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Abstract

Mass customization, and especially online product co-design is the new trend in online shopping. Many firms have adopted this promising strategy to their websites in order to attract more customers. This paper focuses on the impact that personal characteristics and different interfaces have on consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process, as well as the satisfaction derived from the product outcome. Additionally, it investigates the relationship among consumers’ satisfaction and their intention to recommend the co-design process to other people and their intention to buy the customized product.

The study finds that personal characteristics have a significant positive impact on consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process and the product outcome. In contrast, it finds that different interfaces have no significant effect on consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process. Moreover, both types of satisfaction found to significantly affect consumers’ intention to recommend their co-design experience, while consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process found to have a positive significant effect on their intention to buy the customized output.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Mass customization: the new trend in online shopping

“The most creative thing a person will do twenty years from now is to be a very creative consumer… Namely, you’ll be sitting there doing things like designing a suit of clothes for yourself or making modifications to a standard design, so the computers can cut one for you by laser and sew it together for you by NC machine”. These words were written three decades ago in Toffler’s book “The Third Wave” by Robert H. Anderson, former Head of Information System of RAND Corporation and seemed to turn up really truly since, nowadays, Mass Customization is the new trend.

Pine and Gilmore (1999) proposed that Western societies have began as agrarian economy, then turned to an industrial economy, then to a service economy and now have entered an "experience economy". This evolution demonstrates clearly the changes in consumers’ demands. The demand for agrarian commodities was shortly followed by demand for industrial products and then for intangible services. However, nowadays consumers ask for unforgettable and unique experiences (Fiore et al, 2004). 

Hence, it is more than obvious that firms have been cognizant of the fact that customers more and more request for products and services that meet their needs and preferences. This explains, exactly why, from the time being, more than 400 firms are working with co-design scenarios in their websites. Mass production that, formerly, used to be a trend is not sufficient anymore. Managers, who have realized that and the changes in the markets, as well, decided to go one step further by entering the new trend in commerce, the mass customization.

In the existing literature, there are several definitions for mass customization. In its simplest version mass customization is a process, where firms engage their customers in the creation of a product, which is best tailored to their needs and desires, by choosing among different options. The term of mass customization that we are going to use in the current study is the one that was given by Piller and Muller (2004): “Mass customization means the production of goods and services for a (relatively) large market, which meet exactly the needs of each individual customer with regard to certain product characteristics (differentiation option), at costs roughly corresponding to those of standard mass-produced goods.” 

Studies that have been conducted in firms that provide mass customization processes have depicted that customers seemed to be more satisfied with the firms when they are engaged in the co-production process (Bendapudi and Leone, 2003). In addition, customers seemed to have more loyal responses to firms that offer customization processes (Srinivasan et al, 2002).  

Mass customization can take place either offline or online; however, its wide expansion is totally connected with the rapid development of technology and electronic commerce and this why online customization is considered to be more interesting to be examined in this paper. 

A representative example, where customers take part in a co-design scenario can be found in the online store of Nike; “Customize with NikeID” give customers the opportunity to customize their own pair of shoes by selecting among a variety of options in style, color, material and personal labels on the shoe, on a virtual developed environment. 

Further examples of online product co-design can be found in many other businesses that provide co-design processes. “You create, we print” (www.hallmark.com), “Design your own” (www.converse.com), “Let your own creativity” (www.kleenex.com) are some of the most known slogans through which firms invite people to design and customize their own and unique product. However, even more examples can be added on the previous ones. Timberland, Vans, Reebok and Puma from footwear industry allows customers to create their own pair of shoes by determining almost all the attributes of the shoe. On Polo Ralph Lauren’s website- from apparel industry- customers have the opportunity to choose the color, style and fabric of their clothes in order to have the most customized and preferable output. In addition, products from industries like cosmetics, furniture, automobile, even from food and music can be offered through co-design processes.

Nevertheless, co-design toolkits are not always the same. The online graphic environment can vary a lot between different firms; in other words the sense of the process depends a lot on company’s profile and undoubtedly on the product that is going to be customized. For instance, the online environment of Nike and O’Neil, which aims to attract young people, is fancier, more entertaining and more colorful than BMW’s online interface, which is more conservative and formal. However, it is of great significance that in both occasions customer has an active role. Both customization experience and configuration process play a crucial role since the customized outcome is not only a product but the joint production of an individual solution (Piller and Muller, 2004). Customers act like co-designers and use firms’ capacities in order to create the solution that best suits to their needs and likings. 

1.2 The current study 

The concept of mass customization strategy is a promising way for firms that need to react to the growing individualization of demand (Piller et al., 2005).  For this reason more and more researchers have been conducted in the field of mass customization and co-design process in order to investigate which are the benefits for both firms and consumers and which are the attributes and the systems that make a co-design process successful. Moreover, a great amount of papers in the existing literature have been written in order to examine consumer’s behaviour during and after the online product customization.

The purpose of the current study is to explore the direct impact of personal characteristics and of different interfaces in consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process and the customized product outcome. In addition, the current paper intends to examine whether this level of satisfaction from the customization process and customized outcome has a direct affect on consumers’ loyalty behaviour, such as intention to recommend their experience with the others or intention to purchase the customized product.

In order to study the effect of the online co-design process on consumers’ satisfaction, it is essential to define the most significant personal characteristics and select the ones that are more suitable for the current study. Based on the literature review and considering the site and the interfaces, which are going to be used for our study, the most important ones are need for uniqueness and need for aesthetic and functional fit. 

Moreover, and since that the site that was selected to be examined in the current paper was Dell’s website, in order to examine the influence of different interfaces on consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process we define the two different interfaces that a site can (and must) have. We adopt the terms of the needs-based approach and the parameter-based approach, as they used in Randall’s et al. (2007) relevant research. We refer to the needs-based approach, as an interface where customers define their needs and the manufacturer translate this needs into parameter choices. Respectively, we refer to the parameter-based approach, as an interface where customers define directly the design parameters of the customized outcome.    

Hence, the following research questions intend to illustrate the purpose of the current paper, as well as its contribution to the mass customization literature.

a. What is the impact of consumers’ personal characteristics on their satisfaction with the co-design process and the customized outcome?

b. What is the impact of different interface options on consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process?

c. How consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process and the product outcome influence their intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others?

d. How consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process influence their intention to buy the customized product?

In the following chapters we will present the conceptual model that was formed in order to examine the above research questions, as well as the methodology that was used. 

1.3 Thesis Structure 

The current study is structured in five chapters, in order to make easy the comprehension by the reader.

Chapter 1: Introduction. This chapter presents an introduction of the current research and the concepts included. Moreover, it describes the research questions and the organization of the dissertation.

Chapter 2: Literature Review and Conceptual Model.  The purpose of this chapter is to discuss previous research findings in online product co-design. The first part presents a general review in the concept of co-designing and the way and means through which consumers are involved on it. The second part describes the conceptual model that the current study is going to examine, as well as the hypotheses that are going to be tested. 

Chapter 3: Methodology. This chapter regards the methodology for the current research study. It discusses the research method used and the research tools selected. 

Chapter 4: Analysis and Findings. This chapter includes the preparation of the data, the statistical results of this research and the analysis and interpretation of these findings.

Chapter 5: Conclusions. The last chapter discusses the conclusions of the findings, as well as the implications and limitations of the current study. 
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL MODEL

The purpose of this chapter is to give an overview of previous research that have been conducted and are related to the issues that are going to be discussed in the current study. The first section provides a general literature review about the main topic of this paper, customer co-design on online environments and the toolkits that are essential for the co-design process, the co-design platforms. The next section considers the personal characteristics and the different interfaces a website can have –as well as the expertise that is connected with each one of these interfaces- and they way that they are connected with process satisfaction and the satisfaction that is derived from the product outcome. Afterwards, a relationship between the above concepts and e-loyalty responses, such as intention to recommend the site to the others, and consequently the experience of the co-design process, is going to be examined. Finally, based on the literature review and previous applicable studies of the notions mentioned above, the hypotheses and the conceptual model of this study will be demonstrated. 

2.1 Product co-design

This section aims to give a detailed description of the co-design scenario and the way that customers are getting affiliated in it. In addition, a better comprehension of this integration will be given through the analysis of the platforms and toolkits that are used in the co-design process. 

2.1.1 Customer Co-design

Piller et al. (2005) argued that the idea of integrating users into a co-design process as part of a mass customization strategy is a promising approach for companies being forced to react to the growing individualization of demand. However, the concepts of mass customization and co-design seem to be very similar in the existing literature. The term of mass customization was first mentioned by Davis (1989) and describes the ability of a firm to provide individually designed products and services to every customer through high process agility, flexibility and integration (Pine et al., 1993; Eastwood, 1996; Hart, 1995).  The term of co-design describes the procedure that allows customers to express their product requirements and carry out product realization processes by mapping the requirements into the physical domain of the product (Helander & Khalid, 1999; Tseng & Du, Von Hippel, 1998). In this study, we are going to use the concept of online product co-design to describe a process through which customers will have the opportunity to participate in a co-design scenario in an online shopping environment; during this process customers will be able to select the components of their product among an array of provided alternatives, which are going to be tailored to every customers’ needs and preferences.

