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What does it mean to maximize? “Decision difficulty,” indecisiveness,

and the jingle-jangle fallacies in the measurement of maximizing

Nathan N. Cheek∗ Jacob Goebel†

Abstract

For two decades, researchers have investigated the correlates and consequences of individual differences in maximizing,

the tendency to pursue the goal of making the best possible choice by extensively seeking out and comparing alternatives.

In this time, many different conceptualizations of maximizing have been proposed, including several that incorporate a

construct called “decision difficulty.” We propose that including decision difficulty in measures of maximizing is problematic

because the tendency to experience difficulty when making decisions is a separate individual difference construct already

studied independently of maximizing — namely, indecisiveness. Across two studies (total N = 639), we find that scales

measuring decision difficulty and indecisiveness are strongly correlated (r’s ≥ .85), load on the same component in a principal

component analysis, and show a very similar pattern of correlations with related variables. Moreover, decision difficulty and

indecisiveness scales both show a divergent pattern of correlations when compared to measures of maximizing. We argue that

decision difficulty scales are best interpreted as tapping the same underlying tendency as indecisiveness scales, and conclude

that the tendency to experience difficulty in decision making is best conceptualized not as a component of maximizing, but

rather a cause or consequence of it.
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1 Introduction

Who seeks the best when making a choice? Traditional eco-

nomic theories assumed that people were rational choosers

who attempted to maximize by making the best possible

choice after fully considering all available information and

alternatives. In contrast, Simon (1955, 1956) argued that

cognitive and logistical constraints made it impossible to

maximize; he proposed that people satisfice by striving to

make a “good enough” choice instead of an optimal one.

Nearly two decades ago, Schwartz et al. (2002) integrated

these perspectives with modern research on individual dif-

ferences in decision making to suggest that people vary in

the extent to which they seek the best during choice — some

people are more likely to try to maximize, while others are

content to satisfice.

A large body of research has examined the correlates and

consequences of individual differences in maximizing using

the scale developed by Schwartz et al. (2002) — the Maxi-

mization Scale. For example, researchers have argued that,

relative to satisficers, maximizers are more likely to seek out

additional alternatives during decision making, to expend

more effort and time making decisions, to experience regret

and dissatisfaction after choice, and to achieve objectively
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better decision outcomes (e.g., Cheek & Ward, 2019; Dar-

Nimrod, Rawn, Lehman & Schwartz, 2009; Iyengar, Wells

& Schwartz, 2006; Misuraca & Teuscher, 2013; Polman,

2010; Schwartz et al., 2002). Many researchers have also

suggested that maximizing is related to a broad range of

potentially maladaptive traits and tendencies, such as per-

fectionism, neuroticism, unhappiness, depression, attention

deficit/hyperactivity disorder, and suicidality (e.g., Bruine

de Bruin, Dombrovski, Parker & Szanto, 2016; Chang et

al., 2011; Schepman, Weyandt, Schlect & Swentosky, 2012;

Schwartz et al., 2002). Claims that maximizing is related to

negative outcomes are controversial, however; indeed, there

is substantial disagreement about how (mal)adaptive max-

imizing actually is (e.g., Cheek & Schwartz, 2016; Dalal,

Diab, Zhu & Hwang, 2015; Diab, Gillespie & Highhouse,

2008; Schwartz et al., 2002). This disagreement largely

revolves around the meaning and measurement of maximiz-

ing, because conclusions about its correlates largely depend

on how researchers define and operationalize maximizing.

In the present research, we address one aspect of disagree-

ment — namely, whether or not decision difficulty should be

considered part of maximizing.

1.1 What does it mean to maximize?

Since Schwartz et al.’s (2002) original development of the

Maximization Scale, the literature has seen over a dozen

new measures and definitions of maximizing. In an attempt

to clarify the confusing measurement literature, Cheek and
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Table 1: Summary of constructs in maximizing definitions and scales. X’s indicate the presence — whether explicit or implicit

— of a particular construct in a given definition/operationalization.

Definition/operationalization High

standards

Alternative

search

Decision

difficulty

Regret

Maximization Scale (Schwartz et al., 2002) X X X

Short Form Maximization Scale (Nenkov et al., 2008) X X X

Maximization Tendency Scale (Diab et al., 2008) X X

Modified Maximizing Scale (Lai, 2010) X X

Maximization Inventory (Turner et al., 2012) X X

Revised Short Form Maximization Scale (Weinhardt et al., 2012) X X X

Revised Maximizing Tendency Scale (Weindhardt et al., 2012) X

Relational Maximization Scale (Mikkelson & Pauley, 2013) X X X

Refined Maximization Scale (Richardson et al., 2014) X X X X

Maximizing mind-set (Ma & Roese, 2014) X X

Maximizing Tendency Scale-7 (Dalal et al., 2015) X

Decision Making Tendency Inventory (Misuraca et al., 2015) X X X

Relational Maximization Scale (friendship version; Newman et al., 2018) X X X

Career Maximizing Scale (Voss et al., 2019) X X

Schwartz (2016) reviewed and analyzed 11 existing scales,

as well as the conceptualization of maximizing used in Ma

and Roese’s (2014) maximizing mind-set priming procedure.

Their review illuminated four constructs that are specifically

defined by at least one measure to be part of maximizing.1

Table 1 summarizes the different definitions of maximizing

and outlines which definitions include each of four relevant

maximizing constructs, including the two maximizing scales

of which we are aware that were published after Cheek and

Schwartz’s review (Newman, Schug, Yuki, Yamada & Ne-

zlek, 2018; Voss, Lake & Chelvin-Thiele, 2019).

Two of the most common constructs are a goal construct

(often labeled “high standards”) that captures the goal of

making the best possible choice and a strategy construct (of-

ten labeled “alternative search”) that captures the strategy of

extensively seeking out and comparing alternatives. Cheek

and Schwartz (2016) proposed a two-component theoretical

model of maximizing that comprises these two constructs,

arguing that maximization can be best understood as the pur-

suit of the maximization goal of wanting the best2 through

the maximization strategy of alternative search. The two

1Two additional constructs, satisficing and minimizing, are typically

assumed by proponents to be separate theoretical constructs (e.g., distinct

decision strategies or goals) rather than part of maximizing (see Cheek

& Schwartz, 2016); thus, we do not discuss them further in the present

research.

2Cheek and Schwartz (2016) argued that the label “high standards” for

the maximization goal is inappropriate and confusing because satisficers

may also have high standards; what distinguishes maximizers is that they

seek the very best choice, rather than a choice that may meet high standards

but be suboptimal.

other constructs that have been included in maximizing def-

initions are decision difficulty and regret.

“Decision difficulty” was the label applied by Nenkov et

al. (2008) to one of the factors that emerged from factor

analyses of Schwartz et al.’s (2002) original Maximization

Scale. This factor included four items that broadly described

the tendency to find decisions challenging (e.g., “I often find

it difficult to shop for a gift for a friend”). Schwartz et al.

included these items because they theorized that maximizers

would tend to find decisions more difficult than satisficers,

which is a reasonable claim given that maximizers have a

more challenging goal of choosing the very best alternative.

Because of the presence of decision difficulty items in the

original maximizing measure, and the formal establishment

of decision difficulty as a component of maximizing in the

Short Form Maximization Scale (Nenkov et al., 2008), the

majority of definitions and measures of maximizing have

included decision difficulty (see Table 1).

Yet, that maximizing is often related to experiencing de-

cision difficulty does not mean that decision difficulty is

inherently part of maximizing. In fact, maximizers need not

always experience increased decision difficulty — for exam-

ple, if there are only a few options, it may be relatively easy

to identify the best one, and thus both maximizers and satisfi-

cers will have an easy decision process. Cheek and Schwartz

(2016) argued that decision difficulty is more appropriately

conceptualized as either a consequence of maximizing, such

as when maximizers face greater cognitive load in complex

decisions, or a cause of maximizing, such as when difficulty

makes decisions seem more important and drives people to
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maximize (Sela & Berger, 2012). In addition to undermining

construct validity, including decision difficulty in measures

of maximizing is problematic because it is impossible to ac-

curately study the relation between maximizing and decision

difficulty when the latter is included in the measurement of

the former. Moreover, it builds a negative outcome into mea-

surement, which can then affect what maximizing appears to

be related to (e.g., by making maximizing seem more prob-

lematic than it may actually be; Cheek & Schwartz, 2016;

Dalal et al., 2015; Diab et al., 2008; Hughes & Scholer,

2017; Kim & Miller, 2017; Lai, 2010).

Although the inclusion of decision difficulty as part of

the first measure of maximizing explains why it originally

became a prominent component in many definitions and op-

erationalizations, it is striking that decision difficulty con-

tinues to be so frequently considered part of maximizing

despite several prominent calls to the contrary (e.g., Cheek

& Schwartz, 2016; Dalal et al., 2015; Lai, 2010). Indeed,

many recent studies of maximizing have measured decision

difficulty as part of maximizing (e.g., French & Meltzer,

2019; Hsieh & Yalch, 2019; Luan & Li, 2017a, 2017b, 2019;

Smallman & Becker, 2017; Oren, Dar & Liberman, 2018).

What is also striking is how often researchers measure deci-

sion difficulty as part of maximizing compared to how rarely

they measure regret as part of maximizing. To our knowl-

edge, only one scale includes regret as part of maximizing

(Richardson et al., 2014), and a December 2019 search on

Google Scholar did not yield any articles except the original

scale construction article that used that scale. Given argu-

ments that neither decision difficulty nor regret should be

considered part of maximizing, why is one inappropriately

included so much more often than the other?

