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Abstract

Online customization has become a prominent strategic approach for delivering personal-
ized value. However, prior research has largely examined isolated relationships such as
trust and purchase intention, customization and value, or value and loyalty. This study
situates the issue within the broader context of digital co-creation and aims to provide an
integrated explanation of how trust in an e-vendor and participation in e-customization
shape multiple dimensions of customized product value and subsequent repeat purchase
intention. Using survey data from 312 customers with prior online customization experi-
ence, the proposed relationships were tested through structural equation modeling. The
results suggest that trust in an e-vendor increases participation in customization, which in
turn enhances utilitarian value, uniqueness value, and self-expressiveness value. These
value components positively influence repeat purchase intention, and several mediation
effects have emerged. Specifically, participation partly mediates the effect of trust on all
three value dimensions, while uniqueness value and self-expressiveness value partly medi-
ate the effect of participation on repeat purchase intention. Overall, the findings provide
empirical evidence for a trust–participation–value pathway and highlight the importance
of both functional and symbolic value outcomes in sustaining customer engagement in
online customization environments.

Keywords: customized product value; e-customization; mediation effect; participation;
repurchase intention; trust

1. Introduction
The advent of Web 2.0 and AI-driven customization and advanced recommendation

systems which highlight collaboration, participation, and openness have led today’s astute
consumers to participate in the process of tailoring their products [1,2]. Customers increas-
ingly demonstrate a willingness to pay more for personalized offerings, particularly when
facilitated by intuitive online platforms [3]. This evolution reflects a shift from traditional
mass customization toward more sophisticated strategies in today’s competitive digitalized
market environment [4].

The need for tailoring such products arises from customers’ desire to be unique and
enhance their self-concept. Customers take advantage of their operant resources (e.g.,
specialized skills, knowledge, and energy) and utilize the tools and configurations pro-
vided by companies’ websites and/or mobile applications to generate new designs. Such
customers can share their operant resources in online platforms to have a positive influence
on the decisions of other customers [5]. However, privacy concerns, intangibility, lack
of face-to-face communication, and unpredictable situations associated with the internet
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infrastructure may generate barriers towards online transactions and e-customization [6].
To handle these barriers and establish an online environment where customers engage in
co-creation of products and value, their trust in e-vendors is imperative [1]. This is critical
because customers’ trust in e-vendors motivates them to customize products online [1,7].

In addition, customers’ participation in e-customization can foster their perceptions
of customized product value [3]. That is, customers’ participation in e-customization
can enhance their perceptions of utilitarian, uniqueness, and self-expressiveness values.
Utilitarian value refers to “the possibility for the consumer to possess the product which
is the closest to what they want” [8] (p. 31). Customers obtain uniqueness value when
they own a product that exhibits their individuality via uniqueness attributes [8]. Such
customers receive self-expressiveness value when they design a product, which represents
who they are and reflects their self-concept [8].

The extant literature provides evidence that customers are satisfied with online transac-
tions and display repeat purchase intention or continued use intention when they perceive
that their expectations about utilitarian value, uniqueness value, or self-expressiveness
value are met [9–11]. These findings suggest that customized product value plays a critical
role in forming post-purchase behavioral intentions in online contexts.

Building on this body of work, prior research on online customization can be traced
back to broader theoretical foundations of customer value, self-concept, and customer
participation. Early studies in consumer behavior conceptualized value not only in func-
tional terms but also as symbolic and self-expressive, emphasizing that consumers use
products to communicate identity and reinforce self-concept [12–14]. Subsequent research
further demonstrated that products offering differentiation and personal relevance gener-
ated stronger value perceptions, particularly when consumers were actively involved in
shaping product attributes and outcomes [8,15,16].

Parallel to this stream, research on customer participation and value co-creation
highlighted the active role of customers in the value creation process. Prahalad and
Ramaswamy [17] have argued that customer participation constitutes a central mechanism
through which value is created and enhanced, rather than a mere input to production [18,19].
This view was later reinforced by service-dominant logic (SDL), which posits that value
emerges through interactions between firms and customers and is realized in use rather
than embedded in products [20]. Within online customization contexts, participation allows
customers to integrate their preferences, skills, and creative efforts into product design,
thereby shaping both functional and symbolic value outcomes.

As digital environments became increasingly prevalent, trust emerged as a foun-
dational condition for customer participation in online interactions. Early e-commerce
research demonstrated that trust reduced perceived risk and uncertainty, encouraging
consumers to engage in online transactions and interactive processes [21,22]. Extend-
ing this logic, subsequent studies suggest that trust in an e-vendor functions as an en-
abling condition for online customization by reducing uncertainty, thereby increasing
customers’ willingness to share personal information, invest effort, and actively participate
in customization processes [23–25]. Collectively, this stream of research converges on the
view that trust and customer participation jointly underpin value creation in digital and
customization-based settings, as value emerges through customers’ active involvement in
the co-creation process [19,20].

Despite these valuable theoretical and empirical insights, the existing literature on
online customization has largely evolved along fragmented lines. A substantial body
of prior studies shows that online customization enhances consumers’ purchase-related
intentions by improving perceived usefulness, enjoyment, or overall value in online con-
texts [21,22,26,27]. While these studies provide strong evidence for the importance of trust
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and perceived value, they predominantly model trust as a direct antecedent of purchase or
repurchase intention, rather than as a relational condition that enables customers’ active
participation in the value creation process.

