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Abstract
There is a lack of theoretical consensus about the decision-making pro-
cess and particularly regarding the maximization construct. Recently, two 
conceptual approaches to maximization and their respective instruments 
were proposed. The first defines maximization as consisting of two dimen-
sions, goal and strategy. The second differentiates between the two types 
of maximization according to the way an individual makes decisions, one is 
resolute and the other is fearful. Regarding the first approach, empirical goal 
and strategy relationships with emotional consequences on well-being and 
discomfort are unknown while deciding, while it is doubt whether the dis-
tinction proposed in the second approach also applies to the adult popula-
tion and in contexts different from the European one. Empirical associations 
are evaluated here for each approach regarding indicators of malaise and 
well-being through a set of hypotheses. A sample of 624 Chilean adults 
of both sexes (20 to 70 years old) answered eight instruments on maxi-
mization, its components and types, and well-being and malaise. The results 
for both approaches show greater associations with rates of malaise than 
well-being. The results for the first approach show a more intense associa-
tion with indices of malaise and well-being for strategy than goal. In the 
second approach, these associations are stronger and greater for fearful 
maximization than for resolute. The results contribute by increasing the 
understanding of the maximization construct by simultaneously showing 
that the increment in the strategy search for alternatives and the fearful 
style of maximization are directly associated with difficulty in deciding and 
regret.

Keywords: Maximization, Maximizing Behavior, Satisficing Behavior, Decision 
Making, Malaise, Regret, Well-Being.

Resumen
Existe carencia de consenso teórico acerca del proceso de tomar decisiones 
y particularmente respecto del constructo maximización. Recientemente, se 
propuso dos enfoques conceptuales sobre maximización y sus respectivos 
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instrumentos de evaluación. El primero considera que el concepto de maximización 
está constituido por dos dimensiones, meta y estrategia. El segundo diferencia entre 
dos tipos de maximización según el modo de decidir de un individuo, uno resuelto y 
otro temeroso. Respecto del primer enfoque se desconocen eventuales relaciones 
empíricas de meta y estrategia con consecuencias emocionales sobre el bienestar 
y malestar mientras se decide, mientras existe la duda si la distinción propuesta 
en el segundo enfoque se aplica también a población de adultos y en contextos di-
ferentes al europeo. En el presente trabajo son evaluadas asociaciones empíricas 
para cada enfoque respecto de indicadores de malestar y bienestar mediante un 
conjunto de hipótesis. Una muestra de 624 adultos chilenos de ambos sexos (20 
a 70 años) respondió ocho instrumentos sobre maximización, sus componentes y 
sus tipos, y su bienestar y malestar. Los resultados para ambos enfoques muestran 
asociaciones mayores con índices de malestar que de bienestar. Los resultados para 
el primer enfoque muestran asociación con índices de malestar y bienestar más in-
tensos para la dimensión de estrategia que la de meta. En el segundo enfoque estas 
asociaciones son fuertes y mayores para el tipo de maximización temerosa que para 
resuelta. Los resultados contribuyen a incrementar la comprensión del constructo 
de maximización, al mostrar simultáneamente que el aumento en la estrategia de 
búsqueda de alternativas y el estilo temeroso de maximización, se asocian directa-
mente con dificultad para decidir y con experimentar pesar.

Palabras clave: Maximización, Comportamiento Maximizador, Comportamiento Satis-
factorio, Toma de Decisiones, Malestar, Pesar, Bienestar.

Introduction
The rational choice theory was dominant in the subject of decisions until criticism 
was made by Simon during the 1950s who modified it with his conceptualization of 
bounded rationality. The latter is also known as the model of procedural rationality, 
as it is a matter of deliberation, information processing or reasoning (Simon, 1955).