Additionally, in the literature we can also find another term for co-design which is used with regard to cooperation between a manufacturer and its individual customers during the configuration process of a customized product (Franke and Schreier, 2002; Franke and Piller, 2003, 2004, Wikström, 1996). As Toffler (1980) mentioned in the configuration process, consumers participate in the value creation process as “co-producers” or “prosumers”. Although, the term co-designer seems to be more suitable in our study, as the main role of the customer in the configuration process is to design – and not to produce- his own product though the provided options that system gives him. In other words, customer becomes co-designer when he “transforms” company’s capacities to his own solution.

Apparently, according to the abovementioned statements companies that give customers the opportunity of taking part in a co-design process are doing more than catering to new markets or delivering custom-made products at lower prices; in fact they transform the practice of marketing from being seller-centric to being buyer-centric (Wind & Rangaswamy, 2001). This buyer-centric strategy that many companies adopt through an online customized marketing in order to redefine their relationship with customers is defined by Wind & Rangaswamy as customerization (2001). By following this strategy, companies provide their customers with control and relevant information, which concerns the product that they are likely to buy, helping them in this way not only to indentify what exactly they want but also to deal with them than with competing firms (Wind & Rangaswamy, 2001).

As it was mentioned above both mass customization’s and customerization’s main goal is to provide customers with services and products that best fit to their needs and preferences. This can be completed through co-design process; a process in which the production of goods and services meet the demands and needs of each individual customer with regard to certain product features (Piller and Müller., 2004).

For this reason, configuration process must be special, exciting and simple as well. Effective product co-design makes customers create the product that is best fitted in their needs through an enjoyable and interesting experience (Piller and Tseng, 2003). During the configuration process customers have the chance to achieve the creation of their desired product choosing from a set of options the combinations that are more suitable to their wishes. In general, the options that are provided in the configuration process are easy to use; this means that even consumers that are not expert or experienced are able to manage with them. Although, there are some cases where customers can not easily deal with the co-design process; this happens usually when consumers have not configured out what they precisely want or when they do not know how to express what this is that will cover their needs. In such occasions it is very possible that customers will encounter a sense of being uncertain, puzzled or simply confused. 

Therefore, it is of great significance for companies to develop and operate new customer interaction systems and interfaces in case they are really interested in customer centricity. Cooperation requires building an efficient platform (Thomke and von Hippel, 2002; Franke and Piller, 2003). It is more than evident that this kind of processes can be perfectly shaped via advanced technologies and more specifically via World Wide Web. According to Srinivasan et al. (2002) Internet gives e-retailers the ability to adjust customers’ preferences and likings to customized products and services, through a custom-made and memorable shopping experience.

2.1.2 Configuration process via toolkits and co-design platforms

During the co-design process that mass customization business offer, consumers are integrated into value creation and have the chance to define, configure, match, or modify their individual solution from a list of options and pre-defined components. These co-design activities are performed in an act of company-to-customer interaction (Piller et al., 2005). In this interaction configurator undertakes the interface between the mass customization business and the customer-co-designer.

These new forms of producer-customer interaction in product development have been alleviated by the continuous advance of the Internet (Sharma and Sheth, 2004). One of the most promising and rising new forms of such interaction is the so-called toolkits for user innovation and design (Thomke and von Hippel, 2002; Von Hippel, 2001). Von Hippel (2001) defines toolkits as a technology that (1) allows users to design a novel product by trial and error experimentation and (2) delivers immediate (stimulated) feedback on the potential outcome of their design ideas.

Configurators and toolkits can also be found in the literature as “choice boards”, “design systems”, or “co-design-platforms” (Piller et al., 2005). According to them, their main role is not only to guide the user through the configuration process but also to reduce the transaction costs, as well as create a positive design experience. However, they mention that most of the times the term “configurator” or “configuration system” is used in the literature with a more technical sense and usually is referred to a software tool. Fiore et al. (2004) explain that configurator is a software application that collects data from the customers, including presentation or product design options and computer modeling of the customized product, as means to facilitate customer’s selection. In this way, co-design process provides customers with an engaging experience due to novelty, creating expression and interface with advanced technology (Fiore et al., 2004). In this study, although, we are going to use the term “toolkits”, which is used for customer co-design (Von Hippel, 2001). 

Co-design process –apart from being an exciting experience- is undoubtedly a complex, risky, and uncertain buying situation that could prevent consumers from participating in it (Piller et al., 2005). Consumers, often feel insecure about what they really want. In addition, the fact that they design, order and pay for something that they can not even see or touch makes co-design process more unsafe and vulnerable for them. For this reason, toolkits must offer to customers a safe interaction and most of all an interaction that reciprocates to their expenditure; time, effort and money that customers consume must be equal to the customized product that they will receive.  Therefore, according to Von Hippel (2001) a toolkit in order to be effective must enable five essential objectives. 

First of all, toolkits must enable consumers to perform complete cycles of trial-and-error learning. This means that customers have the opportunity to build their product as many times as they want until the desirable product is reached. For instance, if the first try of the customized product does not fulfill customer’s needs, he can rebuild his product again and again. Through this “learning by doing” process consumers can achieve the product that best fit them. The second objective that toolkits must enable is to provide users with “solution space”, which encloses the designs they want to create. The customized product can be achievable only when the custom design is confined within the pre-existing platform and degrees of freedom built into a given manufacturer’s system. Thirdly, toolkits must be “user friendly”. In this way, customers can use the toolkits effectively without being necessary for them to learn the -typically different- design skills and language customarily used by manufacture-based designers. In other words, users do not need to get a specific training in order to use them. Fourthly, they ought to contain libraries of commonly used modules that users can compound into their own custom design. Therefore, they allow customers to focus their design efforts on the precisely unique elements of that design. Finally, toolkits that aim to be effective must ensure that designed/customized products can be producible without supervenience from manufacturer-based engineers. 

2.2 Theoretical Framework 

In this chapter we are going to refer to all the elements that are tested in the current study in relation with the co-design process. In the first part personal characteristics and their relation to process satisfaction are going to be presented. The next part presents loyalty responses, such as intention to recommend and intention to buy. These loyalty responses are going to be discussed in relation with process satisfaction and product outcome as well. Finally, according to the relevant and previous literature, hypotheses that were researched are going to be valuated, also, in this section. 

2.2.1 Personal Characteristics

After research in personal characteristics, that was conducted in the existing literature, need for uniqueness seemed to have the most important relation to co-design process. As it was encountered in the literature very often, it was selected in order to be included in the model of the current study. Frank and Piller (2003) mention that personal characteristics, such as creativity, innovativeness and need for uniqueness, have a significant influence on user’s satisfaction with a toolkit. However, they suggest that more research should be conducted on both process and product satisfaction. 

 “Need for aesthetic and functional fit” has been supported by several authors as a driver for self-customization and therefore, is directly connected to the co-design process (Simonson 2005; von Hippel 2001; Wind and Rangaswamy 2001). However, little research has been done in the influence that need for aesthetic and functional fit has on co-design process satisfaction. Hence, this realtionship is going to be investigated in this study. 

Need for uniqueness

In the social psychology literature Fromkin (1968) argued that need for uniqueness nudges the individual to differentiate from the other by possessing rare items. Snyder and Fromkin (1970) were the first to refer to the concept of consumer’s need for uniqueness. According to them, the need to see oneself as being different from the others competes with other motives in situations that threaten the self-perception of uniqueness (i.e., situations where people consider themselves as highly similar to other individuals in their social environment). 

The central principle of uniqueness theory is that everyone needs to be in some extent dissimilar to others; therefore, consumers seek goods, services and experiences which are going to discriminate them from the majority of other consumers (Lynn and Harris, 1997a). In addition, Grubb and Grathwohl (1967) suggest that consumers’ need for uniqueness demonstrate both self-image and social image. Consequently, consumers through purchase of unique products or services try to create their distinctive self and social image.

Generally, in the literature we find need for uniqueness as an impulse of distinctiveness. This need may vary across different situations and persons; a high need for uniqueness may refer either to (a) forces in a given situation that enhance an extreme sense of high similarity or to (b) dispositional factors that affect the high need for uniqueness across a variety of situations (Snyder, 1992). According to Snyder (1992), consumers with strong need for uniqueness tend to crave high levels of dissimilarity to others. As possessions are usually a “mirror” of the self (Belk, 1988; James, 1890), consumers fulfill their needs for uniqueness by acquiring unique, customized products (Brock, 1968; Fromkin, 1970; Snyder & Fromkin, 1980; Snyder, 1992).

