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Abstract. Firms offering high product variety and custoniizat
can paradoxically experience a loss of sales becaustomers feel
overwhelmed by the number of product configuratiaffered.
Sales configurators may be a solution for avoidinig paradox,
but relatively few studies have focused on the attaristics they
should have in order to overcome this problem. Harrhore,
empirical  investigation on the effectiveness of
recommendations made by these studies has beeeréihty the
lack of psychometrically sound measurement itemd scales.
This paper conceptualizes, develops and validateschpabilities
that sales configurators should deploy in ordeavtoid the product
variety paradox: namely, focused navigation, flexibhavigation,
easy comparison, benefit-cost communication, anet-iendly
product-space description capabilites. The measene
instrument is hoped to support advancements in testbarch and
practice.

1 INTRODUCTION

Many firms in diverse industries are increasing pheduct variety
and customization offered to their customers [18Y. giving
customers exactly what they want, or at least soimgtcloser to
their ideal product solutions, companies expectg&n higher
market shares and/or to be able to charge highieeg(4, 5],
thereby increasing revenues.

There is a risk, however, that a strategy of progualiferation
and customization backfires, leading to lower ratthen greater
revenues, as increasingly suggested in literathtgl]. Potential
customers, for example, may feel so confused ardahelmed by
the number of product configurations offered byacanpany that
they choose not to make a choice at all [6] andctihrapany loses
potential sales. Firms offering product variety andtomization
may therefore experience what has been termed phedtict
variety paradox” [12]: offering more product vayietand
customization in an attempt to increase sales pareally results
in a loss of sales.

An important role in alleviating the risk of expamcing this
paradox can be played by sales configurators []2-Adsales
configurator is a subtype of software-based expgstems (or
knowledge-based systems) with a focus on the @#osl of each
customer’s idiosyncratic needs into complete antdidvaales
specifications of the product solution that bes$ those needs
within a company’s product offer [15, 16]. The famdental
functions of a sales configurator include presentncompany’s
product space, meant as the set of product sotutibat a firm
offers [17], and guiding customers in the generatio selection of
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a product variant within that space, thus preventirtonsistent or
unfeasible product characteristics from being d=firj14, 18].
Additional functionalities of a sales configuratamray include
providing real-time information on price and/orisety terms of a
product variant, making quotations [19, 20] andoramending a

theproduct solution that can be further altered [1Bales

configurators may be stand-alone applications odutes of other
applications, known as product configurators, whscipport both
sales specifications and the creation of produth dacessary to
build the product variant requested by the custosweh as bill of
materials, production sequence, etc. [21].

Many studies on sales configurators and, more gépeon
product configurators have investigated technicalapplication
development issues, such as the modeling of canafiigun
knowledge or the algorithms to make configuratastdr and more
accurate [e.g., 22, 23-28]. Many other studies hprevided
detailed accounts of the introduction and use adrdigurator in a
single company, focusing mainly on implementatidraltenges
and operational performance outcomes from the cagpa
perspective [e.g., 19, 20, 29, 30-32]. In this yeiarge-scale
hypothesis-testing studies on the effects of prbdwnfigurator
use on a firm’'s operational performance have régampeared as
well [33, 34].

Instead, less attention has been given in litegator which
characteristics of sales configurators reduce ffatenvolved in
the specification process and drive users’ satisfiacwith this
process [14], thereby alleviating the risk that pames experience
the product variety paradox [12]. In particulare tampirical study
of how sales configurators should be designed $e #ze customer
decision process and to increase configuration ga®celated
value for the customer is still in its infancy [185]. To help
narrow this research gap, the present paper caraligas,
develops and validates five sales configurator lodifias that are
expected to motivate and facilitate further empirimvestigation
in the field.

2 BACKGROUND

Literature has suggested several mechanisms thaéxgaain the
product variety paradox [11]. In particular, fountér-related
mechanisms link product variety and customizatian the
difficulty experienced by potential customers innfiguring the
product solutions that best fit their needs witliincompany’'s
product space. Difficulty in the decision procesaynbecome a
criterion for the potential customer’s evaluatiohtbe decision
outcome itself [9, 11, 36, 37], leading to lowetisfaction with the



configured products and, eventually, reduced vgtiess to make a
purchase [9, 11].

