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ABSTRACT 

Title: “The role of extrinsic and intrinsic perceived benefits on customer’s purchase intention 

for mass-customized products: The mediation effect of customer’s need for uniqueness.”  

Author: Ana Pessegueiro Veloso 

Consumers have more and more unique needs, leaving many displeased with standardized 

goods. In this sense, mass-customized products have become increasingly important to react to 

the growing individualization of demand and heterogeneity of customer preferences in many 

markets.  

The purpose of this study is to explore how perceived benefits (extrinsic and intrinsic) impact 

the purchase intention for mass-customized products, mediating the effect of customer’s need 

for uniqueness. For such, both the Theory of Uniqueness and the Self-Attributed Need for 

Uniqueness were used to approach customer’s need for uniqueness.  

 

An online survey was conducted, exposing the participants to a shirt either in a standardized 

way or in a mass-customized way. In this sense, this study controls and enhances the role of 

customization, since the analysis performed for the mass-customized stimulus was also 

completed for the standardized one. Findings indicate that both extrinsic and intrinsic benefits 

increase the purchase intention for mass-customized products, but oppositely to the 

standardized products, the intrinsic benefit has a higher effect on purchase intention. More, only 

the intrinsic benefit influences customer’s need for uniqueness. On the other hand, customer’s 

need for uniqueness does not have a significant influence on purchase intention for mass-

customized products. Overall, the impact of overall perceived benefits on purchase intention 

for mass-customized options is not mediated by the customer’s need for uniqueness.  
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SUMÁRIO 

Título: “O papel dos benefícios extrínseco e intrínseco percepcionados na intenção de compra 

do cliente por produtos customizados em massa: O efeito mediador da necessidade de 

singularidade do cliente.” 

Autora: Ana Pessegueiro Veloso 

Os consumidores têm necessidades cada vez mais singulares, deixando muitos descontentes 

com os bens standardized. Neste sentido, os produtos customizados em massa têm se tornado 

cada vez mais importantes na resposta à individualização da procura e heterogeneidade das 

preferências dos clientes em muitos mercados.  

O objetivo deste estudo é explorar de que forma os benefícios percepcionados (extrínsecos e 

intrínsecos) impactam a intenção de compra por produtos customizados em massa, mediando o 

efeito da necessidade de singularidade do cliente. Para tal, tanto a Teoria da Singularidade como 

a Necessidade Auto-Atribuída de singularidade foram usadas para abordar a necessidade de 

singularidade do cliente.  

Um questionário online foi realizado expondo os participantes a uma camisa standardized ou 

customizada em massa. Neste sentido, este estudo controla e aprimora o papel da customização, 

uma vez que a análise realizada para o estímulo customizado em massa foi igualmente feita 

para o standardized. Os resultados indicam que os benefícios extrínsecos e intrínsecos 

aumentam a intenção de compra por produtos customizados em massa, mas ao contrário dos 

produtos standardized, os benefícios intrínsecos têm um efeito superior na intenção de compra. 

Para além disso, apenas o benefício intrínseco influência a necessidade de singularidade do 

cliente. Pelo contrário, a necessidade de singularidade do cliente não tem uma influência 

significativa na intenção de compra por produtos customizados em massa. No geral, o impacto 

dos benefícios percepcionados na intenção de compra por opções customizadas em massa não 

é mediado pela necessidade de singularidade do cliente. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background   

The topic of this dissertation is about mass-customized (MC) products, a subject that to respond 

to the growing individualization of demand in recent years has become progressively more 

relevant (Franke & Piller, 2003). The mass customization concept refers to the development, 

production, marketing, and delivery of a customized service or product that offers the freedom 

of customization, allowing individuals to locate precisely what they need at a reasonable price 

(Pine II, 1993). By giving the ability to choose from a wider range of potential “products”, the 

buyer is more likely to attain the configuration that most suits its preferences – both functional 

and aesthetic (Randall, Terwiesch, & Ulrich, 2007).  

Providing to consumers the cost benefit of mass manufacturing and the differentiation benefit 

of customization became a competitive must have (Varadarajan, 1992), as the combination of 

advanced engineering and information technology empowers firms to be extremely adaptable 

and responsive in delivering product variety via mass customization (Pine II, Victor, & 

Boynton, 1993).  

When consumers take part in a mass customization program, data concerning different levels 

of customers’ preferences are acquired by retailers. Consequently, they are gifted to convert the 

customer’s needs and desires into a specific product or service requirement (Zipkin, 2001) and 

to establish a long-term relationship with customers (Endo & Kincade, 2008). Since 

customization can become a strategic tool that presents additional benefits to consumers, it has 

been implemented in a variety of industries (Park & Yoo, 2018).  

Considering a mass customization context, two types of perceived benefits have been 

recognized by researchers – the product (extrinsic benefit) and the mass customization 

experience (intrinsic benefit) (Fiore, Lee & Kunz, 2004; Franke & Frank, 2004;  Schreier, 

2006). It is well established in the literature that higher the perceived value, higher the intention 

of purchase (Chang & Wildt, 1994). Accordingly, it is expected that higher the perceived 

benefits of a MC product, higher will be the customer’s purchase intention. Currently, the 

potential value increase of self-designed products is mainly explained by the extrinsic benefit 

(Franke, Keinz, & Steger, 2009). 

Customers’ need for uniqueness (CNFU) is another variable that may influence purchase 

intention for MC products. Commonly, new products are created in response to the average 
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needs of a particular target market. This traditional approach is appropriate if the selected 

segment is of decent size and relative customer preference homogeneity exists within it 

(Schreier, 2006). Nonetheless, more regularly customers present unique needs, leaving many 

displeased with standardized goods (Franke & Von Hippel, 2003). Since customization 

facilitates and enhances the manifestation of feelings of uniqueness, the desire to be unique is 

likely to impact consumers’ reactions to MC products (Lynn & Harris, 1997a). With mass 

customization, an individual can distinguish himself from others by owning, possibly, a unique 

product (Franke & Schreier, 2008).  

The impact of resulting products’ uniqueness in MC systems has started to be explored 

empirically by few studies (Endo & Kincade, 2008). Due to the lack in literature, a personal 

interest, and the managerial relevance of the topic, this research aims to understand how 

perceived benefits (intrinsic and extrinsic) impact the purchase intention for MC products, and 

how the CNFU mediates that effect.   

 

1.2 Problem Statement 

The research’s scope is to explore the relationship between the perceived benefits (extrinsic and 

intrinsic) and the customer’s purchase intention for MC products, mediating the effect of 

customer’s need for uniqueness. To address the CNFU both the Uniqueness Theory (Snyder & 

Fromkin, 1977) and the Self-attributed Need for Uniqueness (Lynn & Harris, 1997a) will be 

used together as framework. Essentially, the problem statement for this research can be 

established as:  

“The role of Extrinsic and Intrinsic Perceived Benefits on Customer’s Purchase Intention for 

Mass-Customized Products: The mediation effect of Customer’s Need for Uniqueness.” 

The subsequent research questions emphasize the problem statement: 

RQ1: What is the impact of perceived benefits – extrinsic and intrinsic - on purchase intention 

for mass-customized products? 

RQ1.1: Which benefits, extrinsic or intrinsic, are the major reasons for people shopping mass-

customized products? 

RQ2: What is the relationship between perceived benefits (extrinsic and intrinsic) and 

customer’s need for uniqueness? 
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RQ3: Does customer’s need for uniqueness explains the relationship between the overall 

perceived benefits and purchase intention for mass-customized products? 

RQ4: What is the impact of customer’s need for uniqueness in purchase intention for mass-

customized products? 

1.3 Relevance 

The increase in marketplace competition is being reflected by several market indicators. One 

central goal of this study is to suggest that adopting MC programs can be an effective way of 

bettering the competition in meeting customer’s needs over time in the 21st century. Mass 

customization programs will increase the likelihood that each consumer gets the most precise 

option he or she needs. This is a path of potentially increase a firm’s market share and even its 

primary demand for the product category (Kahn, 1998).  

An important research task is to understand how customer’s need for uniqueness is expected to 

be affected by which sources of value, in a MC context. Specifically, it is relevant to see the 

sights of how CNFU impacts product acquisition behaviors related to achieve differentness 

(Tian, Bearden, & Hunter, 2001). Also, the identification of underlying factors that affect 

consumers’ decision making when purchasing MC products has not yet been the object of many 

studies (Tang, Luo, & Xiao, 2011). In addition, a more in-depth analysis of customer benefit is 

needed to guarantee the long-term triumph of a mass customization offering (Park & Yoo, 

2018). 

Academically the research topic is of importance due to its recent nature – the concept was first 

introduced by Davis, in 1989. In fact, MC production has during the last decades been a topic 

of interest, mainly because the companies that are being able to manage it with the right strategy 

gain success and market growth (Lander & Liker, 2007).  

For retail managers, mass customization can even drive the direction of their strategies, since 

manufacturers need to reflect customers’ specific interests before making a MC program 

(Franke & Von Hippel, 2003). In this sense, users can be highly innovative which is reflected 

by empirical studies on the bases of innovation. When transferring customers’ needs into MC 

products through the use of a toolkit, problem-solving tasks are indeed dealt by companies via 

a highly innovative approach (Schreier, 2006). Additionally, it has also been documented as an 

effective tactic to increase consumer involvement in retailing (Kamali and Loker, 2002). This 

research is interesting from a managerial perspective, since a comprehensive understanding of 
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value-generating factors is fundamental for developing effective MC toolkits.  

Personally, this topic is interesting to me as I recognize in a MC strategy stunning advantages 

for both, companies and customers. When implemented successfully, a MC strategy constitutes 

a competitive advantage for companies, as well as it is able to meet individual customer’s needs 

(Styhre, 1996).  

With this dissertation I hope to be able to provide relevant guidelines on how to improve the 

customizing options associated with a MC product, providing useful insights on how to manage 

a MC program. In the light of CNFU, determine if there is a better combination between 

extrinsic and intrinsic benefits in a MC purchase is an aim of this study.  

1.4 Research methods 

In this study, both primary and secondary data were considered in order to present an adequate 

answer to the research questions presented.  

Initially, an extensive literature review was performed to acquire an understanding of the 

research topic, of what has already been done on it and what the key issues are. Based on all 

this research, it was possible to acquire a deep background knowledge about the variables 

present in the conceptual model. The literature review was, therefore, crucial to define relevant 

hypothesis to be tested. Additionally, the research was essentially completed from marketing 

top journals.  

Considering the primary data, an online survey was conducted to assess the connection between 

and among the conceptual model’s variables. Two A/B tests and a quasi-experiment study were 

conducted to enhance the influence of mass customization on the variables mentioned in the 

conceptual model. The A/B test consists of presenting two different versions of the same 

product, MC versus standardized, each to half of the participants. The data were collected over 

time (longitudinal) and was self-administered. A convenience and snowball sampling (non-

probability sampling technique) were used, thus the results are ultimately biased and cannot be 

generalized from the sample to the population of interest. 

Finally, the SPSS software was used to analyze the quantitative results, with the Hayes macro 

PROCESS test being applied to measure the possible mediation effect of CNFU when 

explaining the connection between overall perceived benefits and purchase intention, and linear 

regressions were applied to test all the other hypothesis. 