From this fruitful formulation, Schwartz et al. (2002) and Schwartz (2004) sought 
to explain the individual differences in decision making by means of a maximiza-
tion model constituted by: decision difficulty (DD), high standards (HS) and search 
of alternatives (SA). The concept of maximization was prioritized and defined as the 
choice of optimal option. Maximization was conceived as a bipolar dimension with 
maximization at one end and satisficing on the other, wherein the latter was defined 
as the choice just good enough. Schwartz et  al. (2002) and Nenkov, Morrin, Ward, 
Schwartz and Huyan (2008) showed that maximization is related to a range of psycho-
logical correlates, including regret, happiness, depression, optimism, self-esteem, 
perfectionism, neuroticism and subjective wellbeing. The maximizers exhibit a diffe-
rent style of decision-making from satisficers. They also experience higher levels of 
regret and dissatisfaction than satisficers, and are less happy, more depressed and 
less optimistic than satisficers (Iyengar et al., 2006). Purvis, Ryan and Iyer (2011) 
inform that maximization correlates negatively with satisfaction with life (SWL) and 
positively with regret. In 2004, Schwartz proposed that the tendency to maximize is 
causally linked to lowered well-being because maximizers sacrifice limited resources 
in order to seek out more options. 

Numerous studies in Anglo-Saxons and mainly student populations have been carried 
out with this conceptualization. However, currently, DD is considered a consequence 
of a decision (Cheek & Schwartz, 2016). Additionally, SA show contradictory results 
as they appear to correlate negatively (Duriník, Procházka, & Cígler, 2018; Newman, 
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Schug, Yuki, Yamada, & Nezlek, 2018) and other studies show a positive correlation 
with SWL and happiness (Moyano-Díaz, Martínez-Molina, & Ponce, 2014; Turner, Rim, 
Betz, & Nygren, 2012). In turn, regarding the satisficing pole, the hypotheses pre-
dicted in the theory have not always been confirmed since the positive emotional 
effects expected in those who choose satisficing is not as clear or strong (Abbe, 
Tkach, & Lyubomirsky, 2003; Dar-Nimrod, Rawn, Lehman, & Schwartz, 2009; Iyengar, 
Wells, & Schwartz, 2006). On the other hand, there are some studies showing that the 
negative relationship between maximization and SWL is mitigated (Diab, Gillespie, & 
Highhouse, 2008) or in another it is positive (Rim, Turner, Betz, & Nygren, 2011). Even 
Lai (2010) informed that maximization is unrelated with regret. Weinhardt, Morse, 
Chimeli and Fisher (2012) showed that maximizers are not unhappy but are distressed 
while making decisions. 

In respect to making decisions, Turner, Rim, Betz and Nygren (2012) using the Maximi-
zation Inventory (MI) shows that maximizers are less happy than satisficers, and that 
they make both, the best and the worst decisions too. They also inform that nume-
rous studies found that maximizers when compared to satisficers experienced more 
post-decisional dissatisfaction, regret, heightened levels of stress, anxiety, depression 
during the decision-making process, engage in more social comparison and are less 
satisfied with their lives. In addition, they showed that the maximizers were positively 
correlated with maladaptive decision-making styles while satisficers were associated 
with well- adaptive styles and with good mental health. On the other hand, Misuraca 
and Teuscher (2013) showed that maximizers engage in non-productive decisional be-
havior and they are associated with negative indices of well-being. In the same vein, 
and more recently, Misuraca, Faraci, Gargemi, Carmeci and Miceli (2015) showed the 
existence of one type of maximizer -Fearful maximizer- who is positively associated 
with depression and regret, and negatively associated to self- esteem, optimism and 
SWL.  