A first explanation for the product variety paradoelies on
choice complexity, defined as the amount of infdiora
processing necessary to make a decision [9]. Adyatovariety
and customization increase, so too does choice leaityp since
more alternatives have to be processed in orderafpotential
customer to make a decision based on rational gttion. The
amount of information processing is a widely acktemlged source
of decision difficulty [38]. If potential customesse provided with
“too much” information at a given time, such thaekceeds their
processing limits, information overload occurs [3Bjformation
overload, in turn, may lead potential customerschoose from
competing brands that do not require such cognéf@rt [5] thus
reducing the company’s revenues.

A related explanation for the product variety pavadelies on
anticipation of post-decisional regret, which is cagnitively
determined negative emotion that individuals ex@eré when
realizing or imagining that their present situatisould have been
better, had they acted differently [40]. When clommplexity
becomes excessive, potential customers may becarakleu to
invest the requisite time and effort in seeking biest option for
them, thus basing their decision on heuristics twhieduce
information processing demands by ignoring potdgtieelevant
information [38, 41, 42]. Furthermore, potentialstamers may
have uncertain preferences because of poorly desélo
preferences or poor insight into their preferengs44]. When
potential customers are unable to engage in rdtiopimization
and/or have uncertain preferences, they may aatiipthe
possibility of post-decisional regret, due to pdibrbetween the
selected product configuration and their preferer@e 8, 45], and
try to minimize this possibility during the decisiprocess [8, 45].
This goal makes their decision processes morecdiffi7] and
may lead them to delay their purchase decisiondqJor to prefer
a standard product to a customized one [8].

A third related explanation for the product varipgradox relies
on responsibility felt by potential customers foaking a good
decision. As product variety and customization éase, potential
customers feel more responsible for their choiga®&n the greater
opportunity of finding the very best option for thd7, 11]. These
enhanced feelings of responsibility promote anétgd regret, as
subjectively important decisions, for which indivals feel more
responsible, will result in more intense post-deaial regret when
things go awry [40, 45]. By amplifying anticipateggret and the
resulting decision difficulty, responsibility for aking a good
decision magnifies the negative impact of choicengiexity on
customers’ willingness to make a purchase.

Finally, a fourth mechanism relating product varieand
customization to decision difficulty relies on cheif between
product attributes that are highly valued by patgrdustomers [5,
9, 38, 46]. To increase product variety and custation,
companies need to broaden the range of produdbidatis on
which they allow their potential customers to makehoice [47].
As the number of product-differentiation attributesreases, so
too does the likelihood that potential customengeha face trade-
offs among attractive attributes. This happens tmeaffering all
the possible combinations of all the different lsvef the various
product-differentiation attributes may be economhjcanfeasible,
owing to insufficient manufacturing process flektlyi and limited
product modularity [48]. Explicit trade-offs amonattractive
attributes not only increase the cognitive effoetquired of

potential customers to process all of the availatfiermation [5],

but also cause potential customers to experiengative emotions
such as anticipated regret [5]. This happens becdreie-off

resolution involves consideration of potential untea

consequences and threatens one’s reputation céstedm as a
decision maker [49]. These negative emotions arethan

mechanism that increase subjective experiencehofce task
difficulty [9] and decreased satisfaction with tbleosen product
[11], thus explaining the product variety paradox.

3 CONSTRUCT DEVELOPMENT

In the following subsections, we propose five satesfigurator
capabilities that help companies avoid the prodaciety paradox
by hindering operation of at least one of the madms outlined
in the previous section. These capabilities weeatified based on
a comprehensive literature review and the authexperience in
the design and implementation of product configansat
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We define focused navigation capability as theitgbib quickly
focus a potential customer’s search on a produatesgubset that
contains the product configuration that best matctms/her
idiosyncratic needs. A fundamental way of improvifarused
navigation capability is to allow potential custasi¢o sequence
their choices on product-differentiation attributtem the least
uncertain choice to the most uncertain one [12]s Thbecause, in
relation to the attribute being considered, a qustts preferences
may be more or less uncertain [43] and preferencentainty is an
antecedent of anticipated regret [8, 50]. If thestomer’s early
choices are those for which his/her preferencebesedeveloped,
then he/she is enabled to narrow down the searck mackly, as
anticipated regret associated with those choices loiser.
Noteworthy, a prerequisite for this way of struatgr the
customer-company interaction is the by-attributespntation of
the company’s product space, meaning that the mestis asked
which value he/she prefers for each product-difféation
attribute instead of being required to choose faomong a set of
fully-specified product configurations, as happemith the by-
alternative presentation [6]. Another option to amte focused
navigation capability is to provide one or moratitg points, that
is, initial product configurations close to the tmmser’'s ideal
solution and that may be further altered [13]. tBigrpoints can be
recommended with little or no effort on the custosgart, based
on his/her past purchases and/or customer inpwtetoimg simple
demographics, intended product usage and his/letrdeseloped
preferences [26, 51]. Noteworthy, this solution uiees
complementing the by-attribute presentation of pheduct space
with the by-alternative presentation.