 5 

1.5 Dissertation outline  

The next chapter presents a review of some of the existing literature on MC products, CNFU, 

extrinsic and intrinsic benefits, and purchase intention, as well as a development of the 

hypothesis that will be further used for statistical testing. The methodology section describes 

how the study will answer to the hypothesis, by presenting the constructs that found the 

questionnaire and the procedure used to collect, analyze and interpret the data. The fourth 

chapter analyses in detail the results obtained through the questionnaire and discusses the 

implications of the findings. Finally, the last chapter highlights the conclusions of this 

dissertation, as well as its limitations, and suggests future research studies in the field of MC 

products.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

The next chapter presents a literature review with the purpose of getting a deep background 

knowledge about the conceptual model’s variables and defining the hypothesis of this study.  

In this sense, this chapter summarizes, contrasts, and evaluates existing literature from related 

topics that are relevant to answer the research questions. In the first part, the concept of mass-

customized products is presented and developed. In the following parts, the concepts of 

purchase intention, perceived benefits, customer’s need for uniqueness, and the interactions 

between those variables are specified. To conclude, a conceptual framework gives an overview 

of the study (Figure 1). 

2.1 Mass-customized Products 

The analysis and implementation of mass customization has received growing consideration in 

marketing since the late 1980s, due to several aspects, such as the greater market diversity and 

the growing individualization of demand (Franke & Piller, 2003), the heterogeneity of customer 

preferences in many markets (Gilmore & Pine 1997), the increasing demand for satisfaction 

(Endo & Kincade, 2008), the increasing investments in new product development, the shorted 

product life cycles and global competition (Da Silveira et al., 2001).  

As mass customization offers a competitive advantage and additional benefits to consumers, 

various industries – such as, shoes (e.g., Nike), computers (e.g., Dell), cars (e.g., Toyota), 

apparel (e.g., Brooks Brothers), and home furnishing (e.g., Pottery Barn) – have embraced mass 

customization as a strategic tool (Park & Yoo, 2018). The traditional trade-off between reducing 

the unit cost of production – cost leadership – and increasing the quality and performance of 

the product – differentiation – was resolved by the disruptive change brought by new 

technologies (Franke & Schreier, 2008). Hence, the concept of cost leadership and 

differentiation as mutually exclusive strategies for attaining and maintaining competitive 

advantage has started to be replaced by mass customization as an alternative to tackling the 

market  (Varadarajan, 1992; Pine II, 1993).  

Having in mind the traditional paradigm of manufacturing management, on one hand 

customized products (craft customization) are manufactured using low volume production – 

which copes well with a wide diversity of products and with design procedures that are suitable 

for high level of customer involvement in specifying the product (Duray, Ward, Milligan, & 

Berry, 2000) – and are traditionally related to price premium (Piller, 2004). On the other hand, 

standardized products (mass production) are produced on-stock where efficiency, productivity 
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and taking advantage of economies of scale are main focus points. Mass production meets only 

the mean preferences of a market segment and customer involvement is only pursued during 

market research to capture standard product design attributes with a high demand (Piller, 2004). 

In this sense, the practice of mass customization disrupts the traditional paradigm of 

manufacturing management (Duray et al., 2000).   

The disruptive concept of mass customization was originally introduced by Davis, in 1989, 

presenting it as the ability to offer exclusively designed products and services to every single 

customer via high process integration, flexibility, and agility, as well as without sacrificing 

scale economies. Likewise, Pine II (1993) defends that the mass customization’s goal is to 

present an ample variety of products and services, so that the vast majority of customers get 

precisely what they want at a fair price. As mass customization enables companies to reap 

economies of scale, through repetition, it can reduce costs and lead time. Therefore, mass 

customization reaches a greater margin due to its high volume production – where the volume 

covers the cost of vast investment in equipment, tooling, manufacturing, and tutoring (Du, Jiao, 

& Tseng, 2000). 

From an operational perspective, the proper assessment of customer needs and existing 

operational resources is crucial to define the right level of customization (Da Silveira et al., 

2001). In fact, mass customization can be accomplished by many different methods (Ahlstrom 

& Westbrook, 1995) – each of them being classified by the MC approach and by the point of 

customer engagement in the production cycle. Depending on the method used, different types 

of MC products are created, such as modular products, tailor-made products, adaptative 

products, and customized additional services (Piller, 1998). Having in mind the MC 

approaches, Gilmore and Pine (1997) highlight four different types: collaborative (customers 

engage directly with designers), adaptive (customers have the ability to change the product 

during its use), transparent (products are fitted to individual needs), and cosmetic (standard 

products are packaged specifically for the individual customer). On the other hand, considering 

the point of customer engagement in the production cycle, it is important to highlight 6 levels 

of mass customization (Broekhuizen & Alsem, 2002; Da Silveira et al., 2001): design 

(collaborative project), fabrication (creation of customer-tailored products based on designs that 

were previously defined), assembly (assembling standard components into exclusive 

arrangements),  additional services and customer work (mass customization is attained by 

merely adding custom work or services to standard products, usually when delivered), and 

usage (products that are possible to adapt to specific purposes or circumstances, after delivery). 



 8 

The earlier customers can alter production, the higher the impact will be on the final product, 

and more significant the required organizational transformation and uniqueness of the offering 

(Duray et al., 2000).  

Accordingly to Pine II (1993), the true mass customization entails modularity in production. 

Modularity permits part of the product to be produced in mass as standard modules, while 

product uniqueness is attained through the arrangement of those modules. Similarly, Ulrich 

(1995) defended that modularity can boost product diversity, reduce delivery time and provide 

economies of scope. Through modularity, modular products are created at the assembly level, 

by having a collaborative or transparent approach. In this sense, a Product Family Architecture 

(PFA) is necessary to sustain product customization, in particular, to define customer needs and 

to subsequently satisfy them by arranging well-established modules and components (Duray et 

al., 2000). With PFA, a product family strategy can be created by the manufacturer, where some 

functional modules are common while others are presented with numerous variants allowing 

the assembly combination to offer high variety in the end products (Hu, 2013). Thus, while 

manufacturers determine the basic product architecture and variants, customers self-select 

attributes to arrange an offer that better meets their own needs (Ghosh, Dutta, & Stremersch, 

2006). For the purpose of this dissertation, the modular context will be considered.  

Hence, a MC product results not only from a customer self-design (Wind & Rangaswamy, 

2001), since customers can adapt product attributes to their specific requirements (Franke & 

Schreier, 2010), but also from an act of company-to-customer interaction. The interaction 

systems for mass customization, most commonly referred to as toolkits, are accountable for 

directing the customer throughout the design process (Schreier, 2006). Considering what 

customers are able to and how, these toolkits are deemed as very heterogeneous (Franke & 

Piller, 2003). Those attributes to be manipulated by the toolkit might be the ones on which 

consumers' preferences differ sharply and that can easily be manipulated by the consumer and 

evaluated with the configurator (Deng, Hui, & Hutchinson, 2010). This is the fundamental 

aspect that sets apart other strategies from mass customization. From a functional perspective, 

mass customization begins by identifying customers’ individual needs (customer-centric 

strategy) and ends by providing varied final products that can be appreciated by distinct 

customers (Du et al., 2000). The unpredictable nature of each customer’s demands must be 

considered as an opportunity to anchor future product designs (Pine II, Victor, & Boynton, 
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1993). Additionally, considering a managerial perspective, mass customization can be 

accomplished regarding fit, style, and functionality (Piller, 2004). 

The literature has also studied the different costs related with a MC offer, highlighting 

predominantly the cognitive struggles, the delivery period and the time needed to customize a 

product (Agrawal, Kumaresh & Mercer, 2001; Zipkin, 2001; Broekhuizen & Alsem, 2002). 

Moreover, by experiencing uncertainty or by having limited insight into their preferences, 

customers bear additional psychological costs (West, Brown, & Hoch, 1996; Kramer, 2007).  

The triumph of mass customization is influenced by how customers realize the benefits and 

added costs of mass customization (Broekhuizen & Alsem, 2002) – the perceived benefits must 

compensate the different costs associated to the configuration process. Mainly, a balance of 

time to market, variety, and economy of scale is required to ensure the success of mass 

customization (Du et al., 2000). 

2.2 Purchase Intention 

Purchase intention (PI) is an essential predictor of actual purchase, as customer’s purchase 

intention arises under the belief of an imminent transaction (Hsu, Chang, & Yansritakul, 2017).  

Purchase intention refers to some exchange behavior generated following consumers’ overall 

assessment of a product. Indeed, it is considered as a perceptual response adopted in relation to 

one’s attitude to an item, combined with external stimulating factors, like the experimental 

situation and the variations in time (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Thus, the ultimate decision of 

buying is reliant on consumer’s intention with several external factors (Keller, 2001).  

When consumers have a positive purchase intention a brand commitment is established, which 

pushes consumers to make an actual purchase (Schiffman & Kanuk, 2007). Nonetheless, the 

comparison between expressed purchase intention and actual purchase behavior has been 

difficult (Follows & Jobber, 2000). For the present study, purchase intention is thought to be a 

representative estimation of purchase behavior. 

2.3 Perceived Benefits 

The commonly accepted definition of perceived value defends that the consumer’s appraisal of 

the utility of a product is defined by the consumer’s overall assessment of what is given and 

what is obtained in return (Zeithaml, 1988). Also, the attributes are means through which 

consumers obtain value, via the positive benefits accruing from the attributes (Gutman, 1997). 
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Having in mind the motivation theory (Deci, 1975), motivation is composed by extrinsic and 

intrinsic factors. Extrinsic motivation arises from consumers’ perceived usefulness of the 

results derived by their behaviour or product performance, while intrinsic motivation relates to 

the practice of an activity just for the act itself, and not for any other apparent reinforcement. 

Both perceived value and behavioural intention have been found to be affected by extrinsic and 

intrinsic factors (Rogers, 1995). It has also been suggested that products are acquired for their 

utilitarian and hedonic benefits (Babin, Darden, & Griffin, 1994). Thus, Kim et al. (2007), by 

considering the motivation theory to understand perceived benefit, partitioned perceived benefit 

into extrinsic (known as utilitarian or cognitive) benefit and intrinsic (known as hedonic or 

affective) benefit.  

Extrinsic benefit denotes the value a customer perceives from using a product, relating to the 

product’s usefulness which is focused on task accomplishment (Rogers, 1995). The construct 

of usefulness is in line with the concept of product quality (Kim et al., 2007), which is described 

as the merit and superiority of a product according to the customer’s cognitive assessment 

(Zeithaml, 1988). On the other hand, intrinsic benefit refers to the enjoyment and pleasure 

retained from the experience of using a product (Kim et al., 2007). This concept is identical to 

the definitions of emotional value, which corresponds to the utility derived from emotions or 

affective states created by a product (Sweeney & Soutar, 2001). Hence, intrinsic benefit implies 

that an experience is appreciated for its own stake, while extrinsic benefit serves as means to 

an end.  

Extrinsic benefit and intrinsic benefit can lead to extrinsic and intrinsic values, respectively 

(Chiu, Wang, Fang, & Huang, 2014). Warranting positive value to the customer is a 

precondition for the long-term triumph of every customization program (Schreier, 2006). 

Hence, the benefits customization programs generate for customers started to be studied by 

numerous scholars. Considering a MC context, two types of perceived benefits have been 

recognized by academics: product and mass customization experience (Franke & Frank, 2004; 

Schreier, 2006), parallel to extrinsic and intrinsic benefits, respectively. Both, the product and 

the experience, support the eagerness to embrace MC options (Fiore, Lee, Kunz, & Campbell, 

2001). 