So, the literature regarding the measurement of maximization appears confused 
and fragmented with a lot of different definitions and scales for measuring maximi-
zation (Misuraca et al., 2015) and has shown contradictory results. At present, the 
structure of the maximization, construct initially proposed by Schwartz et al. (2002), 
is discussed along with its conceptualization and measurement. There are those 
who consider that the definition of maximizing is inadequate and that a theoretical 
or conceptual effort is necessary to build a better definition (Dalal, Diab, Zhu, & Hwang, 
2015; Misuraca & Fasolo, 2018). There has also been criticism that that much of the 
discussion on the subject is psychometric at the expense of the theoretical-conceptual 
aspects, which are essential for an adequate interpretation of the results, a better 
understanding of the decision-making phenomenon and as a guide in the search for 
new data for future studies (Dalal et al., 2015).

More broadly, a systematic review of 66 studies (in English or Spanish) about de-
cision making in psychology during the 2002-2012 period by using the key words 
‘Decision Making’ or ‘Choice’ and ‘Judgment’ showed a great theoretical divergence in 
the decision models and an absence of work oriented towards the consensus of a co-
herent theoretical framework (Fernández Arbeláez, & Villada Zapata, 2015). Further-
more, there are authors that have signaled that the assumption that the maximization 
concept would be a stable dispositional tendency when facing decisions has not been 
thoroughly tested and does not have empirical support (Harman, Weinhardt, & Gonzalez, 
2018). Contrarily, others affirm that there is enough evidence (Misuraca, Faraci, Gangemi, 
Carmeci, & Micelli, 2015; Misuraca & Fasolo, 2018).

The literature regarding the 
measurement of maximi-
zation appears confused 
and fragmented with a 
lot of different definitions 
and scales for measuring 
maximi zation (Misuraca et 
al., 2015) and has shown 
contradictory results.
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In an effort to reconcile the theoretical confusion, the fragmentation and the contradic-
tory results, we can distinguish two recent approaches: i) Cheek and Schwartz (2016) 
proposed a new definition of two-component maximization, and ii) Misuraca, Faraci, 
Gangemi, Carmeci and Miceli (2015) proposed a new measure to assess maximizing, 
satisficing, and the new concept of minimizing.

i) The new definition of two-component maximization of Cheek and Schwartz (2016) 
emphasizes that the essential aspect of maximization is the goal of identifying the 
optimal option. Among the fundamentals of this new definition, it is proposed that the 
search for the optimum takes place regardless of the DD and the HS searching, the 
first resulting from deciding, and the second not being exclusive to the maximizers.

This new concept of maximization has only two components: an optimal choice as 
the goal and a strategy to achieve the goal. The strategy consists of searching for the 
maximum number of alternatives and their comparison. Hence, the strategy could 
allow differentiating between a maximizer and a satisficer. For example, the former 
continues searching for alternatives even after making his or her decision while the 
satisficer stops his or her search after deciding (Cheek & Schwartz, 2016; Dalal et al., 
2015). Also, it is postulated that maximizers and satisficers could have equally high 
standards so this would define that maximization is not this, but the desire for the 
best (Cheek & Schwartz, 2016).

From a psychometrical point of view, Cheek and Schwartz (2016) recommended the 
use of the Dalal’s et al. (2015) 7-Item Maximizing Tendency (MTS-7) to measure goal 
for its psychometric properties, clarity, and the way it deals the concept of maximi-
zation. In fact, and for example, the MTS appears more theoretically and psychome-
trically valid than the Maximization Scale (MS) of Schwartz et al., 2012 (Dalal et al., 
2015). Some literature using the MTS-7 shows that maximization is not related to 
negative indices of well-being (Dalal et al., 2015; Misuraca & Fasolo, 2018), differing 
from the majority of evidence showing that there is a relationship between maximi-
zation (using MS or MI) and negative well-being indices (Iyengar et al., 2006; Moyano 
Díaz, Cornejo, Carreño, & Muñoz, 2013; Nenkov, Morrin, Ward, Schwartz, & Huyan, 
2008; Polman, 2010; Purvis, Ryan, & Iyer, 2011; Schwartz, 2002; Turner, Rim, Betz, & 
Nygren, 2012). 