One essential difference between decision difficulty and

regret may be that the latter is widely accepted to be its own,

distinct construct. There is a large body of theory and re-

search on regret independent of maximizing (e.g., Connolly

& Zeelenberg, 2002; Gilovich & Medvec, 1995; Landman,

1993; Zeelenberg & Pieters, 2007), and even in their original

article, Schwartz et al. (2002) constructed their Regret Scale

separately from their Maximization Scale. Thus, using items

that measure regret while instead calling them maximizing is

a relatively obvious example of the jingle fallacy — conflat-

ing distinct constructs by measuring them with scales of the

same name (Kelley, 1927; Thorndike, 1904). Because regret

is well-known and well-studied outside of the maximizing

literature, the fallacy in this case is relatively straightforward.

When it comes to decision difficulty, on the other hand,

the problem may be obscured because “decision difficulty” is

not a common term for an individual difference, except when

studied as a component of maximizing. In the present paper,

we aim to demonstrate that measuring decision difficulty as

part of maximizing is an equally problematic instance of the

jingle fallacy as measuring regret as part of maximizing.

Specifically, we argue that, like regret, decision difficulty is

already an individual difference that has been and contin-

ues to be studied outside of the maximizing literature. This

fact, however, may not be obvious because individual dif-

ferences in decision difficulty are typically referred to in the

literature by another name — indecisiveness. Thus, measur-

ing decision difficulty as part of maximizing is an instance

of the jingle fallacy because it conflates maximizing and

indecisiveness, whereas measuring decision difficulty and

indecisiveness separately is instead an instance of the jangle

fallacy — assuming two constructs are different because they

are measured by scales with different names (Kelley, 1927;

Thorndike, 1904).

1.2 Decision difficulty as indecisiveness

Indecisiveness is an individual difference that describes the

general tendency to experience difficulty during decision

making. This tendency includes specific features such as

finding decisions challenging, taking a long time to make

decisions, attempting to delay or avoid making decisions,

frequently changing one’s mind before a final decision has

been made, and ruminating and worrying about decisions

once they have been made (Crites, 1969; Frost & Shows,

1993; Germeijs & De Boeck, 2002; Rassin, 2007; Salomone,

1982; Van Matre & Cooper, 1984).3 Indecisiveness tends

to be positively related to maladaptive traits, lower well-

being, and psychopathology, including neuroticism, impa-

tience, perfectionism, worrying, dysfunctional impulsivity,

stress, anxiety, depression, obsessive compulsive disorder

(OCD), lower quality of life, lower life satisfaction, and lower

self-esteem (Barkley-Levenson & Fox, 2016; Bavolar, 2018;

Di Fabio, Palazzeschi, Asulin-Peretz & Gati, 2013; Effert &

Ferrari, 1989; Frost & Shows, 1993; Gayton, Clavin, Clavin

& Broida, 1994; Germeijs & Verscheuren, 2011a; Rassin &

Muris, 2005a, 2005b; Rassin, Muris, Franken, Smit & Wong,

2007; Taillefer, Liu, Ornstein & Vickers, 2016). Indecisive-

ness also has a wide variety of consequences for decision

making, such as greater information seeking and tunnel vi-

sion during choice; attribute-based comparison and compen-

satory decision making; delaying and avoiding decision mak-

ing; greater distraction during choice; greater effort expense

and working memory load during choice; lower choice com-

mitment; less decision stability; lower decision confidence;

more regret; and worse decision outcomes (Bavolar, 2018;

Ferrari & Dovidio, 2000, 2001; Ferrari & Pychul, 2007;

Frost & Shows, 1993; Germeijs & Verschueren, 2011b; Ger-

meijs, Verschueren & Soenens, 2006; Patalano, Juhasz &

Dicke, 2010; Patalano & LeClair, 2011; Patalano & Wen-

grovitz, 2007; Rassin & Muris, 2005a; Rassin et al., 2007;

Rassin, Muris, Booster & Kolsloot, 2008). As this summary

3Following the convention in the literature, we use indecisiveness to refer

to individual differences in the general tendency to find decisions difficult,

whereas indecision describes one instance of decision difficulty.
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shows, there is already an established and growing literature

on indecisiveness as an individual difference.

We propose that indecisiveness and decision difficulty are

two names for what is essentially the same construct. In-

deed, both describe individual differences in the tendency to

experience decision difficulty, and scales that seek to mea-

sure both constructs have extremely similar items. Table 2

presents a comparison of items from the Indecisiveness Scale

developed by Germeijs and De Boeck (2002) and the Deci-

sion Difficulty Scale developed by Turner et al. (2012). Both

scales not only share similar items in general, but specifically

tap a very similar set of particular features, such as difficulty,

delaying, and uncertainty. To our knowledge, there is no ex-

isting theory that specifically advances an argument for any

conceptual distinctions between indecisiveness and decision

difficulty. Rather, they have simply been assumed to be

distinct because decision difficulty has been defined as part

of maximizing, whereas indecisiveness has been separately

studied as its own unique construct.

We are not the first to consider decision difficulty in

relation to indecisiveness. Some authors (e.g., Barkley-

Levenson & Fox, 2016; Dalal et al., 2015) have explicitly

linked decision difficulty and indecisiveness as very related

constructs, and others have also shown that indecisiveness

is correlated with either decision difficulty specifically or

with maximizing measures that include decision difficulty

(Diab et al., 2008; Oren et al., 2018; Patalano & LeClair,

2011; Spunt et al., 2009; Weinhardt et al., 2012). However,

this previous research has typically found only moderate

correlations between decision difficulty and indecisiveness,

including correlations of .40 in both Patalano and LeClair

(2011) and Dalal et al. (2015), and .48 and .51 (depending

on the scale) in Weinhardt et al. (2012). To our knowledge,

the highest correlation that has been found between a de-

cision difficulty scale and an indecisiveness scale is .63 in

Barkley-Levenson and Fox (2016). Although these correla-

tions suggest a meaningful relationship between indecisive-

ness and decision difficulty, they do not necessarily suggest

that scales measuring each construct are really measuring

the same underlying individual difference.

Why might decision difficulty and indecisiveness be only

moderately correlated in previous studies? We suggest that

previous findings have largely been limited by relying on

the Decision Difficulty subscale from the Short Form of the

Maximization Scale (Nenkov et al., 2008; Schwartz et al.,

2002). The scale has low reliability and relatively few items;

was originally developed to measure maximizing broadly in-

stead of decision difficulty specifically; has outdated items

(e.g., “Renting videos is really difficult. I’m always strug-

gling to pick the best one.”); and has domain-specific items

in limited contexts. Each of these limitations may explain

why previous research has not found larger relations be-

tween decision difficulty and indecisiveness. In the present

research, we used Turner et al.’s (2012) Decision Difficulty

Scale, which is domain-general and has better psychometric

properties (Cheek & Schwartz, 2016; Turner et al., 2012).

We hypothesized that correlations between decision diffi-

culty measured with this scale and indecisiveness would be

substantially higher than in previous research, as would be

expected if decision difficulty and indecisiveness are really

two names for the same individual difference.

1.3 The present research

We tested the relation between decision difficulty and inde-

cisiveness in two studies. In Study 1, participants completed

measures of the maximization goal of wanting the best and

maximization strategy of alternative search, as well as mea-

sures of decision difficulty and indecisiveness. We expected

that decision difficulty and indecisiveness would be very

strongly correlated, both to an absolute degree and relative

to their correlations with the two maximizing measures. We

also conducted a principal component analysis to explore

whether decision difficulty items would load on the same

component as indecisiveness items, supporting our argument

that they tap the same underlying dimension. In Study 2, par-

ticipants completed these same measures as well as several

other related measures to test the hypothesis that decision

difficulty and indecisiveness would show a robust pattern of

convergent correlations with related variables. Participants

in Study 2 also made decisions and reported their decision

difficulty to allow us to compare how decision difficulty and

indecisiveness measures related to actual reported difficulty

after making decisions. In both studies, we report all mea-

sures, manipulations, and exclusions, as well as how sample

size was determined. Data, materials, and analysis code are

available as online supplemental material.

2 Study 1

In the first study, participants completed measures of deci-

sion difficulty and indecisiveness, as well as measures of the

maximizing goal of wanting the best and the maximizing

strategy of alternative search. We expected that there would

be a high correlation between decision difficulty and indeci-

siveness, and also explored whether they would load on the

same component in a principal component analysis.

2.1 Method

2.1.1 Participants

We used TurkPrime (Litman, Robinson & Abberbock, 2017)

to recruit 350 participants through Amazon’s Mechanical

Turk (MTurk). We recruited the largest sample possible

given available funding, with the restriction that there be at

least 250 participants, the sample size at which correlations

stabilize (Schönbrodt & Perugini, 2013). To be included in
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Table 2: Comparison of Decision Difficulty and Indecisiveness Scale Items

Specific Feature Decision Difficulty Example Items Indecisiveness Example Items

Difficulty “I usually have a hard time making even simple decisions.” “It’s hard for me to come to a

decision.”

Uncertainty “I am usually worried about making the wrong decision.” “While making a decision, I feel

uncertain.”

Delay “I often put off making a difficult decision until a deadline.” “I delay deciding.”

Mind changing “I often change my mind several times before making a

decision.”

“I often reconsider my decision.”

Post-decision rumination “I often think about changing my mind after I have already

made my decision.”

“After making a decision, I can’t

get it out of my mind.”

analyses, participants had to pass two instructional manip-

ulation checks (Oppenheimer, Meyvis & Davidenko, 2009)

and indicate that they did not respond randomly. In total, 336

participants met these criteria and were included in analyses.

The average age of participants was 37.46 (SD = 12.13) and

there were 145 women, 189 men, and 2 who did not identify

as men or women.4

2.1.2 Measures

Participants completed Turner et al.’s (2012) 12-item Deci-

sion Difficulty Scale from the Maximization Inventory (MI-

DD; α = .91), which was designed to measure the decision

difficulty component of maximizing, and Germeijs and De

Boeck’s (2002) 22-item Indecisiveness Scale (IS; α = .93),

which was designed to measure domain-general indecisive-

ness. The IS was originally developed in Dutch and then

translated into English, and we administered but did not an-

alyze one idiom-based item that did not quite make sense

in English (“I cut the knot myself in a decision instead of

leaving the decision to others”). This item is included in the

online data so that our analyses can be reconducted while

including it.