Most contributions to date have mainly considered extrinsic value to clarify product benefit, 

mentioning the aesthetic and functional fit between MC products and consumer preferences 

(Franke & Schreier, 2008). This fit is high when consumers’ needs are matched by the product 
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attributes (Franke & Schreier, 2008). In this way, by specifying certain product attributes in the 

product configurator, the benefits that consumers perceive from the MC product increases 

(Simonson, 2005).  

Nevertheless, by disregarding the hedonic value, the conventional utilitarian explanations do 

not reveal the shopping experience effect of a MC context (Babin, Darden, & Griffin, 1994). 

Characteristically, consumers desire to attain a feeling of pleasure from a service or product 

experience (Carbone & Haeckel, 1994) – as human actions are, for the most part, inherently 

pleasure-seeking (Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982). The perceived benefit associated with the 

MC experience is the intrinsic one. According to Schreier (2006), when consumers experience 

the process of designing their own product, value is added, such as novelty, recreation and 

curiosity. Similarly, Randall et al. (2007) highlighted that consumers who have designed their 

own product recognize increased benefits. Further psychological factors have been mentioned 

in recent research, such as accomplishment and pride feelings of having created it oneself 

(Deng, Hui, & Hutchinson, 2010; Franke, Schreier, & Kaiser, 2010; Moreau & Herd, 2010). 

2.4 Perceived Benefits and Purchase Intention 

Consumer behavior is value driven, thus perceived values ultimately affect consumers’ choice 

patterns (Gutman, 1997). Perceiving value has a significant effect on customer’s purchase 

intention (Chan, 1996), which means that if a customer perceives high value then it influences 

purchase intention (Petrick, 2002). Consequently, consumers must have a stronger purchase 

intention for MC products that provide higher extrinsic and intrinsic benefits. However, from 

time to time customers fail to realize the opportunities presented by a MC product and they end 

up preferring the default configurations provided by the manufacture (Hill, 2003). Hence, the 

next hypothesis is proposed:  

H1:  Perceived benefits - extrinsic and intrinsic - positively affect the customer’s purchase 

intention for mass-customized products.  

Given the situational context of an individual consumer, the relative importance of intrinsic and 

extrinsic benefits will be different – for example, the most skilled customers may be more 

functional or task oriented (Schreier, 2006). Therefore, it leads to establishing the following 

hypothesis: 

H1a: The type of perceived benefit – extrinsic and intrinsic – has a different effect on the 

purchase intention for mass-customized products.   
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However, even though the intrinsic benefit is recognized as being a MC benefit, the preference 

fit argument (extrinsic benefit) is the main justification used for a potential value increase of 

self-designed products (Franke et al., 2009). Considering the previous information, the 

following is noted: 

H1b: The extrinsic benefit has a larger effect on purchase intention for mass-customized 

products than the intrinsic benefit. 

2.5 Customer’s need for uniqueness 

Having in mind the psychological marketing literature, the construct of customer’s need for 

uniqueness is discussed. The notion of need for uniqueness (NFU) stems from Snyder and 

Fromkin’s (1977) Theory of Uniqueness. In consonance with this theory, the need to see oneself 

as being different from other people is stimulated when individuals see themselves as extremely 

alike to others in the environment that surrounds them, alarming their self-perception of 

uniqueness (Synder & Fromkin, 1977).  

NFU reflects individual variations in consumer counterconformity motivation (Snyder & 

Fromkin, 1977) - motivation that involves the deliberate pursuit of differentness relative to 

others as an edge point, differentiating the self by acquiring and displaying material possessions 

(Nail, 1986).  

However, in general, customers tend to prevent the unpleasant effect related to excessive 

divergence (Fromkin, 1970). Thus, customers use behavioral procedures to sustain moderate 

uniqueness. The extent to which these procedures are employed depends on the strength of 

individuals’ need for uniqueness (Snyder & Fromkin, 1977), that is identified as an individual-

level trait of personality (Lynn & Harris, 1997a;  Tian & Mckenzie, 2001). 

Lynn and Harris (1997a, 1997b) criticized the Uniqueness Theory for focusing too much on 

public aspects of uniqueness. Thus, NFU might fail to apprehend the strength of one’s personal 

need (Lynn & Harris, 1997a; Tian & Mckenzie, 2001). Consequently, Lynn & Harris (1997a) 

proposed an alternative measure of uniqueness, the Self-Attributed Need for Uniqueness 

(SANU), which focuses on the personal expression of need for uniqueness. SANU does not 

refer to public and contextualized behaviors, like NFU, but focuses on a general and explicit 

representation of the need for uniqueness. As a consequence, NFU and SANU complement 

each other, being the major scales to measure individual’s need for uniqueness (Lalot et al., 

2017).   
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Finally, individuals can satisfy their need to be unique in different ways, such as, through 

possession displays (Belk, 1988), purchase of novelty or original goods that are not accessible 

in mass quantities (Tian et al., 2001), as well as possess unique products (Simonson & Nowlis, 

2000). 

2.6 Customer’s need for uniqueness and Perceived Benefits 

The perceived uniqueness of a product is related to the extent to which a customer considers a 

product as distinct from other products in the same category (Tian et al., 2001). A mass 

customization program enhances differentiation from other customers and their possessions by 

means of a unique product, making consumers perceive higher benefits (Fiore et al., 2004; 

Simonson, 2005).  

The main point is that the high variety of products provided by a MC program permits an 

effective adaptation to the customers’ preferences, as well as satisfy the need of consumers who 

aim for uniqueness (Tian et al., 2001). Thus, the subsequent hypothesis is suggested:  

H2: The customer’s need for uniqueness is negatively affected by the perceived benefits – 

extrinsic and intrinsic - of a mass-customized product. 

2.7 Customer’s need for uniqueness and Purchase Intention  

Consumers have unique needs, leaving many dissatisfied with standardized products (Franke 

& Von Hippel, 2003). In this context, individuals allege that they are willing to pay an extra for 

improvements that better meet their individual needs. Likewise, to resist conformity, consumers 

may purchase products that are not accessible in mass quantities (Tian et al., 2001). In fact, 

customers with a high preference for unique products announce considerably higher intentions 

to engage in MC programs (Fiore et al., 2004). Thus, the following hypothesis is predicted:  

H3: Customer’s need for uniqueness will be positively related to the purchase intention for 

mass-customized products. 

The earlier hypotheses indicate that CNFU may be a mediator on the relationship between the 

independent and dependent variable, which means that perhaps the overall perceived benefits 

affect purchase intention through their effect on CNFU. Thus, the empirical findings must 

validate this effect by the next hypothesis:  
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H4: The relationship between the overall perceived benefits of a mass-customized product and 

the resulting purchase intention of the customer, is mediated by the customer’s need for 

uniqueness.  

2.8 Conceptual Framework  

Figure 1: Conceptual Framework. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

Chapter 3 elucidates the methodology applied to address the research questions and to collect 

data to reach relevant conclusions in relation to the hypothesis defined. First, the research 

approach is presented, followed by a summary focused on the type of primary and secondary 

data used. Finally, the primary data is described with further detail, in order to define the data 

collection, measurement and data analysis techniques.  

3.1 Research Approach 

Different research designs and approaches have been employed to accomplish the purpose of 

this dissertation, which is to explore the association between the overall perceived benefits 

(extrinsic and intrinsic) and customer’s purchase intention for MC products, mediating the 

effect of CNFU.  

Considering the different research designs – exploratory, descriptive and explanatory 

(Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009) – both exploratory and explanatory methods were 

considered. First, the exploratory method was used in order to gain familiarity with the most 

relevant concepts referring to the problem statement, all conducted by searching the literature. 

After the research was formalized and six hypotheses were outlined, defining the data to be 

collected, as well as the scales and measures for instrument design (Harrison & Reilly, 2011). 

Finally, the explanatory design was considered to clarify potential causal relationships among 

the variables using primary data.  

Considering the different research’s approaches (Creswell, 2009), the present study is focused 

on the quantitative one. With this approach, data were collected through an online survey and 

analyzed quantitively through statistics, determining whether empirical evidence supports the 

proposed hypotheses or not. Indeed, two A/B split tests were conducted (S vs MC) to better 

understand the role of mass customization. 

3.2 Secondary Data  

Secondary data was handled mostly in form of scientific articles from top journals. Its analysis 

was crucial to acquire an understanding regarding the problem statement, as well as to create 

the conceptual model and to sustain the constructs and hypotheses of the study. In fact, 

reviewing the literature is important for two main reasons (Sharp et al. 2002) – the first, the 

preparatory search, is crucial to generate and clarify the research ideas; the second, the critical 

literature review, helps to enhance the subject knowledge and to clarify the research questions 

further. 
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3.3 Primary Data  

Considering the primary data, an online survey was conducted to collect data in order to explore 

the relationship between the variables and consequently to answer the research questions. In 

this sense, a quantitative analysis was performed based on the results obtained from the online 

survey. Further, the data were collected over time (longitudinal) and self-administered.  

For this study, an online survey is an important procedure for data collection due to its several 

advantages. The economy of the design and the rapid turnaround in gathering the data are an 

added value (Creswell, 2009). Also, the flexibility, the convenience, the diversity of questions, 

the possibility to reach large samples, and the ease of data entry and analysis are other 

advantages (Evans & Mathur, 2005). Regarding the disadvantages, they are more related with 

the respondents’ inability to answer the survey, as well as their unwillingness to respond it 

accurately, the privacy and security issues, and the more impersonal contact (Evans & Mathur, 

2005). 

Before using the survey to collect data a pilot test was conducted to 10 people. Its purpose was 

to test the questionnaire in conditions as similar as possible to the posterior research, but not in 

order to report results, but rather to ensure that the participants would encounter no problem in 

responding the questions and that there would be no obstacles in recording the data. Thus, it 

allowed evaluating the questions’ validity, as well as the expected reliability of the data that 

would be gathered.  

3.3.1 Data Collection 

The present dissertation intends to analyze the influence of perceived benefits (extrinsic and 

intrinsic) on purchase intention for MC products in one product category – shirts. The main 

requirement for this choice was that other companies successfully had created a mass 

customization program within this product category (e.g. Apposta, Hockerty and Sumissura). 

Additionally, this is a disruptive category that is breaking traditional rules and is innovating to 

alter the status quo, displacing established market leaders (e.g. at the Italian Web Award 2012, 

Apposta was awarded as the “Best E-commerce of the year”). Finally, considering the MC field 

there are no studies focusing on this product category.  

A convenience and snowball sampling (non-probability sampling techniques) were used, since 

the survey’s data was collected from participants who were conveniently available to join the 

research (Creswell, 2009), as well as the members of the sample group were recruited via chain 
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referral. In fact, naturally formed groups (e.g. family members and friends) and some other 

volunteers composed the respondents’ group of the online survey. Accordingly, the procedure 

is named a quasi-experiment (Creswell, 2009).  

Convenience sampling is the simplest and the most convenient technique to collect primary 

data - the data collection can occur in a short period of time, as well as with low costs unlike 

probability sampling methods (Saunders et al., 2009). However, convenience sampling is very 

susceptible to selection bias, influences beyond the command of the researcher, as well as it 

may has associated a great degree of sampling error (Saunders et al., 2009). 

The sample was collected by sharing the online survey via Facebook and by email, from 26th 

November 2018 to 3rd December 2018. The target for the survey were all people who buy their 

own shirts. Overall, 466 respondents were recorded, of which 400 fully completed the survey. 