For the component strategy, they propose the SA subscale of the MI by Turner et al., 
(2012). Although it would contain items that go beyond the SA, it would be the most 
appropriate one until a more refined measurement is created. The SA (Turner, 2012) 
it was uncorrelated with any of the well-being indices and negatively correlated with 
the adaptive decision-making style. Subsequently, one positive relation between SA 
and SWL in Chilean university students was reported (Moyano Díaz, Martínez-Molina, 
& Ponce, 2014). 

ii) The new measure of maximization proposed by Misuraca et al. (2015) is the De-
cision Making Tendency Inventory (DMTI) (29 items, grouped in three factors and six 
sub-dimensions with Cronbach’s alpha from .60 to .81) for measuring independent 
decision-making tendencies. The DMTI was built upon 289 undergraduate volunteers 
from the Italian Universities of Palermo and Messina, 56% women, and a mean age 21. 

Misuraca, Faraci, Gangemi, Carmeci and Miceli (2015) introduced and included two 
types of maximization in the DMTI –resolute and fearful-, two types of satisficing –
more and less ambitious- and two types of minimization –parsimonious and indolent. 

In an effort to reconcile 
the theoretical confusion, 
the fragmentation and the 
contradic tory results, we 
can distinguish two recent 
approaches: i) Cheek and 
Schwartz (2016) proposed a 
new definition of two-com-
ponent maximization, and ii) 
Misuraca, Faraci, Gangemi, 
Carmeci and Miceli (2015) 
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minimizing. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.21615/cesp.13.1.2


New Approaches to Maximization: Evidence of Correlations with Malaise and Well-Being in the Chilean Adult Population

Pág 22

PSICOLOGÍA

http://dx.doi.org/10.21615/cesp.13.1.2

The latter is a new concept as an opposite of the maximization tendency. The Resolute 
maximization (ResMax) measure is obtained with six items in which three are taken 
from the MTS-7. The Resolute maximizer is characterized by scrupulousness and per-
severance but neither by regret nor SWL. The Fearful maximizer (FearMax) is charac-
terized by a high need for scrupulousness and order (but not perseverance) and they 
show an association with a low level of SWL (and self-esteem and optimism) and a 
high level of regret. The decisions of the FearMax approach are characterized by a fear 
of making suboptimal decisions with sentiments of insecurity and inability to make 
good decisions and expectations of regret with respect to their choice. They engage 
in an overwhelming endless comparison process which results in procrastination of 
the decision, not choosing, or a regret for the choice made. 

Contrarily, Misuraca et al. (2015, 114) speculate that the ResMax have a clear idea 
of which goals to achieve and meticulously process a large amount of information 
in order to achieve them with persistence and tenacity. FearMax, instead, process a 
large amount of information just out of their meticulousness and desire for order, 
without necessarily having a clear idea of the goals to achieve. So, the different cha-
racteristics of maximization construct and style –resolute vs. fearful- may clarify 
and explain previous maximization inconsistencies or contradictory outcomes.

The present study
The new two-component definition by Cheek and Schwartz (2016) and the DMTI con-
ceptual basis and measures are interesting for clarifying concepts and understanding 
the ensemble of contradictory outcomes.

Therefore, the aim of the present paper is fourfold: i) to examine the well-being in-
dices correlation with the two-component maximization’s new definition (Cheek & 
Schwartz, 2014) using MTS-7 and SA for goal and strategy, respectively ii) to exa-
mine the well-being indices correlation with the two different types of maximizers 
–ResMax and FearMax-, iii) to relate the maximization goal and strategy measures 
with malaise indices: regret and DD and iv) to examine resolute and fearful maximi-
zation types with malaise indices: regret and DD.

The hypotheses to verify in this study were: i) find no positive relationships between 
maximization as measured with the MTS-7 with well-being indices, ii)find no re-
lationships between ResMax and well-being indices, iii) find negative relationships 
between FearMax and well-being indices, iv) find positive relationships between 
maximization as measured with the MTS-7 with malaise indices, v) find no positive 
relationships between the ResMax and malaise indices, vi) find positive relationships 
between the FearMax and malaise indices, vii) find negative relationships between 
FearMax and well-being indices.