Related research on customization and co-creation emphasizes customer participa-
tion as a key driver of perceived value and experiential outcomes, demonstrating that
participation enhances functional benefits, perceived fit, and symbolic outcomes such as
self-expression and distinctiveness [8,16,28,29]. However, customer participation is most
often treated as an independent antecedent of value or behavioral outcomes, rather than
as a mechanism that is enabled by prior relational conditions such as trust. Consequently,
empirical explanations of how and why customers decide to engage in e-customization,
particularly in digital environments characterized by uncertainty and risk perception,
remain limited.

Although customized product value has long been recognized as a multidimensional
construct, prior studies typically focus on individual value dimensions or examine them in
isolation. Research has linked utilitarian value, uniqueness value, or self-expressiveness
value separately to purchase-related outcomes [27,30,31], despite early conceptualizations
emphasizing customized product value as a multidimensional construct [8]. Nevertheless,
empirical evidence remains scarce on how these value dimensions simultaneously emerge
as outcomes of participation in e-customization and concurrently translate into repeat
purchase intention within a single explanatory model.

Importantly, existing studies have rarely adopted a process-oriented perspective that
integrates trust, participation, and multiple value dimensions within a single framework.
This fragmentation is also reflected in recent bibliometric and review studies, which docu-
ment the dispersed nature of research on online customization, co-creation, and perceived
customer value and emphasize the lack of process-oriented explanations of how value is
formed in digital environments [32,33]. These studies suggest that while numerous empiri-
cal findings exist on isolated relationships, integrative and sequential models explaining
value creation remain scarce.

In this vein, customer participation has predominantly been conceptualized as an
independent antecedent of value or behavioral outcomes, rather than as an explanatory
mechanism that itself requires theoretical grounding. The question of why customers
decide to participate—particularly in online environments characterized by uncertainty,
risk and information asymmetry—has rarely been modeled explicitly. Yet, prior research
demonstrates that the complexity and design of customization processes systematically
shape consumers’ trust perceptions, perceived value, and engagement levels [34], implying
that participation does not emerge spontaneously but is contingent upon specific relational
and contextual conditions.

While trust, participation, and customized product value have each been shown to
influence consumer behavior in online settings, they have largely been examined through
isolated dyadic relationships (e.g., trust–purchase intention, participation–value, or value–
repurchase intention). As a result, the mechanism through which trust in an e-vendor
activates customer participation, participation generates multiple dimensions of customized
product value, and these value outcomes collectively drive repeat purchasing behavior
remains underexplored.

By responding to recent calls for more holistic and process-oriented investigations into
digital co-creation and customization outcomes [35,36], this study advances the literature
by proposing and empirically testing an integrative trust–participation–value–repeat pur-
chase intention framework in online customization contexts. By conceptualizing customer
participation as a key mechanism through which trust is translated into value creation, and
by capturing customized product value through concurrent utilitarian, uniqueness, and
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self-expressiveness dimensions, the proposed model offers a process-oriented explanation
of how value is formed and subsequently converted into repeat purchasing behavior.

The objectives of this paper are to: (a) examine the effects of trust in e-vendor and par-
ticipation in e-customization on utilitarian value, uniqueness value, and self-expressiveness
value; (b) assess the impacts of these value components on repeat purchase intention; (c)
examine the mediating role of participation in e-customization in the connection between
trust in e-vendor and the abovementioned value components; and (d) examine the me-
diating roles of utilitarian value, uniqueness value, and self-expressiveness value in the
connection between participation in e-customization and repeat purchase intention.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. The next section of this study
presents the theoretical background, research model and hypotheses. This is followed by a
description of the methodology and findings of the empirical analysis. The paper concludes
with a discussion of the findings, theoretical and managerial implications, and directions
for future research.

2. Theoretical Background, Research Model and Hypotheses
2.1. Theoretical Background

This study is grounded in the service-dominant logic (SDL), which conceptualizes
value as co-created through interactions between firms and customers rather than em-
bedded in products or delivered unilaterally [20]. From this perspective, customers are
active resource integrators who contribute via operant resources such as knowledge, skills,
preferences, and effort to the value creation process. Accordingly, customer participation
constitutes a theoretically central mechanism through which value emerges. In online
customization contexts, value is therefore contingent upon customers’ active involvement
in configuring and shaping product attributes, rather than being a direct outcome of
customization features alone.

Building on this logic, prior research conceptualizes customized product value as a
multidimensional construct encompassing utilitarian, uniqueness, and self-expressiveness
dimensions [8]. Utilitarian value reflects the functional alignment between the customized
product and consumers’ preferences. Uniqueness value is rooted in consumers’ motiva-
tion to differentiate themselves through distinctive product attributes, consistent with
need-for-uniqueness theory, which posits that individuals seek differentiation through
consumption choices [37]. Self-expressiveness value reflects the symbolic meaning attached
to customized products, aligning with psychological ownership theory, which suggests
that individuals derive value when objects are perceived as extensions of the self and expe-
rienced as “mine” [38]. Together, these perspectives indicate that customization enables
customers to transform products into personally meaningful outcomes, but only when they
actively participate in the creation process.

Insights from consumer psychology further reinforce the role of participation as a
value-generating mechanism. Research on consumer choice demonstrates that perceived
control and self-determined choice enhance consumers’ evaluations, psychological attach-
ment, and satisfaction with outcomes [39]. Customization contexts provide opportunities
for consumers to control product outcomes, thereby strengthening perceived fit, identity
congruence, and value perceptions. However, these benefits depend on consumers’ willing-
ness to engage meaningfully in the process, underscoring that participation is a necessary
condition for the emergence of multiple value dimensions.