Considering the ones who finished it, 372 valid responses and 28 invalid responses were 

collected. The scenarios were randomly and evenly assigned to the participants, resulting in a 

distribution of 185 participants exposed to the standardized stimulus and 187 participants 

exposed to the MC stimulus. Finally, the survey was launched in two languages – Portuguese 

and English – as it was not barred by nationality.  

3.3.2 Research Design 

The study employs a 2 (MC product, S product) x 2 (Male, Female) factorial design experiment 

(Figure 2). First, on one hand, the results obtained in the MC stimulus were used to test the 

hypothesis. On the other hand, as further analysis, the results obtained for the standardized 

stimulus were individually analyzed to enhance the role of mass customization and to present 

the differentiation between having or not customization. Second, due to gender specificity of 

clothing, both stimuli were established differently for women and for men. The study was 

performed with unbranded shirts, not only to remove past knowledge and experience in relation 

to brands, but also potential brand preference bias.  

The online survey is composed by three main parts (Appendix 1). Since only the participants 

who buy their own shirts were considered as valid (target for the survey), a control question at 

the beginning of the survey was displayed to ensure that all the respondents would fulfill this 

requirement. Next, a question about product usage was displayed to infer relevant differences 

among the respondents.  Finally, this first section had as a main goal to analyze the respondents’ 

NFU and SANU (Synder & Fromkins, 1977; Lynn & Harris, 1997). 
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In the second part, the respondents were exposed to one stimulus. There are two stimuli – 

standardized and mass-customized – with two possible scenarios (Figure 2). As previously 

mentioned, due to gender specificity of clothing, both stimuli were established differently for 

women and for men. Specifically, the images used to represent the standardized shirts, as well 

as the modules for the MC shirt, were gender specific. To ensure that men would be exposed to 

one of the two male’s stimuli and that women would be exposed to one of the two female’s 

stimuli a question was first presented – by asking “what is your gender?”.  

Figure 2 – Questionnaire design (stimuli). 

Considering the standardized stimulus, the respondents were presented to 10 standardized shirts 

and were questioned to select the shirt they would prefer to buy (Franke et al., 2010). These 

standardized shirts were of equal quality as their potential self-designed counterparts in the MC 

stimulus (Schreier, 2006).  

Considering the MC stimulus, the respondents were exposed to the functionality of a toolkit to 

self-design their own shirt. The toolkit employed is quite simple to use and presents a large 

variety of design possibilities, allowing to choose and combine previously defined options for 

the fabric (12 alternative for both genders), sleeve (2 alternatives for men and 3 for women), 

cuff (10 alternatives for men and 8 for women), pocket (5 alternatives for both genders), fitting 

(2 alternatives for both genders), and collar (10 alternatives for men and 8 for women). Having 

in mind the PFA used, the fact that each shirt’s module was presented with numerous variants, 

made possible that each assembly combination provided a large variety in the end MC shirts 

(24 000 variants for male’s shirts and 23 040 variants for female’s shirts). In this sense, the MC 

stimulus represents a common modular MC context, since the basic product architecture and 

options were previously defined in the survey, while respondents self-selected the attributes to 

configure a shirt that better met their own needs (Ghosh et al., 2006). Furthermore, the toolkit 

provided constitutes a decent depiction of the toolkits used in the B2C field, since it is 

completely inspired on what companies have used for the shirt’s toolkits.  
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In the third part, the participants were asked about their extrinsic and intrinsic perceived 

benefits, as well as about their purchase intention.  

Finally, the respondents answered some demographic questions – age, country, occupation, 

education level, number of household members, and yearly net household income.  

3.3.3 Measurements 

Considering the survey’s division and the constructs of the study, the first section starts by 

estimating the SANU, that was measured through 4 items that were completed by selecting the 

word considered more appropriate to complete an affirmation. Respondents indicated to what 

extent “they like to be different from other people”, “being distinctive is important to them”, 

“they intentionally do things to make themselves different from those around them”, and “they 

have a need for uniqueness”. This section also evaluates the respondents’ NFU, that was 

measured through a 32-item scale. In this case, some items were reversed-scored, as responses 

were scored so that stronger agreement would mean the answer of individuals with high NFU 

(reverse-scored items are signaled in Appendix 1).  

In the second section, a stimulus was presented to the respondents. Both stimuli, the 

standardized one and the MC one, were presented based on what the Hockerty website (male) 

and Sumissura website (female) are doing. Considering the standardized stimulus, for both 

genders, the 10 shirts presented were selected from those websites. Considering the MC 

stimulus, the images used to represent each product module (collar, cuff, sleeve, fit and pocket) 

were also retrieved from those websites. Nonetheless, the toolkit provided in the online survey 

is less complex than what is possible to do for this product category. On one hand, the online 

survey did not provide all the possible attributes that can be customized (e.g. placket, pleats, 

bottom, elbow patches, etc). The criteria used to select the 5 attributes considered in the toolkit 

of this study, was that these ones in none of the most relevant websites for MC shirts (Apposta, 

Hockerty, Sumissura, and Tailor Store) are considered as being an extra in the customization 

process. On the other hand, for the 5 modules selected, were not present all the possible options 

available to customize them. For example, only 12 fabric options are presented from the 92 

fabric options available for both genders in the Hockerty’s website and Sumissura’s website. 

Such decision was made due to software constraints. 

To understand the impact of each stimulus on perceived benefits, the third section starts by 

assessing the extrinsic and intrinsic benefits perceived by the participants. In this sense, 2 

questions had been established. On one hand, the first question focused on the extrinsic 
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perceived benefit, where 5 items  (“Innefective” – “Efective”; “Unhelpful” – “Helpful”; “Not 

functional” – “Functional”; “Unncessary” – “Necessary”; “Impractical” – “Practical”) were 

presented. On the other hand, the second question focus on the intrinsic perceived benefit, 

where 5 items (“Not fun” – “Fun”; “Dull” – “Exciting”; “Not delightful” – “Delightful”; “Not 

thrilling” – “Thrillling”; “Unenjoyable” – “Enjoyable”) were also presented.  

Considering the respondents’ purchase intention measurement, this dissertation uses a construct 

of 5 items (“I definitely not buy it – I definitely buy it”; “I definitely do not intend to buy it – I 

definitely intend to buy it”; “I have a very low purchase interest – I have a very high purchase 

interest”; “I never intend to buy it – I definitely intend to buy it”; “I probably not buy it – “I 

probably buy it”).  

7-point likert-type scale and 7-point semantic differential scale were mainly used to measure 

the constructs introduced in the online survey. Specifically, a 7-point likert scale anchored by 

strongly disagree and strongly agree was considered to measure the constructs of SANU and 

NFU. On the other hand, the constructs of extrinsic benefit, intrinsic benefit, and purchase 

intention were measured with a 7-point semantic differential scale (Table 1).  

Finally, all the constructs were approved by existing literature and present acceptable 

reliabilities (all Cronbach’s alphas >.70). Further, they were all left as their original version.  

Constructs Nº of items Scale Authors 

Self-attributed Need for 

Uniqueness 
4 

Multi item scale (7-

point scale) 
(Lynn & Harris, 1997a) 

Need for Uniqueness 32 
Multi item scale (7-

point scale) 

(Synder & Fromkins, 

1977, 1980; Tepper & 

Hoyle, 1996) 

Extrinsic Benefit 5 
7-point semantic 

differential scale 

(Crowley, 

Spangenberg, & 

Hughes, 2003) 

Intrinsic Benefit 5 
7-point semantic 

differential scale 
(Crowley et al., 2003) 

Purchase Intention 5 
7-point semantic 

differential scale 
(Spears & Singh, 2004) 

Table 1 – Measurement Model. 
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3.3.4 Data Analysis 

The data was gathered through the survey-software Qualtrics and it was analyzed using version 

25 of SPSS. The raw data was prepared,  by editing and re-coding some variables, to certificate 

precision in the analysis. In order to characterize the sample, descriptive statistics were used to 

analyze the demographics. Also, the Cronchach’s alpha for each construct was analysed to 

confirm their reliability. Further, correlation analysis had been conducted to quantify the 

direction and strength of the relationships between the variables.  

Having in mind that all the constructs are metric, the confirmation of the hypothesis was done 

through the appropriate statistical test. Linear regressions had been applied to explore the effect 

of perceived benefits (extrinsic and intrinsic) and CNFU on purchase intention, as well as the 

impact of perceived benefits on CNFU. A significance level of 5% was used for all the statistical 

tests performed. 

To explain the possible mediation effect of CNFU on the relationship between overall perceived 

benefits and PI, the PROCESS macro for SPSS was used (Hayes, 2013). The statistical model 

of this study behaves as a simple mediation, since there is only one mediator – model 4 (Hayes, 

2013). Through this model, the independent variable (X) can affect the dependent variable (Y) 

both indirectly and directly. Considering the indirect path, X is proposed to impact M, and this 

effect then proliferates to Y. Using the direct path, X affects Y, independently of X’s effect on 

M (Hayes & Preacher, 2014).  
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Chapter 4 presents and analyses the data collected from the online survey and consequently 

tests the hypothesis defined. Based on that, it is possible to connect the main results with the 

prospects described in the literature review and consequently define the main conclusions.  

4.1 Sample Characterization 

Having in mind the 400 participants, 28 were excluded from the survey for not buying their 

own shirts. Thus, the demographic profile of the 372 respondents who represented valid 

responses is displayed in the table below (Table 2) and it is performed for the participants 

assigned to the standardized stimulus, for the participants assigned to the MC stimulus, as well 

as for the total sample. 

  St shirt MC shirt Total 

 Respondents 185 187 372 

Gender Male 40% 36.9% 38.4% 

Female 60% 63.1% 61.6% 

Age Under 18 2.2% 1.6% 1.9% 

18-24 69.2% 74.9% 72% 

25-34 11.4% 10.7% 11% 

35-44 3.2% 3.7% 3.5% 

45-54 11.9% 7% 9.4% 

55-64 2.2% 1.6% 1.9% 

65 or older 0% 0.5% 0.3% 

Country Portugal 83.2% 85.6% 84.4% 

France 2.7% 3.7% 3.2% 

Germany 2.2% 1.6% 1.9% 

Other 11.9% 9.1% 14.3% 

Occupation Student 57.3% 54% 55.6% 

Employed 37.8% 41.7% 39.8% 

Unemployed 1.6% 2.1% 1.9% 

Disabled 0.5% 0% 0.3% 

Retired 0% 0.5% 0.3% 

Other 2.7% 1.6% 2.2% 

Education Less than high 

school  

1.6% 0.5% 1.1% 

High school 22.2% 19.8% 21% 

Bachelor 54.1% 54.5% 54.3% 

Master 20% 24.1% 22% 

Doctorate 1.1% 0.5% 0.8% 

Other 1.1% 0.5% 0.8% 

Household 

members 

 

1 16.8% 10.7% 13.7% 

2 13.5% 13.9% 13.7% 

3 25.9% 32.6% 29.3% 

4 27.6% 31.6% 29.6% 

5 or more 16.2% 11.6% 13.7% 
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Yearly net 

household 

income 

Less than 20 

00€ 

22.2% 23.5% 22.8% 

20 000€ - 

34 999€ 

23.2% 26.2% 24.7% 

35 000€ - 

49 999€ 

14.6% 21.4% 18% 

50 000€ - 

74 999€ 

14.6% 7.5% 11% 

75 000€ - 

99 999€ 

4.3% 2.1% 3.2% 

Over 100 000€ 3.8% 5.3% 4.6% 

I prefer not to 

say 

17.3% 13.9% 15.6% 

Table 2 – Sample characterization sum up.   