Method
It is a descriptive and correlational study in which the instruments are applied simul-
taneously.

Participants
The sample consists of 624 volunteers of both sexes, 325 women (52.1%) and 299 men 
(47.9%) selected from a population of 333,789 adults with a maximum error range of 
3.9%. The mean age was 38.9 years (SD = 13.29) with a range between 18 and 79 years. 
They are workers from cities in central southern Chile, common citizens with a wide 
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the two different types of 
maximizers –ResMax and 
FearMax-, iii) to relate the 
maximization goal and stra-
tegy measures with malaise 
indices: regret and DD and 
iv) to examine resolute and 
fearful maximi zation types 
with malaise indices: regret 
and DD. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.21615/cesp.13.1.2


Moyano-Díaz, E., & Mendoza-Llanos, R.

Pág 23

PSICOLOGÍA

http://dx.doi.org/10.21615/cesp.13.1.2

range of professions and activities including homeowners, trade workers, public em-
ployees, traders, professionals from different disciplines, technicians, self-employed 
(independent), or belonging to public and private companies and some retired. A 
sample of workers was used here to avoid the bias that can be present in most of 
the studies that are done with university students. All agreed to participate through 
informed consent.

Instruments
Eight instruments or subscales of instruments previously and adequately translated 
to Spanish were applied. We use MTS-7 (Dalal et al., 2015) to measure maximization 
following Cheek and Schwartz’s (2016) suggestion for their new maximization de-
finition. We also used two sub-scales of the DMTI to measure two different types 
of maximization: the ResMax (with five items, three of which are shared with the 
MTS-7) and FearMax (6 items). All scales were completed using 5-point agreement 
responses. 

The MI (Turner et al., 2012): it measures maximization with two of three sub-dimensions: 
SA (12 items) and DD (12 items), where responses are obtained on a 5-point scale 
ranging from “Strongly Disagree” (1) to “Strongly Agree” (5). Here, SA of MI by Turner 
is understood as the strategy component of maximization. 

The Regret Scale (Schwartz et al., 2002) (see Table 2): is a 5-item scale that measures on 
a 5-point response format ranging from “Strongly Disagree” (1) to “Strongly Agree” 
(5). The reported reliability index (Cronbach α) by these authors and other studies 
was from .67 to .71 (Moyano-Díaz et al., 2013). 

The SWL Scale by Diener, Emmons, Larson, and Griffin (1985): with 5 items (Table 
3), one of the most frequently used measures for global assessment of life satis-
faction. The response scale consists of 5 levels (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly 
Agree). The item-total correlation indices for reliability support reported by Diener et 
al. (1985) ranged from .61 to .81, and the Chilean version had a α = .87 and test-retest 
reliability of .82 (Moyano-Díaz, 2010). 

The Subjective Happiness Scale (SHS) by Lyubomirsky and Lepper (1999): it measures 
happiness through 4 items to be answered in a format of 1 to 7 (from ‘not very happy’ 
to ‘very happy’). The SHS is a scale in which participants are asked to state until 
which point, they consider themselves as happy people.

Procedure
The measure scales Goal (Dalal et al., 2015), DMTI, MI, Regret, SWL and, SHS have been 
previously translated and adapted to Spanish in Chile (Moyano Díaz, Palomo-Vélez, & 
Mendoza-Llanos, 2016; Moyano Díaz et al., 2014; Moyano Díaz et al., 2013; Moyano 
Díaz, 2010; Moyano & Ramos, 2007), obtaining adequate psychometric indices (see 
Table 1). This study was carried out within the framework of a research project re-
viewed and approved by the Scientific Ethics Committee of the University of Talca 
Folio Nº 2017-08-EM, and was developed following the principles established in the 
Helsinki Declaration. The instruments were applied to the participants preceded by 
an informed consent. 