Participants also completed the 7-item Maximizing Ten-

dency Scale-7 (MTS, α = .90) developed by Dalal et al.

(2015) to measure the goal of making the best possible choice

and the 12-item Alternative Search Scale from Turner et

al.’s Maximization Inventory (MI-AS, α = .88) developed to

measure the strategy of searching extensively for alternatives

and comparing them when making a choice. These latter two

measures were recommended by Cheek and Schwartz (2016)

to measure the maximizing goal and maximizing strategy,

respectively.

4Additional demographic information (e.g., income, ethnicity) was col-

lected in both studies and is available in the data in supplemental material;

for brevity we report only age and gender. In Study 1, one missing deci-

sion difficulty item was imputed for one participant using the participant’s

average response on the other scale items. In Study 2, one missing indeci-

siveness item was imputed for one participant using the same method.

Table 3: Correlations among variables from Study 1.

MI-DD IS MTS

IS .85

MTS −.01 −.15

MI-AS .20 .08 .44

Note. p < .01 for r > .14 and p < .001 for r > .19.

2.2 Results

Table 3 presents the correlations among the measures from

Study 1. In line with our proposal that decision difficulty

and indecisiveness scales are largely measuring the same

construct, the MI-DD and IS were highly correlated, r =

.85. When Spearman’s (1904) correction for attenuation is

applied, the correlation between the MI-DD and IS becomes

even higher, r = .93. The MI-DD was positively correlated

with the MI-AS, whereas the IS was not. Neither the MI-DD

nor the IS was correlated with the MTS. The MTS and MI-

AS were moderately positively correlated, supporting the

idea that people who tend to adopt the maximizing goal of

choosing the best often also adopt the maximizing strategy

of alternative search.

To further explore the similarities between decision diffi-

culty and indecisiveness measures, we conducted a principal

component analysis with a varimax rotation on the items

from the MI-DD, IS, MTS, and MI-AS. Based on examina-

tion of the scree plot, eigenvalues, and theoretical interpreta-

tion components, we extracted three components.5 As shown

5To transparently address potential disagreement about the proper num-

ber of components to extract, we present two- and four-component solutions

in the Appendix. If two components are extracted, the MTS and MI-AS

items load on one component, whereas the MI-DD and IS items load on

the other. In other words, there is a maximizing component (comprising

both the goal and strategy) and a decision difficulty-indecisiveness com-

ponent (comprising decision difficulty and indecisiveness items). If four

components are rotated, the reverse-coded items on the MI-DD and IS
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Table 4: Principal component analysis with only MI-DD and IS items from Study 1. Loadings above .35 are bolded. (R)

indicates a reverse-coded item.

Item Component: 1 2

Decision Difficulty Scale (Maximization Inventory)

I usually have a hard time making even simple decisions. .73 .23

I am usually worried about making a wrong decision. .60 .38

I often wonder why decisions can’t be more easy. .67 .18

I often put off making a difficult decision until a deadline. .68 .28

I often experience buyer’s remorse. .67 .17

I often think about changing my mind after I have already made my decision. .72 .26

The hardest part of making a decision is knowing I will have to leave the item I didn’t choose behind. .69 .16

I often change my mind several times before making a decision. .67 .32

It’s hard for me to choose between two good alternatives. .58 .32

Sometimes I procrastinate in deciding even if I have a good idea of what decision I will make. .65 .34

I find myself often faced with difficult decisions. .54 −.01

I do not agonize over decisions. (R) .23 .72

Indecisiveness Scale

I find it easy to make decisions. (R) .20 .77

It is hard for me to come to a decision. .66 .44

I don’t know how to make decisions. .64 .13

I know which steps to take when making a decision. (R) .24 .50

I would characterize myself as an indecisive person. .69 .39

I don’t hesitate much when I have to make a decision. (R) .15 .79

While making a decision, I feel certain. (R) .23 .77

While making a decision, I feel uncertain. .65 .40

It takes a long time to weigh the pros and cons before making a decision. .57 .24

I make decisions quickly. (R) .09 .72

I delay deciding. .64 .33

I don’t postpone making decisions to a later date. (R) .30 .57

I try to avoid making a decision. .70 .28

I don’t avoid situations where decisions have to be made. .17 .41

I tend to leave decisions to someone else. .66 .24

Once I have taken a decision, I stick to that decision. (R) .27 .54

I often reconsider my decision. .65 .34

Once I have made a decision, I stop worrying about it. (R) .23 .70

After making a decision, I can’t get it out of my head. .70 .20

After I have decided something, I believe I took the wrong decision. .76 .15

After making a decision, I don’t regret the decision. (R) .25 .63

break off from the other MI-DD and IS items to load on their own com-

ponent, which appears to be largely a methodological result, rather than

theoretically-meaningful one. The other three components then comprise

the MTS items, the MI-AS items, and the remaining MI-DD and IS items,

respectively. In our view, these other potential solutions are also consistent

with the interpretation that the MI-DD and IS are essentially tapping the

in the Appendix (Table A1), the MTS items loaded on one

component, the MI-AS items loaded on a second component,

and the items from the MI-DD and the IS together loaded

on a third component. Thus, one component represents the

same underlying construct of indecisiveness.
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maximizing goal, one component represents the maximizing

strategy, and one component represents the tendency to find

decisions difficult, which therefore includes the items from

both the MI-DD and the IS. This result fits with our interpre-

tation of decision difficulty measures as assessing the same

underlying construct as indecisiveness measures.

Because our main goal is to explore the measurement of

decision difficulty and indecisiveness specifically, we next

conducted a second principal component analysis including

only the items from those two scales. As shown in Table 4,

the two-component solution that emerges from a varimax ro-

tation is consistent with our proposal that the MI-DD and IS

are tapping the same underlying construct. The second com-

ponent consists entirely of reverse-coded items, suggesting

that, but for a methodological feature of some items, the two

scales do not appear to measure distinguishable constructs.

2.3 Discussion

The results of Study 1 provide preliminary support for our

proposal that decision difficulty and indecisiveness scales

largely measure the same underlying construct. The MI-

DD and IS were highly correlated, and, once an attenuation

correction is applied, the correlation between the two scales

is essentially at ceiling. Moreover, items from both scales

loaded on the same component in multiple principle compo-

nent analysis solutions; only the methodological feature of

reverse-coded items caused some items from the two scales

to load on separate factors. Consistent with previous re-

search (see Cheek & Schwartz, 2016, for a review), the MTS

and MI-AS were positively correlated, and the MI-AS was

related to decision difficulty, whereas the MTS was not. The

maximizing strategy of alternative search is thus more related

to decision difficulty than the maximizing goal of choosing

the best.

If decision difficulty and indecisiveness measures are es-

sentially measuring the same construct, then they should also

show a robust pattern of convergent correlations with related

measures. We set out to test this possibility in Study 2.

3 Study 2

The goal of Study 2 was to build on Study 1 by examining

the correlates of measures of decision difficulty and indeci-

siveness. If the MI-DD and IS are really two measures of

the same underlying construct, then they should have simi-

lar correlations with relevant variables. Accordingly, in this

study we included several individual difference measures

that we expected would be related to decision difficulty and

indecisiveness (e.g., intolerance of uncertainty; see below

for details). In addition, we again included the MTS and

MI-AS to allow for comparisons among the two components

of maximizing and decision difficulty and indecisiveness.

For further comparison, participants additionally completed

Schwartz et al.’s (2002) original Maximization Scale (MS),

out of which we scored the three subscales — High Stan-

dards (MS-HS), Alternative Search (MS-AS), and Decision

Difficulty (MS-DD) — from Nenkov et al. (2008). We ex-

pected the MTS to be most related to the MS-HS, the MI-AS

to be most related to the MS-AS, and the MI-DD and IS to

be most related to the MS-DD. Importantly, however, given

our earlier suggestion that the MS-DD is less valid measure

of decision difficulty than the MI-DD, we expected that the

IS would be more strongly correlated with the MI-DD than

with the MS-DD.

To investigate how decision difficulty and indecisiveness

measures related to actual difficulty experienced during de-

cisions, participants also made three decisions and reported

how difficult they found them.6

3.1 Method

3.1.1 Participants

We aimed to recruit 300 participants from MTurk using the

same sample size determination as in Study 1. In total, 303

participants completed the study, of whom 279 were included

in analyses after meeting the inclusion criteria described in

Study 1. The average age of participants was 36.63 (SD =

11.71), and there were 142 women and 137 men.

3.1.2 Measures

Participants completed the following measures in a randomly

determined order.

Maximizing and indecisiveness As in Study 1, partici-

pants completed the MTS (α = .92), MI-AS (α = .92), MI-

DD (α = .93), and IS (α = .94), as well as the 13-item MS

(α = .76) developed by Schwartz et al. (2002). We scored

the two-item subscales for high standards (MS-HS; α = .75),

alternative search (MS-AS; α = .34), and decision difficulty

(MS-DD; α = .51) out of the MS following Nenkov et al.

(2008).

Regret Participants completed the 5-item Regret Scale (α

= .86; Schwartz et al., 2002). We expected the MI-DD and

IS to be positively correlated with the tendency to experience

regret. Indeed, previous research and theory suggests that

indecisive people are more likely to experience regret and

that regret may also lead to future indecisiveness (Rassin,

2007; Spunt et al., 2009).

6After completing all relevant measures for the present research, partic-

ipants in Study 2 completed a brief judgment task for an unrelated study

that is not reported here.
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Intolerance of uncertainty Participants completed the

12-item short form of the Intolerance of Uncertainty Scale

(α = .92; Carleton, Norton & Asmundson, 2007). Previ-

ous research has found that indecisiveness correlates with

intolerance of uncertainty (Rassin et al., 2007), and Rassin’s

(2007) theory of indecisiveness includes intolerance of un-

certainty as a potential cause of indecisiveness. Thus, we

expected the MI-DD and IS to both be positively related to

intolerance of uncertainty.