Focused navigation capability helps avoid the pebdiariety
paradox by reducing choice complexity and by mitiga
anticipated regret. A sales configurator with thapability does
not force potential customers to go through anduate a number
of product options that they regard as certainBppropriate for
themselves. Therefore, this capability reduces ameount of
information processing necessary to make a decisiithout
potential customers experiencing anticipated ref@.e40, 45, 50].
Furthermore, by quickly reducing the size of tharsk problem,
this capability enables potential customers to shwveore time and
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effort in exploring the product options for whidhetr preferences
are less certain. Potential customers can learre rmbout both
these options and the value they would derive frtmem,

especially when focused navigation capability isnptemented
with the capabilities discussed in the subsequetions. In

addition, a potential customer can rely on moreetzonsuming,
compensatory decision strategies for the resolutibbetween-
attribute conflicts [42], thus being more confidé¢hat the chosen
solution is the one that best fits his/her needkiwithe company’s
product space. Reduced uncertainty on the supeitioof fthe

selected product configuration with the customersferences, in
turn, translates into less anticipated regret [45].

3.2

We define benefit-cost communication capabilityttzs ability to
effectively communicate the consequences of théadla choice
options both in terms of what the customer getadhts) and in
terms of what the customer gives (monetary and mom@tary
costs). A fundamental way of improving
communication capability is to explain what potahtheeds a
given choice option contributes to fulfill and that extent it does
so [12]. This is especially important when choigeians involve
design parameters of the product, such as spefisaof product
components, because potential customers are ofiznaito relate
design parameters to satisfaction of user needs Bk®ides the
benefits, it is also important to communicate manetand
nonmonetary costs of each option, for example Ispldying the
prices of the individual product components fromoam which
potential customers can choose or by warning piaiectistomers
that certain options imply longer delivery lead-¢is{12].

Benefit-cost communication capability helps avoid firoduct
variety paradox by mitigating anticipated regretridg the sales
configuration process, potential customers seelrtticipate the
value they will perceive from consumption of theoguct being
configured [54]. Perceived product value is definad the
customer’s “overall assessment of the utility gfraduct based on
perceptions of what is received and what is givisB: 14]. By
delivering clear pre-purchase feedback on the ®ffaaf the
available choice options, a sales configurator Wwithh benefit-cost
communication capability fosters potential custashdearning
about the value they would derive from these opsti&@®, 57]. This
learning process makes a potential customer monéidemt that
the product configuration he/she has selecteddsotie that best
fits his/her needs within the company’s productcepaReduced
uncertainty on the superior fit of the chosen paoidionfiguration
with the customer’s preferences, in turn, translabeto less
anticipated regret [45], thus lowering choice td#kculty [7].

At the same time, however, higher benefit-cost comication
capability may lead to greater choice complexitythwnegative
effects on decision difficulty. For instance, inidival pricing of the
available choice options may make cost-benefitetraiis more
salient and, hence, may increase information peitgsdemands
[58]. To fully realize the potential advantages lxénefit-cost
communication capability, therefore, this capapiliteeds to be
complemented with the focused navigation one, whimhers
choice complexity by quickly reducing the size & tsearch
problem for potential customers. As a result, #erhing process
enabled by benefit-cost communication capabilityufes only on
those choice options for which potential customprsferences are

Benefit-cost communication capability

less certain and, thus, the possible negative teffef this
capability on choice complexity are mitigated.
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We define flexible navigation capability as theli@pito minimize
the effort required of a potential customer to mMypdi product
configuration that he/she has previously createdsocurrently
creating. A fundamental way of improving flexibleavigation
capability is to allow sales configurator usersi@ange the choice
made at any previous step of the configuration gsecwithout
having to start it over again [13]. Furthermorggeafthanging the
choice made at a given step, potential customeosildhnot be
required to go through all the subsequent steptoupe current
one. Instead, they should be asked to revise dwget choices, if
any, that are no longer valid because of the chéimgge have just
made [59]. Another option to enhance flexible nation
capability is to allow potential customers engageaonfiguring
their products to bookmark their works [13],to indiately recover
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benefit-costa previous configuration in the case that they aiedo reject the

newly-created one.