The first step for data analysis was the calculation of Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Indi-
cators and McDonald’s Omega Reliability for all variables. The second step was to 
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evaluate the correlations between the dimensions of maximization -Goal and Strategy- 
and well-being and malaise indices: SWL and happiness and regret and DD to verify 
the hypotheses. All analyses were performed with JASP v.8.3 software.

Results
Initially, some descriptive and psychometric results concerning instruments reliability 
are reported. Afterwards, the correlations between the components of the maximization 
definition by Cheek and Schwartz (2016) and the two types of maximizers of Misuraca 
et al. (2015) in respect to the well-being and malaise indices are shown. Finally, the seven 
hypotheses are tested. 

Descriptive statistics and reliability of the eight instruments are in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and reliability of the eight instruments or subscales.

Goal= MTS-7; Strategy= Search Alternatives; SWL= Satisfaction with Life

Instruments 
or sub-scales

Variable N items Mean SD Cronbach α  McDonald ω Inter-item
correlation

MTS-7 Maximization 7 3.45 0.63 0.73 0.74 0.28

DMTI 
(ResMax)

Resolute 
Maximization

5 4.85 1.08 0.61 0.62 0.24

DMTI 
(FearMax)

Fearful 
Maximization

6 4.26 1.16 0.62 0.63 0.21

S.A. of M.I Strategy 12 41.45 7.31 0.82 0.82 0.27

MI
Decision 
Difficulty

12 37.64 4.45 0.81 0.85 0.28

RS Regret 5 3.08 0.77 0.72 0.74 0.34

SWL
Life 

Satisfaction
5 24.91 6.07 0.83 0.84 0.51

SHS Happiness 4 5.33 0.96 0.69 0.76 0.40

Regarding measure of goal, the MTS-7 (Dalal et al., 2015) presents a reliability of 
α = .73, and the other two DMTI maximization measures obtained values lower than 
0.7. But, according to Briggs and Cheek (1986), the optimum level of homogeneity 
of a measure is produced when the inter-item correlation is in the range of .2 to .4, 
which is fulfilled here where the values reached for ResMax and FearMax are .24 
and .21, respectively. For this reason, they can be used as reliable instruments for 
the constructs they claim to measure. Thus, it was decided to use the mentioned 
dimensions with all the items proposed in the original instrument.

The measure of strategy of the MI (Turner et al., 2012) obtained the highest reliability 
here, α = .82, and DD, regret, SWL and happiness scales also adequately presented 
Cronbach’s Alpha and McDonald’s Omega Reliability. 

Relationship between variables and hypothesis verification
Inter-correlations among all measures are provided in Table 2.
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Moyano-Díaz, E., & Mendoza-Llanos, R.

Pág 25

PSICOLOGÍA

http://dx.doi.org/10.21615/cesp.13.1.2

Globally, concerning the definition of the two maximization components of Cheek 
and Schwartz’s (2016) proposal –goal and strategy- a positive and significant corre-
lation between both (r = .33, p < .001) is observed. The goal and strategy components 
both appear to be related positively with malaise indices DD and regret, and the 
strategy registers the highest correlation with DD (r = .32, p < .001). 

In respect to the two types of maximizers of the approach by Misuraca et  al.. (2015), 
we can observe that both types also correlate with negative indices of well-being. The 
ResMax correlates very weakly with malaise indices -DD and regret- and the FearMax 
does correlate strongly with both those indices. The two types of maximizing rea-
ched r = .21, p < .001 between them, evidencing an ample range of differentiation.