In digital environments characterized by uncertainty, information asymmetry, and
perceived risk, trust plays a critical enabling role in facilitating such participation. Past
writings consistently demonstrate that trust reduces perceived risk and functions as a
psychological enabler, encouraging engagement in online interactions that require infor-
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mation disclosure and effort investment [21,22,40]. Extending this logic to customization
contexts, trust in an e-vendor functions as a relational condition that enables customers
to participate by alleviating concerns associated with privacy, uncertainty, and potential
misuse of personal inputs. Empirical evidence further suggests that customization can
fail to generate value when consumers perceive a lack of control or transparency, whereas
trust-enhancing environments foster voluntary engagement and active participation [41].
In this sense, participation represents the behavioral manifestation of trust in online
customization settings.

Importantly, value derived from customization is not uniform across contexts. Re-
search on web-based customization demonstrates that consumers’ interpretations of cus-
tomized outcomes are shaped by how they construe the self in relation to products and
others, implying that different value dimensions may become salient across cultural and
contextual settings [42]. Related work emphasizes that perceived agency, transparency, and
user control in digital systems shape how consumers evaluate customization experiences
and derive value from them [43,44]. These insights underscore the importance of concep-
tualizing customized product value as multidimensional and context-sensitive, without
assuming the universal dominance of any single value dimension.

Taken together, these theoretical perspectives support the mechanism in which trust en-
ables customer participation, participation gives rise to multiple dimensions of customized
product value, and these value outcomes subsequently shape repeat purchase intention.
Grounded in SDL and complementary psychological theories, the present study adopts
a process-oriented framework that integrates trust, participation, and multidimensional
value creation to explain behavioral continuity in online customization contexts.

2.2. Research Model

In today’s market environment, customization leads prosumers to design their prod-
ucts based on a number of criteria (e.g., aesthetics, functionality, uniqueness) [45,46]. Con-
sistent with SDL [20], value in customization contexts does not reside in the product itself
but emerges through customers’ active participation in co-creation processes. Through par-
ticipation, customers integrate their preferences, creativity, and effort into product design,
thereby shaping both functional and symbolic value outcomes. This is achieved through
their participation in the co-creation of products and value [20,47]. By participating in this
process, customers are motivated to see themselves different from others [12] and tend
to own products that fit their self-concept [13,47]. These customers also seek to obtain
functional benefits from customized products.

Figure 1 delineates the research model that consists of the direct and mediating effects.
The model contends that customers’ trust in e-vendors activates their participation in
e-customization and enhances utilitarian, uniqueness, and self-expressiveness values. Their
participation in e-customization mediates the effect of trust in e-vendors on customized
product value. Our model posits that customers’ participation in e-customization fosters
their favorable perceptions of utilitarian, uniqueness, and self-expressiveness values and
triggers their repeat purchase intentions. These value components also increase customers’
repeat purchase intentions. According to our model, each of the abovementioned cus-
tomized product value components mediates the effect of participation in e-customization
on repeat purchase intention.
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Figure 1. Research Model.

2.3. Hypotheses

Direct effects

E-customization enables customers to tailor products through online configuration
tools, which fit their different needs. Customers may customize unique and self-designed
products, which enable them to obtain the desired value and reflect their identities [45,47,48].
Therefore, e-customization has gained popularity in today’s competitive marketplace
because it improves consumers’ experience by involving them [49].

Trust is an important factor that influences customers’ intention to use technology [50],
and, in turn, propensity to partake in e-customization. On one hand, customers pay
utmost attention to their privacy due to the knowledge sharing process and unauthorized
access [35]. On the other hand, customers expect the e-vendor to keep its promises and
obligations and provide fitted customized offerings [51]. Under these conditions, trust is a
crucial factor that helps the e-vendor to enhance customers’ participation in e-customization.
It shapes whether users will try and use customization features by altering perceived risk
and controllability. In short, building trust encourages customers to actively take action
in the process and leads to higher participation in e-customization [52,53]. Hence, the
following hypothesis is advanced:

H1: Customers’ trust in e-vendors positively influences their participation in e-customization.

Offering secure personal privacy to customers, providing visualization, authenticity,
and responsiveness, and keeping promises is a sign of trustworthiness and honesty [54].
This makes customers develop trust in e-vendors. Customers perceiving that there is a
trusting and quality connection with the company expect to obtain utilitarian, uniqueness,
and self-expressiveness values. More specifically, in a digitalized market environment
where customers develop trust in e-vendors, they want to possess the expected utility as a
result of purchasing the customized product via active participation [52,55]. Such customers
also expect to possess customized products, which reflect their individuality through
uniqueness and highlight their self-concept [28]. Therefore, the following hypotheses
are postulated:

H2: Customers’ trust in e-vendors positively influences (a) utilitarian value, (b) uniqueness value,
and (c) self-expressiveness value.

Customers’ participation in e-customization is related to customized product value.
Broadly speaking, customers engage in co-creation of products and value [20,56]. These
customers are likely to have emotional ties based on the functional and aesthetic features of
the company’s webpage [57]. This is not surprising because during the participation process,
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customers spend effort and time, enjoy the steps in e-customization, and have a strong
feeling of emotional satisfaction ‘I designed it myself’ [3,58]. Under these circumstances,
the process satisfies customers’ utilitarian needs and makes them demand concrete benefits
via customized products [59]. Further, customers obtain the chance to have one-of-a-kind
customized products with better fit and unique style [36,48], and express themselves by
shaping the products in the way they want [60]. This prompts the hypotheses that:

H3: Customers’ participation in e-customization positively influences (a) utilitarian value,
(b) uniqueness value, and (c) self-expressiveness value.