According to Tian, Bearden and Hunter (2001), customers’ need for uniqueness is defined as “the trait of pursuing differentness relative to others through the acquisition, utilization, and disposition of consumer goods for the purpose of developing and enhancing one’s self-image and social image”. Hence, unique products are a way for consumers to express their distinctiveness and their need not to be similar to the others. One of the most common and modern ways of acquiring unique products is mass customization. Moreover, people who use mass customization processes have a tendency to consider the unique customized products more valuable than the ordinary ones, since they are outcome of their own effort. 

The relation between mass customization and need for uniqueness is depicted in the research that Fiore et al. (2004) conducted and found that consumers with high levels of need for uniqueness are more willing to use co-design mechanisms.

Need for aesthetic and functional fit

Pine, Peppers, and Rogers (1995, p. 103) argue that “customers, whether consumers or businesses, do not want more choices. They want exactly what they want—when, where, and how they want it—and technology now makes it possible for companies to give it to them.” In other words, consumers are in the need of having not only products that are unique and will differentiate from the others, but also products that are convenient to them. New technologies give now the opportunity to marketers to apply individual marketing through the usage of mass customization (Simonson, 2005); in this way, customers design their own products and make them as much as useful and practical as they want them to be, in order to best fit to them. 

Aesthetic and functional fit is defined as the degree to which a self-designed product meets the individual customer's product-related preferences and likings (Randall et al. 2007; Simonson 2005). This type of fit is higher when the product corresponds to customers’ preferences as concerns design, color, functions included, physical fit, etc and lower when the product fails to corresponds to those preferences (Franke and Shreier, 2008). 

According to Randall et al. (2007) perceived fit represents the extent to which consumers conceive their choice of the customized product suitable to their uses and needs.  We assume that as need for aesthetic and functional fit has a significant relation with mass customization its relation to satisfaction with the product outcome will be significant as well.
Based on the aforementioned arguments the following hypotheses are proposed:

Hypothesis 1:

a. Consumers’ perceived need for uniqueness has a positive effect on the satisfaction of the co-design process.
b. Consumers’ perceived need for aesthetic and functional fit has a positive effect on the satisfaction of the co-design process.
Hypothesis 2:

a. Consumers’ perceived need for uniqueness has a positive effect on the satisfaction of the product outcome.

b. Consumers’ perceived need for aesthetic and functional fit has a positive effect on the satisfaction of the product outcome.

2.2.2 Interface options and Expertise

According to Szymanski and Hise (2000) convenience and site design are two of the most crucial factors that affect customer satisfaction, and especially e-satisfaction. Moreover, Smith (2000) mentioned that both ease of use and the first impression that consumers creates about the website are of significant importance to e-loyalty. 

Expertise in consumer decision making is generally considered as an important factor of transaction success (Sujan 1985, Bettman and Sujan 1987, Wood and Lynch 2002). Consequently, expertise has an important impact on user design systems as well (Randall, 2007). 
Interface Options
As it was mentioned before site design and the convenience that offers to customers plays an important role to consumers’ satisfaction. This argument finds great implication to web sites, where co-design processes take place. As in these kinds of sites consumer has a more active role, than in a simple transaction process, design of these sites and the interfaces that they use must be much more convenient and easy to use.  

 According to the experimental research of Randall et al. (2003) there are five principles for user design of customized products: 1) Customize the customization process, 2) Provide starting points, 3) Support incremental refinement, 4) Exploit prototypes to avoid surprises and 5) Teach the consumer. However, in this study we are going to deal only with the first principle which is related to different versions that a website can have in order to meet the expectations of its users.

  Thus, the first principal refers to “customize the customization process”. While other customers know exactly what they want, some others do not have well-defined preferences of what they are seeking of. Therefore, Randall et al. (2003) suggest that a user-design process must be supported by two different interfaces: a) parameter-based interfaces and b) needs-based interfaces. The first one concerns to interfaces that enable consumers to choose immediately and specify the design parameters of the product. The second one concerns to interfaces that enable consumers to define what they need in terms of the desired values of the product’s aspects and then the system recommends a product that is most likely to correspond to these needs.  Parameter-based interface is usually related to expertise users while needs-based interface is related to novice users. 

Expertise

Jacoby et al. (1986) propose that consumer knowledge consists of two critical elements: familiarity and expertise. Familiarity is defined as “the number of product-related experiences that have been accumulated by the consumer”, while expertise is defined “as the ability to perform product-related tasks successfully” (Alba and Hutchinson 1987). Chiou and Droge (2006) argue that product-market expertise encompass deep knowledge levels of brands, types of products, methods of usage and purchase information; more simply, it represents the ability to perform product and market-related tasks with success. 

In our study we are going to define expertise as “consumers’ ability to deal with task complexity” (Alba and Hutchinson 1987; Spence and Brucks 1997). In addition, we are going to combine expertise with the two different kinds of interfaces that we analyzed above in order to investigate how this combination affects customers’ satisfaction in the co-design process. 

As it has already been mentioned Randal et al. (2007) found that whereas parameter-based interface fits better to expert users, needs-based interface suits better to novice users. Thus, we expect that expertise will moderate the relationship between consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process and the needs-based interface. 

Along with the indicated arguments the following hypotheses are proposed:

Hypothesis 3:
Needs-based interface of the website has a positive effect on consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process, compared to parameter-based interface.
Hypothesis 4:

Expertise lowers the positive effect of needs-based interface of the website on consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process.

2.2.3 Process satisfaction, product outcome and e-loyalty responses

Oliver (1997) defined satisfaction as “the summary psychological state resulting when the emotion surrounding disconfirmed expectations is coupled with a consumer’s prior feelings about the consumer experience.” It is a “perception of pleasurable fulfillment” in the customer’s transaction experiences. Therefore, customer’s satisfaction is, undoubtedly, a valuable factor for mass customization in order to be successful. In addition, Piller and Moeslein (2002) when refer to mass customization mention that as toolkit’s design alleviates customer’s experience with the co-design process, it affects not only the buying decision but customer’s satisfaction as well. These toolkits must be both trustful and reliable in order to offer customers an exciting and pleasurable experience.

According to Frank and Piller (2003) toolkits offer customers not a product, but a solution capability. Hence, a felicitous and efficacious process will directly affect both process and product satisfaction. And since product and process satisfaction can lead to higher loyalty responses companies have to be careful with the customization toolkits that provide to users if they want to succeed in meeting customers’ expectations.

After an extended research in past studies we found that customers’ satisfaction is highly related to customers’ loyalty. In general, satisfied customers seem to repurchase, generate word-of-mouth advertising and resist to competitors (Anderson and Sullivan 1993; Cronin and Taylor 1994; Zeithaml, Berry, and Parasuraman 1996). Although, some other authors support that there is an asymmetric relationship between loyalty and satisfaction (Waddell, 1995; Oliver, 1999). They have found that loyalty connotes satisfaction, but satisfaction does not always result in loyalty. However, in this study we are going to indicate a positive relationship between customers’ satisfaction and customers’ loyalty, more specifically customer’s e-loyalty.

Schultz (2000) describes customer/brand loyalty in cyberspace as an evolution from the traditional product driven, marketer controlled concept towards a distribution driven, consumer controlled, and technology-facilitated concept. In addition, Gommans et al. (2001) argue that the high involvement in the product design on the part of the buyer inherently creates a stronger affective relationship with the brand that subsequently leads to customer loyalty. 

One major dimension of customers’ loyalty that was found quite often in the literature is the so-called word-of-mouth. Word-of-mouth is defined as “an informal, person-to-person communication between a perceived non-commercial communicator and a receiver regarding a brand, a product, an organization, or a service” (E. Anderson 1998; Arndt 1967; Buttle 1998). 

As it was mentioned before customers that are satisfied are more likely to say positive things about the brand. According to Hallowell (1996) when customers feel that they receive great quantity of value from a supplier, then this feeling leads to loyalty behaviors such as relationship continuance, increased scope of relationship and recommendation. Dick and Basu (1994), also, seem to support this view, as they found that when e-loyalty is boosted with an adorable emotional experience or satisfaction then the result is that customers are more likely to prosecute in positive word-of-mouth.

However, according to the existing literature and past studies the direct impact that consumers’ satisfaction has on word-of-mouth is ambiguous (Brown, Barry, Dacin and Gunst 2005). This means that on one hand, some findings support a positive impact of satisfaction on word-of-mouth (Blodgett, Granbois, and Walters 1993; Heckman and Guskey 1998; Mittal, Kumar, and Tsiros 1999; Richins 1983; Swan and Oliver 1989) but on the other hand, others find no direct influence among the two constructs (Arnett, German, and Hunt 2003; Bettencourt 1997; Reynolds and Beatty 1999). In this study we are going to investigate this equivocal relationship between satisfaction and the loyalty response of recommendation.

Another definition for e-loyalty has been given by Srinivasan, Anderson and Ponnavolu (2002); they define e-loyalty as a customer’s attitude toward the e-retailer that manifests in consistent purchase of the brand. Although for our study we are going to use the dimension of e-loyalty that refers to intention to purchase the product and not to re-purchase. 