Decisiveness Participants completed the revised 6-item

Decisiveness Scale of the Need for Closure Scale (α = .87;

Roets & Van Hiel, 2007). The decisiveness component

of need for cognitive closure reflects the perceived need to

quickly identity a solution or make a decision (i.e., “seize”;

Webster & Kruglanski, 1993; Roets & Van Hiel, 2007). We

expected that the need for decisiveness would be positively

correlated with the MI-DD and IS, because feeling pres-

sure to quickly make a decision should be related to a more

difficult and unpleasant decision process.

Fear of negative evaluation Participants completed the

12-item brief Fear of Negative Evaluation Scale (α = .96;

Leary, 1983). We thought that fear of negative evaluation

might be positively correlated with the MI-DD and IS. For

people who fear negative judgments from others, decisions

have higher stakes — they can influence whether the fear of

negative evaluation is realized. Thus, the decision process

should be more stressful and perceived as more related to

impression management goals for those higher in fear of

negative evaluation, leading to greater decision difficulty and

rumination about choices (i.e., indecisiveness; Schlenker,

1980; Watson & Friend, 1969).

Perfectionism and excellentism Participants completed

the 10-item Scale of Perfectionism and Excellentism (Gau-

dreau & Schellenberg, 2018), 5 items of which measure

perfectionism (α = .94) and 5 of which measure excellen-

tism (α = .85). Whereas perfectionism is the tendency to

strive for perfect performance and outcomes, excellentism is

the tendency to strive for high-quality, but not necessarily

perfect, performance and outcomes (Gaudreau, 2019; Wade,

2017). We anticipated that the MTS, which measures the

goal of making the best choice, would be positively corre-

lated with both of these traits, whereas the MI-DD and IS

would be less strongly related to both. Furthermore, we

expected that the MTS would be more related to perfection-

ism than to excellentism. Because the maximization goal is

specifically striving for the best, rather than merely a high-

quality but potentially suboptimal choice (as a satisficer with

high standards would seek; Cheek & Schwartz, 2016), the

MTS should, in theory, be more related to perfectionism and

its shared focus on the optimal outcome than to excellentism.

Rational decision style Participants completed the 5-item

Rational Decision Style Scale (α = .93; Hamilton, Shih &

Mohammed, 2016). In this context, “rational decision style”

describes the tendency to carefully deliberate about decisions

after gathering all necessary information about the available

alternatives. We expected that the MI-AS would be most

related to a rational decision style, because the maximization

strategy of alternative search largely involves this style of

careful deliberation after seeking out alternatives (Hamilton

et al., 2016; Cheek & Schwartz, 2016).

3.1.3 Experienced decision difficulty

Participants made three decisions about what to order from

three fictional menus (one for an Italian restaurant, one for a

salad restaurant, and one for a general American restaurant).

After each decision, they answered two questions about how

difficult they found the decision (“How difficult was your

decision?” and “How hard was it to choose which option

you wanted?”). Both questions were answered on scales

ranging from 1 to 9, with higher numbers indicating greater

difficulty. Participants’ answers to each question after each

decision were averaged to create an index of how much actual

difficulty they experienced when making each decision.

3.2 Results

3.2.1 Correlations

Table 5 presents the correlations among the measures from

Study 2.

As in Study 1, the MI-DD and IS were strongly correlated,

r = .89, and this correlation increases when corrected for at-

tenuation, r = .95. Both the MI-DD and IS were positively

correlated with the MS-DD as well, though not as strongly

as they were with each other. The MI-DD and IS were also

both related to the MS-AS, regret, intolerance of uncertainty,

the decisiveness facet of need for closure, and fear of neg-

ative evaluation, whereas they were both unrelated to the

MTS, perfectionism, excellentism, and a rational decision

style. The MI-DD was positively correlated with the MS-

AS, whereas the correlation between the MS-AS and IS was

smaller. On the other hand, the IS was negatively correlated

with the MS-HS, whereas the correlation between the MS-

HS and the MI-DD was smaller. In both of these cases, the

correlations were in the same direction, and the MI-DD and

IS were never meaningfully correlated in opposite directions

with any variables.

As expected, the MI-AS was positively correlated with a

rational decision style, whereas the MTS was positively cor-

related with both perfectionism and excellentism. However,

contrary to expectations, the MTS was not more strongly

related to perfectionism; rather, the MTS and excellentism

were more strongly correlated than the MTS and perfection-

ism. Consistent with the suggestion that the maximization
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Table 5: Correlations among variables from Study 2.

MI-DD IS MTS MI-AS MS MS-HS MS-AS MS-DD Regret IOU Dec FNE Perf. Ex.

IS .89

MTS −.07 −.19

MI-AS .20 .08 .45

MS .58 .45 .37 .44

MS-HS −.05 −.14 .79 .39 .43

MS-AS .28 .19 .23 .22 .68 .22

MS-DD .63 .57 −.03 .18 .69 .02 .29

Regret .69 .65 −.04 .23 .51 .00 .31 .41

IOU .63 .54 .03 .33 .50 .10 .19 .47 .49

Dec .32 .25 −.06 −.12 .19 −.07 .06 .27 .14 .41

FNE .56 .51 −.21 −.01 .32 −.16 .18 .41 .46 .51 .41

Perf. .01 −.06 .50 .30 .30 .53 .17 .03 .10 .21 .08 .00

Ex. −.09 −.20 .59 .31 .28 .59 .19 −.05 .03 .03 −.03 −.11 .61

RDS .02 −.01 .30 .60 .20 .26 .12 .01 .10 .13 −.24 −.12 .13 .38

Note. IS = Indecisiveness Scale. MI-DD = Decision Difficulty Scale of Maximization Inventory. MTS = Maximizing

Tendency Scale-7. MI-AS = Alternative Search Scale of Maximization Inventory. MS = Maximization Scale. MS-HS

= High Standards subscale of Short Form Maximization Scale. MS-AS = Alternative Search subscale of Short Form

Maximization Scale. MS-DD = Decision Difficulty subscale of Short Form Maximization Scale. IOU = Intolerance of

Uncertainty Scale. Dec = Decisiveness Scale (need for cognitive closure). FNE = Fear of Negative Evaluation Scale. Perf.

= Perfectionism Scale. Ex. = Excellentism Scale. RDS = Rational Decision Style Scale. p < .05 for |r| ≥ .12. p < .01 for |r|

≥ .16. p < .001 for |r| ≥ .21.

Table 6: Correlations between decision difficulty, indecisive-

ness, and experienced difficulty

Decision

difficulty

Indecisiveness

Menu 1 decision difficulty r=.34, p<.001 r=.27, p<.001

Menu 2 decision difficulty r=.34, p<.001 r=.27, p<.001

Menu 3 decision difficulty r=.20, p=.001 r=.14, p=.017

strategy of alternative search is potentially more maladaptive

than the maximization goal of wanting the best, the MI-AS

was correlated with regret and intolerance of uncertainty,

whereas the MTS was unrelated to regret and intolerance of

uncertainty and negatively correlated with fear of negative

evaluation.

3.2.2 Experienced decision difficulty

Table 6 shows the correlation between the actual difficulty

reported after making decisions from three menus and the

MI-DD and IS. Both scales were related to greater experi-

enced difficulty for all three decisions, though correlations

were higher for the first two decisions than for the third.

3.3 Discussion

The results of Study 2 provide further evidence for our pro-

posal that decision difficulty and indecisiveness scales mea-

sure the same underlying construct. The MI-DD and IS were

again highly correlated, r = .89, and, as in Study 1, their cor-

relation further increases when corrected for attenuation, r =

.95. For reference, the MS-HS has been argued to measure

the same construct as the MTS and is often used as evidence

of construct validity (e.g., Diab et al., 2008; Dalal et al.,

2015), and these two scales were correlated at r = .79. Thus,

if researchers were developing the MI-DD as an indecisive-

ness scale, this high correlation between the MI-DD and IS

would be compelling evidence of construct validity.

It is worth noting that while the MI-DD and IS were both

correlated with the MS-DD, these correlations were some-

what smaller, r’s = .63 and .57. This finding fits with our

suggestion that previous research on maximizing and indeci-

siveness has obscured the extent to which decision difficulty

and indecisiveness conceptually overlap because the MS-DD

scale has limited validity and weaker psychometric proper-

ties — it does not capture the construct as well as the MI-DD.

Many researchers have criticized the Schwartz et al.’s (2002)

MS, while still using it in scale validation or scale com-

parison work, but this approach has important limitations
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because of the very weaknesses of the original scale high-

lighted by critics. Thus, the MS and its subscales should

not be used as the only means of validating or comparing

maximizing and related constructs.

The MI-DD and IS also showed a convergent pattern of

correlations: they were correlated in the same direction and

at similar magnitudes with the other variables. Moreover,

both the MI-DD and IS were positively correlated with actual

difficulty experienced during decision making, providing ev-

idence for the criterion validity of both measures. Interest-

ingly, the correlation between the IS and other variables

was always lower — not in magnitude, but numerically —

than the correlation between the MI-DD and other variables.

One possibility is that this difference arose because only 1

of the 12 items of the MI-DD is reverse-coded, whereas

10 of the 21 IS items we scored (leaving out one item that

did not translate well) are reverse-coded. This possibility is

supported by the results of the principal component analy-

sis in Study 1, in which the reverse-coded items loaded on

a separate, though theoretically uninteresting, component.

Reverse-coded items can potentially weaken the psychome-

tric properties of scales, even when respondents pay close

attention, and can also cause confusion or mistakes (e.g.,

Netemeyer, Bearden & Sharma, 2003; Swain, Weather &

Niedrich, 2008). Thus, the fact that half of the items in the

IS are reverse-coded may account for the differences in cor-

relations between the MI-DD and IS. Of course, the MI-DD

and IS were also developed independently and it is there-

fore not surprising that they do not show identical patterns

of correlations with other variables. Nonetheless, it may be

worthwhile for future research to further examine the similar-

ities and differences between the two scales with a particular

focus on reverse-coded items. Indeed, the present research

may suggest that, although the two scales are very similar,

the MI-DD may be a slightly more useful measure of inde-

cisiveness than the IS if the many reverse-coded items of the

IS result in greater participant error or noise.

