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Choose As Much as You Wish: 
Freedom Cues in the Marketplace Help Consumers Feel More Satisfied with What They Choose and Improve Customer Experience 

		Supplemental Material	
Main Experiment (Reusable Face Masks Process-Tracing Experiment) 
	We provide additional information on the study procedure, practice task, sample selection, FC condition, exploratory analyses of the impact of the FC on additional measures relevant to digital businesses in particular, and discussion about potential effects of mouse tracking on the decision process.
Additional Information on the Study Procedure
	The study was conducted in the UK during the second COVID-19 lockdown (November 2021). The data was collected by the company that programmed the mouse-tracking tool (expilab.com). The global eCommerce company who collaborated with us for this study (VistaPrint) provided us with high resolution images of the masks sold online. It assisted us with issuing a coupon to participants worth £200, redeemable on its website to buy the chosen masks and, if money was leftover, other goods as well. To ensure the choice set contained only highly attractive masks that our panelists would be interested in, we first pre-tested various masks in a small focus group of British consumers (results not reported here). We aimed to use only highly attractive masks because in the marketplace consumers who do not find a selection attractive leave the store without choosing. The focus group helped us select 30 masks highly attractive to the British public to use in our study. The attributes of the masks were all similar (of the same high quality, type, and certified protection according to the latest heath guidelines), except for textile pattern. In addition, VistaPrint made a 6% donation of amount spent to vulnerable people affected by the pandemic and this was communicated to all participants. A designer helped us design the FC message that appeared on the digital store.
Additional Information About Mouse Tracking 
After we designed the study, including the desired functionality of the experiment, we outsourced the programming and technical implementation of the experiment to Expilab Research (expilab.com), a professional behavioral research company specialized in programming complex online framed-field experiments (Harrison & List, 2004) and precise simulations of digital decision environments (online stores, price comparison websites, etc.). Given that the objective of our study was to trace a realistic choice of face masks in the context of a typical online store, we needed to track participants’ attention via mouse cursor tracing, but also mimic a real online facemask store. We chose to use Expilab’s platform instead of other tools such as Mouselab WEB (https://www.mouselabweb.org) or Qualtrics because it allowed us to overlay a real online facemask store with mouse-cursor tracing and place the experimental prompts (e.g., the pop-up of the FC & NC messages, explained in the Methods section) in the locations we required. In addition, in our experiments participants needed to be able to choose various quantities of each mask. Thus, we also needed to have a dropdown menu for allowing multiple choices of each mask, as participants could select from 0 to 10 units of each mask to reflect real stores. This is a crucial part of the experimental design as this functionality allows people not only to shop as in real life but to choose as much as they wish which is the main proposition of our research. Adding dropdown menus with various quantities to choose was not possible with existing mouse-tracking tools like Mouselab WEB, and professional programming and editing of the built-in code/structure of Mouselab would have been necessary. Instead of changing the existing built-in code, we opted for professional programming of the entire experiment including the mouse-tracking part.
We were also able to specify further requirements for the implementation of the experiment such as degree of transparency of the cells, duration (in ms) of the click (for it to be considered a click; see Method and pre-registration).
Technically, the experiment was built using Open Stack technologies (HTML, PHP, Javascript, CSS) with front- and back-end. Participants in the experiment interacted with the front-end of the platform in the form of an interactive website with mouse-tracing enabled on the practice test and the choice page (where the masks were displayed in a grid). The back-end functionality of Expilab’s platform defined the experimental logic and experimental flow of the web pages. The platform also allowed us to record all participants’ interactions with the web browser window and experimental stimuli. Just like with other mouse tracing tools, the user (participant) does not need to download plugins or other software and they could use any browser. 
Though mouse tracking and eye tracking converge on many aspects, previous research comparing these methods found that people sample more information in tasks using mouse tracking than they do with eye tracking (Lohse & Johnson, 1996). This difference increases with the complexity of the task and the number of items involved. Moreover, because in mouse tracking only one piece of information can be viewed at a time, the mouse-tracking method itself can affect the decision strategy. Mouse tracking increases the use of deliberate decision strategies rather than automatic processes (Glöckner & Betsch, 2008). While it is possible that mouse tracking promoted more deliberate decision making and inflated the absolute amount of information acquired and considered compared to a setting without mouse tracking, the panelists in our study used mouse tracking in both conditions so we do not believe that mouse tracking influenced the differences that we find between the two conditions.


