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further comparisons between the chosen and the forgone options and 
therefore improve satisfaction with the final outcome. This hypoth-
esis was tested in four studies.

Studies 1 and 2 tested the predicted effect of choice closure 
on satisfaction by comparing choices from larger versus smaller 
sets. In both studies participants chose a chocolate from an assort-
ment of either 24 (large set) or 6 (small set) chocolates. In study 1 
choice closure was manipulated by asking participants to taste the 
chosen chocolate in front of the original assortment (no-closure) or 
after turning their backs to it (closure). In study 2 choice closure was 
manipulated by asking participants to taste the chocolate in front of 
a tray containing the assortment either before (no-closure) or after 
covering it with a transparent lid (closure). We predicted that the 
action of turning one’s back to the choice set or covering the tray 
would facilitate choice closure. As hypothesized, in both studies par-
ticipants in the closure condition were more satisfied than those in 
the no-closure condition when choosing from the larger set, but this 
difference was not significant in the small-set condition. As a result 
of this increase in satisfaction, choice closure mitigated the choice 
overload effect. Whereas in the no-closure condition participants 
choosing from the smaller set were more satisfied than those choos-
ing from the larger set, in the closure condition this difference was 
not significant. 

The next two studies tested the hypothesized process underly-
ing choice closure. In study 3, we experimentally removed the link 
between the physical act of closing and the psychological process 
of choice closure by providing an external reason for closing. This 
study was a 2 (choice closure: closure vs. no-closure) x 2 (reason: 
reason vs. no reason) between-subjects design. All participants were 
asked to choose one biscuit to taste from among a large assortment 
of 24 biscuits described in a menu. Closure was manipulated by hav-
ing the menu open or closed during the tasting task, whereas reason 
was manipulated either by providing no reason for keeping the menu 
open or closed or by providing a reason that was unrelated to the 
decision task. In the no-reason condition, the menu was kept open 
(no-closure) or participants were asked to close it (closure condition) 
after making their choice. In the reason condition participants were 
told that the menu had to be kept open because the experimenter had 
to read some information that was written inside it (no-closure) or 
that they had to close menu because the experimenter had to read 
some information that was written on its back cover (closure). Re-
sults from studies 1 and 2 were replicated in the no-reason condi-
tion: participants who physically closed the menu after making their 
choice indicated greater satisfaction with the selected biscuit than 
participants who left the menu open. As expected, however, in the 
reason conditions this difference in satisfaction was not significant. 
Also consistent with our explanation, participants who closed the 
menu in the no-reason condition were more satisfied than those who 
closed the menu in the reason condition, but there was no difference 
in satisfaction between participants who kept the menu open across 
the two reason conditions. 

Study 4 directly manipulated the proposed process by varying 
the focus on the foregone options. This study was a 2 (choice clo-
sure: closure vs. no-closure) x 3 (focus: control vs. alternatives-focus 
vs. outcome-focus) between-subjects design. The procedure in the 
control condition was similar to the no-reason condition in study 3: 
participants chose a tea from a 24-tea menu and either left the menu 
open or closed it before drinking their selected tea. In the alterna-
tives-focus condition, after making a choice, participants took part 
in a “memory enhancement technique” task that involved recalling 
information about the chosen and forgone options. In the outcome-
focus condition participants performed a “meditation technique” that 

involved focusing on a single object — the chosen tea. The results 
in the control condition replicated our prior studies: participants in 
the closure condition were more satisfied with the tea selected from 
a large assortment than those in the no-closure condition. Consistent 
with our hypothesized process, the memory enhancement technique 
reduced participants’ satisfaction in the closure condition (but had no 
effect on those in the no-closure condition). In contrast, the media-
tion technique enhanced the satisfaction of the participants in the no-
closure condition (but had no effect on the participants in the closure 
condition). 

To summarize, this paper argues that the physical action of clos-
ing triggers the psychological process of choice closure due to which 
consumers stop comparing the chosen and the forgone options, make 
peace with their decision, and start focusing on the assessment of the 
decision outcome. Our studies show that when choices are difficult, 
choice closure has a positive effect on satisfaction. 