Empirical studies conducted by Franke and Piller (2004) and Schreier (2006) suggest that the user's intention to pay for self-designed products can be much higher than in the case of standard products (with technical quality held constant). Besides, Kamali and Loker (2002) in their research found that customers’ satisfaction with the co-design leads to high levels of intention to purchase the product that they designed. Therefore, satisfaction with the configuration process and the resulting outcome will determine customers’ decision whether to buy the customized product or not. In addition, Riemer and Totz (2001) argue that customer satisfaction is not only related to the quality of the customized product itself but as well to the quality or the web- based configuration process and interface, which essentially determine the customer’s motivation and capability to adopt required configuration task and  finally purchase the product.
Franke and Piller (2003) on their paper suppose that “only users who have a particular minimum level of satisfaction with the toolkit will finalize the design process and purchase the product, recommend the site to their acquaintances, and come back themselves – always assuming that the satisfaction with the product designed is sufficiently high”. As little research has been conducted on how process satisfaction and product outcome affects the dimension of “visit the site again”, in this study this relationship is going to be investigated.

According to the aforementioned arguments, the following hypotheses are formed:

Hypothesis 5:

a. Consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process has a positive effect on consumers’ intention to recommend the site to the others.
b. Consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process has a positive effect on consumers’ intention to visit the site again.
Hypothesis 6:

a. Consumers’ satisfaction with the product outcome has a positive effect on consumers’ intention to recommend the site to the others.
b. Consumers’ satisfaction with the product outcome has a positive effect on consumers’ intention to visit the site again.
Hypothesis 7:

Consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process has a positive effect on consumers’ intention to buy the product that they design.

2.2.4 Conceptual Model

The formed research hypotheses that the current study is going to examine are illustrated in the following conceptual framework.
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The conceptual model (Figure 1) depicts a summary of this research purpose and the hypotheses that the current study will examine. More specifically, it indicates the expected relationships between the dependent and independent variables and hence, it could be used as guideline for the following statistical analysis of the data. The positive or negative way each construct of the conceptual framework affects the others is demonstrated via the hypotheses. 
The following table summarizes the formed hypotheses in order to facilitate the reading of the study.

Table 1: Hypotheses Summary
	HYPOTHESES

	1a. Consumers’ perceived need for uniqueness has a positive effect on the satisfaction of the co-design process.
1b. Consumers’ perceived need for aesthetic and functional fit has a positive effect on the satisfaction of the co-design process.

	2a. Consumers’ perceived need for uniqueness has a positive effect on the satisfaction of the product outcome.
2b. Consumers’ perceived need for aesthetic and functional fit has a positive effect on the satisfaction of the product outcome.

	3. Needs-based interface of the website has a positive effect on consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process, compared to parameter-based interface.

	4. Expertise lowers the positive effect of needs-based interface of the website on consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process.

	5a. Consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process has a positive effect on consumers’ intention to recommend the site to the others.
5b. Consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process has a positive effect on consumers’ intention to visit the site again.

	6a. Consumers’ satisfaction with the product outcome has a positive effect on consumers’ intention to recommend the site to the others.
6b. Consumers’ satisfaction with the product outcome has a positive effect on consumers’ intention to visit the site again.

	7. Consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process has a positive effect on consumers’ intention to buy the product that they design.
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3.  METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the way that the hypotheses, which were formed in the previous sections, are going to be examined. The first section indicates how the survey was conducted, in order to test the relationships among the constructs included in the model. In addition, it discusses the website, which was chosen for the current study, and the process followed by users for designing their own laptop. The second section describes the chosen survey tool and the construction of the questionnaire.

3.1 The survey

The most appropriate and reliable method that can give valid results is the survey, where respondents will be asked to fill in a questionnaire. In our study, an internet survey will be conducted, as the questionnaire will be placed online, and more specifically on www.thesistools.com. Thesistools is one of the most famous and friendly-user software, which gives user the opportunity to design his own questionnaire and then distribute it through Internet. The link of the survey will be sent to the participants via email. Obviously, the above method requires that the sample will have access to the Web; however, in our occasion this does not constitute an advantage since our survey examines how consumers act in an online environment. Additionally, the above method of spreading the questionnaires was selected, since it consists one of the most easy, fast and low cost methods.  

According to Randall et al. (2003) a company that supports co-design scenarios must have two different interfaces in order to satisfy all kind of users; a needs-based interface for novice users and a parameter-based interface for expert users. Hence, in our case, and since Dell’s site supports the above principle, two different questionnaires were designed. To be more specific, the two questionnaires were exactly the same but the link in which respondents were sent in order to co-design their own laptop differs. The first group of participants were randomly sent to the parameter-based interface and the second group of participants were randomly sent to the needs-based interface. Consequently, participants were firstly asked to visit Dell’s site, co-design their own laptop and then come back and fill in the questionnaire.

The website
Dell is, undoubtedly, one of the most famous brands for laptops and one of the first brands that involved its customers in the co-design process. Therefore, its site (appendix 1) is one of the most representative in mass customization. In addition, Dell’s site, as it was mentioned before, encompasses both needs-based and parameter-based interfaces. Hence, it was a site that suited exactly to the current study.

With regard to the co-design process, Dell’s site enables users to create the laptop that best fit to their preferences and likings as well as to their needs. The interfaces give users the opportunity to choose among a great variety of colors, prices, attributes of the laptop, accessories, software, services etc, through a 5 step co-design process. It is important to say that each step can consist of many other steps, but this is something that depends on the specific laptop that each user selects in the very first stage of the process. 
3.2 The questionnaire

An online questionnaire was designed in order to obtain the primary data for the analysis. The collected data were, then, used to measure both the variables of the conceptual model and the demographics of the customers. The questionnaire was consisted of six parts which are related to the components of the conceptual model.

In this point it must be mentioned that before the main page, where the questionnaire was placed, there was an introduction message that described to the respondents the main goal of the survey and the process that they will have to follow in order to take part in the co-design process. This introduction message, was friendly asked participants to follow the link of Dell’s site in order to start the co-design process and after have finished, come back to the initial page and fill in the questionnaire of the survey (appendix 2).

1st part: Expertise

The first part measures participants’ expertise on computer technology. Participants are asked to indicate how familiar they are with computer technology. The items used are based on Ohanian’s (1990) article. The scales for expertise will be modified for the needs of the current study. More specifically the scale will use a 7-point Likert-type scale from “not an expert” to expert”, “inexperienced-experienced” and other similar expressions.

2nd part: Features
The second part is related to a feature that affects participants’ satisfaction from the co-design process and product outcome, which is aesthetic and functional fit.

Aesthetic and functional fit were measured using the scale developed by Randal et al. (2007). Following the selection of a computer, participants are asked to indicate on a 1-to-9 scale the extent to which they agreed with the following statements. 1) “From the computers available on the system, I believe I found the one that would be best for me.” 2) “If I were to buy a Dell computer in the near future, I would purchase essentially the one I selected.” 3) I’m satisfied that the computer I selected would meet my needs.” However, it has to be mentioned that question 3 and the 9-point scale were adapted from Haubl and Trifts (2000).

3rd part: Individual characteristics

The third part refers to participants’ personal characteristics and especially to need for uniqueness.

The four items of the scale developed by Lynn and Harris (1997b) were used in order to measure the need for uniqueness. A 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) was used as well. Some items that were used from the original scale are “I enjoy having items different than others have” and “I am more likely to buy a product if it is scarce”, “I enjoy shopping at stores that carry merchandise which is different and unusual” etc.

4th part: Satisfaction

This part will measure customers’ satisfaction from the co-design process and product outcome as well. The items used are based on the scale that Oliver and Swan (1989) developed, when asked respondents to express their satisfaction in a 7- point scale from “displeased me” to “pleased me” and other relevant expressions about a product. However, in order to have a more complete and valid measurement two more items were added; the first one, which is frustrating/enjoyable, was used by Reynolds and Beatty (1999) and the second one, very unfavourable/very favourable, was used by Jones, Mothersbaugh and Beatty (2000). 

5th part: Loyalty responses 

The fifth part of the questionnaire is formed with questions that have been used to measure customers’ loyalty responses. The scales were taken from Price and Arnould (1999) and Coyle and Thorson (2001) - rating from 1 to 7 Likert scale – and are going to measure intention to recommend the site and intention to visit again the site. A last loyalty response, intention to buy the customized laptop was measured with a question, which asked respondents to rate the probability of purchasing the customized output. The answer was given on a scale range from 0% to 100%. 

6th part: Personal characteristics

In this last part of the questionnaire respondents will be asked about their personal characteristics such as their gender, their age and their education level. In addition, in order to measure how familiar respondents are with online shopping one more question was added, related to their previous experience with online shopping.
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4. ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

The main goal of this chapter is to analyze the data obtained through the Internet survey that was accomplished and to interpret the findings. The first part reports the preparation of the data that took place before the analysis. Afterwards, the factor analysis and the regression models, through which the data have been tested, are reported and the findings from the tested hypothesis are discussed. 