Additional Information About the Practice Task
 	Before the start of the mask study, participants performed a practice task for an unrelated choice to familiarize themselves with the mouse-tracking method. Participants who did not perform the practice task correctly were not allowed to proceed to the actual choice task and left the study. Only participants who had a physical mouse (or touchpad on a laptop) were allowed to participate in the study. (Participation on tablets or phones was not possible due to the use of the mouse-tracking technique.)
Additional Information About How Freedom Cues Were Implemented 
	FCs were embedded throughout the online shopping journey. We used a “quote of the day” because this is common in online and offline retail environments in the UK to invite consumers in. The quote was displayed similarly to those in London Tube (metro) stations or on chalkboard street signs outside English shops and cafes. On the advice of a professional designer whom we consulted to ensure the feasibility and ease of our intervention, the FC message “Choose as many masks as you wish” was displayed in the Kalam cursive font (equivalent to Free Ink in Word). The NC message was programmed in the Open Sans font. Both are easy to read so the different fonts are not expected to have affected cognitive processing. Furthermore, all the rest of the website and button text was in identical font for the FC and NC conditions.  
Sample Selection 
	Similar to Iyengar and Lepper (2000), we recruited only consumers interested in reusable face masks. We opted in addition to recruit participants who satisfied three criteria: (a) aged 40-59 years (to continue our investigation with a non-student, general population and because it was found to be the age category that had a medium attitude toward facemasks (not the least and not the most willing to wear a mask; Haischer, et al., 2020), (b) British citizens, and (c) UK residents at the time of the study. 
	We opted for British living in the UK because: (a) choice and freedom can have different meanings in different countries/cultures (Markus & Schwartz, 2010) so having participants of different cultures could have added noise to the data; and (b) logistically, we needed to be sure that masks could be shipped to the lottery winner’s home, which during lockdown was only possible within the UK. 
	The panel provider recruited only people who satisfied the criteria above, but as a double check, we also added a filter to exclude (as per preregistration) anyone who did not satisfy the criteria. Further, we had an attention-check filter. The company who programmed the mouse-tracking tool gave us the data of all who passed the attention check, the three filters, and were not “speeders” (spent less than one minute on the experiment) (N = 804). Next we applied the other pre-registered exclusions (https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=hj4vd8). We included only those who (a) took the task seriously and “opened” at least one mask during the choice task, (b) had a mask attractiveness >= 5, and (c) took a reasonable amount of time to perform the task (more than 3 minutes). 
Subsidiary and Exploratory Measures
	For exploratory analysis, we assessed the following word of mouth measures adapted from Moore (2012): the likelihood for participants to return to the store, recommend the store, or share the shopping experience (responses: 1 = not at all to 9 = very much). We also asked participants whether they wished to participate in the lottery to be awarded the £200 coupon (“yes” or “no”). Some preferred not to for privacy reasons (as masks would need to be sent to their homes). For participants who said “yes,” we asked about willingness to win the lottery, happiness to wear the masks, and likelihood of wearing the masks (responses: 1 = not at all to 9 = very much). Finally, once the experiment was over, we asked whether participants would be willing to voluntarily answer an additional questionnaire (“yes” or “no”). Subjects were told that this additional questionnaire was not a part of the study for which they were paid and that answering the additional questionnaire would not affect their participation in the lottery but would help researchers collect more data. 

Subsidiary Results
In the main manuscript we have reported the absolute amount of time spent on both the choice task and the clicks. Here we provide a robustness check for these two measures using logged time instead of absolute time. The results are unchanged. We ran a regression with logged time as a dependent variable and condition as an independent variable (value 0 if FC, and 1 if NC). The total logged time spent (in secs) on the choice page did not differ for the FC and NC conditions (β = -0.03, p = .459), nor did it differ for time spent on clicks (β = ‑0.04, p = .364).  
We now describe the results from additional measures we collected to explore the impact of the FC on companies, rather than on consumers. Participants in the FC condition reported that they were marginally more likely to return to the store than those in the NC condition (MFC = 6.81, SD = 1.89; MNC = 6.55, SD = 2.04), t(667) = 1.68, p = .094, d = 0.13. We find no significant difference in the two other variables: likelihood of recommending the store (MFC = 6.74, SD = 1.87; MNC = 6.59, SD = 1.89), t(667) = 1.68, p = .303. d = 0.08 and likelihood of sharing information about the store (MFC= 5.77, SD = 2.50;  MNC = 5.48, SD = 2.48), t(667) = 1.49, p = .136, d = 0.12.  We find that the likelihood of returning becomes significant at 5% (p = .047) and the likelihood of sharing becomes significant at 10% (p = .068) if we use one-sided instead of two-sided tests. The TOSTs for these non-significant analyses suggest the results might be underpowered if the smallest effect size of interest were 0.25

When considering only participants who did not already own a mask by VistaPrint, we also find that FC participants are significantly more likely than NC participants to return to the store and to share information about the store. For participants who were new to the company, the FC had a significant effect on likelihood to return to the store (MFC = 6.89, SD = 1.86; MNC = 6.55, SD = 2.07), t(605) = 2.114, p = .035, d = 0.17 and likelihood to share (MFC = 5.91, SD = 2.49; MNC = 5.50, SD = 2.48), t(605) = 2.048, p = .037, d = 0.17.
We do not find any significant difference between conditions in terms of how much participants desired to win the lottery (MFC = 7.52, SD = 1.76;  MNC = 7.41, SD = 1.89),  t(667) = 0.78, p = .438, d=0.06, how likely they would be to wear the masks (MFC = 8.41, SD = 1.10;  MNC = 8.44, SD = 1.01),  t(667) = 0.41, p = .682, d=0.03, or how happy they would be to wear the masks (MFC = 8.17, SD = 1.26; MNC = 8.17, SD = 1.18),  t(667) = 0.06, p = .951, d=0.005. The TOSTs showed that the test for winning the lottery might have been underpowered, while the tests for liking and being happy to wear the masks most probably show the true non-significant effect, if the smallest effect size of interest were 0.25.
Finally, most participants (92.6%) answered the extra questionnaire to help the researchers. Given this ceiling effect, the logistic regression of the probability to answer the additional questionnaire on condition (FC vs NC) was not significant at 5%: β = 0.16, p = .585. 
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