Although the maximizing goal and strategy are not the

primary focus of the present research, one additional find-

ing merits discussion. It was unexpected that the MTS was

more correlated with excellentism than with perfectionism

(though the latter two also correlated relatively strongly with

each other). This finding fits with other findings on the rela-

tive adaptiveness of higher scores on the MTS (e.g., Diab et

al., 2008; Dalal et al., 2015), but also suggests that the MTS

may not be completely, or only, measuring the pursuit of

the very best possible choice. Indeed, if the MTS is at least

partly capturing the pursuit of a very good choice — that is,

if it is capturing having “high standards” instead of wanting

the best (Dalal et al., 2015) — then it may not fully capture

what is specific to the maximizing goal. Future psychometric

research may be needed into how best to distinguish having

high standards, which may characterize satisficers and be

adaptive like excellentism, from being happy with only the

best choice, which characterizes only maximizers and may

be less adaptative. For now, the MTS and MI-AS appear to

be the highest-quality measures of, respectively, the maxi-

mization goal and strategy, but future research, such as work

on developing a more specific measure of the goal of wanting

the very best, should perhaps continue to rework and refine

maximizing measures.

4 General discussion

Across two studies, we found that measures of the decision

difficulty component of maximizing and indecisiveness are

highly correlated, load on the same component in a principal

component analysis, and show a convergent pattern of cor-

relations with other variables — essentially, the two scales

appear indistinguishable within the limits of error. Taken

together, along with the lack of a compelling theoretical rea-

son to distinguish between the two constructs, the present

results support our proposal that the decision difficulty com-

ponent of maximizing is actually indecisiveness by another

name. In other words, considering decision difficulty to be

part of maximizing, rather than simply being indecisiveness,

is an instance of the jingle fallacy — incorrectly believing

that two constructs (maximizing and indecisiveness) are the

same because they are measured with scales of the same

name. On the other hand, considering decision difficulty

and indecisiveness to be two unique constructs is an in-

stance of the jangle fallacy — incorrectly believing that two

scales (decision difficulty and indecisiveness) measure dif-

ferent constructs simply because they have different names

(Kelley, 1927; Thorndike, 1904).

Distinguishing between maximizing and the related but

distinct construct of indecisiveness has at least three impor-

tant implications for research. First, much of the debate

around maximizing has focused on whether pursuing the

goal of making the best possible choice has negative conse-

quences (e.g., Cheek & Schwartz, 2016; Diab et al., 2008;

Dalal et al., 2015; Lai, 2010; Kim & Miller, 2017; Schwartz

et al., 2002; Zhu, Dalal & Hwang, 2017). One prominent

approach to answering this question has been to suggest that,

independent of decision strategies, the maximization goal

of wanting the best is not necessarily negative, and may

even be related to positive outcomes in some cases. When

this goal is pursued through the maximization strategy of

alternative search, however, the picture may be less positive,

because this strategy is associated with more negative out-

comes such as regret (e.g., Cheek & Schwartz, 2016; Cheek

& Ward, 2019; Hughes & Scholer, 2017). To this first ap-

proach to understanding whether and how maximizing may

be detrimental we seek to explicitly add another — properly

measuring maximizing as a construct separate from indeci-

siveness. Measuring indecisiveness (“decision difficulty”)

as part of maximizing may serve to unintentionally build
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in correlations with negative outcomes and individual dif-

ferences because of the potential maladaptive correlates of

indecisiveness (e.g., Bavolar, 2018; Frost & Shows, 1993;

Rassin, 2007; Rassin et al., 2007). Maximizing may not

seem as problematic when indecisiveness is not included in

its measurement.

Previous calls to distinguish the measurement of maxi-

mizing from the measurement of more potentially negative

or maladaptive constructs (e.g., Diab et al., 2008; Dalal et

al., 2015; Lai, 2010) have not always been heeded in the past,

and this may be due in part to ambiguity around the construct

of decision difficulty. We hope that the present research mag-

nifies the perceived importance of properly measuring max-

imizing by clearly demonstrating that “decision difficulty”

is already a separate existing construct, much like regret.

If researchers want to argue in favor of retaining decision

difficulty as a component of maximizing, we suggest that

the burden of proof now belongs to those wishing to argue

that decision difficulty and indecisiveness are meaningfully

distinguishable. Until and unless a new theory is proposed

that provides a compelling case for their separation, the two

should not be considered conceptually distinct.

A second benefit of properly distinguishing between maxi-

mizing and indecisiveness is that they can be accurately stud-

ied in relation to one another. Indecisiveness may be both a

potential cause and a potential consequence of maximizing,

and studying when and why they are related will advance

the literature on both of these individual differences. Yet,

it is impossible to study their relation if maximizing scales

inappropriately include items measuring indecisiveness, and

thus our proposal to interpret decision difficulty as indeci-

siveness also facilitates future research on how potentially

related constructs are connected.

A third potential benefit of properly recognizing the over-

lap in the constructs of decision difficulty and indecisiveness

is that the existing literatures on these constructs can now

more clearly inform future research. For example, Kim and

Miller (2017) found that the post-choice experience of max-

imizers is more vulnerable than that of satisficers to negative

feedback about choices, but that this effect is mainly driven

by the decision difficulty component of maximizing. Based

on the present research, we suggest that this is really a novel

and important finding about indecisiveness — people who

are more indecisive may be more upset when they receive

negative feedback about their choices. Thus, previous re-

search on “decision difficulty” can inform our current and

future understanding of indecisiveness. Similarly, the max-

imization strategy of alternative search is frequently found

to be related to “decision difficulty” (Cheek & Schwartz,

2016), and these previous findings can now be interpreted

as showing a relation between indecisiveness and alternative

search. The literature on indecisiveness can inform our un-

derstanding of maximizing because of the relation between

alternative search and indecisiveness — for instance, it would

be interesting to examine how the greater distraction expe-

rienced by more indecisive people during choice is related

to alternative search (Patalano et al., 2010). Much is known

about maximizing, “decision difficulty,” and indecisiveness,

and these literatures can be better connected after properly

understanding and correcting the jingle-jangle fallacies in

previous research.

4.1 Cultural differences

There is only limited research comparing maximizing and in-

decisiveness across different cultural contexts, but previous

findings may both provide further support for our interpre-

tation of decision difficulty as indecisiveness and highlight

important limitations to our conclusions. At the mean level,

previous research has found that Japanese individuals tend

to be higher in indecisiveness than U.S. individuals, whereas

people from the U.S. and China may not differ in average

levels of indecisiveness (Yates et al., 2010; see also Ng &

Hynie, 2014, 2016). This pattern of variation is notably

similar for the decision difficulty subscale of the Short Form

of the Maximization Scale — people from Japan tend to

have higher average levels of decision difficulty than people

from the U.S. (Oishi, Tsutsui, Eggleston & Galinha, 2014),

whereas people in the U.S. have similar average levels of

decision difficulty as people in China (Roets, Schwartz &

Guan, 2012). On the other hand, people from the U.S.

tend to be higher than people from Japan in maximization

goal and strategy (Oishi et al., 2014). These patterns of

differences provide further convergent patterns of variation

between decision difficulty scales and indecisiveness scale,

as well as divergent patterns between those two scales and

other maximizing measures.

Beyond mean differences across cultures, there appears

to be important variation in the implications of maximiz-

ing. For instance, whereas the maximization goal may be

related to positive outcomes in the U.S., it may be related

to more negative outcomes in Western Europe and Japan

(Roets, et al., 2012; Oishi et al., 2014). Oishi et al. (2014)

suggested that, because, in Japan, making good personal

decisions is not as important as adjusting to others’ expecta-

tions, the maximization goal may not be related to positive

outcomes. In fact, because seeking to make the best per-

sonal choice may run counter to cultural values, maximizing

may be especially negative in a Japanese cultural context.

Relatedly, the negative effects of indecisiveness may be par-

ticularly strong for individuals, such as people of East Asian

descent living in a Canadian cultural context, whose cultural

background may encourage indecisiveness through naïve di-

alecticism, but whose broader cultural context may instead

value decisiveness (Ng & Hynie, 2014, 2016). On the other

hand, maximizing may not be related to negative outcomes

in a society lacking abundant choice and a cultural empha-

sis on the pursuit of self-determination through individual
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choice, as Roets et al. (2012) argued when demonstrating no

negative correlation between maximizing and well-being in

Chinese participants.

These findings suggest that the meaning of maximizing

and indecisiveness may be inherently shaped by cultural con-

text. Thus, conclusions about whether maximizing is “pos-

itive” or “negative” are likely culturally bounded — limited

by both empirical data and researchers’ value-based inter-

pretations of what is good and bad, adaptive and maladap-

tive. As one example, indecisiveness may account for some

of the negative correlations between maximizing scales and

well-being in the U.S., whereas it may not in Japan. Indeed,

perhaps in Japan indecisiveness is valuable, fitting with a cul-

tural emphasis on thoroughness (Yates et al., 2010), whereas

individually seeking the best is frowned upon (Oishi et al.,

2014). Even in the U.S., difficulty during decision making

may be valuable at times, such as when it prompts reflec-

tions about and development of the self-concept (Newark,

2014). The implications of the present research for broader

conclusions about maximizing and indecisiveness therefore

need to be carefully contextualized in our particular research

setting.

