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a b s t r a c t

The present study investigates how the Big Five personality traits may play a role in explaining the neg-
ative association between maximization and well-being. Contrary to expectation that conscientiousness
drives one’s tendency to maximize, neuroticism emerged as the strongest predictor. Further, when con-
trolling for personality traits, the negative relations between maximization (and its facets) and various
well-being variables were appreciably attenuated. However, the tendency to experience regret was found
to fully mediate the negative relationship between maximization and satisfaction with life even after
controlling for personality traits. Our findings suggest that the measurement of maximization may
over-represent an affective component of maximizing that leads to decision-related distress while
neglecting a more cognitive component, which might reflect a preference for planned, yet painstaking,
searches for the ‘‘best.’’

� 2010 Published by Elsevier Ltd.

1. Introduction

Everyday people are faced with choices. Rational Choice Theory
operates under the assumption that humans have access to all
information related to the outcome of any given choice and they
possess the cognitive competency to evaluate all possible choices
(von Neumann & Morgenstern, 1944). Under this decision-making
model, individuals aim to maximize the utility of any or all attri-
butes of an alternative. In response to Rational Choice Theory,
Simon (1956) argued that maximizing is non-adaptive (due to
the limitless expenditure of resources) and humans lack the cogni-
tive ability to execute exhaustive evaluations of numerous options.
Simon proposed that, in fact, ‘‘satisficing,’’ was the optimal deci-
sion-making strategy; where an individual aims only to reach stan-
dards of sufficiency while conserving limited resources.

Building on Simon’s work, Schwartz et al. (2002) conceptualized
choice-making as an individual difference determined by one’s
tendency to select options that either optimize valued attributes
(i.e., maximizers) or satisfy basic criteria (i.e., satisficers). They pro-
posed that maximization could be understood as an arduous and
potentially endless process of searching; satisficers cease their
exploration once an option has been deemed acceptable. Further,
maximizers likely experience greater decision-making difficulty

compared to satisficers because as options increase it becomes
far less feasible to examine every alternative and impossible to en-
sure that the right choice has been made. Thus, it comes as little
surprise that numerous studies have found that maximizers, com-
pared to satisficers, experience more post-decisional dissatisfac-
tion (Dar-Nimrod, Rawn, Lehman, & Schwartz, 2009), regret
(Schwartz et al., 2002), report heightened levels of stress, anxiety,
and depression during decision-making processes (Iyengar, Wells,
& Schwartz, 2006), employ greater problematic decision-making
styles resulting in poorer life outcomes (Parker, de Bruin, &
Fischhoff, 2007), engage in more social comparison (Schwartz
et al., 2002) and are less satisfied with their lives (Abbe, Tkach, &
Lyubomirsky, 2003; Nenkov, Morrin, Ward, Schwartz, & Hulland,
2008; Schwartz et al., 2002). However, even though much is known
about the well-being of maximizers, little is known about how ba-
sic personality traits predict a maximizing tendency. In the current
study, we seek to understand the personality profile of maximizers
by exploring how the Big Five may be related to maximization and,
consequently, how personality traits may affect the relations be-
tween maximization and well-being.

1.1. The personality profile of maximizers

Personality traits have consistently been linked to well-being
(Brebner, 1998; Costa & McCrae, 1980; Emmons & Diener, 1985;
Lyubomirsky, Sheldon, & Schkade, 2005). Also, when Nenkov
et al. (2008) analyzed the psychometric properties of the maximi-
zation scale they suggested the scale had three factors (alternative
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search [i.e., the tendency to seek out better options], decision diffi-
culty [i.e., difficulty related to making choices], and high standards
[i.e., tendency to maintain high standards for oneself and things]),
each of which seem to reflect elements of the Big Five personality
traits (specifically neuroticism and conscientiousness). It is possi-
ble these personality dimensions may explain why maximizers re-
port decreased well-being, and thus, in order to understand how
maximization as a decision-making tendency affects a person’s re-
ported well-being, it is essential to examine the possible effect that
personality traits have on maximization. Yet, to date no studies
have examined the relation between all of the Big Five dimensions
and maximization. Further, to validate the findings by Schwartz
et al. (2002), who demonstrated that regret partially mediated
the negative relation between maximization and well-being, a
complete mediation model of the maximizations and well-being
relationship should control for personality traits while testing for
mediation through dispositional regret.