4.1 Data preparation

After one week that the questionnaires were placed online, so that everyone could have access, a sufficient number of 154 questionnaires (77 for each version of the questionnaire) had been collected and the process of data preparation started. Four of them were completely excluded, as more that 65% of the responses had missing values.

 From the remaining 150 questionnaires, 11 missing values were detected. Each one of them was replaced by the mean of the corresponding variable. Hence, the mean of the variable stays the same and the statistics results are not biased.

4.2 Demographics

The current study was conducted mainly in the Netherlands and in Greece. However, the fact that the survey was posted online gave the opportunity to people from different countries to fill in the questionnaire, as well. The average age of the sample was 29 years old. The size of the sample was 150 respondents from which 58% was female and 42% was male. As concerns the education level of the respondents, this proved to be high, since 96% is university graduates and only 4% of the sample had completed, only, the secondary education. This can easily be explained from the fact that the link was sent to graduate students and young adults. Finally, the majority of the participants appeared to have previous online purchasing experience; only 10% of the respondents answered that they have never purchased a product through Internet (appendix 3).

4.3 Factor Analysis

The factor analysis is defined as a class of procedures that are primarily used for data reduction and summarization (Malhotra and Bricks, 2007). The main purpose of this procedure is to reduce a large amount of variables into a manageable number and explain the maximum amount of variance in the data. This can be done by grouping the variables into precise factors, since the underlying dimensions that explain the correlations between a set of variables are named (Malhotra and Bricks, 2007).

In the current study the conceptual model, based on which the research is going to be performed, suggests 8 factors: “Need for aesthetic and functional fit”, “Need for uniqueness”, “Interface options”, “Expertise”, “Product outcome”, “Process satisfaction”, “Intention to recommend the site”, “Intention to visit the site again”, “Intention to buy”. The goal of this study is to examine the relationships among these dimensions, and therefore verify whether the formulated hypotheses are confirmed or not. Hence, via factor analysis the research variables are going to be grouped into factors in order to further examine their correlations.

As a result, it was decided to conduct a factor analysis including both dependent and independent variables in order to obtain more reliable and precise results. Although, the dependent variable “Intention to buy” was decided not to be included in the factor analysis as it was only one question, whose measure was probability with a scale range from 0% to 100%.

Before proceeding to the factor analysis, the Bartlett’s test of Sphericity (p<.05) and the Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin of sampling adequacy were conducted in order verify that the factor analysis is feasible to be tested. The results were positive as KMO (0.882) verified that factor analysis will output precise and dependable results (appendix 3).

The Principal Component method of analysis was used to determine the number of factors that explain the correlations between the variables. The first attempt identified 7 factors with eigenvalues greater that 1. Then, the Varimax Rotation was used in order to rotate the solution and maximize the loadings of each variable on one of the extracted values, while minimizing the loading on all the other factors (Field, 2005). 

Because of the fact that the loading of two variables was almost the same on two factors it was decided to remove them. These two were “I would prefer to have things custom-made than to have ready-made” and “product outcome-satisfaction (very dissatisfied with-very satisfied with)”. Afterwards, the factor analysis was conducted again and the result was now six factors. In this attempt only one variable was removed for the same reason as well; this variable was “process satisfaction 4 (very poor choice to visit this website-very wise choice to visit this website)”.  After our last deletion the factor test was repeated and resulted in 6 factors, which formed a clear and simple rotated component matrix. Finally, in order to check the reliability of the six factors we did the Cronbach’s a test for every factor individually. The sufficiently high values of the measure, that we received, demonstrated the high reliability of the extracted factors.  

The names of the factors are the ones that presented in the literature part and then in the conceptual framework. Hence, the six dimensions are Need for aesthetic and functional fit, Need for Uniqueness, Expertise, Product outcome, Process satisfaction and Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to others. In this point, it must be mentioned that this component is consisted of both “intention to visit the site again” and “intention to recommend the site to the others”; the variables of these dimensions were expected to extract two different components but as they were load high in one factor they were combined in one factor, “Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to others”. This will facilitate, as well, part of our following analysis. 

To conclude, we can say that the factor analysis that was tested resulted to the form of six dimensions: Need for aesthetic and functional fit, Need for Uniqueness, Expertise, Product outcome, Process satisfaction and Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to others. All of these factors are reliable in high sufficient levels, as this was indicated through the Cronbach’s a tests (appendix 3). The summarization of the initial 29 variables into 6 factors (excluding the demographics and the intention to buy) leads us to a further examination of the relationship between these dimensions, using regression analysis.

4.4 Regression Analysis

Regression analysis is a statistical process which allows the analysis of associative relationships among metric-dependent variable and one or more independent variables (Malhotra and Birks, 2007). The purpose of this statistical measure is to demonstrate if relationship between variables exists and if so how strong this relationship is (Malhotra and Birks, 2007). In the current study regression analysis will be used in order to indicate the relationships among the formed components, that factor analysis indicated us in the previous section. Therefore, the research hypotheses, that this study aim to examine will be evaluated. 

However, before proceeding in the regression analysis we compute the means of the factors in order to continue with the analysis with these means, as our new factors. We did this action since our questions were all measured with scales; in this way we expect that we have more reliable results in our analysis. In addition, due to the fact that the “Interface options” variable of the conceptual model is not conventionally measured on a numerical scale we considered it as a dummy variable. Our two groups were needs-based interface and parameter-based interface. We chose as a baseline the needs-based interface and, therefore, we gave it a code of 0. Consequently, the parameter-based interface was assigned with a code of 1. By creating this dummy variable we would be able to examine the effect of these two different interfaces on the other variables of the model.

4.4.1 Dependent variable: Process satisfaction 

In order to examine the impact of both personal characteristics and Interface options on Process satisfaction we conducted a linear regression analysis. In this way we will be able to test whether Hypotheses 1 and 3 are verified or not. In this regression Process Satisfaction was the dependent variable and Need for aesthetic and functional fit, Need for Uniqueness and Interface options were the independent variables. 

According to the results of the analysis the model explains 33,9% of the variance of Process satisfaction (R²= 0,339). The F test shows that the impact of the independent variables on Process Satisfaction is significant (F=24,9, p<.05) and the null hypothesis, that all the partial coefficients are zero, is rejected (appendix 3).

	Table 4.1: Regression Analysis for Process Satisfaction

	 
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	 
	 

	 
	       β
	          Std. Error
	Beta
	     t
	     Sig

	Constant
	2,796
	,361
	
	
	7,748
	,000

	Asthetic and functional fit
	,333
	,042
	,548
	
	7,840
	,000

	Uniqueness
	,099
	,051
	,134
	
	1,948
	,050

	Interafce options
	-,091
	,137
	-,046
	 
	,664
	,508


Table 4.1 depicts the results given of the regression analysis. It is indicated that while perceived Need for aesthetic and functional fit and Need for uniqueness explain adequately the variation on Process Satisfaction (p<.05), the Interface options does not. 

The regression model illustrates an equation, in which coefficients β of an independent variable X indicate the anticipated change in the dependent variable when X is changed by one unit and all the rest independent variables are held constant. More simply, β values demonstrate the separate contribution of each predictor to the model. In the current regression model, since the values of the two significant variables are positive, the relationship between dependent and independents variables will also be positive. More specifically, Process Satisfaction is expected to change by 0,333 units when Need for aesthetic and functional fit is changed by one unit and Need for uniqueness and Design of the website stay constant. In the same way, when Need for uniqueness is changed by one unit, Process satisfaction is expected to increase by 0,099 units (supposing that all the other factors held constant).

The above regression model allows the confirmation of Hypothesis 1. Hypothesis 1 suggests that the perceived need for uniqueness and perceived need for aesthetic and functional fit have a positive effect on the satisfaction of the co-design process. This is clearly confirmed by the aforementioned results, which indicate that both Need for uniqueness and Need for aesthetic and functional fit have a significant positive effect on the satisfaction with the co-design process. This can be translated as the more users feel that the laptop they designed covered their need for uniqueness and aesthetic and functional fit the more satisfied they are with the customization process. 

With regard to Hypothesis 3, it is rejected, as long as the Interface options have no significant effect on the satisfaction with the configuration process. According to the collected data and research findings, this means that different interfaces that Dell’ site offer to its users do not influence the level of their satisfaction. Moreover, since “Interface options” is a dummy variable the fact that the t-test was not significant means that the change in process satisfaction is the same if a consumer co-design with either the needs-based or the parameter-based interface. In other words, the impact on consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process is not predicted by whether consumers use the needs-based interface or the parameter-based one.

Obviously, this finding comes on the contrary with the expected Hypothesis 3. The fact that respondents perceived that the different interface options is unrelated to the satisfaction that they feel with the customization process can be explained by the fact that they did not know that Dell’s site has two different interfaces. Consequently, it is logical that if an expert user was sent in the needs-based interface would not be satisfied with the co-design process, as it would be annoying for him to start the customization by defining aspects of his desired laptop that are really easy for him. Respectively, a novice user would not be satisfied as well if he was sent in the parameter-based interface, since it would be very difficult for him to start the co-design process by specifying on his own parameters of the laptop that he may not even know. In this point it has to be reminded, that respondents were randomly sent to the different interfaces of Dell’s website.