In addition, Patalano and Wengrovits (2006) found that the

factor structure of indecisiveness scales may differ across

cultures — they factor analyzed Frost and Shows’ (1993)

scale and found evidence for different factor structures in the

U.S. and China. Hence, cultural variation may matter for

more than outcomes — even the measures, and thus concep-

tualizations of constructs, may differ considerably. Within

debates about the meaning and measurement of maximiz-

ing, an explicit interrogation of how cultural values shape

understandings, interpretations, and consequences of deci-

sion making tendencies has played only a minimal role. In

future research, it will be important to more carefully and

thoroughly integrate cultural research into theories and in-

vestigations of maximizing and indecisiveness.

4.2 Conclusion

In the present research, we proposed that the “decision diffi-

culty” component of maximizing scales and definitions actu-

ally captures the existing construct of indecisiveness. Thus,

the tendency to experience difficulty in decision making is

not part of maximizing, but rather a distinct construct, though

it may be a cause or consequence of maximizing. Maximiz-

ing and indecisiveness are both important individual differ-

ences, but advancing research on either requires accurate

conceptualizations of both.

5 References

Barkley-Levenson, E. E., Fox, C. R. (2016). The surpris-

ing relationship between indecisiveness and impulsivity.

Personality and Individual Differences, 90, 1–6.

Bavolar, J. (2018). Psychometric characteristics of two forms

of the Slovak version of the Indecisiveness Scale. Judg-

ment and Decision Making, 13, 287–296.

Bruine de Bruin, W., Dombrovski, A. Y., Parker, A. M., &

Szanto, K. (2016). Late-life depression, suicidal ideation,

and attempted suicide: The role of individual differences

in maximizing, regret, and negative decision outcomes.

Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 29, 363–371.

Carleton, R. N., Norton, M. A. P., & Asmundson, G. J.

G. (2007). Fearing the unknown: A short version of

the intolerance of uncertainty scale. Journal of Anxiety

Disorders, 21, 105–117.

Chang, E. C., Lin, N. J., Herringshaw, A. J., Sanna, L.

J., Fabian, C. G., Perera, M. J., & Marchenko, V. V.

(2011). Understanding the link between perfectionism

and adjustment in college students: Examining the role of

maximizing. Personality and Individual Differences, 50,

1074–1078.

Cheek, N. N., & Schwartz, B. (2016). On the meaning and

measurement of maximization. Judgment and Decision

Making, 11, 126–146.

Cheek, N. N., & Ward, A. (2019). When choice is a double-

edged sword: Understanding maximizers’ paradoxical ex-

periences with choice. Personality and Individual Differ-

ences, 143, 55–61.

Connolly, T., & Zeelenberg, M. (2002). Regret and decision

making. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 11,

212–216.

Crites, J.O. (1969). Vocational psychology. New York:

McGraw- Hill.

Dalal, D. K., Diab, D. L., Zhu, X. S., & Hwang, T. (2015).

Understanding the construct of maximizing tendency: A

theoretical and empirical evaluation. Journal of Behav-

ioral Decision Making, 5, 437–450.

Dar-Nimrod, I., Rawn, C. D., Lehman, D. R., & Schwartz, B.

(2009). The maximization paradox: The costs of seeking

alternatives. Personality and Individual Differences, 46,

631–635.

Di Fabio, A., Palazzeschi, L., Asulin-Peretz, L., & Gati, I.

(2013). Career indecision versus indecisiveness: Associ-

ations with personality traits and emotional intelligence.

Journal of Career Assessment, 21, 42–56.

Diab, D. L., Gillespie, M. A., & Highhouse, S. (2008).

Are maximizers really unhappy? The measurement of

maximizing tendency. Judgment and Decision Making,

3, 364–370.

Effert, B. R., & Ferrari, J. R. (1989). Decisional procrastina-

tion: Examining personality correlates. Journal of Social

Behavior and Personality, 4, 151–156.

Ferrari, J.R. & Dovidio, J.F. (2000). Examining behavioral

processes in indecision: Decisional procrastination and

decision-making style. Journal of Research in Personal-

ity, 34, 127–137.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1930297500006884 Published online by Cambridge University Press

http://journal.sjdm.org/vol15.1.html
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1930297500006884


Judgment and Decision Making, Vol. 15, No. 1, January 2020 Decision difficulty, indecisiveness, and maximizing 19

Ferrari, J.R., & Dovidio, J.F. (2001). Behavioral informa-

tion search by indecisives. Personality and Individual

Differences, 30, 1113–1123.

Ferrari, J. R., & Pychyl, T. A. (2007). Regulating speed,

accuracy, and judgments by indecisives: Effects of fre-

quent choices on self-regulation depletion. Personality

and Individual Differences, 42, 777–787.

French, J. E., & Meltzer, A. L. (2019). Maximizing tenden-

cies in marriage: Accentuating the implications of readily

observable partner characteristics for intimates’ satisfac-

tion. Personality and Social Psychology, in press.

Frost, R. O., & Shows, D. L. (1993). The nature and mea-

surement of compulsive indecisiveness. Behaviour Re-

search and Therapy, 31, 683–692.

Gaudreau, P. (2019). On the distinction between personal

standards perfectionism and excellentism: A theory elabo-

ration and research agenda. Perspectives on Psychological

Science, in press.

Gaudreau, P., & Schellenberg, B. (2018). Scale of Perfec-

tionism and Excellencism (SCOPE) [Measurement instru-

ment]. Retrieved from http://osf.io/y6jf5

Gayton, W. F., Clavin, R. H., Clavin, S. L., & Broida, J.

(1994). Further validation of the indecisiveness scale.

Psychological Reports, 75, 1631–1634.

Germeijs, V., & Verschueren, K. (2011a). Indecisiveness and

Big Five personality factors: Relationship and specificity.

Personality and Individual Differences, 50, 1023–1028.

Germeijs, V., & Verschueren, K. (2011b). Indecisiveness:

Specificity and predictive validity. European Journal of

Personality, 25, 295–305.

Germeijs, V., Verschueren, K., & Soenens, B. (2006). In-

decisiveness and high school students’ career decision-

making process: Longitudinal associations and the medi-

ational role of anxiety. Journal of Counseling Psychology,

53, 397–410.

Germeijs, V., & De Boeck, P. (2002). A measurement scale

for indecisiveness and its relationship to career indeci-

sion and other types of indecision. European Journal of

Psychological Assessment, 18, 113–122.

Gilovich, T., & Medvec, V. H. (1995). The experience of

regret: What, when, and why. Psychological Review, 102,

379–395.

Hamilton, K., Shih, S.-I., & Mohammed, S. (2016). The

development and validation of the Rational and Intuitive

Decision Styles Scale. Journal of Personality Assessment,

98, 523–535.

Hsieh, M.-H., & Yalch, R. F. (2019). How a maximizing

orientation affects trade-offs between desirability and fea-

sibility: The role of outcome- versus process-focused de-

cision making. Journal of Behavioral Decision Making,

in press.

Hughes, J., & Scholer, A. A. (2017). When wanting the best

goes right or wrong: Distinguishing between adaptive

and maladaptive maximization. Personality and Social

Psychology Bulletin, 43, 570–583.

Iyengar, S. S., Wells, R. E., & Schwartz, B. (2006). Do-

ing better but feeling worse: Looking for the “best” jobs

undermines satisfaction. Psychological Science, 17, 143–

150.

Kelley, T. L. (1927). Interpretation of educational measure-

ments. Yonkers-on-Hudson, N.Y.: World Book Company.

Kim, K., & Miller, E. G. (2017). Vulnerable maximizers:

The role of decision difficulty. Judgment and Decision

Making, 12, 516–526.

Lai, L. (2010). Maximizing without difficulty: A modi-

fied maximization scale and its correlates. Judgment and

Decision Making, 5, 164–175.

Landman, J. (1993). Regret: The persistence of the possible.

New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Leary, M. R. (1983). A brief version of the Fear of Nega-

tive Evaluation Scale. Personality and Social Psychology

Bulletin, 9, 371–375.

Luan, M., & Li, H. (2017a) Maximization paradox: Result

of believing in an objective best. Personality and Social

Psychology, 43, 652–661.

Luan, M., & Li, H. (2017b). Good enough — compromise

between desirability and feasibility: An alternative per-

spective on satisficing. Journal of Experimental Social

Psychology, 70, 110–116.

Luan, M., & Li, H. (2019). Do maximizers maximize in

private? The influence of public versus private context on

maximizing. Personality and Individual Differences, 150,

109481.

Litman, L., Robinson, J., & Abberbock, T. (2017).

TurkPrime.com: A versatile crowdsourcing data acqui-

sition platform for the behavioral sciences. Behavior Re-

search Methods, 49, 433–442.

Ma, J., & Roese, N. J. (2014). The maximizing mind-set.

Journal of Consumer Research, 41, 71–92.

Mikkelson, A. C., & Pauley, P. M. (2013). Maximizing

relationship possibilities: Relational maximization in ro-

mantic relationships. The Journal of Social Psychology,

153, 467–485.

Misuraca, R., Faraci, P., Gangemi, A., Carmeci, F. A., &

Miceli, S. (2015). The Decision Making Tendency Inven-

tory: A new measure to assess maximizing, satisficing,

and minimizing. Personality and Individual Differences,

85, 111–116.

Misuraca, R., & Teuscher, U. (2013). Time flies when you

maximize — Maximizers and satisficers perceive time

differently when making decisions. Acta Psychologica,

143, 176–180.

Nenkov, G. Y., Morrin, M., Ward, A., Schwartz, B., & Hul-

land, J. (2008). A short form of the Maximization Scale:

Factor structure, reliability and validity studies. Judgment

and Decision Making, 3, 371–388.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1930297500006884 Published online by Cambridge University Press

http://journal.sjdm.org/vol15.1.html
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1930297500006884


Judgment and Decision Making, Vol. 15, No. 1, January 2020 Decision difficulty, indecisiveness, and maximizing 20

Netemeyer, R. G., Bearden, W. O., and Sharma, S. (2003).

Scaling Procedures: Issues and Applications. Thousand

Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Newark, D. A. (2014). Indecision and the construction of the

self. Organizational Behavior and Human and Decision

Processes, 125, 162–174.