2. The current study

Given Schwartz et al.’s (2002) definition of maximization as an
inclination to look for the best alternative possible through sys-
tematic and exhaustive searches, and Nenkov et al.’s (2008) defini-
tion of the high standards facet of maximization, we expect
conscientiousness to be a significant predictor of maximization.
This hypothesis is in line with the tendency of a conscientious indi-
vidual to engage in methodical and planned behaviors, always
holding oneself to a high standard of quality. Further, based on
maximizers’ proneness to experience regret, a construct often re-
lated to neuroticism (Diab, Gillespie, & Highhouse, 2008; Schwartz
et al., 2002), and Nenkov et al.’s characterization of the decision
difficulty factor of maximization, we also expect neuroticism to
predict the tendency to maximize. We recruited Sample 1 to exam-
ine the predictive relationship between the Big Five personality
traits and maximization and subsequently test the relations be-
tween maximization and subjective well-being after controlling
for the Big Five personality traits. We recruited Sample 2 to test
the mediating role of regret in the relationship between maximiza-
tion and life satisfaction, again, after controlling for the Big Five.

3. Sample 1: the personality profile of maximization

3.1. Method

3.1.1. Participants
Because numerous studies have confirmed the validity of web-

based studies on volunteer populations (Chang & Krosnick, 2009;

Gosling, Vazire, Srivastava, & John, 2004) including the specific
validity of the online measurement of well-being (Howell, Rodzon,
Kurai, & Sanchez, 2010), we recruited 1858 participants from San
Francisco State University and popular websites to examine the
relations between Schwartz et al.’s (2002) maximization scale with
measures of SWB and the Big Five personality traits. The sample’s
mean age was older than a typical college sample (M = 28.93 years;
SD = 12.71), predominately female (73%) and ethnically diverse
(44% European-American).

3.1.2. Measures
The selection of SWB scales was intentionally diverse and

matched prominent past research examining the relations be-
tween maximization and well-being (e.g., see Schwartz et al.,
2002). For example, past studies which have examined the relation
between maximization and SWB have frequently included: (a) the
Satisfaction with Life Scale (which assesses a cognitive evaluation
of life quality; see Diener, Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999), (b) the Sub-
jective Happiness Scale (which assesses a global assessment of
happiness; Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999), and (c) the Positive Af-
fect Negative Affect Scale (which assesses generally experienced
positive and negative emotions). These hedonic aspects, along with
the cognitive evaluations individuals use to assess their own per-
sonal life satisfaction, comprise the foundation of SWB (Diener
et al., 1999). However, other assessments of well-being have in-
cluded quality of life in addition to the affective and cognitive com-
ponents of well-being; for this reason we included a measure of
minor psychological distress (i.e., General Health Questionnaire).
See Table 1 for the reliability coefficients and the entire correlation
matrix for the constructs described below.

3.1.3. Maximization scale (Schwartz et al., 2002)
The 13-item maximization scale measures the tendency to

maximize within decision-making contexts. Ratings are made on
a 7-point scale (1 = completely disagree, 7 = completely agree).
The mean of the 13 items formed each participant’s maximization
score (M = 4.03; S = 0.84) where higher scores indicate a greater
tendency to make decisions based on optimality versus sufficiency.
We also formed three facets of maximization as proposed by Nen-
kov et al. (2008): alternative search (M = 3.96; S = 1.12), decision
difficulty (M = 3.71; S = 1.20), and high standards (M = 4.60;
S = 1.18).

3.1.4. Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin,
1985)

The Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) measures an individual’s
cognitive evaluation of their overall life satisfaction. This 5-item
measure is rated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly

Table 1
Reliability coefficients and inter-correlations of scale scores for Sample 1.