Flexible navigation capability helps avoid the prodvariety
paradox by mitigating anticipated regret. A salesfigurator with
this capability enables potential customers to kjyiecnake and
undo changes to previously created product cordigurs.
Consequently, the number of product solutions a riate
customer can explore in the time span he/she Imgilo devote to
the sales configuration task is larger. Stated retise, potential
customers can conduct more trial-and-error testeviduate the
effects of initial choices made and to improve ugloem. Trial-
and-error experimentation promotes potential custshlearning
about the value they would derive from the prodbeting
configured [56, 57], especially when flexible naatign capability
is complemented with the benefit-cost communicatioe as well
as those discussed in the subsequent sectionsle@hing process
makes potential customers more confident that thedyst
configuration they have selected is the one thst fits their needs
within the company’s product space. This, in turanslates into
less anticipated regret for the customer [45].
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We define easy comparison capability as the abibtyninimize
the effort required of a potential customer to careppreviously
created product configurations. A fundamental waymproving
easy comparison capability is to allow potentiadtomers to save
a product configuration they have just created athen, to
compare previously saved configurations side-bg-&dthe same
screen [13]. The advantages of providing an ovengé previous
configurations can be enhanced by highlighting comafities and
differences among them, especially if the salesfigoration
process involves many choices. In this manner, tenpial
customer can immediately understand, for exampléichw
configuration choices have caused the price or hteitfference
between two configurations he/she is comparing.tAeosolution
to enhance easy comparison capability is to radkfopreviously
created configurations in terms of fit to the casto's preferences
or profile [43]. This can be accomplished withlditor no effort on
the customer’'s part, based on his/her past purshasel/or
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customer input concerning simple demographicsnited product
usage and his/her best developed preferencesIP6, 5

Easy comparison capability helps avoid the produatiety
paradox by reducing choice complexity and by mittiga
anticipated regret. A sales configurator with tbépability fosters
potential customers’ learning about the value th@uld derive
from consumption of the product being configuretlisThappens
because, in assessing the value of a particuladuptosolution,
customers tend to rely on comparisons with oth@rdtives that
are currently available or that have been encoedtér the past
[43, 60]. In particular, the possibility of easitpmparing complete
product configurations is of greatest assistanceenwiglobal
performance characteristics, which arise from theysjtal
properties of most if not all of the product compots [48], are
important to potential customers. In brief, easymparison
capability gives potential customers practice atal@ating
alternative configurations and provides anchorstfier evaluative
process [6]. Consequently, potential customers im@reheir
confidence that the configuration they have evdhtiselected is
the one that best fits their needs within the camgjzaproduct
space. In turn, reduced uncertainty on the supétiof the chosen
product configuration with the customer’'s prefeendranslates
into less anticipated regret [45]. A sales configar with high
easy comparison capability also alleviates chomepiexity, by
reducing information processing necessary to makaparisons.
Potential customers do not need to rely on theiitdid working
memory to recover configurations they have previouseated.
Moreover, potential customers do not need to relyheir limited
computational abilities to decompose the configaret they want
to compare to find out similarities and differene@song them.

35 User-friendly product-space description

capability

We define user-friendly product-space descriptiapability as the
ability to adapt the product space descriptionte heeds and
abilities of different potential customers, as wadl to different
contexts of use. One way of improving user-friengilgduct-space
description capability is to employ content addptatechniques
[cf. 61] to provide optional detailed informatiomnaining to the
available choice options. In this manner, potertigdtomers with
higher involvement for the product, who are mortetiested in
acquiring product information [62], are allowed kearn more
about the choice options for which their prefereanaee less
developed. Conversely, customers with lower invmigat, who
feel less responsible for making a good decisiosy, [4re not
forced to process product information they areintgrested in. In
this respect, a promising approach is to desigrtimedlia-based
interfaces that enable potential customers to enadri rich

information and explanations about specific prochats/features
without breaking the continuity of their product atation

processes [63]. Another option to enhance usemdheproduct-
space description capability is to adapt infornmatioontent
presented to potential customers according to tiv@r knowledge
about the product [13, 52]. Particularly, novicestaimers should
be allowed to use a needs-based interface, whereathilable
choice options involve desired product performaace functions,
while expert customers should be enabled to emalpgrameter-
based interface, where the available choice opiiociside design
parameters such as specifications of product coemerf12, 64].