Newman, D. B., Schug, J., Yuki, M., Yamada, J., & Nezlek,

J. B. (2018). The negative consequences of maximizing

in friendship selection. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 114, 804–824.

Ng, A. H., & Hynie, M. (2014). Cultural differences in in-

decisiveness: The role of naïve dialecticism. Personality

and Individual Differences, 70, 45–50.

Ng, A. H., & Hynie, M. (2016). Naïve dialecticism and

indecisiveness: Mediating mechanism and downstream

consequences. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 47,

263–276.

Nunnally, J. C. (1978). Psychometric theory (2nd Ed.). New

York: McGraw-Hill Book Company.

Oishi, S., Tsutsui, Y., Eggleston, C., & Galinha, I. C. (2014).

Are maximizers unhappier than satisficers? A compari-

son between Japan and the USA. Journal of Research in

Personality, 49, 14–20.

Oppenheimer, D. M., Meyvis, T., & Davidenko, N. (2009).

Instructional manipulation checks: Detecting satisficing

to increase statistical power. Journal of Experimental

Social Psychology, 45, 867–872.

Oren, E., Dar, R., & Liberman, N. (2018). Obsessive-

compulsive tendencies are related to a maximization strat-

egy in making decisions. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, 778.

Patalano, A. L., Juhasz, B. J., & Dicke, J. (2010). The

relationship between indecisiveness and eye fixations in

a decision-related informational search task. Journal of

Behavioral Decision Making, 23, 353–368.

Patalano, A. L., & LeClair, Z. (2011). The influence of group

decision making on indecisiveness-related decisional con-

fidence. Judgment and Decision Making, 6, 163–175.

Patalano, A. L., & Wengrovitz, S. M. (2006). Cross-cultural

exploration of the Indecisiveness Scale: A comparison of

Chinese and American men and women. Personality and

Individual Differences, 41, 813–824.

Patalano, A. L., & Wengrovitz, S. M. (2007). Indecisiveness

and responses to risk in deciding when to decide. Journal

of Behavioral Decision Making, 20, 405–424.

Polman, E. (2010). Why are maximizers less happy than

satisficers? Because they maximize positive and negative

outcomes. Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 23,

179–190.

Rassin, E. (2007). A psychological theory of indecisiveness.

Netherlands Journal of Psychology, 63, 1–11.

Rassin, E. & Muris, P. (2005a). Indecisiveness and the

interpretation of ambiguous situations. Personality and

Individual Differences, 39, 1285–1291.

Rassin, E. & Muris, P. (2005b). To be or not to be

... indecisive: Gender differences, correlations with

obsessive-compulsive complaints, and behavioral man-

ifestation. Personality and Individual Differences, 38,

1175–1181.

Rassin, E., Muris, P., Booster, E., & Kolsloot, I. (2008). In-

decisiveness and informational tunnel vision. Personality

and Individual Differences, 45, 96–102.

Rassin, E., Muris, P., Franken, I., Smit, M., & Wong, M.

(2007). Measuring general indecisiveness. Journal of

Psychopathology and Behavioral Assessment, 29, 61–68.

Richardson, C. M. E., Ye, H. J., Ege, E., Suh, G., & Rice,

K. C. (2014). Refining the measurement of maximiza-

tion: Gender invariance and relation to psychological

well-being. Personality and Individual Differences, 70,

229–234.

Roets, A., Schwartz, B., & Guan, Y. (2012). The tyranny

of choice: A cross-cultural investigation of maximizing-

satisficing effects on well-being. Judgment and Decision

Making, 7, 689–704.

Roets, A., & Van Hiel, A. (2007). Separating ability from

need: Clarifying the dimensional structure of the Need

for Closure Scale. Personality and Social Psychology

Bulletin, 33, 266–280.

Salomone, P.R. (1982). Difficult cases in career counsel-

ing: II –The indecisive client. Personnel and Guidance

Journal, 60, 496–500.

Schepman, S., Weyandt, L., Schlect, S. D., & Swentosky, A.

(2012). The relationship between ADHD symptomology

and decision making. Journal of Attention Disorders, 16,

3–12.

Schlenker, B. R. (1980). Impression management: The

self-concept, social identity, and interpersonal relations.

Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole.

Schönbrodt, F. D., & Perugini, M. (2013). At what sample

size do correlations stabilize? Journal of Research in

Personality, 47, 609–612.

Schwartz, B., Ward, A., Monterosso, J., Lyubomirsky, S.,

White, K., & Lehman, D. R. (2002). Maximizing versus

satisficing: Happiness is a matter of choice. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 83, 1178–1197.

Sela, A., & Berger, J. (2012). Decision quicksand: How

trivial choices suck us in. Journal of Consumer Research,

39, 360–370.

Simon, H. A. (1955). A behavioral model of rational choice.

Quarterly Journal of Economics, 59, 99–118.

Simon, H. A. (1956). Rational choice and the structure of

the environment. Psychological Review, 63, 129–138.

Smallman, R., & Becker, B. (2017). Motivational differ-

ences in seeking out evaluative categorization informa-

tion. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 43,

1020–1032.

Spearman, C. (1904). The proof and measurement of as-

sociation between two things. The American Journal of

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1930297500006884 Published online by Cambridge University Press

http://journal.sjdm.org/vol15.1.html
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1930297500006884


Judgment and Decision Making, Vol. 15, No. 1, January 2020 Decision difficulty, indecisiveness, and maximizing 21

Psychology, 15, 72–101.

Spunt, R. P., Rassin, E., & Epstein, L. M. (2009). Aversive

and avoidant indecisiveness: Roles for regret proneness,

maximization, and BIS/BAS sensitivities. Personality and

Individual Differences, 47, 256–261.

Swain, S. D., Weathers, D., & Niedrich, R. W. (2008). As-

sessing three sources of misresponse to reversed Likert

items. Journal of Marketing Research, 45, 116–131.

Taillefer, S. E., Liu, J. J. W., Ornstein, T. J., & Vickers, K.

(2016). Indecisiveness as a predictor of quality of life in

individuals with obsessive and compulsive traits. Journal

of Obsessive-Compulsive and Related Disorders, 10, 91–

98.

Thorndike, E. L. (1904). An introduction to the theory of

mental and social measures. New York: Teachers Col-

lege, Columbia University.

Turner, B. R., Rim, H. B., Betz, N. E., & Nygren, T. E. (2012).

The Maximization Inventory. Judgment and Decision

Making, 7, 48–60.

Van Matre, G., & Cooper, S. E. (1984). Concurrent evalu-

ation of career indecision and indecisiveness. Personnel

and Guidance Journal, 62, 637–639.

Voss, N. M., Lake, C. J., & Chlevin-Thiele, C. (2019). Con-

struction and initial validation of the career maximizing

scale. The Career Development Quarterly, 67, 156–170.

Wade, T. D. (2017). Prevention of perfectionism in youth. In

J. Stoeber (Ed.), The psychology of perfectionism: Theory,

research, applications (pp. 265–283). New York, NY:

Routledge.

Watson, D., & Friend, R. (1969). Measurement of social-

evaluative anxiety. Journal of Counseling and Clinical

Psychology, 33, 448–457.

Webster, D. M., & Kruglanski, A. W. (1994). Individual

differences in need for cognitive closure. Journal of Per-

sonality and Social Psychology, 67, 1049–1062.

Weinhardt, J. M., Morse, B. J., Chimeli, J., & Fisher, J.

(2012). An item response theory and factor analytic ex-

amination of two prominent maximizing tendency scales.

Judgment and Decision Making, 7, 644–658.

Yates, J. F., Ji, L.-J., Oka, T., Lee, J.-W., Shinotsuka, H.,

& Sieck, W. R. (2010). Indecisiveness and culture: In-

cidence, values, and thoroughness. Journal of Cross-

Cultural Psychology, 41, 428–444.

Zeelenberg, M., & Pieters, R. (2007). A theory of regret

regulation 1.0. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 17, 3–

18.

Zhu, X. S., Dalal, D. K., & Hwang, T. (2017). Is maximizing

a bad thing? Linking maximizing tendency to positive

outcomes through future-oriented thinking. Journal of

Individual Differences, 38, 94–101.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1930297500006884 Published online by Cambridge University Press

http://journal.sjdm.org/vol15.1.html
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1930297500006884


Judgment and Decision Making, Vol. 15, No. 1, January 2020 Decision difficulty, indecisiveness, and maximizing 22

Appendix Table A1: Principal component analysis with all measures from Study 1. Loadings above .35 are bolded. (R)

indicates a reverse-coded item.