Construct a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

1. Maximization scale 0.75 –
2. Alternative search 0.70 0.84 –
3. Decision difficulty 0.67 0.69 0.32 –
4. High standards 0.73 0.53 0.22 0.15 –
5. SWLS 0.89 �0.13 �0.16 �0.14 0.10 –
6. SHS 0.85 �0.13 �0.13 �0.21 0.11 0.64 –
7. PA 0.91 �0.06 �0.07 �0.16 0.18 0.35 0.47 –
8. NA 0.89 0.13 0.15 0.12 �0.05 �0.33 �0.34 �0.04 –
9. GHQ 0.89 0.20 0.18 0.22 �0.02 �0.45 �0.49 �0.34 0.50 –
10. Extraversion 0.82 �0.07 �0.04 �0.23 0.14 0.31 0.44 0.37 �0.15 �0.27 –
11. Agreeableness 0.82 �0.11 �0.13 �0.14 0.11 0.25 0.39 0.25 �0.28 �0.21 0.22 –
12. Conscientiousness 0.82 �0.11 �0.14 �0.24 0.25 0.28 0.32 0.30 �0.28 �0.29 0.25 0.39 –
13. Neuroticism 0.79 0.26 0.27 0.23 �0.02 �0.32 �0.47 �0.26 0.40 0.41 �0.20 �0.34 �0.32 –
14. Openness 0.81 0.07 0.03 �0.11 0.29 0.14 0.17 0.25 �0.12 �0.16 0.23 0.33 0.29 �0.04

Note. n = 1858. Alternative search, decision difficulty, and high standards are all facets of the maximization scale. All correlations equal to or greater than ±0.06 are significant
at the p < 0.01 level.
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disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The mean of the five items formed
each participant’s satisfaction with life score (M = 4.50; S = 1.34).

3.1.5. Subjective Happiness Scale (Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999)
The Subjective Happiness Scale (SHS) measures participants’

subjective, global assessment of whether they are a happy or un-
happy person. This 4-item measure is rated on a 7-point Likert
scale and the mean of the four items formed each participant’s
happiness score (M = 4.89; S = 1.18).

3.1.6. Positive Affect Negative Affect Schedule (Watson, Clark, &
Tellegen, 1988)

The Positive Affect Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) measures
an individual’s generally experienced positive or negative affective
states using a 5-point rating scale ranging from 1 (very slightly or
not at all) and 5 (extremely). Both scales include 10-items, where
the mean of the 10 positive emotions formed each participant’s po-
sitive affect score (M = 3.01; S = 0.86) and the mean of the 10 neg-
ative emotions formed each participant’s negative affect score
(M = 1.76; S = 0.73).

3.1.7. General Health Questionnaire (Goldberg & Williams, 1988)
The General Health Questionnaire assesses the severity of par-

ticipants’ psychological problems within the past few weeks. Rat-
ings were made on a 4-point scale (1 = better than usual,
4 = much less than usual). The mean of the 12 items formed each
participant’s recent psychological distress score (M = 2.13;
S = 0.53) where higher scores reflect a worse psychological
condition.

3.1.8. Big Five Mini Marker Scale (Saucier, 1994)
The 40-item Big Five Mini Marker Scale has participants rate

their personality on a 9-point scale (1 = extremely inaccurate,
9 = extremely accurate). Factor-relevant items were coded and
averaged in order to form each personality trait: extraversion
(M = 5.58; S = 1.40), agreeableness (M = 6.99; S = 1.16), conscien-
tiousness (M = 6.37; S = 1.27), neuroticism (M = 4.58; S = 1.35),
and openness to experience (M = 6.61; S = 1.20).

3.1.9. Individual SES
Five economic items (i.e., household income, wealth, savings,

debt, and number of maxed credit cards) were used to measure
each participant’s socioeconomic status. All items were standard-
ized and the mean of the standardized items was computed for
each participant to form individual SES.

3.2. Results

3.2.1. Zero-order correlations between maximization and well-being
variables

Zero-order correlations were conducted in order to evaluate the
relationships between maximization, well-being, and the Big Five
personality traits. As seen in Table 1, all measures of well-being
showed significant relationships with maximization. Maximizing,
alternative search, and decision difficulty all replicated past work
by negatively correlating with SWB. The high standards facet of
maximization positively correlated with life satisfaction, happiness
and positive affect. Also, maximization was negatively correlated
with conscientiousness and positively correlated with neuroticism.