Focus! Creative Success Is Enjoyed Through 
Restricted Choice

ExTENDED ABSTRACT
Does increasing choice in the number of creative inputs of-

fered to consumers (e.g., more choice in ingredients for cooking) 
affect their creativity? We draw on the choice literature (e.g., Iyen-
gar & Lepper, 2000; Schwartz, 2004) to provide understanding for 
the counterintuitive effects we identify. We find that increasing the 
choice of creative inputs  for consumers experienced in a creative 
task can hurt objective creative outcomes. Consumers that have ex-
perience and knowledge in a creative pursuit are shown to be ob-
jectively less creative with more input choice, while inexperienced 
consumers are relatively unaffected by differences in input choice. 
Based on creativity research (e.g., Henderson, 2004; Russ, 1993), we 
argue that it is the difficulty experienced consumers have to focus 
when choosing among extensive creative input options that likely 
results in reduced task enjoyment, which has negative implications 
for the consumers’ creativity. In contrast, regardless of their expe-
rience level, we find that consumers perceive themselves as being 
more creative, the more choice they have. Two studies document 
these effects. 

We first conducted an experiment on knitting, a 2 (Choice: 
moderate vs. extensive) x 2 (Knitting level: experienced vs. inexpe-
rienced) between-subjects design facilitated by a yarn store, where 
knitters received instructions. 76 knitters (74 women, mean age = 
29.82 years) participated in return for a $20 gift certificate. Based 
on a pretest, we categorized participants who could (not) knit cables 
as (in)experienced. Participants were required to knit a scarf for a 
three-year old girl over a week, and to choose 12 balls of yarn from 
a display of either a moderate (6) or relatively extensive (12) color 
selection. Participants were provided with needles, were told to be 
creative and utilize only the materials provided, however they liked. 

A week later, participants returned their scarf, reported how cre-
ative they thought their scarf was (1 = not at all/7 = very creative), 
assessed how pleasant the creative process had been (not at all/very 
enjoyable, very boring/very much fun). Then, two experts in cre-
ative knitting evaluated the creativity of the scarves on a 10-point 
scale (“not creative at all” (1)/“extremely creative” (10)). Focusing 
on the latter averaged measure, a 2x2 ANOVA only revealed a main 
effect of Choice, such that knitters with extensive rather than moder-
ate choice reported that their scarf was more creative (Mmoderate = 4.55 
vs. Mextensive = 5.09, F(1, 72) = 4.19, p < .05, r2 = .05). We averaged 
the knitting experts’ creativity ratings (r = .66, p < .01) to form an 
objective creativity index. A 2x2 ANOVA showed a significant two-
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way interaction (F(1, 72) = 7.75, p < .007, r2 = .10). As expected, 
we found a choice overload effect: scarves knit by experienced knit-
ters under moderate rather than extensive choice were more creative 
(Mmoderate = 7.67 vs. Mextensive = 5.56, t(72) = 3.80, p < .001, r2 = .17). 
There was no difference for inexperienced knitters t<1. Further, the 
average of the two measures of knitters’ enjoyment during the pro-
cess (r = .29, p < .02) mediated the experts’ ratings. 

A second study tests whether restricting choice also enhances 
creators’ ability to focus on promising creative paths, which drives 
the enjoyment and subsequent creativity results we observed in the 
knitting study. 59 experienced crafters (13 men, age = 21.2 years) 
created a Christmas tree ornament after choosing from a moderate 
or an extensive choice of shapes they could use as creative com-
ponents. Orthogonally to this choice manipulation, creators were 
required to either rehearse a two- or an eight-digit number as they 
were creating their ornament (Gilbert & Osborne, 1989). We pre-
dicted that participants rehearsing a two-digit number - an effortless 
task - would enjoy the creative process more when provided with a 
moderate rather than an extensive choice of shapes, which should 
transcend into more creative ornaments. In contrast, participants 
rehearsing an eight-digit number should generally find it relatively 

difficult to focus during the creative task. If restricting choice should 
make them generally enjoy the process more, this enjoyment should 
no longer translate into more creative outcomes when their ability 
to focus is simultaneously compromised. After collecting the orna-
ments from crafters, 10 peers evaluated the creativity of the orna-
ments (e.g., Dahl, Chattopadhyay, and Gorn, 1999) on 7-point scales 
(“not at all” /“extremely creative”). After averaging peers’ “creative” 
item (Cronbach-a = .89), we ran a Choice x Rehearsed digit ANOVA 
using this creativity index as the dependent variable. It only revealed 
a significant two-way interaction, F(1, 55) = 9.22, p < .02, r2 = .14), 
such that the ornaments of participants with limited choice rehears-
ing two digits were rated as significantly more creative compared 
to the ornaments of all other participants, all p’s < .05. As predicted 
enjoyment of the creative task mediated these effects, but only when 
crafters were not cognitively busy. This research documents a new 
type of choice overload effect, one durably affecting post-choice cre-
ativity. Also, while prior research found that more choice benefits 
(e.g., Chernev, 2003) or does not affect experienced consumers (e.g., 
Mogilner, Rudnick, and Iyengar, 2008), we find that more choice can 
hurt experienced consumers. 