4.4.2 Dependent variable: Product outcome

A linear regression analysis was conducted again, in order to test Hypothesis 2, with Product outcome as dependent variable, and perceived Need for aesthetic and functional fit and Need for uniqueness as independent variables.

	Table 4.2: Regression Analysis for Product Outcome

	 
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	 
	 

	 
	       β
	          Std. error
	Beta
	     t
	     Sig

	Constant
	2,768
	,344
	
	
	8,055
	,000

	Asthetic and functional fit
	,358
	,044
	,555
	
	8,071
	,000

	Uniqueness
	  ,059
	,054
	,075
	 
	1,093
	,027


The regression model resulted a substantial coefficient of determination, explaining 33% of the variance in Product outcome (R²= 0,33). The F test indicates that the impact of the independent variables on Product outcome is significant (F=36,2, p<.05) and the null hypothesis, that all the partial coefficients are zero, is rejected (appendix 3). As it is indicated in the Table 4.2, Need for aesthetic and functional fit and Need for uniqueness explain significantly the variation on Product outcome (p<0.5).  

Based on the unstandardized coefficients, Product outcome is increased 0,358 units when Need for aesthetic and functional fit is increased by one unit and all the other factors are held constant; respectively, Product outcome is increased 0,059 units when Need for uniqueness is increased by one unit (ceteris paribus). 

The findings of this regression analysis confirm Hypothesis 2, suggesting that both perceived Need for aesthetic and functional fit and perceived Need for Uniqueness have a positive effect on satisfaction with the product outcome. In the analysis of the data, the dimension of Need for aesthetic and Functional fit was used in order to measure users’ need for designing a laptop that will meet their preferences and needs. The results displayed that perceived Need for aesthetic and Functional fit has a significant positive effect in customers’ satisfaction with the Product outcome, indicating that the more this need is covered by the customized laptop, the more satisfied they are with the product outcome. This result co-occurs, also, with the research Hypothesis 2. Respectfully, the more their need for uniqueness is fulfilled through the customization process, the more satisfied they are with the product outcome.

4.4.3 Dependent variable: Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others 

In order to test Hypotheses 5 and 6, a linear regression analysis was conducted, with dependent variable Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others and, Product outcome and Process satisfaction, independent variables. 

The coefficient of multiple determination is satisfactory in this regression (R²= 0,457), meaning that the strength of association among the variables is sufficiently high, since the 45,7% of the variation in intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others is explained by Product outcome and Process satisfaction. The linear relationship between Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others and Product outcome and Process satisfaction is significant (F=61,7, p<.05), and the null hypothesis, that all the partial coefficients are zero, is rejected (appendix 3).

	Table 4.3: Regression Analysis for Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others 

	 
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	 
	 

	 
	       β
	          Std. Error
	Beta
	     t
	     Sig

	Constant
	,324
	,437
	
	
	,742
	,460

	Product Outcome
	,595
	,105
	,494
	
	5,667
	,000

	Process satisfaction
	,290
	,112
	,227
	 
	2,598
	,010


Table 4.3 depicts the results of the regression analysis. As it is shown above, both satisfactions from the product outcome and from the co-design process explain significantly the variation on Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others (p<.05). 

According to the unstandardized coefficients of the regression model, Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others is increased 0,595 units when Product outcome is increased by one unit and Process satisfaction remains constant. Respectively, every unit increase in the Process satisfaction of the co-design interface results in an Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others increase of 0,290 units- if product outcome held constant. 

The current regression model verifies both Hypotheses 5 and 6. Hypothesis 5 supports that there is a positive relationship between consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process and Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others. The results of this regression model designated that consumers’ satisfaction with the customization process has a positive effect on users’ Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others. This means that the more users are satisfied with the process of co-designing their own laptop, the more they will intent to visit Dell’s site again and recommend it to the others.

Hypothesis 6 is also intended to be tested by this regression model. This hypothesis suggests that the satisfaction that is derived from the product outcome which is the customized laptop influences positively their Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others. According to the results Hypothesis 6 is, indeed, confirmed. This denotes that the more users are satisfied with the laptop that they designed, the more they will intent to visit Dell’s site again and recommend it to the others. 

However, at this point it is noteworthy to mention that in our initial and literature analysis “Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others” was two individual components: “Intention to visit the site again” and “Intention to recommend the site to the others”. This is also presented in the conceptual framework. Nevertheless, in the factor analysis these two components were extracted in one factor but since both effects are influenced by significant effects they were treated, in the analysis, like they were the two separate. Both effects are likely to be driven by one underlying evaluation component and that is why they may were not separable in the factor analysis.

 4.4.4 Dependent variable: Intention to buy the customized product

In order to test Hypothesis 7, a linear regression analysis was examined again, regarding the relationship among process satisfaction as the independent variable and Intention to buy the customized product as the dependent variable. 

The regression model explains 17,3% of the variance of Intention to buy the customized outcome (R²= 0,173). The F test verifies the significance of the model, since the null hypothesis that all the partial correlation coefficients are zero, is rejected (F=30,9, p<.05) (appendix 3).

	Table 4.4: Regression Analysis for Intention to buy 

	 
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	 
	 

	 
	       β
	          Std. Error
	Beta
	     t
	     Sig

	Constant
	3,753
	10,484
	
	
	,358
	,721

	Process satisfaction
	10,947
	1,968
	,416
	 
	5,561
	,000


According to the results of this regression model, which are presented in Table 4.4, Process satisfaction explains significantly the variation on Intention to buy (p<.05).

Considering the unstandardized coefficients of the regression model, Intention to buy is increased 10,947 units when Process satisfaction is increased by one unit and all the other factors are held constant. 

Based on the above results of the regression analysis, Hypothesis 7, regarding the relationship between customers’ satisfaction and intention to buy, is supported. Hypothesis 7 proposes that users’ satisfaction with the co-design process is positively related to their intention to finally purchase the customized product. What Hypothesis 7 recommends is totally confirmed by the results of this regression model, where it is indicated that users’ satisfaction while co-designing their own laptop is positively and strongly related to their intention to buy the laptop they designed. The findings imply that the more users are satisfied with the customization process, the more they intend to buy the product that they designed on their own. 

 4.4.5 Expertise as a moderator

Hypothesis 4 suggests that Expertise lowers the positive effect of needs-based interface of the website on consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process.
In order to test this hypothesis, a test for moderation between consumer’s expertise and needs-based interface, should be conducted in order to examine whether there is an interaction between these two variables. Based, also, in the literature we expect that there is a relationship between these two variables as expertise users are more satisfied with parameter-based interfaces, while novice users prefer needs-based interfaces. Hence, we expect that Expertise will mediate the impact of needs-based interface on consumer’s satisfaction with the co-design process, since expert users will probably feel annoyed with an interface that is addressed mainly to novice users.

Preparative to examine the moderation effect of expertise we conducted a linear regression with Process Satisfaction as the dependent variable and perceived Need for aesthetic and functional fit, Need for uniqueness, Needs-based interface, Expertise and the interaction between expertise and Needs-based interface as the independent variables.

The results of the above analysis are given in the following table. The model explains 33,4% of the variance of process satisfaction (R²=0,344) and the effect of the independent variables on process satisfaction proved to be significant (F= 15,083, p<,05); hence, the null hypothesis, that all the partial coefficients are zero, is rejected (appendix 3).

	Table 4.5: Regression Analysis for Process Satisfaction- Expertise moderation

	 
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	 
	 

	 
	       β
	          Std. error
	Beta
	     t
	     Sig

	Constant
	2,980
	,472
	
	
	6,314
	,000

	Asthetic and functional fit
	,335
	,044
	,552
	
	7,641
	,000

	Uniqueness
	,092
	,052
	,124
	
	1,761
	,050

	Interface options
	,615
	,538
	,307
	
	1,144
	,256

	Expertise
	,051
	,079
	-,067
	
	-,644
	,521

	Expertiseinterfaceoptions
	,107
	,105
	,271
	 
	1,016
	,311


Table 4.5 indicates that the mediation effect of interaction in the needs-based interface has no significant effect on process satisfaction. Therefore, Hypothesis 4 is rejected. However, this was not surprising, since in the first regression model of our analysis Hypothesis 3, which supported positive effect of needs-based interface on user’s satisfaction, was rejected as well. Therefore, as there was no significant effect between needs-based interface and satisfaction from the co-design process it was presumable that Expertise as a mediator will neither have a significant effect on this relationship. 