3.2.2. Predicting maximization from the Big Five personality factors
Multiple regression analyses were conducted to determine the

personality profile of a maximizer (see Table 2). To ensure general-
izability of these results we controlled for gender, age, and SES.
When examining the personality predictors of maximization, neu-
roticism was the strongest predictor followed by openness to

experience. Extraversion, agreeableness and, surprisingly, consci-
entiousness did not significantly predict maximization. Also, as
seen in Table 2, neuroticism was the strongest predictor for the
alternative search and decision difficulty facets; though, extraver-
sion and conscientiousness both negatively predicted decision dif-
ficulty at about the same magnitude. However, when predicting
the high standards facets of maximization, both conscientiousness
and openness were strong positive significant predictors. Because
maximizing was strongly associated with the Big Five personality
traits, we examined partial correlations between maximization
and well-being after controlling for the Big Five personality traits
(see Table 3). Most of these correlations between maximizing
and well-being were attenuated to non-significance after control-
ling for the Big Five. When aggregating the five SWB constructs
into a single composite score, the relation between maximization
and SWB was significant, though smaller, after controlling for the
Big Five (again see Table 3).

4. Sample 2: the mediating role of regret

4.1. Method

4.1.1. Participants and procedure
One thousand and sixty-five respondents (age range: 17–85,

M = 40.67, S = 15.07; 56% male; 79% white) volunteered to partici-
pate in one or more surveys administered via a data collection
website where participants are offered feedback on various psy-
chological measures in return for participating in studies on moral
psychology. The current analyses include participants who elected
to take scales entitled ‘‘Satisfaction with Life Scale’’ and ‘‘General

Table 2
Multiple regression analyses of Big Five personality factors on maximization.

Variable Maximization Alternative
search

Decision
difficulty

High
standards

b b b b

Gender (female = 1) �0.06** �0.06* 0.04 0.03
Age �0.16*** �0.20*** �0.03 �0.07**
SES 0.02 �0.03 0.08** 0.01
Extraversion �0.03 0.03 �0.16*** 0.06*
Agreeableness �0.05 �0.07* 0.01 �0.03
Conscientiousness �0.02 �0.04 �0.15*** 0.20***
Neuroticism 0.22*** 0.20*** �0.17*** 0.06*
Openness 0.11*** 0.06* �0.02 0.23***

Note: The models are significant in predicting maximization, (F [8, 1711] = 26.27,
p < 0.001; R = 0.33), in predicting alternative search (F [8, 1711] = 29.44, p < 0.001;
R = 0.35), in predicting decision difficulty (F [8, 1710] = 28.17, p < 0.001; R = 0.34),
and in predicting high standards (F [8, 1710] = 30.40, p < 0.001; R = 0.35).
N = 1858; *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.

Table 3
The relations between maximization and facets with well-being after controlling for
the Big Five.

Partial correlations

Max AS DD HS

SWLS �0.04 �0.08** �0.00 0.03
SHS �0.00 �0.00 �0.03 0.03
PA 0.01 �0.00 �0.02 0.08**
NA 0.03 0.04 �0.01 0.01
GHQ 0.11*** 0.08*** 0.09*** 0.07**
SWB �0.06* �0.07* �0.04 0.01

Note: SWB is a composite of high life satisfaction, happiness, and positive affect as
well as low negative affect and psychological distress.
N = 1858; *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
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Maximizer–Satisficer Scale.’’ All participants had previously regis-
tered at the site and provided demographic information.

4.1.2. Measures
In Sample 2, participants were given the maximization scale

(M = 4.10; S = 0.09), Satisfaction with Life Scale (M = 4.49;
S = 1.47), and a slightly different measure of the Big Five personal-
ity dimensions (The Big Five Inventory – John & Srivastava, 1999):
extraversion (M = 3.04; S = 0.85), agreeableness (M = 3.53; S =
0.66), conscientiousness (M = 3.43; S = 0.73), neuroticism (M =
2.78; S = 0.88), and openness (M = 4.14; S = 0.58). This sample also
completed the 5-item Regret Scale to measure their tendency to
experience feelings of regret (Schwartz et al., 2002). Ratings are
made on a 7-point scale (1 = completely disagree, 7 = completely
agree). Higher scores represent a greater tendency to feel regret
(M = 4.09; S = 1.37). See Table 4 for the reliability coefficients and
the entire correlation matrix for the scales scores reported in
Sample 2.