When customers find that the e-customization process is more interactive, collabora-
tive, and entertaining, they are more inclined to exhibit repeat purchase. Such customers’
favorable perceptions about the process enhance their willingness to repurchase [46,61].
In addition, customers’ involvement in the process enables them to co-create value by
fostering deeper connections to psychological ownership of customized products [20,62].
This collaborative process encourages them to pay premium for personalization [63]. Not
surprisingly, customers exhibit satisfaction as a result of control over the process, which
is likely to engender positive feelings of repeat purchase [29,63]. Therefore, the following
hypothesis is advanced:

H4: Customers’ participation in e-customization positively influences their repeat purchase intentions.

Utilitarian value, uniqueness value, or self-expressiveness value is a predictor of
repeat purchase intention [29,64,65]. Evidence borrowed from the extant literature sup-
ports such premises as Idemen and Elmadag’s [30] work indicates that self-expressiveness
value promotes purchase intentions. Özbek’s [31] research documented that utilitarian
value triggered positive attitudes towards online apparel customization among Turkish
consumers. In the meantime, a study of customizing shoes and cereals illustrated that
consumers bought products for not only their tangible utilities, but also for the symbolic
meaning associated with their images and need for uniqueness [66]. In view of this, this re-
search proposes that customers display willingness to pay premium price for value-added
customized products and exhibit repeat purchase intention when they find that these
products meet their expectations based on utilitarian, uniqueness, or self-expressiveness
value. Accordingly, the following hypotheses are postulated:

H5a: Utilitarian value positively influences customers’ repeat purchase intentions.

H5b: Uniqueness value positively influences customers’ repeat purchase intentions.

H5c: Self-expressiveness value positively influences customers’ repeat purchase intentions.

Mediating effects

Customers pay great attention to the issues of privacy and promises given by the
e-vendor and seek to receive customized offerings based on their expectations [51]. In
an online environment where privacy is maintained, promises are kept, and customized
products are provided, customers are more inclined to participate in e-customization. Such
customers obtain utilitarian, uniqueness, and self-expressiveness values as a result of
their participation in e-customization [3,59,60]. In short, when there is trustworthiness
in the e-customization process, customers are likely to obtain customized product value,
which responds to their expectations of utilitarian, uniqueness, and self-expressiveness
values. This leads to the conclusion that the effect of trust on customized product value is
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mediated by customers’ participation in e-vendors. Accordingly, the following hypotheses
are advanced:

H6: Customers’ participation in e-customization mediates the effect of trust in e-vendors on
(a) utilitarian value, (b) uniqueness value, and (c) self-expressiveness value.

When customers participate in the e-customization process, they actively contribute to
the process via their preferences, effort, and creativity to product design, thereby engaging
in the co-creation of both products and value [58]. However, participation alone does
not automatically translate into repeat purchase intention. Past research indicates that
participation influences purchase-related outcomes only insofar as it generates meaningful
psychological and value-based consequences for consumers [67]. In customization contexts,
active participation enables customers to receive the customized product value, which
represents them (self-expressiveness value), creates distinctiveness (uniqueness value),
and provides functional benefits (utilitarian value). These value perceptions constitute
the primary mechanisms through which customization experiences shape post-purchase
behavioral intentions, as customers are more likely to repurchase when participation results
in the aforementioned value outcomes [29,68]. Accordingly, customized product value
can be conceptualized as a mediating mechanism that explains how participation in e-
customization translates into repeat purchase intention. In view of this, the following
hypotheses are proposed:

H7a: Utilitarian value mediates the effect of customers’ participation in e-customization on repeat
purchase intention.

H7b: Uniqueness value mediates the effect of customers’ participation in e-customization on repeat
purchase intention.

H7c: Self-expressiveness value mediates the effect of customers’ participation in e-customization on
repeat purchase intention.

3. Method
3.1. Participants and Data Collection

Data were collected through an online survey administered in Türkiye using a pur-
posive sampling strategy targeting individuals with prior experiences in online product
customization. Such experience-based sampling is consistent with prior customization
research, where meaningful evaluation of participation and customized product value
requires respondents with firsthand customization experience [15,19]. To ensure that only
eligible participants completed the questionnaire, respondents were first asked a screen-
ing question (“Have you ever customized a product online?”), and only those answering
“yes” were allowed to proceed. Although purposive sampling may involve a degree of
self-selection, it is widely regarded as appropriate for experience-based research contexts.
Moreover, recruiting participants through multiple independent channels helps mitigate
overreliance on a single self-selected pool [69].

Participants were recruited through three channels commonly used in large-scale
online survey research: (1) direct invitations to customers previously identified as cus-
tomization users (n = 32), (2) online outreach via social media pages of companies offering
customization options (n = 249), and (3) an invitation distributed to members of a pro-
fessional online community (n = 44). Similar multi-source recruitment strategies, particu-
larly social media, have been widely adopted in digital commerce studies to reach users
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with specific experience profiles [70,71]. In total, 325 responses were received, of which
13 were excluded due to patterned responding, resulting in 312 usable cases for analysis.
The final sample size exceeds recommended minimum thresholds for structural equation
modeling and is consistent with sample sizes found in prior customization and e-commerce
research [18,48]. Participation was voluntary, anonymity was assured, and respondents
provided informed consent before beginning the survey.