There was a female predominance in the sample, representing 61.6% of the total participants. 

In terms of age, the sample is mostly aged between 18-24 (72%). Also, the majority of the 

participants were Portuguese (84.4%), students (55.6%) or employed (39.8%), and 54.3% of 

them had, at least, the bachelor’s degree. Finally, most of the participants stated to have a yearly 

net household income between €20 000 – €34 999 (24.7%) and a household composed mostly 

by 4 people (29.6%). Additionally, considering how frequently the participants use shirts, most 

of them stated to wear shirts sometimes (32.8%), frequently (22.3%), or very frequently 

(22.8%) (Appendix 2).  

The standardized stimulus and MC stimulus were presented 185 and 187 times, respectively, 

confirming that the total number of participants was approximately evenly assigned to one of 

the two stimuli. Considering the standardized stimulus, the male scenario was presented 74 

times and the female one 111 times. Considering the MC stimulus, the male scenario was shown 

69 times and the female scenario 117 times. 

Due to the use of non-probability sampling technique, the sample cannot be representative, and 

the results can not accurately picture the population. Nevertheless, table 2 shows that the groups 

are homogeneous since the demographics of the respondents across the two stimuli are very 

similar. 

4.2 Measure Reliability 

In order to verify the reliability of the items among the sample, before proceeding to the actual 

analysis of the hypothesis, a Cronbach’s alpha for all the constructs had been performed 

(Appendix 3). Indeed, the internal consistency, which means how closely a set of items are as 
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a group was checked (Nunnally, 1978). This study was conducted for the two stimuli and for 

the total sample (Table 3). 

In order to compute a new variable for CNFU, result from the junction of SANU and NFU, the 

reliability for the 36 combined items was examined. Additionally, the same was made to 

compute a new variable for the overall perceived benefits, result from the junction of the items 

of extrinsic and intrinsic benefits.  

Table 3 – Cronbach’s alpha for the constructs used. 

In general, when the Cronbach´s alpha is at least 0.70, an instrument is classified as having 

adequate reliability (Nunnally, 1978). Accordingly, it is possible to conclude that all the 

Cronbach’s alphas have acceptable values, making possible not only to create a general variable 

for each construct, but also for the two new overall variables – one for the customer’s need for 

uniqueness and other for the overall perceived benefits. In general, no exclusion of items would 

increase the Cronbach’s alpha value of each construct. However, the following exceptions 

should be highlighted.  

First, for all the 32-items of NFU, the Cronbach’s alpha equals 0.774 for the total sample. 

Considering the Cronbach’s alpha if each item deleted, by removing the items “I like wearing 

a uniform because it makes me proud to be a member of the organization it represents”, “People 

have sometimes called me “stuck-up”, “Being a success in one’s career means making a 

contribution that no one else has made” and  “If I must die, let it be an unusual death rather than 

an ordinary death in bed”, the new Cronbach’s alpha would be 0.776, 0.778, 0.782, and 0.781, 

respectively. However, since none of the removals would increase considerably the total 

Cronbach’s alpha, all the 4 items were kept  (Maroco & Garcia-Marques, 2006).  Similarly, by 

excluding 4 of the 36-items of CNFU the Cronbach’s alpha would increase.  Nonetheless, since 

none of them would increase considerably the total Cronbach’s alpha, all were kept.  

Construct # Items Standardized MC Total 

Customer’s Need for 

Uniqueness 

36 0.790 0.812 0.801 

Self-attributed Need 

for Uniqueness 

4 0.843 0.838 0.841 

Need for Uniqueness 32 0.765 0.782 0.774 

Overall Benefits 10 0.898 0.871 0.888 

Extrinsic Benefit 5 0.888 0.873 0.881 

Intrinsic Benefit 5 0.902 0.853 0.884 

Purchase Intention 5 0.928 0.944 0.938 
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4.3 Result from the Hypotheses Testing 

4.3.1 Hypotheses 1, 1a, 1b, further analysis 

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis: Perceived benefits - extrinsic and intrinsic - positively 

affect the customer’s purchase intention for mass-customized products.  

H0: ꞵExtrinsic Benefit ≤ 0 ˄ ꞵIntrinsic Benefit ≤ 0 

A correlation analysis between each predictor and the outcome variable had been conducted for 

each stimulus, to determine whether there is an association between them and consequently to 

determine the strength and direction of the association (Appendix 4). Since we are measuring 

the association of metric variables, a Pearson Correlation was performed. Considering the MC 

stimulus, the results from the test showed a significant positive correlation between each 

predictor and the outcome variable. Specifically, there is a significant positive correlation 

between the extrinsic benefit and purchase intention (r꞊0.468, p-value<.000), as well as between 

the intrinsic benefit and purchase intention (r꞊0.485, p-value<.000). Thus, higher the perceived 

benefits, higher the purchase intention for MC shirts. Thus, H1 can be supported. Considering 

the standardized stimulus, there is also a significant positive correlation between the extrinsic 

benefit and purchase intention (r꞊0.594, p-value<.000), as well as between the intrinsic benefit 

and purchase intention (r꞊0.540, p-value<.000). In this sense, H1 would also be supported for 

the standardized case. Furthermore, there is also a significant positive correlation between both 

independent variables (r꞊0.434, p-value<.000).  

By using the enter method, a multiple linear regression was completed to better understand the 

nature and degree of association between the predictor variables and the criterion variable for 

each stimulus (Appendix 4). 

Considering the assumptions underlying the regression model, the model is valid without any 

restrictions for both stimuli, since all the assumptions have been verified. First, there is 

independence of the residuals (Durbin-Watson S = 2.078; Durbin-Watson MC = 1.894) and the 

error term is approximately normal distributed (histogram of the residuals). Also, there is 

homoscedasticity across the data, which means that the variance of the error term is constant. 

Finally, the mean of the error term is 0 (E{ɛi}=0) and do not occur multicollinearity effects, 

which means that intercorrelations amongst the predictors are not very high (condition index 

<15).  
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By analysing each stimulus separately, even if in both stimuli the model is significant (ρ-value 

S=.000; ρ-value MC=.000), the variation of purchase intention is better explained by the 

standardized shirt (R2
S=.436 > R2

MC=.317), where 43.6% of the total variation in purchase 

intention is accounted by the predictors’ variation. Considering the unstandardized coefficients, 

it is possible to conclude that both predictors have a positive and statistically significant effect 

on PI in both stimuli. In the standardized stimulus, when the extrinsic benefit is changed by one 

unit, but the intrinsic benefit is held constant, PI is expected to change on average and in the 

same direction 0.513 (ꞵ=.513, ρ-value=.000). On the other hand, when the intrinsic benefit is 

changed by one unit, but the extrinsic benefit is held constant, PI is expected to change on 

average and in the same direction 0.341 (ꞵ=.341, ρ-value=.000). Finally, in the MC stimulus, 

on average, when the extrinsic benefit increases one unit, while the intrinsic benefit is held 

constant, PI increases 0.415 (ꞵ=.415, ρ-value=.000) and when the intrinsic benefit increases 

one unit, while the extrinsic benefit is held constant, there is an increase of 0.439 on PI (ꞵ=.439, 

ρ-value=.000). Thus, H1 is validated and it would also be confirmed for the standardized 

products.  

Figure 3 – H1 Results: statistical model with the non-standardized regression coefficients. 

Further analysis: The effect of having or not having customization on Purchase Intention 

H0: µMC  ꞊ µS 

An independent sample t test was conducted to determine whether PI was different for the MC 

stimulus as compared with the standardized one. First, considering the results obtained in the 

Levene’s test there is indication of homogeneity (Levene = 0.489; ρ-value = 0.485). Thus, the t 

test based on equal variances assumed was used. The t value is -3.184 and gives a probability 
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of 0.002, which is less than the significance level of 0.05. Therefore, H0 is rejected. Since the 

mean for standardized is 4.4108 and the mean for MC is 4.8898, the PI is significantly greater 

with customization than without having the option of customization – indicating that there are 

differences between the means of PI depending on whether it is possible or not to customize 

the product. 

a) Bivariate Regression Analysis: The type of perceived benefit – extrinsic and intrinsic – has 

a different effect on the purchase intention for mass-customized products.   

H0: ꞵExtrinsic Benefit = ꞵIntrinsic Benefit 

To test if the type of perceived benefit has a different effect on purchase intention, the extrinsic 

and intrinsic benefits were tested into two distinct linear regressions (Appendix 4).  

Starting with the impact of the extrinsic benefit on purchase intention, all the assumptions 

underlying the regression model were verified for both stimuli. First, there is a linear association 

between the independent variable and dependent variable (rS꞊.0.594, ρ-value=.000; rMC꞊.468; 

ρ-value=.000). Second, the residuals are not correlated (Durbin-Watson S = 2.152; Durbin-

Watson MC = 1.928) and the variance of the error term is constant. The mean of the error term 

is 0 and it is approximately normal distributed.  

Bearing in mind the MC stimulus, the model explains 21.9% of the variation of purchase 

intention (R2=0.219). By doing the ANOVA test the model is also significant (F(1;185) = 

51.790; ρ-value <.001). By rejecting the H0 (ꞵ=0) of the coefficients model, at a confidence 

level of 95%, the extrinsic benefit has a positive significant impact on PI for MC products (ρ-

value<.001). In fact, an increase of 1 unit on the extrinsic benefit leads to an increase of 0.612 

on PI for MC shirts (ꞵ=.612).  

Considering the standardized model, the model with this independent variable has a R2 of 0.353, 

which means that this predictor explains 35.3% of the variance of purchase intention. By doing 

the ANOVA test the model is significant (F(1;183) = 99.839; ρ-value<.001). Further, at a level 

of significance of 5%, the effect of the extrinsic benefit on PI is statistically significant (ρ-

value<.001). Specifically, an increase of one unit of extrinsic benefit leads to an increase of 

0.701 on purchase intention for standardized shirts (ꞵ=.701).  

Moving to the effect of the intrinsic benefit on purchase intention, the regression model is also 

valid without any restrictions. There is a linear association between the independent variable 
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and dependent variable (rS꞊.540, ρ-value=.000; rMC꞊.485; ρ-value=.000). There is independence 

of observations (Durbin-Watson S = 1.904; Durbin-Watson MC = 1.869) and the error term is 

approximately normal distributed. The data shows homoscedasticity and the mean of the error 

term is 0.  

Considering the MC stimulus, the model is significant (F(1;185) = 56.781; ρ-value <.001) and 

explains 23.5% of the variance of purchase intention (R2=.235). Also, the intrinsic benefit has 

a statistically significant positive effect on purchase intention for MC shirts (ꞵ=.613; ρ-value 

<.001) – purchase intention for MC shirts increases 0.613, with an increase of one unit on 

intrinsic benefit.  

For the standardized stimulus, the model is also significant (F(1;183) = 75.377; ρ-value <.001) 

and explains better the variance of purchase intention (R2
S = .292 > R2

MC = .235). Specifically, 

29.2% of the variance in purchase intention is accounted by the variation on the intrinsic benefit. 

Additionally, the intrinsic benefit has a statistically significant positive effect on PI (ꞵ=.559; ρ-

value <.001). In fact, purchase intention for standardized shirts increases 0.559 with an increase 

of one unit in intrinsic benefit.  