4.2. Results

4.2.1. Building a path model to explain the maximization–SWB
relation

As in Sample 1, maximization demonstrated a significant, neg-
ative correlation with life satisfaction and was strongly correlated
with the tendency to experience regret (again see Table 4); there
was also a negative correlation between regret and life satisfaction.
Therefore, we tested a hypothesized model where the tendency to
experience regret mediates the relationship between maximization
and life satisfaction. To test for mediation, the Baron and Kenny’s
approach was used (1986) and was tested using the Preacher and
Hayes (2008) multiple mediation script. Also, to support the pro-
posed mediation model, we tested for three typical specification
errors: (a) measurement error in the mediator, (b) a reverse causal
effect (i.e., the possibility that the outcome [SWB] causes the medi-
ator [regret]), and (c) spurious correlations (i.e., variables that are

related to maximizing tendencies, regret, and SWB which are not
included in the model).

First, the reliability for this mediator was acceptable (a = 0.78).
Second, as seen in Table 5: (a) maximization was positively associ-
ated with the tendency to experience regret (path a); (b) the ten-
dency to experience regret was negatively associated with life
satisfaction when controlling for maximization (path b); (c) maxi-
mization predicted decreased life satisfaction before regret was en-
tered into the model (path c); and (d) the direct effect of
maximization on life satisfaction was not significant after regret
was entered into the model (path c-prime). Also, both the Sobel
test (Z = 9.42) and the bootstrap results (Z = 9.12) confirmed the
statistical significance of the indirect path. Third, to test for the
possibility of reverse causation we examined the support for a
mediation model with SWL mediating the relationship between
maximization and the tendency to experience regret. However,
this model did not pass the fourth criterion for mediation. Specifi-
cally, when controlling for SWL, the direct path from maximization
to regret was still significant and large; while the indirect effect
through SWL was small.

In order to test for possible spurious relations (Table 4 demon-
strates that the Big Five personality traits are significantly related
to maximization, regret, and SWL), in a third mediation model
we controlled for personality traits using Preacher and Hayes
(2008) multiple mediation script and entering the Big Five into
the model as covariates. There are some notable differences in
these two models (again see Table 5). First, though the direct effect
from maximization and life satisfaction is significant, it is attenu-
ated when controlling for personality traits (similar to the results
from Sample 1). However, even when controlling for personality
traits the path from maximization to regret was still significant
(path a), the path from regret to life satisfaction was still significant
(path b), the path from maximization to life satisfaction was signif-
icantly reduced when controlling for regret (path c-prime), and
both the Sobel test (Z = 6.12) and the bootstrap results (Z = 6.13)
indicate the indirect path is significant. Thus, these three models
suggest that the relationship between maximization and life

Table 4
Reliability coefficients and inter-correlations of scale scores for Sample 2.

Construct a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Maximization scale 0.70 –
2. Regret 0.78 0.57 –
3. SWLS 0.89 �0.22 �0.37 –
4. Extraversion 0.87 �0.13 �0.27 0.24 –
5. Agreeableness 0.78 �0.22 �0.20 0.24 0.24 –
6. Conscientiousness 0.84 �0.21 �0.27 0.25 0.17 0.16 –
7. Neuroticism 0.85 0.23 0.37 �0.42 �0.25 �0.26 �0.30 –
8. Openness 0.81 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.22 0.14 0.06 �0.09

Note: N = 1065. All correlations greater than 0.08 are significant at the p < 0.01 level.

Table 5
Testing mediation of the link between maximization and life satisfaction through regret.

Unstandardized path coefficients (SE) Bootstrap results for
indirect effects

The relation between maximization
and life satisfaction

Maximization to
regret (path a)

Regret to life
satisfaction (path b)

Total effect of maximization
to life satisfaction (path c)

Direct effect of maximization
to life satisfaction
(c-prime path)

Indirect effect
(test of ab paths)

Not controlling for personality traits 0.86*** (0.04) �0.39*** (0.04) �0.35*** (0.05) �0.02 (0.06) �0.33*** (0.04)
Controlling for personality traits 0.74*** (0.04) �0.24*** (0.04) �0.14** (0.05) 0.03 (0.05) �0.17*** (0.03)

Note: Mediation effect is supported when: (a) paths a and b are significant, (b), path c is significant, (c) path c-prime is not significant, and (d) the bootstrapped results of the
indirect effect is significant. The fact that the c-prime path switches signs would only be indicative of suppression if in the mediation model the c-prime path was significantly
different from zero; it is not.

* p < 0.05.
** p < 0.01.