As it has also been referred in the previous regression analysis considering Process satisfaction and the different interface options, respondents of the survey were randomly sent either to the needs-based interface or to the parameter-based interface. Therefore, it is presumed that even if a consumer is expert and adequately familiar with technology, if he was sent in the interface of the site that is developed for novice users, he is more likely to feel frustrated than satisfied. As a result, expertise does not moderate the relationship of the needs-based interface on satisfaction with the co-design process.  
4.4.6 Process satisfaction and Product Outcome as mediators

A careful examination of tables 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 indicate clearly that Need for aesthetic and functional fit and Need for uniqueness have a positive significant effect on both Process satisfaction and Product outcome and that Process satisfaction and Product outcome have a positive significant effect on Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others. Therefore, we thought that it would be interesting to examine the direct effect of Need for uniqueness and Need for aesthetic and functional fit on Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others, and whether Process satisfaction and Product outcome mediates this relationship.

Therefore, in order to test if a mediation effect exists, we first need to examine three conditions that must be fulfilled. This will be done by conducting three linear regressions. 

The first regression will have as dependent variable the Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others and Need for aesthetic and functional fit and Need for uniqueness as the dependent variables. This regression model explains 44,5% of the variance of Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others (R²= 0,445). The effect of the independent variables on Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others is significant (F= 58,856), and the null hypothesis, that all the partial coefficients are zero, is rejected (appendix 3).

	Table 4.6: Regression Analysis for  Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others 

	 
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	 
	 

	 
	       β
	          Std. error
	Beta
	     t
	     Sig

	Constant
	1,476
	,376
	
	
	3,920
	,000

	Asthetic and functional fit
	,069
	,059
	,073
	
	1,166
	,024

	Uniqueness
	,504
	,049
	,649
	 
	10,356
	,000


According to the Table 4.6 , it is demonstrated that both Need for aesthetic and functional fit and Need for uniqueness explain adequately the variation on Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others (p<.05). 

The next two relationships that need to be significant in order to proceed to the final regression, which will allow us to test the mediation effect, have already been discussed in the analysis of the tables 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3. From tables 4.1 and 4.2 it is clear that there is a significant effect between personal characteristics-Need for aesthetic and functional fit and Need for uniqueness- and satisfaction that derived from the customization process and the product outcome. Additionally, table 4.3 illustrate that both Process satisfaction and satisfaction from the Product outcome affect significantly consumers’ Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others.

Therefore, since we establish that zero-order relationships among the variables exist, we are now ready to continue in the final regression with dependent variable Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others and independent variables personal characteristics and both Process satisfaction and satisfaction with the Product outcome.

The regression model explains 56% of the variance of Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others (R²= 0,560). The effect of the independent variables on Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others is significant (F= 46,186), and the null hypothesis, that all the partial coefficients are zero, is rejected (appendix 3).

The above table 4.7, verifies the assumption that Process satisfaction and Product Outcome mediates the effect of personal characteristics- Need for uniqueness and Need for aesthetic and functional fit- on Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others. The results of the analysis indicate that when Process satisfaction and Product outcome are included in the model personal characteristics have no significant effect on Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others. According to the table the effect of Process Satisfaction and Product outcome on Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others, remain significant after controlling for personal characteristics. In addition, when we control for Process Satisfaction and Product outcome it seems that personal characteristics have no longer a significant affect on Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others. Therefore, the findings support full mediation in the aforementioned relationship.

	Table 4.7: Regression Analysis for  Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others- Process satisfaction and Product outcome mediation

	 
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	 
	 

	 
	       β
	          Std. error
	Beta
	     t
	     Sig

	Constant
	-,022
	,424
	
	
	-,053
	,958

	Uniqueness
	,032
	,054
	,034
	
	,599
	,650

	Asthetic and functional fit
	,312
	,054
	,402
	
	5,756
	,746

	Productoutcome
	,430
	,099
	,357
	
	4,333
	,000

	Processsatisfaction
	,115
	,106
	,090
	 
	1,081
	,028


4.5 Conclusion
The purpose of this chapter was to demonstrate the analysis of the data obtained for the current study and the interpretation of the results. After the conduction of a factor analysis 6 factors were identified: Need for uniqueness, Need for aesthetic and functional fit, Expertise, Product outcome, Process satisfaction and Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others. 
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Afterwards, four regression analyses were conducted in order to examine the relationships of the identified factors and to test the formed hypotheses. From the seven research hypotheses five of them were fully confirmed, while the remaining two were rejected. 

5. CONCLUSIONS

The main goal of this current study was to examine how different personal characteristics and different interface options affect consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process after having co-designing their own Dell laptop. Moreover, the current study examined the way that satisfaction derived from co-design process and customized product outcome influence their Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others, as well as their Intention to purchase the customized product. This chapter illustrates the conclusions of the results, provide implications and discusses the limitations of the current study.

5.1 Conclusions

In order to examine the research questions that were formulated in chapter 1 we conducted an extensive research in the existing literature of both mass customization and online product co-design. Based on relevant previous studies the conceptual model, which was used in order to test the formed hypotheses, was formed in chapter 2. The current research model intends to extend the existing literature by exploring the way that specific personal characteristics and different interface options influence consumers’ satisfaction derived from customization process and product outcome. In addition, the impact that Process satisfaction and satisfaction with the Product outcome have on consumers’ Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others and their intention to purchase the customized product outcome was, also, examined.

Therefore, the research questions that were formulated in the first chapter are now ready to be answered. 

What is the impact of consumers’ personal characteristics on their satisfaction with the co-design process and the customized outcome?

The results of the current study came along with the assumptions of previous studies that met in the literature. Need for aesthetic and functional fit and Need for uniqueness seemed to have a significant effect on consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process, as well as on satisfaction with the product outcome. This means that the more consumers feel that either their need for uniqueness or their need for aesthetic and functional is covered, the more satisfied they are with the customization process and the product outcome. The above finding verifies the fact that consumers, who crave for unique products and products that fit them aesthetically and functionally, tend to use more customization process than other common consumers.

What is the impact of different interface options on consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process?

Little research has been conducted in order to examine the above research question; however, the findings of the study depicted that the impact of different interfaces on consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process was not the one that was expected. The relevant formed hypothesis was rejected, since no significant effect was found among these two notions. Neither needs-based interface nor parameter-based interface seemed to play a crucial role in consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process. Nevertheless, as it has already been mentioned in the previous chapter this might happened as the respondents were randomly sent either in needs-based interface or in parameter-based interface. Therefore, it is obvious that if users would choose on their own which interface they would have used, novice users would have gone for the need-based one and expert users would have gone for the parameter-based one. 

In addition, a complementary research was, also, conducted in combination with the above research question. We aimed to prove that expertise moderates the relationship of different interface options on satisfaction with the co-design process. However, we found no significant effect between the two variables and the formed hypothesis was rejected, as well. Expertise was found not to lower the positive effect of a needs-based interface on consumers’ Process satisfaction, as we expected. As we have already discussed in the previous chapter, it is possible that this happened due to the fact that respondents with expertise were not sent in the parameter-based interface but randomly in the two different interfaces of Dell’s site. 

How consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process and the product outcome influence their intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others?

The findings of the present research indicates that the more satisfied consumers are with the co-design process and the customized product outcome the more willing they are to visit Dell’s site again and recommend their co-designing experience with others. Hence, the formed hypothesis was confirmed, since we found a direct effect between consumers’ process and outcome satisfaction and their Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others. 

Another relationship that was proved, though it was not initially included in the conceptual model, was the state of mediation between the variables. As we found that personal characteristics –need for uniqueness and need for aesthetic and functional fit- have a positive effect on consumers’ Process satisfaction and satisfaction with the Product outcome and that the level of these satisfactions significantly influence Intention to visit the site again and recommend it, we assumed that consumers’ satisfaction probably mediates the effect of personal characteristics on Intention to visit the site again and recommend it. 

After having examined the conditions that need to be fulfilled for the probable mediation, we proved that, indeed, Process satisfaction and satisfaction with the Product outcome control the effect of personal characteristics on Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others. In other words, the effect of Process satisfaction and satisfaction with the Product outcome on Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others is so strong that can not cancel out the effect of personal characteristics on that.

How consumers’ satisfaction with the co-design process influence their intention to buy the customized product?

In the existing literature we found that little research has been conducted for the above research question. However, many authors have made references in their papers about this relationship and most of them suggested further research in order to prove it. The attempt of the current study to investigate the positive effect that Process satisfaction has on consumers’ Intention to buy the customized product led to the confirmation of the relevant hypothesis. In other words, when consumers feel satisfied with their experience in the co-design process they are more likely to buy the product that they designed. 

5.2 Implications

As it has been mentioned in previous chapters, mass customization and especially online product co-design have become the new trend in business world. More and more marketers adopt the specific strategy, since, in this way, they expect to bring customers closely to the firms. The findings of our study intend to contribute to the relevant academic knowledge for the online product co-design by shedding a light in this study area and in relationships that were either conjectures or have not been examined adequately.