In addition, respondents were not restricted to a single product category when re-
porting their online customization experiences. Participants indicated having customized
products across multiple categories, including apparel, accessories, footwear, personal-
ized gifts, as well as symbolic and identity-relevant products such as books, calendars
and invitations. This heterogeneity suggests that respondents’ experiences with online
customization were not confined to one specific product type but rather reflect broader
patterns of online customization behavior. Accordingly, the proposed model is specified at
a process level, focusing on trust, participation, and value creation mechanisms that are not
inherently category specific.

The sample consisted of participants with diverse demographic characteristics. In
terms of gender, respondents were relatively balanced, with a slight predominance of female
participants. The majority of respondents were between young and middle adulthood,
indicating an active segment of online customization users. Regarding education, most
participants held at least an undergraduate degree, reflecting a relatively educated customer
group with sufficient digital literacy to engage in online customization processes.

3.2. Measurement

Items used to operationalize the constructs were adopted or adapted from different
sources. More specifically, trust in e-vendors was assessed with six items [21,22]. Sample
items are “This e-vendor is trustworthy and honest” and “This e-vendor cares about
customers”. Participation in e-customization was gauged with five items [18,19,23]. Sample
items are “Willingness to customize” and “Level of creativity”. Participants used a five-
point scale (“5 = very high” to “1 = very low”) to respond to the items in participation
in e-customization. Participation in e-customization was operationalized as the extent
of customers’ active involvement and contribution during the customization process,
capturing effort investment, engagement intensity, and creative input. Consistent with
prior research, creativity-related items reflect customers’ depth of participation and idea
contribution rather than creative ability as an outcome [19,23].

Utilitarian value, uniqueness value, and self-expressiveness value each consisted of
four items [8]. Example items for utilitarian value are “I was able to design a product I
really wanted”, and “I was able to create a product that was closest to what I wanted”.
Sample items for uniqueness value is “At least I will be the only one to have this product”
and “Having this product will let me be different from everyone else”. Example items
for self-expressiveness value are “This product really represents who I am” and “This
product completely reflects who I am”. Repeat purchase intention was measured with
five items [27,72]. Example items are “I am willing to spend to a little more money to buy
customized products” and “I plan to buy customized products in the future”.

Participants utilized a five-point scale (“5 = strongly agree” to “1 = strongly disagree”)
to respond to the items in trust in e-vendor, utilitarian value, uniqueness value, self-
expressiveness value, and repeat purchase intention. The items in the questionnaire were
originally prepared in English and then translated into Turkish based on the guidelines
of the back-translation method. The instrument was subjected to content validity where
three academicians in the field of marketing checked the questionnaire carefully regarding
readability and understandability of the items. No amendments were deemed necessary.
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4. Results
4.1. Measurement Model

Covariance matrix obtained in LISREL was utilized to test the measurement model
and assess the associations in the structural model [73]. The findings based on confirmatory
factor analysis highlighted that the overall fit of the model (χ2

(628.25)/df (335) = 1.875) was
acceptable and fit indices such as comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.95, parsimony normed
fit index (PNFI) = 0.80, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.053, and
standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) = 0.037 were within acceptable ranges.
The confirmatory factor analysis results demonstrated that all the loadings exceeded 0.50
and were significant. The average variance extracted (AVE) for all latent constructs also
exceeded 0.50. These findings are presented in Table 1. Hence, convergent validity was
verified [74].

Table 1. Summary Statistics and Correlations of Observed Variables and Average Variance Extracted
and Reliability Scores.

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Trust in e-vendor 0.901
2. Participation in e-customization 0.741 0.842
3. Utilitarian value 0.769 0.669 0.883
4. Uniqueness value 0.737 0.668 0.659 0.823
5. Self-expressiveness value 0.663 0.601 0.650 0.585 0.879
6. Repeat purchase intention 0.746 0.711 0.713 0.740 0.715 0.879
Mean 3.24 3.33 3.52 3.19 3.12 3.16
Standard deviation 0.71 0.66 0.75 0.75 0.74 0.69
Average variance extracted 0.61 0.53 0.66 0.56 0.65 0.62
Composite reliability 0.90 0.85 0.88 0.84 0.88 0.89

Notes: All correlations are significant (One-tailed test). Coefficient alphas are given on the diagonal.

Table 1 also consists of the findings regarding summary statistics and correlations for
the observed variables as well as AVEs and composite reliability and coefficient alpha scores.
All the measures exceeded the threshold 0.60 for composite reliability, while they were
greater than the cut-off value of 0.70 for coefficient alpha [75,76]. In short, the measures
were reliable.

Discriminant validity was checked based on Fornell and Larcker’s [74] criterion. The
AVE for some variables did not exceed the shared variance for the variable with every
other variable. Therefore, discriminant validity was re-rechecked using the χ2 test. The
findings in Table 2 reveal that the χ2 for each pair of the variables was significant. We also
computed the Heterotrait–Monotrait (HTMT) ratios. When variables are conceptually very
similar such as uniqueness value and self-expressiveness value, an HTMT value below
0.90 would denote that discriminant validity is corroborated [77]. However, when variables
are conceptually more distinct, 0.85, which is a more conservative benchmark, should
be reported [77]. In this study, all the HTMT values were below 0.90 (Table 3). In short,
discriminant validity was verified [78].

Table 2. Discriminant Validity Based on the Chi-Square Difference Test.