*** p < 0.001.
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satisfaction is fully mediated by experienced regret even when
controlling for personality traits.

5. Discussion

Schwartz (2004) proposes that the tendency to maximize is
causally linked to lowered well-being because maximizers sacrifice
limited resources in order to seek out more options. However, the
results from our two samples demonstrate that the Big Five per-
sonality traits account for a significant amount of the variance ob-
served in the negative relation between maximization and SWB. In
particular, neuroticism emerged as the strongest predictor of max-
imization, particularly the decision difficulty dimension, along
with low conscientiousness and extraversion. These results are
counterintuitive based on Schwartz et al.’s (2002) definition of
maximization as an overarching tendency to seek out the ‘‘best’’
option. Congruent with this conceptualization, one might expect
to observe conscientiousness as a dominant predictor of the overall
construct of maximization. It appears, in fact, that maximizers re-
port less happiness because they are dispositionally more neurotic
and likely to experience decisional regret. Thus, our results suggest
that maximization (sans neuroticism) as a trait may not be as det-
rimental to well-being as previously observed.

We suggest that the maximization scale, as a measure of indi-
vidual difference in choice, may be primarily picking up on neurot-
icism, capturing the stressful process of choosing that neurotic
individuals undergo. The high standards facet of maximization
was significantly predicted by conscientiousness, but had no detri-
mental effects on SWB. These results are not surprising when
viewed through the lens of perfectionism. Previous studies explor-
ing the Big Five personality correlates of perfectionism have con-
sistently linked both conscientiousness and neuroticism to
Hewitt and Flett’s (1991) model of perfectionism. This model in-
cludes both self-oriented perfectionism, characterized by holding
high standards for oneself, and socially prescribed perfectionism,
characterized by the belief that others hold high standards for one-
self (Stoeber, Otto, & Dalbert, 2009). Because of its relationship
with neuroticism, socially prescribed perfectionism has been cate-
gorized as a negative form of perfectionism, often associated with
feelings of depression and anxiety. Bergman, Nyland, and Burns
(2007) found that maximization was positively correlated with
both the adaptive and maladaptive elements of perfectionism.
Thus, it is highly possible that the high standards facet is linked
to the aspects of perfectionism that lead to personal success and
heightened self-esteem. Maximizers’ need to seek out and examine
all possible options, reflected in the alternative search facet, may
instead be associated with the negative aspects of perfectionism
that can result in depression and lowered life satisfaction.

5.1. Limitations

Our study attempts to make causal arguments using only cross-
sectional data. Though we followed the traditional procedures sug-
gested by Baron and Kenny (1986), and believe that manipulating
individuals’ minimization tendency is difficult to accomplish, we
suggest future research on maximization should develop causal
models after collecting multiple waves of data in order to establish
temporal precedence. Future work can then predict future SWB
from previous maximization tendencies after controlling for previ-
ous personality traits and SWB. Second, though the correlations
and regression coefficients reported in these two samples are of
similar magnitude as the strength of the relations reported in past
work (see Schwartz et al., 2002), we suggest that future work
examining the well-being of maximizers consider the practical rel-
evance of effect sizes in this range. For example, after controlling

for the Big Five personality traits, participants in the second sample
who scored two standard deviations above the mean on the max-
imization scale would be predicted to report a SWLS score of 4.24
while participants in the second sample who scored two standard
deviations below the mean on the maximization scale would be
predicted to report a SWLS score of 4.75. We suggest that future re-
search also consider the practical significance of the difference
between high and low maximizers.

6. Conclusion

The unexpected emergence of neuroticism as the strongest pre-
dictor of maximization and two of its three facets seems counter-
intuitive to the concept of maximization that has been proposed
to date – a characterization as a rational and organized examina-
tion of all available alternatives with the goal of choosing the most
ideal option (Shiloh, Koren, & Zakay, 2001). It is possible that this
cognitive component of maximizing is not well represented by
the alternative search and decision difficulty facets. Also, many
studies have illustrated that maximizers seem to experience an
affective cost because of their decision-making style which leads
to greater stress, worry, anxiety, and regret. Thus, we suggest the
primary measurement of maximization (i.e., maximization scale)
may be disproportionately reflecting this affective cost of maximi-
zation (neuroticism and regret) and unsuccessfully measuring the
more cognitive, rational element.
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