The values obtained for ꞵExtrinsic Benefit and for ꞵIntrinsic Benefit are not equal in both stimuli, which 

makes possible to conclude that the effect of the extrinsic benefit is not equal to the effect of 

the intrinsic benefit on PI. Thus, H1a is validated and it would also be valid for the case of 

standardized products.  

b) Bivariate Regression Analysis: The extrinsic benefit has a larger effect on purchase 

intention for mass-customized products than the intrinsic benefit. 

H0: ꞵExtrinsic Benefit ≤ ꞵIntrinsic Benefit 

Having in mind the two bivariate regressions previously described (H1a), it was possible to 

conclude that the different types of perceived benefits have a different effect on purchase 

intention. Considering the MC shirt, the model that better explains the variation of purchase 

intention is the one that has the intrinsic benefit as independent variable (R2
Extrinsic Benefit =.219 

< R2
Intrinsic Benefit =.235). Additionally, ꞵExtrinsic Benefit<ꞵIntrinsic Benefit, which means that the intrinsic 

benefit affects more the purchase intention for MC products than the extrinsic benefit. Thus, 

H1b is not validated. 

Oppositely, for the standardized shirt the model that better explains the variation of purchase 

intention is the one that has the extrinsic benefit as independent variable (R2
Extrinsic Benefit =.353> 
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R2
Intrinsic Benefit =.292). Moreover, ꞵExtrinsic Benefit>ꞵIntrinsic Benefit, which means that the extrinsic 

benefit affects more the purchase intention than the intrinsic benefit. Thus, H1b would be 

validated for the standardized products.  

Finally, another relevant result is the fact of the difference between the extrinsic coefficient and 

the intrinsic coefficient be more sharped for the standardized shirt than for the MC shirt. In the 

standardized case that difference equals 0.035, while in the MC case that difference is only 

equal to 0.001, which means that in the MC shirt both benefits have slightly the same effect on 

PI. 

 

Figure 4 – H1a and H1b Results: statistical model with the non-standardized regression 

coefficients. 

4.3.2 Hypothesis 2 

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis: The customer’s need for uniqueness is negatively 

affected by the perceived benefits – extrinsic and intrinsic - of a mass-customized product. 

H0: ꞵExtrinsic Benefit ≥ 0 ˄ ꞵIntrinsic Benefit ≥ 0 

To study the impact of both predictors on CNFU a multiple linear regression analysis was 

completed for both stimuli, by using the enter method (Appendix 4).   

In order to determine if there is an association between each predictor and the outcome variable, 

a Pearson correlation analysis had been performed. Considering both stimuli, the results from 

the test showed a significant positive correlation between the intrinsic benefit and CNFU 

(rS꞊.136, ρ-value=.033; rMC꞊.191; ρ-value=.004). Oppositely, for both stimuli, the correlation 
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between the extrinsic benefit and CNFU is not significant (rS꞊.033, ρ-value=.330; rMC꞊.044; ρ-

value=.276). Thus, H2 is not entirely supported, since only the intrinsic benefit has an 

association with the outcome variable.    

The assumptions underlying the regression model were verified for both stimuli. First, the error 

terms are independent of each other (Durbin-Watson S = 2.007; Durbin-Watson MC = 1.697). 

Further, the variance of the error term is constant and no multicollinearity effects are register. 

The mean of the error term is 0 and it is approximately normal distributed. 

Considering the MC stimulus, the output of its model is not decent. The R2 equals 0.038, which 

means that both predictors only explain 3.8% of the variance of CNFU. This indicates that there 

are many other factors influencing CNFU. Nonetheless, by doing the ANOVA test, the model 

is significant in predicting the outcome variable (F(2;184) = 3.679;  ρ-value <.05). While, at a 

confidence level of 95%, the extrinsic benefit does not have a statistically significant effect on 

CNFU (ꞵ=-.030, ρ-value=.549), the intrinsic benefit does have it (ꞵ=.126, ρ-value=.009). 

Specifically, on average, a one unit increase on intrinsic benefit, which means more intrinsic 

benefit perceived, increases PI for MC shirts in 0.126 units. Thus, H2 is not validated.  

Having in mind the standardized stimulus, the R2 of its model is also extremely low (R2=.020), 

but oppositely to the MC customized stimulus, this model is not significant in predicting CNFU 

(F(2;182) = 1.848; ρ-value=.161). In addition, at a level of significance of 5%, neither the 

extrinsic benefit or the intrinsic benefit has a statistically significant effect on CNFU (ꞵExtrinsic 

Benefit =-.023, ρ-value=.606; ꞵIntrinsic Benefit =.074, ρ-value =.063). Thus, H2 would not be validated 

for the case of standardized products.  
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Figure 5 – H2 Results: statistical model with the non-standardized regression coefficients. 

 

4.3.3 Hypothesis 3  

Linear Regression Analysis: Customer’s need for uniqueness will be positively related to the 

purchase intention for mass-customized products. 

H0: ꞵCNFU ≤ 0 

To study the effect of CNFU on purchase intention for MC products, a bivariate regression 

analyze was performed using the enter method (Appendix 4).   

A Pearson correlation analysis had been performed for both stimuli to check if there is an 

association between CNFU and purchase intention. From the results obtained, it is possible to 

conclude that the correlation between CNFU and purchase intention is only significant in the 

standardized stimulus (rS꞊.147, ρ-value=.023; rMC꞊.000, ρ-value=.498).  

All the assumptions underlying the regression model were verified for both stimuli. The 

independence of the residuals was confirmed (Durbin-Watson S =2.059; Durbin-Watson MC 

=2.036) and the variance of the error term is constant. The mean of the error term is 0 and it is 

approximately normal distributed. 

Considering the MC stimulus, the R2 of its model is extremely low (R2=.000), not explaining 

the variation of purchase intention for MC shirts. Further, the model is not significant in 

predicting purchase intention (F(1;185) = 0.000; ρ-value=.995). Considering the 

unstandardized coefficient, at a significance level of 5%, CNFU does not have a statistically 

significant effect on PI (ꞵ=-.001, ρ-value=.995). Thus, H3 is not validated. This result makes 

possible to conclude that mediation is not likely.  
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Considering the standardized stimulus, the R2 of the model equals 0.022, explaining only 2,2% 

the variation of purchase intention for standardized shirt, and it is statistically significant 

(F(1;183) = 4.046; ρ-value=0.046).  Further, CNFU has a statistically significant effect on 

purchase intention (ꞵ=.323, ρ-value<.05), which means that, on average, PI for standardized 

shirts increases 0.323 with an increase of one unit on CNFU. Thus, H3 would be true for the 

standardized case.  

Figure 6 – H3 Results: statistical model with the non-standardized regression coefficients. 

4.3.4 Hypothesis 4 

Mediation: The relationship between the overall perceived benefits of a mass-customized 

product and the resulting purchase intention of the customer, is mediated by the customer’s 

need for uniqueness. 

In this case, a mediator (CNFU) is expected to explain the relationship between the independent 

variable (overall perceived benefits) and the dependent variable (PI) – accordingly, a simple 

mediation model is studied (model 4). To perform the mediation analysis, it was considered the 

PROCESS macro for SPSS, which reflects a regression-based method to mediation (Appendix 

4).  

As previously mentioned, overall perceived benefits (OPB) are expected to affect CNFU (a), 

which in turn would influence PI for MC products (b). This is named the indirect effect (ab) of 

overall perceived benefits on purchase intention for MC products via CNFU. Moreover, there 

is the impact of overall perceived benefits on PI for MC products, while keeping CNFU 

unchanged, which is called the direct effect (c’). Finally, when uniting both effects – indirect 

and direct – the total effect (c) is attained. 

Considering the MC stimulus (Table 4), at a level of significance of 5%, the direct effect of 

overall perceived benefits on CNFU is positive, but not statistically significant (a=.1004; 
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ρ=0.0555). Further, the direct effects of overall perceived benefits and CNFU on PI are opposite 

(c’=.8722; b=-.1718) and only the effect of overall perceived benefits on PI is statistically 

significant (ρ<.001).  

Regarding the possibility of CNFU being a mediator on the relationship between the overall 

perceived benefits and PI for MC products, the indirect effect equals -0.0173 (ab) within a 

bootstrapping confidence interval of -0.0554 to 0.0086. The CI includes zero, which indicates 

that the indirect effect is not statistically significant. Accordingly, the impact of overall 

perceived benefits without a mediator and the impact with CNFU as mediator may be 

equivalent, which means that the entry of the mediator does not make the effect of overall 

perceived benefits on PI significantly different. As conclusion, H4 is not validated. 

Finally, the total effect (c) equals 0.8550, which is statistically significant, and indicates that 

the model is explaining only 31.64% of the variance of purchase intention for MC shirts, 

meaning that many other factors are influencing PI for MC products.  

Considering the standardized stimulus (Table 5), the direct effect of overall perceived benefits 

on CNFU is not statistically significant (ρ=.1685). Further, the direct effect of CNFU on 

purchase intention is not statistically significant (ρ=.1481) Oppositely, the direct effect 

(c’=.8283) of overall perceived benefits on PI is statistically significant (ρ<.001). Further, the 

indirect effect indicates that CNFU does not mediate the relationship between OPB and PI for 

standardized products (ab =.0106; CI = [-0.0072 to 0.0463]). Thus, H4 would not be true for 

the case of standardized products. Finally, the total effect (c) equals 0.8388, which is 

statistically significant, and indicates that the model is explaining 43.02% of the variance of 

purchase intention for standardized shirts. 

 Direct effect paths Direct effect Lower CI Upper CI 

a OPB – CNFU 0.1004 -0.0024 0.2033 

b CNFU – PI -0.1718 -0.4284 0.0848 

c’ OPB – PI 0.8722*** 0.6885 1.0560 

 Indirect effect paths Indirect effect Lower CI Upper CI 

ab OPB – CNFU – PI -0.0173 -0.0554 0.0086 

 Total effect 

c = (c’ + ab) 0.8550*** 

 ***ρ < .001     **ρ < .01     *ρ < .05 

Table 4 – Mediation role of CNFU on the relationship between OPB and PI for MC products. 
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 Direct effect paths Direct effect Lower CI Upper CI 

a OPB – CNFU 0.0592 -0.0253 0.1437 

b CNFU – PI 0.1784 -0.0639 0.4206 

c’ OPB – PI 0.8283*** 0.6871 0.9694 

 Indirect effect paths Indirect effect Lower CI Upper CI 

ab OPB – CNFU – PI 0.0106 -0.0072 0.0463 

 Total effect 

c = (c’ + ab) 0.8388*** 

 ***ρ < .001     **ρ < .01     *ρ < .05 

Table 5 – Mediation role of CNFU on the relationship between OPB and PI for standardized 

products. 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND LIMITATIONS 

Chapter 5 presents the conclusions of the study, as well as the academic and managerial 

implications related with the results. Finally, it records the limitations and suggests further 

research in the future.  

5.1 Main Findings & Conclusions 

RQ1: What is the impact of perceived benefits – extrinsic and intrinsic - on purchase intention 

for mass-customized products? 

The main ambition of this dissertation was to conclude the role of the extrinsic and intrinsic 

benefits on purchase intention for MC products, in order to provide useful insights on how to 

manage a MC program. This is particularly important, since a comprehensive understanding of 

value-generating factors is fundamental for developing effective MC toolkits and to ensure the 

long-term success of mass customization. 

