those they were 

least likely to buy. Then, they were asked to rank the cards according to their preferences. The 

path-worth utility of the “mass-customized product” level of attribute was used for measuring 

willingness to pay since it expressed the value consumers place on mass-customized products.  

 

                                                 

7 For further information on this method, see Wertenbroch and Skiera (2002, 235-236). 
8 The presentation order of the prices was counterbalanced across subjects and had no effect on the subjects’ 
responses.  
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Attributes Level 

Type of product 
Mass-customized pair of shoes 

Standard pair of shoes 

Price €80, €100, €120, €140, €160 

 

Figure 4. Attributes and their levels 

 

Third, we used a 7-point Likert scale to measure mass-customization overall value. Based on 

Zeithalm’s definition, Aurier, Evrard, and N’Goala (2004) proposed a scale to measure “a 

consumer’s overall assessment of the utility of a product based on the perceptions of what 

was received and what was given” (Zeithalm, 1988). Thus, two items were created that 

integrated the trade-offs between the benefits of mass-customization and two costs: price and 

time devoted to specifying product requirements9. The reliability of the scale was assessed 

(Cronbach’s alpha = .76). The two items were averaged to create a single indicator of 

willingness to pay for mass-customization.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Measurement model of willingness to pay for mass-customization  

 

Figure 5 depicts the measurement model of willingness to pay for mass-customization which 

is operationalized as a latent construct composed of three indicators. The average variance 

extracted is 0.21, which is not a good score (Figure 6). However, we retained all of 

measurements in the model since the t-statistics were acceptable (Hauser and Urban, 1986).  

                                                 

9 Items translated into English:  
- Finally, customizing a Nike Id pair of shoes is worth what it costs (in time and money).  
- Customizing a Nike Id pair of shoes is worth the time and the money which I can devote to it.  

Double-bounded 
contingent valuation  

Conjoint analysis 

Overall value score 

Willingness  
to pay for mass-
customization 

Error 1 

Error 2 

Error 3 
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Variable Estimated factor loading  
(t-statistic) 

Square 
correlation 

Double-bounded contingent valuation  .516 0.27 

Conjoint analysis .404 (3.681)** 0.16 

Overall value score .446 (3.348)** 0.20 

** p<0.001 

Figure 6. Estimation results for the willingness to pay measurement model  

Out of the 546 respondents, 79 did not answer one of the three methods of evaluation. We 

decided to eliminate them from the analysis. Finally, 467 questionnaires were included in the 

study. 

4. Principal results 

4.1. Preliminary results 

With the contingent valuation method, 73.3% (n=343) of the subjects were willing to pay a 

premium for the pair of shoes they customized, while 26.6% were not. The average premium 

was €22.7910 (a 28.49% value increment, S.D. =€33.41). These results were far lower than 

those found in the literature. This could be explained by the high price of the standard model 

(€80). In the conjoint analysis, 86.3% (n=403) preferred the mass-customized product to the 

standard product. In addition, 42.9% were willing to pay more (a €20 minimum incremental 

value)11 for the pair of shoes they customized. With the last measure, the average score of 

overall value is 4.19 (S.D. = 1.43).  

4.2. Results for H1, H2, and H3  

Previous research has hypothesized the independence between mass-customization experience 

value and mass-customized product value, leading to model M2 (Figure 7).  

 

 

                                                 

10 By taking into account “negative premium”; 37.23€ without.  
11 That means that they ranked two customized pair of shoes in the first and second ranks.  
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Figure 7. M2 Model: independence between value components  

This model was compared with our proposed model (M1, Figure 1) to determine which one fit 

the data better. The comparison of qualities of adjustment showed the superiority of the M2 

model over all of the goodness-of-fit measurements (Figure 8). In addition, the chi-square 

differences indicated that the fit of the M2 model was statistically better than that of the M1 

model (∆χ²=295.50, p<0.001). Finally, more variance was explained by the M2 model (55.2% 

versus 44.3% for the M1 model).  

 

 
Absolute fit measurements Incremental fit 

measurements 

Parsimonious 
fit 

measurements 

 χ² (df) GFI RMSEA AGFI TLI  CFI χ² /df 

M1 Model 504.23 (97) .902 0.095 .862 .884 .906 5.20 

M2 Model 211.733 (96) .947 0.051 .925 .967 .973 2.21 

 

Figure 8. Comparison of goodness-of-fit measurements for the competing models 

The overall statistics showed that the structural model fit the data well. 

Figure 9 suggests that the results support two out of the three hypotheses in the conceptual 

model. Thus, mass-customization experience value has a strong influence on mass customized 

product value, supporting H1 (p<0.001). Furthermore, as established in previous research 

(Franke and Schreier, 2006b), mass-customized product value has a positive influence on 

willingness to pay: H2 is supported. However, experiential value does not have a direct 

influence on willingness to pay, invalidating H3. Consequently, mass-customized product 

value is a perfect mediator of the effect of co-design value on willingness to pay.  