User-friendly product-space description capabiliglps avoid
the product variety paradox by reducing choice dexify and by
mitigating anticipated regret. A sales configurati@ploying this
capability provides potential customers with thefoimation
content they value most according to their indiaidu
characteristics or usage contexts and does noebatbers with
communications they do not need [52]. In additi@n,sales
configurator with this capability augments or sWwiés modalities
of presentation of the same information conterdguioh a way that
each individual user’s information processing iharced [67]. By
tailoring both information content and informatidarmat, this
capability reduces information overload and ea$es dustomer
decision process [68-70]. In particular, this calitgballows for
aligning the way in which the product space is gnésd to a
potential customer with the way in which he/shabe or willing
to express his/her requirements [56, 57]. As pa@krustomers
interact with a sales configurator in their custoyrianguage, they
become able to assess the fit of the configuredymtowith their
needs more easily and in less time [71]. This mehat once a
potential customer has selected his/her most pesfeproduct
configuration, he/she is more confident that theseim solution is
the one that best fits his/her needs within the pamy’'s product
space. Reduced uncertainty on the superior fit ef sklected
product configuration with the customer’s prefems)cin turn,
translates into less anticipated regret [45].

4 MEASURESDEVELOPMENT AND
VALIDATION

We adopted a comprehensive, multi-step approach tfer

development, refinement and validation of the sal@sfigurator

capabilities measures. First, we generated a figems based on
both the relevant literature and subject mattereetsp advice in

order to ensure content validity of our instrumefhen, these
items were reviewed by a focus group and througjela pretest,

to reduce redundancy and ambiguity. Subsequentyassessed
and improved the reliability and the validity ofettnstrument by
means of a Q-sort procedure. Finally, the resultjngstionnaire
(items are listed in Appendix A) was used to vakdaur measures,
using large-scale data to assess the quality of nteasures
following the guidelines of O'Leary-Kelly and Volar [72].

4.1

The items for the five sales configurator capab8it were
generated based upon the relevant literature, ththoes’
experience in industry, and extensive interviewthwaractitioners
involved with the development and use of salesigardtors. All
the items were measured by means of a 7-point Ldcale. We
used only positive statements, as negatively worpegstions with
an agree-disagree response format are often ceggittomplex
[73] and may be a source of method bias [74].

Then, the items were reviewed by a focus grouphopsople
with different experiences and perceptions relatice sales
configuration, who were questioned about the appatgness and
completeness of the instrument. Moreover, to rapi@as closely
as possible data collection procedures to be usedri large-scale
study, we pretested the instrument with 20 engingestudents
from our university, who were asked to comment oy problems
encountered while responding, such as interpretadifficulties,
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faulty instructions, typos, item redundancies, éased on the
feedback from the focus group and field pretestiegundant and
ambiguous items were either modified or eliminatéshally, the

resulting instrument was evaluated through a Qsatedure for
establishing tentative indications of construct idiggf and

reliability [75]. Each of ten practitioners who aegperienced in
developing or using sales configurators was giveuastionnaire
containing short descriptions of the proposed citifiab, together
with a randomized list of the items. Subsequerttigse expert
judges were asked to assign each item to one @& obtine defined
capabilities. All the items were placed in the &rgonstruct by at
least 75% of the judges and, therefore, were redafar our large-
scale study [54].

4.2 Sample and data collection

Each of the proposed sales configurator capalsilitidicates a
fundamental benefit that potential customers shoargerience
during the sales configuration process if the pobduariety
paradox is to be avoided. Consistent with the cidipaperspective
of routines, which sees routines as a “black b@6][ we do not
focus on how such benefits are delivered, but ratire their
purpose or motivation. Accordingly, to measure phgposed sales
configurator capabilities, we needed to collectadan sales
configurations experiences made by potential custemsing sales
configurators. Specifically, data for our largelscatudy were
gathered on a sample of 630 sales configuratioeréxpces made
by 63 engineering students at the authors’ unisefsige range:
24-27; 29% females) using Web-based sales configpsrafor
consumer goods. As a result, our data are biastayam of young,
male, and fairly adept persons who are familiahwite Internet.
At the same time, however, young people adept iagusternet
also represent the majority of business-to-consursates
configurator users [35, 78].