The results indicate that both perceived benefits – extrinsic and intrinsic – positively influence 

purchase intention for MC products, which means that both, the product (related with extrinsic 

benefit) and the experience (related with intrinsic benefit) support the willingness to purchase 

a MC option. Accordingly, consumers should have a stronger purchase intention towards 

products that they perceive to have higher extrinsic and intrinsic benefits. In this sense, related 

with the extrinsic benefits, it is important to safeguard the aesthetic and functional fit between 

MC products and consumer preferences. Since this fit is high when consumer’s preferences are 

matched by the product attributes (Franke & Schreier, 2008), special attention and caution must 

be given to the toolkits, in order to ensure the product’s usefulness and the task accomplishment. 

Further, related with the intrinsic benefits, it is important to defend the enjoyment and the 

experience immediate pleasure from creating and using the MC product (Randall et al., 2007). 

Considering the results obtained for the standardized shirt, the two types of perceived benefits 

explain more the variance of purchase intention (higher R2), as well as the extrinsic and intrinsic 

perceived benefits have a significant positive effect on PI. Nonetheless, the PI is significantly 

greater with customization than without having the option of customization. 

RQ1.1: Which benefits extrinsic or intrinsic, are the major reasons for people shopping mass-

customized products? 

In order to identify whether the extrinsic benefit and intrinsic benefit would have a different 

role on purchase intention for MC products and to conclude which one would have the higher 

effect, both benefits were tested into two distinct linear regressions. From the results, it can be 
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concluded that the effect of each benefit on PI for MC products is different. 

Considering the specific case of MC products, the type of perceived benefit that explains better 

the variance of purchase intention is the intrinsic one. Additionally, the purchase intention for 

MC products is surprisingly higher affected by the intrinsic benefit than by the extrinsic benefit. 

Nonetheless, this difference is minimal since the difference between the intrinsic coefficient 

and the extrinsic coefficient is only equal to 0.001. This result goes against the leading argument 

used for a potential value increase of MC products.  

Oppositely, for the standardized shirt, the variance of purchase intention is better explained by 

the extrinsic benefit. For this case, ꞵExtrinsic Benefit>ꞵIntrinsic Benefit, which means that the extrinsic 

benefit affects more the purchase intention than the intrinsic benefit. The results obtained for 

the standardized product, give light and strength to the role of the intrinsic benefits in the 

context of mass customization.  

RQ2: What is the relationship between perceived benefits (extrinsic and intrinsic) and 

customer’s need for uniqueness? 

Considering the specific case of MC products, the two types of perceived benefits are extremely 

weak on explaining CNFU, which implies that CNFU has more important drives. The intrinsic 

benefit positively affects CNFU and the extrinsic benefit has no influence on CNFU. Thus, 

surprisingly, perceiving or not perceiving extrinsic benefits will not impact CNFU. This makes 

possible to conclude that the aesthetic and functional fit between the MC product and the 

consumer preferences (extrinsic benefit), does not affect CNFU. Further, the utility derived 

from the affective states and psychological factors that the MC product generates (e.g. 

accomplishment, pride feelings of having made it oneself, uniqueness, and differentiation) was 

expected to satisfy the need to see oneself as being different from others. However, unlike 

expected, the results state that the intrinsic benefit tends to increase CNFU, which means that 

the customer’s self-perception of uniqueness is not satisfied. A possible explanation for this 

unexpected result is the perceived costs related to the configuration process in this study have 

not been offset by the benefits (Broekhuizen & Alsem, 2002). 

For the standardized shirt, the two types of perceived benefits are also extremely weak on 

explaining CNFU and none of the benefits, extrinsic or intrinsic, have a significant effect on 

CNFU. Thus, perceiving or not perceiving extrinsic and intrinsic benefits from a standardized 

product will not impact CNFU.  
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RQ3: Does customer’s need for uniqueness explains the relationship between the overall 

perceived benefits and purchase intention for mass-customized products? 

The Hayes macro PROCESS was used to test whether or not CNFU is a significant mediator, 

and indeed CNFU cannot be a significant mediator.  

Considering the specific case of MC products, the total effect of overall perceived benefits on 

PI is 0.8550 and it is statistically significant. From this value, 0.8722 constitutes the direct effect 

of OPB on PI for MC products (not considering the mediation effect), which is statistically 

significant. Bearing in mind the rest, -0.0173 constitutes the indirect effect of OPB on PI for 

MC products (considering the mediation effect), which is not statistically significant. In fact, 

the impact of OPB on PI without a mediator and the impact with CNFU as a mediator may be 

equivalent, which means that CNFU does not explain the relationship between overall 

perceived benefits and the likelihood that the customer purchases a MC product. For the 

standardized shirt, the total effect of overall perceived benefits on PI is also statistically 

significant, where the direct effect is statistically significant, and the indirect effect translates 

that the effect of overall perceived benefits through CNFU on PI is positive, but not significant 

effect. 

RQ4: What is the impact of customer’s need for uniqueness in purchase intention for mass-

customized products? 

Considering the specific case of MC products, the impact of CNFU on purchase intention is not 

statistically significant, which makes possible to conclude that CNFU does not have any 

influence on purchase intention for MC products. This result is completely opposite to what 

was expected in the literature, where customers are willing to purchase improvements that 

satisfy their individual’s needs. Thus, it would be expected that an increase of one unit in CNFU 

would lead to an increase of one unit in the purchase intention for MC products.  

Considering the standardized shirt, on one hand, CNFU increases significantly the purchase 

intention but it is extremely weak on explaining its variance. On the other hand, the direct effect 

of the mediation regression is not statistically significant. Thus, CNFU has also no influence on 

PI for standardized products. 

5.2 Managerial Implications  

This research highlights some relevant insights on how to improve the customizing options 

associated with a MC product, driving the direction of product managers’ strategy before 

developing a MC program. Firstly, both extrinsic and intrinsic benefits increase the PI for MC 
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products, but oppositely to the standardized products, the intrinsic benefit explains better the 

variance of purchase intention for MC products and has a higher effect on it. Since the long-

term triumph of any customization program is ensured by the delivery of positive value to 

customers (Schreier, 2006), product managers should be aware of it and pay attention to the 

MC experience, that is mainly related with the intrinsic benefits of a MC product. More, the 

two types of benefits perceived from a MC product are extremely weak on explaining CNFU, 

and the extrinsic benefit has even no influence on CNFU. Also, CNFU does not have a 

significant influence on PI for MC products, not predicting well this variable. Lastly, CNFU is 

not a variable that explains significantly the relationship between overall perceived benefits and 

purchase intention for MC products.  

5.3 Academic Implications 

Academically, this study starts approaching empirically the extent to which resulting products’ 

uniqueness is important in the MC context, as well as it performs a deeper analysis of customer 

benefit in the MC field. Overall, it begins to explore underlying factors influencing purchase 

intention for MC products. Also, as further analysis, this study controls and enhances the role 

of customization, since the analysis performed for the MC stimulus was also completed for a 

standardized stimulus. 

Finally, not yet, MC products had been tested in the shirt category, even though this is a 

disruptive category and some companies already have successfully created a mass 

customization program within it. This dissertation fills this research gap.  

5.4 Limitations and Further Research 

As this study has an academic purpose, this dissertation is restricted by limited money and 

timeframe. However, there are some other limitations that must be highlighted and that may 

reflect important recommendations for further research. 

First of all, the results obtained from data collection cannot be generalized from the sample to 

the population, since non-probability sampling led to biased results that do not represent the 

population. There is a clear female predominance (61.6%), the sample is mostly aged between 

18-24 (72%) and there is a significant percentage of Portuguese (84.4%) and students (55.6%). 

Additionally, the sample size is relatively low – in total, only 372 valid responses were 

collected. To become more representative, further research should have a higher sample size.   
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Second, the application area of the study is limited to one product category – shirts. Thus, no 

conclusions can be made about whether the extrinsic and intrinsic perceived benefits really have 

an impact on customer’s purchase intention for MC products, or even if the category has an 

impact on the output. Thus, in further research, more product categories can be reached to 

provide more general results. 

Third, the study is limited to one type of MC product (modular products). It would be interesting 

to approach, at least, two types of MC products (e.g. tailor-made or adaptative products) to 

explore the differences that may arise on results within the context of mass customization. 

Fourth, a toolkit is a design interface that allows trial-and-error testing and provides a simulated 

assessment on the outcome (Fiore et al., 2004). However, due to software constraints, the toolkit 

used did not enable trial-and-error experimentation. This may have compromised the success 

of mass customization, since participants may have perceived more additional costs than 

benefits. Without trial-and-error, users may bear additional psychological costs by experiencing 

uncertainty or by having limited insight into their preferences (West, Brown, & Hoch, 1996; 

Kramer, 2007). In the limit, participants perhaps have failed to recognize the opportunities 

offered by the MC shirt (Hill, 2003). In this sense, in further research, trial-and-error should be 

included. Additionally, the online survey did not provide all the possible attributes that can be 

customized for shirts (e.g. placket, pleats, bottom, elbow patches, etc), and for the 5 modules 

selected (fabric, collar, cuff, sleeve, fit and pocket) were not presented all the possible options 

available to customize them. Parallel to this, some images showed in the online survey could 

have been misunderstood. In this sense, in further research, the toolkit can be improved. 

Fifth, for this study purchase intention was thought to be a representative estimation of purchase 

behaviour. Therefore, it is not possible to take final conclusions about the actual purchase 

behaviour from the results presented. 

Sixth, CNFU is not a relevant factor to explain the relationship between the OPB and PI for 

MC products, since the mediation model does not explain the mediation role of this variable. 

In further research, it would be relevant to study for other mediators, such as customer 

involvement (Kamali and Loker, 2002) or customer’s knowledge of the product (Huffman & 

Kahn, 1998), and include them in the analyze to make it more explicative.  
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APPENDICES 

    Appendix 1: Survey (English Version) 

(Survey’s introduction) 

Dear Participant,  

I'm writing to kindly ask for your collaboration in filling out the following questionnaire, which is part 

of my Master's thesis. Your participation is very important in order to complete this final stage of my 

master at Católica Lisbon School of Business and Economics.  

The main goal of this questionnaire is to explore the benefits (intrinsic or extrinsic) that more influence 

customer's purchase intention for mass-customized products, mediating the effect of customer's need for 

uniqueness. 

All data collected will be treated anonymously and will be used only for this dissertation's 

purpose. There are no right or wrong answers, so please answer as truthfully as possible. 

The survey will have a duration of approximately 8 minutes and it is available 

in Portuguese and English.  

Thank you for your attention and participation.  
 
Ana Veloso 
 (Section 1) 

1. Do you usually buy your own shirts? 

a) Yes 

b) No 

End of the survey for people who answer “No” 

2. How often do you use shirts? 

a) Always  

b) Very frequently 

c) Frequently 

d) Sometimes 

e) Rarely 

f) Very rarely 

g) Never 

 

3. Self-attributed need for uniqueness 

Please select the option that better completes each statement. 

I prefer being __________ different from other people. 

a) Extremely  

b) Very 

c) Considerably 

d) Moderately 

e) Slightly 

f) Little 

g) No  

 

Being distinctive is __________ important to me. 

a) Extremely  

b) Very 

c) Considerably 

d) Moderately 
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e) Slightly 

f) Little 

g) Not  

 

I __________ intentionally do things to make myself different from those around me. 

a) Always 

b) Very frequently 

c) Frequently 

d) Sometimes 

e) Rarely 

f) Very rarely 

g) Never 

I have a __________ need for uniqueness. 

a) Very strong 

b) Strong 

c) Slightly strong 

d) Moderate 

e) Slightly weak 

f) Weak 

g) Very weak 

 

4. Need for Uniqueness 

Please state your level of agreement with each statement on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree). 