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Trust in e-vendor -
2. Participation in e-customization 137.87 -
3. Utilitarian value 142.58 224.13 -
4. Uniqueness value 89.51 119.65 151.58 -
5. Self-expressiveness value 339.32 331.52 309.99 252.67 -
6. Repeat purchase intention 254.22 157.59 248.28 84.73 219.84 -

Notes: All tests = 1 df. χ2 > 10.83, p < 0.001.
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Table 3. Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratios.

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Trust in e-vendor -
2. Participation in e-customization 0.849 -
3. Utilitarian value 0.854 0.769 -
4. Uniqueness value 0.847 0.798 0.764 -
5. Self-expressiveness value 0.736 0.698 0.735 0.687 -
6. Repeat purchase intention 0.837 0.829 0.807 0.867 0.809 -

4.2. Common Method Variance Check

This study checked common method variance in two ways. First, an exploratory
factor analysis using principal components was employed. The findings surfacing from
the unrotated factor analysis produced the first factor, which explained only 14.22 of
the total variance. This is much below 50 percent [79]. Second, the study added an
unmeasured latent method factor to the measurement model [80]. The fit statistics of
the measurement model with the method factor (χ2

(512.51)/df (308) = 1.664, CFI = 0.94,
PNFI = 0.73, RMSEA = 0.046, SRMR = 0.043) did not give rise to any substantial dif-
ferences with the measurement model without the method factor. In addition, the PNFI
value without the method factor was >than the one with the method factor. In short,
common method variance was negligible in the study [81].

4.3. Structural Model

The skewness value for trust in e-vendor (−0.638), participation in e-customization
(−0.592), utilitarian value (−1.234), uniqueness value (−0.647), self-expressiveness value
(−0.861), and repeat purchase intention (−0.870) was lower than 3.00. It seemed that data
had normal distribution [82].

To assess the linkages among the study variables, our study used one-tailed test
(t > 1.65, p < 0.05; and t > 2.33, p < 0.01). The structural model fit the data well
(χ2

(639.58)/df (339) = 1.887, CFI = 0.95, PNFI = 0.81, RMSEA = 0.053, SRMR = 0.038). The
results from structural equation modeling demonstrated that consumer trust was positively
linked to participation in e-customization (H1, γ11 = 0.84, t = 9.32), utilitarian value (H2a,
γ21 = 0.74, t = 7.80), uniqueness value (H2b, γ31 = 0.60, t = 5.88), and self-expressiveness
value (H2c, γ41 = 0.60, t = 5.52). Hence, hypotheses 1, 2a, 2b, and 2c were supported.
Participation in e-customization portrayed a positive linkage with utilitarian value (H3a,
β21 = 0.16, t = 1.72), uniqueness value (H3b, β31 = 0.29, t = 2.87), self-expressiveness
value (H3c, β41 = 0.20, t = 1.87), and repeat purchase intention (H4, β51 = 0.25, t = 2.89).
The empirical data provided support for hypotheses 3a, 3b, 3c, and 4. The results fur-
ther revealed that utilitarian value (H5a, β52 = 0.11, t = 1.69), uniqueness value (H5b,
β53 = 0.37, t = 4.47), and self-expressiveness value (H5c, β54 = 0.30, t = 4.92) depicted a
positive association with repeat purchase intention. Therefore, hypotheses H5a, H5b, and
H5c were supported.

The Sobel test results highlighted that participation in e-customization partly mediated
the impact of trust in e-vendor and utilitarian value (H6a, indirect effect = 0.13, z = 1.75),
uniqueness value (H6b, indirect effect = 0.24, z = 2.77), and self-expressiveness value
(H6c, indirect effect = 0.17, z = 1.79). Accordingly, hypotheses 6a-6c were confirmed. The
Sobel test results also indicated that uniqueness value (H7b, indirect effect = 0.11, z = 2.46)
and self-expressiveness value (H7c, indirect effect = 0.06, z = 1.71) partly mediated the
linkage between participation in e-customization and repeat purchase intention. In short,
there was empirical support for hypothesis 7b and 7c. However, the empirical data did
not lend any credence to utilitarian value as a mediator of the influence of participation
in e-customization on repeat purchase intention (H7a, indirect effect = 0.02, z = 1.09).
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The variance explained by participation in e-customization, utilitarian value, uniqueness
value, self-expressiveness value, and repeat purchase intention was 70 percent, 77 percent,
74 percent, 59 percent, and 84 percent, respectively. Table 4 delineates the summary of the
hypotheses, which are supported or are not supported.

Table 4. Summary of the Hypotheses Test Findings.

Hypothesized Path Findings

Direct effects Supported/Not supported
H1 Trust in e-vendor −→ Participation in e-customization Supported
H2a Trust in e-vendor −→ Utilitarian value Supported
H2b Trust in e-vendor −→ Uniqueness value Supported
H2c Trust in e-vendor −→ Self-expressiveness value Supported
H3a Participation in e-customization −→ Utilitarian value Supported
H3b Participation in e-customization −→ Uniqueness value Supported
H3c Participation in e-customization −→ Self-expressiveness value Supported
H4 Participation in e-customization −→ Repeat purchase intention Supported
H5a Utilitarian value −→ Repeat purchase intention Supported
H5b Uniqueness value −→ Repeat purchase intention Supported
H5c Self-expressiveness value −→ Repeat purchase intention Supported
Mediating effects
H6a Trust in e-vendor −→ Participation in e-customization −→ Utilitarian value Supported