Mass-
customized 

product 
value 

Mass-
customization 

experience 

 
Willingness 

to pay  
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This mediating effect was validated following the framework proposed by Baron and Kenny 

(1986). First, experiential value affected product value (λ=0.7, p<0.001). Second, experiential 

value influenced willingness to pay (λ=0.812, p<0.001). Third, when experiential value and 

product value were controlled, only mass-customized product value affected willingness to 

pay (λ=0.596, p<0.001).  

 

 Proposed relationships Loading Critical 
ratio 

Hypothesis 
supported 

H1 Mass-customization experience value � mass-
customized product value 

.814 11.12 ** Yes 

H2 Mass customized product value � willingness to 
pay  

.609 4.04 ** Yes 

H3 Mass-customization experience value � willingness 
to pay 

.157 1.08 No 

 

** p< 0.001.  

Figure 9. Results of hypothesis testing using AMOS 6.0 software 

5. Conclusion 

The current study examined the relationships between value components and willingness to 

pay for mass-customized products. Our main contributions were twofold: first, we 

conceptualized MC value into two components: mass-customized product value and “mass-

customization experience” value. Both were considered as second-order factors with 

utilitarian, uniqueness and self-expressiveness values on the one hand, and hedonic and 

creative achievement values on the other hand as MC dimensions. This conceptualization is 

validated by a confirmatory factor analysis.  

Second, to our knowledge, we performed one of the first empirical studies on the impact of 

MC perceived value on willingness to pay, which introduced the indirect effect of mass-

customization experience value on this dependant variable. Contrary to previous results 

(Franke and Schreier, 2006b), our findings show that mass-customization experience does not 

have a direct influence on willingness to pay, but only an indirect effect through the mediating 

role of mass-customized product value. These results could be of considerable importance 

from a managerial viewpoint. They indicate that to increase willingness to pay for mass-

customized products, brands should play on product value (utilitarian, uniqueness and self-
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expressiveness values), but should also be aware of the positive impact of experiential value 

and more specifically of creative achievement and hedonic value. Piller (2004) thought that 

the lack of focus on experiential value could have been one of the explanations for the failure 

of Levi’s Original Spin.  

Nevertheless, while we tried to obtain a more valid measurement of willingness to pay, the 

factor analysis revealed the poor convergent validity of the three indicators, stressing the 

difficulties of trying to measure this variable. This research provided deeper insight into one 

mass-customization program and into one kind of product: a symbolic product. Moreover, the 

results are limited to young people (the main target of the Nike Id program). Thus, the 

external validity of this study is limited. Further studies should make use of our conceptual 

framework with several MC programs and several product categories. Finally, a further step 

would be to introduce the impact of segmentation variables and of MC configuration on value 

components. Dellaert and Stremersch (2005) performed the first empirical study that analyzed 

the impact of several configuration variables on MC utility. It would be interesting to take 

into account their impact on experiential and mass-customized product value. 
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Appendix A: Measurement items (translated into English) 

 
M
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Utilitarian value 

U1. This pair of shoes is exactly what I had hoped for * 
U2. This program enables me to have exactly the pair of shoes I want to have * 
U3. The pair of shoes I created fits my expectations  
U4. I could create the pair of shoes that was the most adapted to what I was looking for 
U5. I could create the pair of shoes I really wanted to have 

Uniqueness value 

Un1. At least I will be the only one to have these shoes  
Un2. With these shoes, I will not look like everybody else * 
Un3. Having these shoes will enable me to dissociate myself from the others * 
Un4. With this program, I could design shoes that others will not have * 
Un5. With this pair of shoes, I have my small element of differentiation compared with 
others 
Un6. Having these customized shoes will allow me to be different from the rest of the 
population 

Self-expressiveness value 

SE1. This customized pair of shoes represents who I am 
SE2. I could create a pair of shoes that is just like me * 
SE3. I could design a pair of shoes that suits me 
SE4. This pair of shoes reflects exactly who I am * 
SE5. This pair of shoes is in my own image * 
SE6. I could design a pair of shoes in my own style 

M
as

s-
cu

st
om

iz
at

io
n 

ex
pe

rie
nc

e 
va

lu
e 

Hedonic value 

H1. I found it fun to customize this pair of shoes * 
H2. I really enjoyed creating this pair of shoes 
H3. Customizing this pair of shoes was a real pleasure * 
H4. Modifying this pair of shoes was enjoyable * 
H5. Designing a pair of shoes is a game  
H6. Customizing these shoes was like a game 

Creative achievement value 

CA1. I feel huge satisfaction from creating this pair of shoes myself 
CA2. I am very proud to have designed this pair of shoes by myself 
CA3. By personalizing this pair of shoes, I had the impression of creating something 
CA4. Taking part in the creation of this product really satisfied me 
CA5. Nike gave me a lot of autonomy in the creation of this pair of shoes, and I really 
enjoyed it * 
CA6. I could give my creativity free rein while designing this pair of shoes * 

 

* Items retained after CFA.  
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Appendix B: Final measurement models of mass-customized product value  

and of mass-customization experience value 
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B2: Second order model of mass-customization experience value 
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