Item Component: 1 2 3

Maximizing Tendency Scale-7

No matter what I do, I have the highest standards for myself. −.14 .31 .66

I never settle for second best. .04 .31 .77

No matter what it takes, I always try to choose the best thing. −.13 .48 .43

I don’t like having to settle for “good enough.” −.01 .29 .61

I am a maximizer. −.01 .34 .53

I will wait for the best option, no matter how long it takes. .14 .43 .61

I never settle. .05 .25 .75

Alternative Search Scale (Maximization Inventory)

I can’t come to a decision unless I have carefully considered all of my options. .12 .67 .15

I take time to read the whole menu when dining out. .13 .41 .14

I will continue shopping for an item until it reaches all of my criteria. −.02 .70 .13

I usually continue to search for an item until it reaches my expectations. −.06 .75 .13

When shopping, I plan on spending a lot of time looking for something. .19 .57 .14

When shopping, if I can’t find exactly what I’m looking for, I will continue to search for it. −.05 .74 .06

I find myself going to many different stores before finding the thing I want. .20 .49 .18

When shopping for something, I don’t mind spending several hours looking for it. .14 .49 .21

I take the time to consider all alternatives before making a decision. −.04 .73 −.01

When I see something that I want, I always try to find the best deal before purchasing it. .01 .65 −.09

If a store doesn’t have exactly what I’m shopping for, then I will go somewhere else. −.10 .73 .01

I just won’t make a decision until I am comfortable with the process. .09 .68 .11

Decision Difficulty Scale (Maximization Inventory)

I usually have a hard time making even simple decisions. .77 .01 .11

I am usually worried about making a wrong decision. .68 .23 −.11

I often wonder why decisions can’t be more easy. .68 .00 .09

I often put off making a difficult decision until a deadline. .73 .05 −.04

I often experience buyer’s remorse. .67 .00 .03

I often think about changing my mind after I have already made my decision. .74 .12 .01

The hardest part of making a decision is knowing I will have to leave the item I didn’t choose behind. .69 .09 .12

I often change my mind several times before making a decision. .71 .15 −.11

It’s hard for me to choose between two good alternatives. .62 .21 −.14

Sometimes I procrastinate in deciding even if I have a good idea of what decision I will make. .70 .13 −.16

I find myself often faced with difficult decisions. .47 .08 .19

I do not agonize over decisions. (R) .53 .19 −.36

Indecisiveness Scale

I find it easy to make decisions. (R) .52 .14 −.39

It is hard for me to come to a decision. .78 .13 −.11

I don’t know how to make decisions. .67 −.24 .12

I know which steps to take when making a decision. (R) .48 −.24 −.21

I would characterize myself as an indecisive person. .79 .04 −.06

I don’t hesitate much when I have to make a decision. (R) .48 .25 −.50

While making a decision, I feel certain. (R) .55 .01 −.47

While making a decision, I feel uncertain. .74 .05 −.16

It takes a long time to weigh the pros and cons before making a decision. .59 .32 −.03

I make decisions quickly. (R) .38 .32 −.47

I delay deciding. .70 .06 −.16

I don’t postpone making decisions to a later date. (R) .51 .09 −.32

I try to avoid making a decision. .75 −.05 −.02

I don’t avoid situations where decisions have to be made. .37 −.12 −.17

I tend to leave decisions to someone else. .71 −.12 .00

Once I have taken a decision, I stick to that decision. (R) .52 −.23 −.27

I often reconsider my decision. .71 .18 −.05

Once I have made a decision, I stop worrying about it. (R) .53 .03 −.36

After making a decision, I can’t get it out of my head. .71 .02 .07

After I have decided something, I believe I took the wrong decision. .75 −.06 .13

After making a decision, I don’t regret the decision. (R) .52 −.03 −.33
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Appendix Table A2: Study 1 principal component analysis with 2 components rotated.

Item Component: 1 2

Maximizing Tendency Scale-7

No matter what I do, I have the highest standards for myself. −.25 .59

I never settle for second best. −.10 .66

No matter what it takes, I always try to choose the best thing. −.18 .62

I don’t like having to settle for “good enough.” −.11 .56

I am a maximizer. −.10 .56

I will wait for the best option, no matter how long it takes. .04 .69

I never settle. −.08 .60

Alternative Search Scale (Maximization Inventory)

I can’t come to a decision unless I have carefully considered all of my options. .15 .66

I take time to read the whole menu when dining out. .13 .43

I will continue shopping for an item until it reaches all of my criteria. .01 .67

I usually continue to search for an item until it reaches my expectations. −.03 .71

When shopping, I plan on spending a lot of time looking for something. .21 .56

When shopping, if I can’t find exactly what I’m looking for, I will continue to search for it. .00 .66

I find myself going to many different stores before finding the thing I want. .20 .52

When shopping for something, I don’t mind spending several hours looking for it. .13 .53

I take the time to consider all alternatives before making a decision. .03 .63

When I see something that I want, I always try to find the best deal before purchasing it. .08 .51

If a store doesn’t have exactly what I’m shopping for, then I will go somewhere else. −.04 .63

I just won’t make a decision until I am comfortable with the process. .12 .65

Decision Difficulty Scale (Maximization Inventory)

I usually have a hard time making even simple decisions. .73 .09

I am usually worried about making a wrong decision. .71 .17

I often wonder why decisions can’t be more easy. .65 .07

I often put off making a difficult decision until a deadline. .72 .05

I often experience buyer’s remorse. .64 .03

I often think about changing my mind after I have already made my decision. .73 .14

The hardest part of making a decision is knowing I will have to leave the item I didn’t choose behind. .65 .16

I often change my mind several times before making a decision. .73 .10

It’s hard for me to choose between two good alternatives. .65 .13

Sometimes I procrastinate in deciding even if I have a good idea of what decision I will make. .73 .06

I find myself often faced with difficult decisions. .43 .18

I do not agonize over decisions. (R) .61 .00

Indecisiveness Scale

I find it easy to make decisions. (R) .60 −.06

It is hard for me to come to a decision. .79 .08

I don’t know how to make decisions. .60 −.13

I know which steps to take when making a decision. (R) .49 −.30

I would characterize myself as an indecisive person. .79 .04

I don’t hesitate much when I have to make a decision. (R) .59 −.02

While making a decision, I feel certain. (R) .64 −.21

While making a decision, I feel uncertain. .76 −.01

It takes a long time to weigh the pros and cons before making a decision. .61 .28

I make decisions quickly. (R) .50 .05

I delay deciding. .72 .00

I don’t postpone making decisions to a later date. (R) .57 −.07

I try to avoid making a decision. .74 −.03

I don’t avoid situations where decisions have to be made. .38 −.18

I tend to leave decisions to someone else. .68 −.08

Once I have taken a decision, I stick to that decision. (R) .55 −.31

I often reconsider my decision. .72 .15

Once I have made a decision, I stop worrying about it. (R) .60 −.14

After making a decision, I can’t get it out of my head. .68 .08

After I have decided something, I believe I took the wrong decision. .70 .04

After making a decision, I don’t regret the decision. (R) .58 −.18
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Appendix Table A3: Study 1 principal component analysis with 4 components rotated.

Item Component: 1 2 3 4

Maximizing Tendency Scale-7

No matter what I do, I have the highest standards for myself. −.15 .17 −.12 .78

I never settle for second best. .07 .19 −.18 .84

No matter what it takes, I always try to choose the best thing. −.18 .36 .01 .61

I don’t like having to settle for “good enough.” −.06 .14 .00 .79

I am a maximizer. −.04 .21 −.02 .67

I will wait for the best option, no matter how long it takes. .13 .32 −.05 .72

I never settle. .08 .14 −.18 .81

Alternative Search Scale (Maximization Inventory)

I can’t come to a decision unless I have carefully considered all of my options. .13 .66 .03 .21

I take time to read the whole menu when dining out. .13 .39 .01 .17

I will continue shopping for an item until it reaches all of my criteria. .02 .72 −.06 .15

I usually continue to search for an item until it reaches my expectations. −.07 .72 .02 .22

When shopping, I plan on spending a lot of time looking for something. .22 .58 .00 .14

When shopping, if I can’t find exactly what I’m looking for, I will continue to search for it. .00 .77 −.08 .05

I find myself going to many different stores before finding the thing I want. .20 .47 .04 .23

When shopping for something, I don’t mind spending several hours looking for it. .20 .51 −.10 .16

I take the time to consider all alternatives before making a decision. −.05 .74 .05 .07

When I see something that I want, I always try to find the best deal before purchasing it. .01 .68 .05 −.05

If a store doesn’t have exactly what I’m shopping for, then I will go somewhere else. −.11 .72 .04 .10

I just won’t make a decision until I am comfortable with the process. .10 .69 .01 .15

Decision Difficulty Scale (Maximization Inventory)

I usually have a hard time making even simple decisions. .75 .00 .18 .10

I am usually worried about making a wrong decision. .59 .20 .37 .00

I often wonder why decisions can’t be more easy. .67 .00 .16 .06

I often put off making a difficult decision until a deadline. .71 .07 .21 −.06

I often experience buyer’s remorse. .69 .04 .09 −.07

I often think about changing my mind after I have already made my decision. .72 .13 .21 .01

The hardest part of making a decision is knowing I will have to leave the item I didn’t choose behind. .69 .10 .13 .09

I often change my mind several times before making a decision. .68 .17 .27 −.10

It’s hard for me to choose between two good alternatives. .55 .20 .32 −.06

Sometimes I procrastinate in deciding even if I have a good idea of what decision I will make. .66 .15 .29 −.13

I find myself often faced with difficult decisions. .51 .09 .00 .13

I do not agonize over decisions. (R) .28 .08 .71 .00

Indecisiveness Scale

I find it easy to make decisions. (R) .24 .01 .77 .01

It is hard for me to come to a decision. .68 .10 .40 .00

I don’t know how to make decisions. .70 −.22 .04 .01

I know which steps to take when making a decision. (R) .34 −.31 .42 −.04

I would characterize myself as an indecisive person. .73 .03 .32 −.01

I don’t hesitate much when I have to make a decision. (R) .21 .14 .77 −.10

While making a decision, I feel certain. (R) .30 −.09 .74 −.13

While making a decision, I feel uncertain. .66 .05 .36 −.09

It takes a long time to weigh the pros and cons before making a decision. .55 .32 .24 .02

I make decisions quickly. (R) .12 .22 .73 −.08

I delay deciding. .65 .08 .28 −.14

I don’t postpone making decisions to a later date. (R) .34 .02 .53 −.09

I try to avoid making a decision. .74 −.03 .19 −.07

I don’t avoid situations where decisions have to be made. .24 −.18 .36 −.01

I tend to leave decisions to someone else. .71 −.10 .15 −.07

Once I have taken a decision, I stick to that decision. (R) .37 −.28 .46 −.11

I often reconsider my decision. .65 .16 .31 .02

Once I have made a decision, I stop worrying about it. (R) .31 −.07 .65 −.05

After making a decision, I can’t get it out of my head. .71 .04 .15 .03

After I have decided something, I believe I took the wrong decision. .79 −.03 .06 .03

After making a decision, I don’t regret the decision. (R) .33 −.11 .57 −.09
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