When I am in a group of strangers, I am not reluctant to express my opinions. 

I find that criticism affects my self-esteem. (*R) 

I sometimes hesitate to use my own ideas for fear they might be impractical. (R) 

I think society should let reason lead it to new customs and throw aside old habits or mere traditions. 

People frequently succeed in changing my mind. (R) 

I find it sometimes amusing to upset the dignity of teachers. judges, and "cultured" people. 

I like wearing a uniform, because it makes me proud to be a member of the organization it represents. 

(R) 

People have sometimes called me "stuck-up". 

Others' disagreements make me uncomfortable. (R) 

I do not always need to live by the rules and standards of society. 

I am unable to express my feelings if they result in undesirable consequences. (R) 

Being a success in one's career means making a contribution that no one else has made 

It bothers me if people think I am being too unconventional. (R) 

I always try to follow rules. (R) 

If I disagree with a superior on his or her views, I usually do not keep it to myself. 

I speak up in meetings in order to oppose those whom I feel are wrong. 

Feeling "different" in a crowd of people make me feel uncomfortable. (R) 

If I must die, let it be an unusual death rather than an ordinary death in bed. 

I would rather be just like everyone else than be called a "freak". (R) 

I must admit I find it hard to work under strict rules and regulations. 

I would rather be known for always trying new ideas than for employing well trusted methods. 

It is better always to agree with the opinions of others than to be considered a disagreeable person. (R) 

I do not like to say unusual things to people. (R) 

I tend to express my feelings publicly, regardless of what others say. 

As a rule, I strongly defend my own opinions. 
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I do not like to go my own way. (R) 

When I am with a group of people, I agree with their ideas so that no arguments will arise. (R) 

I tend to keep quiet in the presence of persons of higher rank, experience, etc. (R) 

I have been quite independent and free from family rule. 

Whenever I take part in group activities, I am somewhat of a nonconformist. 

In most things in life, I believe in playing it safe rather than taking a gamble. (R) 

It is better to break the rules than to always conform with an impersonal society.  

*R=Reverse scored 

 

(Section 2 – Stimulus’s Presentation) 

5. What is your gender? 

a) Male 

b) Female 

The respondents who selected “Female” will be randomly presented to the women’s stimuli and the 

respondents who selected “Male” will be randomly presented to the Men’s stimuli.  

Standardized stimuli 

Next, you are going to be presented to different options of choice.   

(Standardized experience – Men) 

6. Please, choose a shirt from the options below. 

    

    

    

(Standardized experience – Women) 

7. Please, choose a shirt from the options below. 



 X 

    

    

    

Mass-customized stimuli 

Next, you are going to be presented to different options of choice. Please, choose a shirt from the 

options below.  

 (Mass-customized experience – Men) 

8. Step 1: Choose a fabric 
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9. Step 2: Choose the sleeve 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10. Step 3: Choose the cuff 

    

   

 
 

    

11. Step 4: Choose the pocket 
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12. Step 5: Choose the fitting 

 

 

 

 

 

13. Step 6: Choose the collar 

   

 

    

  

  

(Mass-customized experience – Women) 

14. Step 1: Choose a fabric 
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15. Step 2: Choose the sleeve 

16. Step 3: Choose the cuff 
 

    

    

17. Step 4: Choose the pocket 

   

   

18. Step 5: Choose the fitting 
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19. Step 6: Choose the collar 

  

 

 

    

(Section 3) 

20. Extrinsic Benefit 

Considering the chosen shirt, please choose the option that best describes it.   

21. Intrinsic benefit 

Considering the chosen shirt, please choose the option that best describes it.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

22. Purchase Intention 

Please choose the option that best indicates your opinion of buying the shirt. 

  

Ineffective  Effective 

Unhelpful  Helpful 

Not functional   Functional  

Unnecessary  Necessary 

Impractical  Practical 

Not fun  Fun 

Dull  Exciting 

Not delightful  Delightful 

Not thrilling  Thrilling 

Unenjoylable  Enjoyable 
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(Demographics)Last few questions! In this last section, please answer to some demographics about 

yourself. Please keep in mind that this survey is anonymous and only for research purposes. 

  
23. Age 

a) Under 18 years old 

b) 18-24 years old 

c) 25-34 years old 

d) 35-44 years old 

e) 45-54 years old 

f) 55-64 years old 

g) 65 years or older 

 

24. Country 

(select from a list) 

25. Occupation 

a) Student 

b) Employed 

c) Retired 

d) Disabled 

e) Unemployed 

f) Other 

 

26. Education level 

a) Less than a high school diploma  

b) High school degree or equivalent 

c) Bachelor’s degree 

d) Master’s degree 

e) Doctorate 

f) Other 

 

27. Number of household members 

a) 1 

b) 2 

c) 3 

d) 4 

e) 5 or more 

 

28. Yearly net household income 

a) Under €20 000 

b) €20 000 – 34€ 999 

c) €35 000 - €49 999 

d) €50 000 - €74 999 

e) €75 000 - €99 999 

f) Over €100 000  

g) I prefer not to say 

I definitely not buy it  I definitely buy it 

I definitely do not intend to 

but it 

 I definitely intend to buy it 

I have a very low purchase 

interest  

 I have a very high purchase 

interest  

I never intend to purchase it  I definitely intend to purchase it 

I probably not buy it  I probably buy it 

 

Thank for your participation! If you 

want to know more about my study, 

send me an email to 

ana.pessegueiro.veloso@gmail.com 

mailto:ana.pessegueiro.veloso@gmail.com
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Appendix 2: Descriptive Statistics and Frequencies 
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Appendix 3: Cronbach’s Alpha Output 

1. CNFU 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Sample 
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Standardized Shirt 
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2. NFU 

 

 

  

 

 

  

Total Sample 

Mass-customized Shirt 



 XXI 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Standardized Shirt 
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3. SANU 
 

 

 

 

  

Total Sample 

Mass-customized Shirt Standardized Shirt 
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4. Extrinsic Benefit 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. Intrinsic Benefit 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Sample Mass-customized Shirt 

Standardized Shirt 

Total Sample Mass-customized Shirt 

Standardized Shirt 
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6. Overall Perceived Benefits 

 

 

 

 7. Purchase Intention 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Sample Mass-customized Shirt 
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Mass-customized Shirt 
Standardized Shirt 
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Appendix 4: SPSS results from hypotheses testing 

1. Hypothesis 1, further analysis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mass-customized Shirt 

Standardized Shirt 
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2. Hypothesis 1a, 1b  
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3. Hypothesis 2 
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4. Hypothesis 3 
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Standardized Shirt 
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5. Hypothesis 4 
 

 

**************** PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 3.2 ****************** 

 

          Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D.       www.afhayes.com 

    Documentation available in Hayes (2018). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3 

 

************************************************************************** 

Model  : 4 

    Y  : Purchase 

    X  : Perceive 

    M  : CNFU 

 

Sample 

Size:  187 

 

************************************************************************** 

OUTCOME VARIABLE: 

 CNFU 

 

Model Summary 

          R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          

p 

      ,1403      ,0197      ,4822     3,7128     1,0000   185,0000      

,0555 

 

Model 

              coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 

constant     3,7640      ,2779    13,5439      ,0000     3,2157     4,3122 

Perceive      ,1004      ,0521     1,9269      ,0555     -,0024      ,2033 

 

************************************************************************** 

OUTCOME VARIABLE: 

 Purchase 

 

Model Summary 

          R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          

p 

      ,5682      ,3229     1,5086    43,8649     2,0000   184,0000      

,0000 

 

Model 

              coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 

constant     1,0549      ,6937     1,5207      ,1301     -,3137     2,4236 

Perceive      ,8722      ,0931     9,3664      ,0000      ,6885     1,0560 

CNFU         -,1718      ,1300    -1,3210      ,1881     -,4284      ,0848 

 

************************** TOTAL EFFECT MODEL **************************** 

OUTCOME VARIABLE: 

 Purchase 

 

Model Summary 

          R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          

p 

      ,5625      ,3164     1,5147    85,6397     1,0000   185,0000      

,0000 

 

Mass-customized Shirt 
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Model 

              coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 

constant      ,4083      ,4926      ,8289      ,4082     -,5635     1,3801 

Perceive      ,8550      ,0924     9,2542      ,0000      ,6727     1,0372 

 

************** TOTAL, DIRECT, AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON Y ************** 

 

Total effect of X on Y 

     Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 

      ,8550      ,0924     9,2542      ,0000      ,6727     1,0372 

 

Direct effect of X on Y 

     Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 

      ,8722      ,0931     9,3664      ,0000      ,6885     1,0560 

 

Indirect effect(s) of X on Y: 

         Effect     BootSE   BootLLCI   BootULCI 

CNFU     -,0173      ,0162     -,0554      ,0086 

 

*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************ 

 

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output: 

  95,0000 

 

Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals: 

  5000 

 

NOTE: Variables names longer than eight characters can produce incorrect 

output. 

      Shorter variable names are recommended. 

 

------ END MATRIX ----- 

   
  

 

 

 

**************** PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 3.2 ****************** 

 

          Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D.       www.afhayes.com 

    Documentation available in Hayes (2018). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3 

 

************************************************************************** 

Model  : 4 

    Y  : Purchase 

    X  : Perceive 

    M  : CNFU 

 

Sample 

Size:  185 

 

************************************************************************** 

OUTCOME VARIABLE: 

 CNFU 

 

Model Summary 

          R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          

p 

      ,1017      ,0103      ,4139     1,9111     1,0000   183,0000      

,1685 

 

Model 

              coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 

Standardized Shirt 



 XXXIII 

constant     3,9299      ,2185    17,9857      ,0000     3,4988     4,3610 

Perceive      ,0592      ,0428     1,3824      ,1685     -,0253      ,1437 

 

************************************************************************** 

OUTCOME VARIABLE: 

 Purchase 

 

Model Summary 

          R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          

p 

      ,6608      ,4367     1,1419    70,5465     2,0000   182,0000      

,0000 

 

Model 

              coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 

constant     -,4674      ,6038     -,7742      ,4398    -1,6588      ,7239 

Perceive      ,8283      ,0715    11,5803      ,0000      ,6871      ,9694 

CNFU          ,1784      ,1228     1,4526      ,1481     -,0639      ,4206 

 

************************** TOTAL EFFECT MODEL **************************** 

OUTCOME VARIABLE: 

 Purchase 

 

Model Summary 

          R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          

p 

      ,6559      ,4302     1,1488   138,1450     1,0000   183,0000      

,0000 

 

Model 

              coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 

constant      ,2335      ,3640      ,6414      ,5220     -,4847      ,9518 

Perceive      ,8388      ,0714    11,7535      ,0000      ,6980      ,9796 

 

************** TOTAL, DIRECT, AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON Y ************** 

 

Total effect of X on Y 

     Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 

      ,8388      ,0714    11,7535      ,0000      ,6980      ,9796 

 

Direct effect of X on Y 

     Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI 

      ,8283      ,0715    11,5803      ,0000      ,6871      ,9694 

 

Indirect effect(s) of X on Y: 

         Effect     BootSE   BootLLCI   BootULCI 

CNFU      ,0106      ,0138     -,0072      ,0463 

 

*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************ 

 

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output: 

  95,0000 

 

Number of bootstrap samples for percentile bootstrap confidence intervals: 

  5000 

 

NOTE: Variables names longer than eight characters can produce incorrect 

output. 

      Shorter variable names are recommended. 

 

------ END MATRIX -----   