The Web-based sales configurators used in the dardgly
varied in the graphical solutions deployed, in doenplexity and
length of the configuration process, and also ia $ize of the
configuration space. They ranged from shoes cordigus, where
the customer could personalize simple productbattes (such as
the colors of various parts of the product) withitually no
constrains, to cars configurators, where the custdrad to choose
among a set of predefined options with complex catibpity rules
among them. Such differences in the selected salefigurators
increased the variance of the sales configurat@galulities
observed in our sample.

Each participant was pre-assigned 10 of these Vdebebsales
configurators. We assigned these configurators renggwariance
in the sales configurators capabilities to whicbheparticipant was
exposed. Further, we ensured variance in the ievoént of each
participant in the products he/she had to configareiding the
assignment of products not of interest to him/ledlaParticipants
were then asked to configure a product on all thesbsites,
according to their individual needs, and to fillt @questionnaire
to rate the capabilities of each configurator.

4.3 I nstrument validation

We decided to control for possible effects of maptnts’
characteristics before assessing the psychometipepties of our
measurement scales. Consequently, consistent with gtudies

[79], we regressed our 17 indicators on 63 dummeégsesenting
the participants in our study and used the stamEddresiduals
from this linear, ordinary least square regressmmulel as our data
in all the subsequent analyses.

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was employed &sess
unidimensionality, convergent validity, discrimiravalidity, and
reliability of our measurement scales. In particulwe used
LISREL 8.80 to conduct the analysis, with maximukelihood
estimation of the parameters in the model (factadings of the
measurement items on their respective latent aaetstr
measurement errors, variance and covariance of ldent
constructs). We estimated an a priori measuremerehwhere
the empirical indicators were restricted to loadtloa latent factor
they were intended to measure. This model showed §bindices
(RMSEA (90% Cl)= 0.047 (0.040; 0.054@/df (df) = 2.39 (109),
CFI=0.991, NFI=0.984), meaning that our hypothesifactor
structure reproduced the sample data well. Inspectf the
standardized factor loadings further indicated teath of them
was in its anticipated direction (i.e., positiverrespondences
between latent constructs and their posited indisat was greater
than 0.50, and was statistically significant at ©€Q. Altogether,
these results suggested unidimensionality and gomd/ergent
validity of our measurement scales [80-83]. Unidisienality
implies that a set of empirical indicators refleae, as opposed to
more than one, underlying latent factor. Convergealidity
ensures that the multiple items used as indicatbra construct
significantly converge, or covary. Discriminant idily, which
measures the extent to which the individual itefrs construct are
unique and do not measure other constructs, wesltasing [84]’s
procedure. For each latent construct, the squateofadhe average
variance extracted (AVE) exceeded the correlatiath wall the
other latent variables, thereby suggesting that measurement
scales represent distinct latent variables [84].idRéity of a
measurement scale, in turn, is established when vir&ance
captured by the underlying latent factor is sigmwifitly larger than
that captured by the error components. This waesassl using
both AVE and the Werts, Linn, and Joreskog (WLJjnposite
reliability method [85]. All the WLJ composite rebilty values
were greater than 0.70 and all the AVE scores ebanbed.50,
indicating that a large amount of the varianceaptared by each
latent construct rather than due to measuremeuot &4, 86].

Finally, we examined the predictive validity of oconstructs
by determining whether they exhibit relationshipsthwother
constructs in accordance with theory [87]. Our psmul sales
configurator capabilities are posited to help firmid the risk
that offering more product variety and customizatio increase
sales, paradoxically results in a loss of salesofdingly, these
capabilities are hypothesized to positively infloerboth choice
satisfaction (measured as in [9]) and purchasatioie (measured
following [88]). The structural model testing thgpotheses that
the proposed sales configurator capabilities paditi influence
both choice satisfaction and purchase intentioayeld a good fit
to the data: RMSEA (90% CI) = 0.0432 (0.0372; 0.0493/df
(df) = 2.18 (169), CFI=0.993, NFI=0.987. All the patoefficients
are positive and statistically significant, indiogt that each of the
five sales configurator capabilities has a sigaificpositive effect
on both choice satisfaction and purchase inten@ma thus
establishing the predictive validity of our constsi
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Drawing upon prior research concerning sales cardigrs and
the customer decision process, the present papeeptualizes
five capabilities that sales configurators shoudghldy in order to
help avoid the product variety paradox: namely, ufed
navigation, flexible navigation, easy comparisorendfit-cost
communication, and user-friendly product-space rigtson
capabilities. Overall, these capabilities suppatspnalization of
the sales configuration experience according tch @adividual
user’s characteristics and context of usage. Beoeéit
communication capability combined with user-frigngiroduct-
space description capability supports personatinatin the content
and presentation levels [cf. 89], while focusedigation, flexible
navigation, and easy comparison capabilities
personalization on the interaction level [cf. 8Bgrsonalization of
the sales configuration experience is essentidduitd successful
sales configurators, which improve fit between celé product
configuration and customer needs while limitingreheeffort [cf.
89, 90]. The ultimate goal would be to simulate #uaptive and
heuristic behavior that makes salespeople effectivé aids in
improving both the shopping experience and thel fpraduct
choice [91, 92].