H6b Trust in e-vendor −→ Participation in e-customization −→ Uniqueness value Supported
H6c Trust in e-vendor −→ Participation in e-customization −→ Self-expressiveness value Supported
H7a Participation in e-customization −→ Utilitarian value −→ Repeat purchase intention Not supported
H7b Participation in e-customization −→ Uniqueness value −→ Repeat purchase intention Supported
H7c Participation in e-customization −→ Self-expressiveness value −→ Repeat purchase intention Supported

5. Discussion
5.1. General Findings

This paper set out to develop and test a research model that explains the antecedents
and consequences of customized product value in online customization settings. Specif-
ically, the model examined participation in e-customization as a mediator between trust
in an e-vendor and three value components—utilitarian value, uniqueness value, and
self-expressiveness value—and, in turn, assessed these value components as mediators
linking participation in e-customization to repeat purchase intention. Overall, the empirical
findings provide strong support for the viability of the proposed framework. Of the
17 hypotheses tested, 16 were supported by the data, indicating that the relation-
ships proposed in the model are largely consistent with consumer responses to online
customization experiences.

The findings indicate that customers’ trust in an e-vendor plays a critical role in
shaping both their participation in e-customization and their perceptions of utilitarian value,
uniqueness value, and self-expressiveness value. When customers believe that an e-vendor
protects their privacy, ensures secure technological infrastructure, offers products that fit
their needs, and consistently fulfills its promises [35,51,52], they are more willing to engage
actively in the customization process. Participation, in turn, enables customers to achieve
the functional benefits, uniqueness, and self-concept they expect from customized products,
thereby enhancing their evaluations of utilitarian, uniqueness, and self-expressiveness
values. From the SDL perspective, these findings reinforce the view that value emerges
through customers’ active participation and use experiences, while identity-based and
psychological ownership mechanisms explain how participation translates into symbolic
and self-related value outcomes [20,38].

The findings further suggest that three components of customized product value as
well as participation in e-customization enhance customers’ repeat purchase intentions.
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Such customers are more inclined to repurchase customized products due to the fact
that their expectations relating to functional benefits, uniqueness, and self-concept were
met. These findings regarding the linkage between customized product value and repeat
purchase intention corroborate the evidence given by other studies [29,65,68].

The abovementioned findings highlight the mediating role of participation in e-
customization and customized product value. Specifically, customers’ participation in
e-customization partly mediates the impact of their trust in e-vendors on utilitarian value,
uniqueness value, and self-expressiveness value. Uniqueness value and self-expressiveness
value partly mediate the effect of customers’ participation in customization.

An important nuance emerging from the findings concerns the non-significant mediat-
ing role of utilitarian value in the relationship between participation in e-customization and
repeat purchase intention (H7a). This result suggests that although participation fosters
customers’ perceptions of functional fit, such utilitarian benefits alone may be insufficient
to motivate repeat purchasing in customization contexts. Prior research indicates that
functional value tends to operate as a baseline expectation in online shopping, particularly
when customization tools are widely accessible and standardized, thereby limiting its dif-
ferentiating power [15,27]. In contrast, symbolic value dimensions such as uniqueness and
self-expressiveness provide consumers with identity-relevant and emotionally meaningful
outcomes that extend beyond basic functional performance. From an SDL perspective,
this finding reinforces the view that value is phenomenologically determined and context-
dependent, with experiential and self-related benefits playing a more central role in driving
behavioral continuity than utilitarian efficiency alone.

From a theoretical standpoint, these findings strongly support the SDL perspective,
where value is not embedded in the customized product itself but emerges through cus-
tomers’ active participation and use experiences [20]. Trust in the e-vendor functions as
a critical enabling condition that allows customers to engage in this value co-creation
process. Without sufficient trust, participation and thus value formation remain con-
strained. Moreover, the stronger mediating roles of uniqueness and self-expressiveness
values highlight the importance of symbolic and identity-based mechanisms in customiza-
tion contexts. These findings are consistent with psychological ownership and self-concept
theories [14,38], suggesting that repeat purchase intention is driven less by functional
optimization and more by the extent to which customized products become extensions of
the self.

By exploring the factors that influence utilitarian value, uniqueness value, and self-
expressiveness value and the impacts of these value components simultaneously on repeat
purchase intentions, this study addresses previously unexamined gaps in the literature
and contributes to a more holistic understanding of value formation and behavioral out-
comes in online customization contexts. A key strength of the proposed model lies in its
process-oriented structure, which simultaneously captures relational antecedents (trust),
behavioral mechanisms (participation), and multidimensional value outcomes within a
single framework. Unlike prior customization research that predominantly focuses on
isolated dyadic relationships, the model integrates these constructs into an explanatory
mechanism, thereby providing a more holistic understanding of how value is formed in
online co-creation environments. Another strength of the model is its multidimensional
conceptualization of customized product value, allowing functional and symbolic value
dimensions to be examined concurrently rather than independently. This enables a more
nuanced interpretation of consumer behavior by revealing that identity-related value
outcomes may play a stronger role than purely utilitarian benefits in driving repeat pur-
chase intention. Furthermore, by positioning participation as a process-based mechanism
rather than a simple antecedent, the model advances theoretical integration across trust,
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co-creation, and consumer value literature and offers a framework that can be extended to
diverse digital customization contexts.