The finding of the current study concerning the effect of personal characteristics on consumers’ Process satisfaction and satisfaction with the Product outcome can be an implication for web-developers and marketing managers; this specific result illustrates that potential consumers would highly appreciate websites that give them the opportunity to co-design products that are unique and that fulfil their need for aesthetic and functional fit. The uniqueness, as well as the functionality of the product, should be the primary marketing features of the websites that offer co-designing experiences. Managers should focus on designing innovative customization websites, where potential consumers could co-design their unique product, by selecting its attributes, among infrequent and rare varieties of product styles, shapes, colours etc. Managers, by providing customers with unique and functional products, which cover consumers’ needs, via unique co-designing processes are allowed to set premium prices in these products. As it has been mentioned in previous chapter, consumers are value greater products that are exclusive and not common. Therefore, and since self-designed products are unique, people are willing to pay more as well.

The demonstrated effect of consumers’ process satisfaction and satisfaction derived from the product outcome on consumers’ Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others, as well as on their Intention to buy the customized product is another valuable and interesting inference for marketing managers and web-developers. Based on the empirical results, it seems that the more satisfied consumers are with the co-design process and the product outcome the more willing they are to visit again Dell’s site and share their co-designing experience with their acquaintances and friends. Hence, managers should focus on creating a memorable and unique experience during the co-design process that will meet consumers’ expectations. This can be achieved by providing consumers with a developed online customization toolkit, which will provide consumers with the right amount of information in order to create the product that will most cover their needs. In addition, the experience must also be simple and enjoyable in order to keep consumers satisfaction in the highest level. Web-developers must try to eliminate complexity in the co-design process and keep it as simple as they can. Moreover, in order to keep consumers satisfied web-developers and managers should thing of ways that will make the whole process enjoyable. For instance, they could add virtual methods that allow consumers to see how their laptop would really be. Furthermore, web-developers could also add in the Design Studio of Dell’s site a mechanism for individualization of the product; this means give consumers the opportunity to write their name or a preferred logo in their laptop.

Therefore, managers by offering to potential consumers a satisfying experience with the co-design process and the product outcome are able to achieve higher levels of purchasing intentions and intentions of word-of-mouth, which are the most important dimensions of consumers’ e-loyalty.

However, in this point it is important to mention that the current study was conducted on a real and existing online customization environment. In contrast with relevant past researches, respondents were not exposed to test environments or theoretical scenarios, but to Dell’s website, which is developed according to advanced managerial and marketing practices. In this way, we were able to achieve high levels of the validity and the reliability of the findings. 

5.3 Limitations and Further Research 

The findings of the current study might not be applicable in all cases, since to certain limitations of the research, which are going to be described in this part.

First of all the sample of the study was not adequate enough. Since the number of 150 respondents might be considered as small, to result into widely accepted conclusions. Additionally, the majority of the sample belonged to the age of 28, consisting a quite young sample. This means that the results of the current study might be applied only for young people and not all the age groups. 

Another characteristic of the present research that does not allow us to generalize the results is the kind of the product. Participants were asked to co-design their ideal laptop in the website of Dell. Therefore, it is uncertain whether the findings can be applied in other product categories, as well. Further research could be conducted in order to test if the current model is effectively applied in customization processes of other products. 

An additional characteristic of the current study that sets limits on the leverage of the results is the fact that respondents were randomly sent in the different interfaces of Dell’s site. Hence, further research is needed to be done in order to test the effect of needs-based and parameter-based interface on consumers’ satisfaction with the customization process when novice users are sent in the former interface and expert users in the latter one. Hence, this could lead to a result that firms, which offer customization processes, might provide their customers with both interfaces. 
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A further limitation of this study stems to the fact that though the current study was conducted on real co-designing environment the participants were not real customers. Since Dell’s site has an online community, it would be interesting to conduct a research on the members of Dell’s community or in customers who are really intend to buy a self-designed laptop. In this way the results might be more representative.
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Appendix

Appendix 1 - www.dell.com – example of the co-design interfaces
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Appendix 2- The questionnaire
Parameter-based interface
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Needs-based interface
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Appendix 3- – Statistic Tables
Demographics
	Gender – Frequency Table

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Female
	87
	58

	Male
	63
	42

	Total
	150
	100


	Higher Level of Education-Frequency Table 

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	High school
	6
	4

	University-Bachelor
	60
	40

	University - Master
	84
	56

	Total
	150
	100


	Online Purchase Experience -  Frequency Table

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Online Purchase Experience
	135
	90

	
	
	

	
	
	

	No Online Purchase Experience
	15
	10

	
	
	

	Total
	150
	100

	Demographics – Frequencies 

	 
	Gender
	Age
	Highest level of education completed
	Online purchase experience
	 
	 

	Valid
	150
	150
	150
	150
	 
	

	Missing
	0
	0
	0
	0
	
	

	Mean
	1,42
	28,87
	3,52
	1,1
	
	

	Std. Error of Mean
	0,04
	0,629
	0,047
	0,025
	
	


Factor Analysis
	KMO and Bartlett's Test

	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	,882

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	3371,144

	
	df
	325

	
	Sig.
	,000


	Pattern Matrix

	 
	Component

	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	process satisfaction2
	,833
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	process satisfaction 1
	,809
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	process satisfaction5
	,801
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	process satisfaction6
	,758
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	process satisfaction7
	,758
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	process satisfaction3
	,739
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	recommend the website to others
	 
	,865
	 
	 
	 
	 

	recommend the website to someone who seeks advice
	 
	,853
	 
	 
	 
	 

	say positive things about this website
	 
	,826
	 
	 
	 
	 

	return to the site next time I need a laptop
	 
	,675
	 
	 
	 
	 

	return to the site
	 
	,658
	 
	 
	 
	 

	skill
	 
	 
	,917
	 
	 
	 

	qualification
	 
	 
	,895
	 
	 
	 

	 expertise
	 
	 
	,878
	 
	 
	 

	experience
	 
	 
	,871
	 
	 
	 

	product outcome-favor
	 
	 
	 
	,762
	 
	 

	product outcome-pleasure
	 
	 
	 
	,75
	 
	 

	product outcome-joy
	 
	 
	 
	,742
	 
	 

	product outcome-happiness
	 
	 
	 
	,682
	 
	 

	uniqueness2
	 
	 
	 
	 
	,85
	 

	uniqueness4
	 
	 
	 
	 
	,809
	 

	uniqueness1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	,793
	 

	uniqueness3
	 
	 
	 
	 
	,77
	 

	the best computer
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	,786

	the laptop would be satisfied
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	,768

	buy the one I selected
	 
	,448
	 
	 
	 
	,713


Reliability

	Reliability -  Need for aesthetic and functional fit
	Reliability -  Need for uniqueness
	Reliability - Expertise

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items
	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items
	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	0,872
	3
	,834
	4
	,922
	4

	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Reliability -  Process Satisfaction
	Reliability -  Product Outcome
	Reliability -  Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others

	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items
	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items
	Cronbach's Alpha
	N of Items

	0,931
	6
	,931
	4
	,922
	4


Regressions

Process satisfaction

	Process  Satisfaction

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,582a
	,339
	,325
	,82592


	Process  Satisfaction-  ANOVA

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Regression
	51,062
	3
	17,021
	24,952
	,000a

	Residual
	99,593
	146
	,682
	
	

	Total
	150,655
	149
	
	
	


Product Outcome
	Product Outcome

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,570a
	,325
	,320
	,88096


	Product Outcome – ANOVA

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Regression
	55,256
	1
	55,256
	71,198
	,000a

	Residual
	114,862
	148
	,776
	
	

	Total
	170,118
	149
	
	
	


Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others
	Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,676a
	,457
	,449
	,95383


	Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others- ANOVA

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Regression
	112,411
	2
	56,206
	61,779
	,000a

	Residual
	133,739
	147
	,910
	
	

	Total
	246,150
	149
	
	
	


Intention to buy
	Intention to buy

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,416a
	,173
	,167
	24,15983


	Intention to buy- ANOVA

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Regression
	18052,984
	1
	18052,984
	30,929
	,000a

	Residual
	86387,224
	148
	583,697
	
	

	Total
	104440,208
	149
	
	
	


Process Satisfaction- Expertise moderation
	Process Satisfaction- Expertise moderation

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,586a
	,344
	,321
	,82862


	Process Satisfaction- Expertise moderation ANOVA

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Regression
	51,782
	5
	10,356
	15,083
	,000a

	Residual
	98,873
	144
	,687
	
	

	Total
	150,655
	149
	
	
	


Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others
	Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,667a
	,445
	,437
	,964302


	Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others- ANOVA

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Regression
	109,458
	2
	54,729
	58,856
	,000a

	Residual
	136,692
	147
	,930
	
	

	Total
	246,150
	149
	
	
	


Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others- Process satisfaction and Product outcome mediators

	Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others-Process satisfaction and Product outcome mediators

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,749a
	,560
	,548
	,863997


	Intention to visit the site again and recommend it to the others-Process satisfaction and Product outcome mediators ANOVA

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Regression
	137,909
	4
	34,477
	46,186
	,000a

	Residual
	108,241
	145
	,746
	
	

	Total
	246,150
	149
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                                                                                                                                                         Figure 1: Conceptual Model
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