Another contribution of this study is the developmeand
validation of an instrument to measure the proposet of
capabilities. The instrument was rigorously tesfed content
validity, unidimensionality, convergent validity, isdriminant
validity, predictive validity, and reliability. lparticular, we found
that each of the proposed capabilities signifigaptliedicts both
choice satisfaction and purchase intention, in &toeith the
theoretical argument that these capabilities hefpdathe product
variety paradox. Admittedly, our large-scale vadtida study
involved hypothetical rather than real purchaseegrpces, only
focused on sales configurators for consumer goedsl used
students as subjects for research. Therefore,éfigtudies should
strengthen the proposed instrument through a sefiesfinements
and tests across different populations and settingtuding truly
representative samples of potential customerss sadafigurators
for industrial goods, etc. In business-to-businesstexts, for
instance, the set of relevant sales configuratqraloiities for
avoiding the product variety paradox should be meitered. For
technical and complex products, such as machiitemyay happen
that all configurator users are experts with deepwkedge of the
specific product. In such a context, user-frienghpduct-space
description capability might be less relevant.

Though conscious that development
instrument is an ongoing process [93], we believe instrument
will be a useful diagnostic and benchmarking tam éompanies
seeking to assess their sales configurators totifgeareas of
improvement in order to ease the customer decisioness and to
increase his/her process-related value. This whald companies
reduce the risk of developing high product and esses internal
competences but still experiencing a loss of salesause
customers feel confused and overwhelmed by the eunab
product configurations they are offered.

Further, we believe the instrument developed is grdper will
be of use to researchers not only as a basis forement and
extension, but also directly. Future studies caldslelop and test
hypotheses linking the proposed capabilities to theious
dimensions of the value of customization that haeen discussed
in literature [35, 54, 78]. In particular, furthessearch is needed to
empirically investigate complementarities among fm®posed
capabilities, meaning that the effects of one ciipaton the

suppor,

of a measurement

customer perceived value of customization is reaed by another
capability, as our paper suggests.
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APPENDIX A

Benefit-cost communication capabititfd) Thanks to this system, |
understood how the various choice options influgheevalue that

this product has for me. (2)Thanks to this systemgalized the
advantages and drawbacks of each of the optiomsl Ith choose
from. (3) This system made me exactly understandt whlue the
product | was configuring had for me.

Easy comparison capability(1) The system enables easy
comparison of product configurations previouslyateel by the
user. (2) The system lets you easily understandt wheviously
created configurations have in common. (3) Theesgysenables
side-by-side comparison of the details of previpusiaved
configurations. (4) The systems lets you easily austind the
differences between previously created configunatio

User-friendly product-space description capabilift) The
system gives an adequate presentation of the clugiiens for
when you are in a hurry, as well as when you haneigh time to
go into the details. (2) The product features adeqaately
presented for the user who just wants to find dadua them, as
well as for the user who wants to go into spedifitails. (3) The
choice options are adequately presented for bathettpert and
inexpert user of the product.

Flexible navigation capability(1) The system enables you to
change some of the choices you have previously rdadag the
configuration process without having to start iepggain. (2) With
this system, it takes very little effort to modiffle choices you
have previously made during the configuration pssc€3) Once
you have completed the configuration process,ixsem enables
you to quickly change any choice made during thatess.

Focused navigation capability(1) The system made me
immediately understand which way to go to find whateded. (2)
The system enabled me to quickly eliminate from thier
consideration everything that was not interestingne at all. (3)
The system immediately led me to what was moreréstang to

me. (4) This system quickly leads the user to ttsusations that
best meet his/her requirements.
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