5.2. Theoretical and Practical Implications

The findings of this study offer both theoretical and practical implications. From a
theoretical perspective, this study contributes to the pertinent literature in three important
ways. First, it extends SDL by empirically demonstrating that trust functions as an enabling
condition that transforms customer participation into multidimensional value creation
within online customization contexts. Second, the findings advance research on customized
product value by showing that uniqueness and self-expressiveness—rather than purely
utilitarian benefits—play a more central role in driving repeat purchase intention, thereby
supporting psychological ownership and self-concept perspectives. Third, by conceptualiz-
ing participation as a process-based mechanism linking trust to value formation, the study
moves beyond fragmented dyadic relationships and offers a more integrated explanation
of value creation in digital co-creation environments.

From a practical standpoint, several managerial implications emerge. First and fore-
most, trust in e-vendors is a foundational driver of both participation in customization and
perceptions of customized product value. This underscores the necessity of cultivating a
trustworthy digital environment that minimizes perceived risk and increases customers’
willingness to invest time, effort, and personal information in the customization process.
Managers should therefore prioritize robust data protection practices, transparent privacy
policies, and secure technological infrastructures. Concrete actions—such as displaying rec-
ognized security certificates, providing clear explanations of how customer data are used,
implementing multi-layer encryption, and ensuring reliable platform performance—can
strengthen customers’ perceptions of vendor integrity and competence.

Beyond security, trust is also reinforced through consistent operational reliability.
Firms must deliver on all promises related to the customization experience, including
product quality, delivery accuracy, and the faithfulness of custom configurations. Fulfilling
these expectations not only reduces uncertainty but also enhances customers’ confidence
in their ability to achieve the desired outcome through customization. In a digital market-
place where word-of-mouth spreads rapidly and reputational damage can occur instantly,
maintaining high levels of transparency, consistency, and accountability becomes essential
for sustaining customer engagement and loyalty.

Second, and more strategically, firms should recognize that the strategic value of cus-
tomization lies not merely in enabling functional fit but in facilitating identity expression
and perceived uniqueness. Customization interfaces that emphasize creative freedom,
visibility of personalized outcomes, and symbolic differentiation may therefore be more
effective in fostering long-term customer relationships than those focused primarily on effi-
ciency or convenience. Beyond general interface improvements, managers may introduce
design-history tracking, personalized creator badges, or shareable customization galleries
that reinforce psychological ownership and uniqueness perceptions. In addition, real-time
privacy indicators and transparent data-use cues embedded within the customization
interface can strengthen trust at the moment of participation, thereby increasing customers’
willingness to invest effort and disclose preferences. These design-oriented measures trans-
late participation into psychologically meaningful value, which our findings suggest is a
stronger driver of repeat purchase than purely functional optimization.

Third, managers should ensure that customers can clearly obtain utilitarian, unique-
ness, and self-expressiveness values through their participation in the customization pro-
cess. When customers experience functional benefits, feel that the product reflects their
individuality, and perceive that the final outcome aligns with their self-concept, they are
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more inclined to share these positive experiences publicly via tweets, posts, reviews, or
user-generated videos. Such organic, customer-driven communication acts as powerful so-
cial proof, amplifying the visibility of the co-creation value process and signaling credibility
to prospective buyers who may be hesitant or inexperienced with customization. E-vendors
can further leverage this effect by curating and disseminating customer testimonials or
customization showcase videos on social media provided that explicit customer consent is
obtained. This practice not only reinforces trust but also encourages prospective prosumers
to initiate or repeat purchases.

Finally, firms should continuously invest in modern, intuitive, and user-friendly con-
figuration tools. Advanced interface features such as real-time 3D previews, drag-and-drop
customization, guided recommendations, and mobile-friendly configurators can signifi-
cantly enhance customers’ ability to design products that match their aesthetic preferences
and functional needs. A seamless customization environment reduces cognitive effort,
increases perceived value, and strengthens the overall co-creation experience. By enabling
customers to effortlessly create products that feel meaningful and personally expressive,
companies can more effectively deliver the value outcomes that drive satisfaction and
repeat purchase intention.

5.3. Limitations and Future Research

Several limitations of the present study should be acknowledged, as they provide
fruitful directions for future research. First, the study relied on cross-sectional data, which
restricted the ability to draw definitive causal inferences. Although the proposed relation-
ships are theoretically grounded and empirically supported, future research would benefit
from longitudinal or experimental designs that can more rigorously establish temporal
precedence and causality. Second, although purposive sampling was necessary to ensure
participants’ prior experiences with online customization, and multiple recruitment chan-
nels were used to mitigate potential self-selection bias, such bias cannot be entirely ruled
out. Future research may therefore employ experimental or longitudinal designs to further
address potential self-selection effects and examine the stability of participation–value–
outcome relationships over time.

Third, prior experience with online customization may play an important role in
shaping how prosumers evaluate and respond to customized product value. For example,
the influence of uniqueness value on repeat purchase intention may differ between highly
experienced and inexperienced users. Incorporating prior experience as a moderating
variable could therefore enhance the explanatory power of future models and provide
deeper insight into the current literature. Fourth, while the data were collected in Türkiye,
this study does not aim to provide population-level generalizations. Rather, it focuses on
examining process-oriented relationships between trust, participation, and value creation,
which are theoretically grounded and not inherently context-specific. Nevertheless, future
research could test the proposed model across different cultural and institutional contexts
to further assess its boundary conditions.

Finally, although the study captures online customization experiences across multiple
product categories, category-specific differences were not explicitly examined. Neverthe-
less, we recognize category-specific variation as an important direction for future research,
as customization processes and value perceptions may differ depending on product in-
volvement, complexity, or symbolic relevance. In closing, at a time of changing digitalized
market environment where prosumers are highly involved in the co-creation value process,
the issues we highlighted above should remain as a research priority.
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