With regard to the verification of the seven hypotheses, all were confirmed. The first 
hypothesis (H1) concerning no positive relationship between maximization as me-
asured with the MTS-7 and well-being indices was confirmed. Neither the goal nor 
the strategy components are positively or clearly related to SWL or happiness. Only 
SA with SWL reaches r = -.12 (p < 0.1)

In respect to the two types of maximizers, for the ResMax (H2) there are effectively no 
relationships with well-being indices, neither with SWL nor SHS. The third hypothesis 
(H3) is also accepted because there are negative relationships between FearMax and 
well-being indices. The correlations between FearMax and SWL and SHS are negative 
and significant even though the values are weak. 

In regard to the malaise indices, the fourth hypothesis (H4) predicts finding posi-
tive relationships between maximization as measured with the MTS-7 –goal and 
strategy- with malaise indices, and it is accepted. Both components are correlated 
positively with regret and DD. The fifth hypothesis (H5) predicts not finding positive 
relationships between the ResMax and malaise indices and it was accepted. There 
are no positive correlations with DD nor regret. Only one significant, negative and low 
correlation between ResMax with SWL was found. 

The sixth hypothesis (H6) was confirmed, too. Positive relationships between FearMax 
and malaise indices were found. The correlations between FearMax with DD and 
regret are the highest found here. In the same line, the seventh hypothesis (H7) pre-
dicts finding negative relationships between FearMax and well-being indices, which 
was confirmed, too. There are significant correlations, although weak, in the negative 
direction as expected between FearMax with SWL and happiness.

Table 2. Correlations between the two dimensions of maximization, two kinds of maximizers, 
and malaise and well-being indices.

Author proposal Instruments SA DD Regret SWL SHS

Cheek & 
Schwartz

MTS-7 (Goal) .33 *** .17 *** .14 *** .01 .04

two components 
definition

SA (of the MI) 
(Strategy)

- .32 *** .24 *** -.12 ** -.08

Misuraca et al. Resolute Max .16 *** .09 * .08 * .01 .05

(DMTI) Fairful Max .24 *** .53 *** .41 *** -.15 *** -.14 ***

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Discussion
The eight instruments applied to a sample of working adults reached adequate levels 
of reliability and its inter-correlations support validity. 

The results show positive correlations between the two maximization components of 
Cheek and Schwartz’s (2016) definition -goal and strategy- with regret and a reasona-
ble inter-colineality between them (r = .33, p < .001). This suggests the existence of a 
common conceptual core and simultaneity abroad range of differentiation. So, the two 
components of the definition although related are independent and both contribute 
to comprehending maximization. This is confirmed when we observed the impor-
tant differences where SA show a higher correlation than goal for all well-being 
and malaise indices, too. The fact that both maximization definition components –goal 
and strategy- correlate positively here with regret indicate that the maximization deci-
sion-making style is consistent and positively influences malaise. This is consist with 
the extensive literature from the USA and Europe about this relationship as cited in the 
introduction. 

Concerning the concept of maximization, various authors have argued that the goal 
component (optimization) is most central to the core definition of maximizing (Dalal 
et al., 2015; Diab, Zhu, & Hwang, 2015), but the results here show that of the maximi-
zation components, strategy is the one that appears to be more associated to malai-
se than goal. So, it seems that what maximizers do (strategy) and not what they want 
(goal) affects their well-being (Hughes & Scholer, 2017). We assume that maximizers 
and satisficers –both- want the best (high standard) but, as we know, in the maximi-
zers the strategy is a process that seems to remain running even after deciding and 
do not benefit from the reduction of dissonance after making the decision (Spark, 
Ehrlinger, & Eibach, 2012). This may be at the base of their regret or more generally, 
malaise. The psychological effort in thinking and pondering before making a decision 
could probably explain maximizers’ intense regret without ignoring that at the base 
a neurotic personality may be found; a factor that has been reported as important 
when predicting maximization (Purvis, Howell, & Iyer, 2011). 

This explanation or alternative hypothesis is coherent with the description of Misuraca 
et al. (2015) concerning FearMax. They would have a high need for scrupulousness 
and order as well as have fear in making suboptimal decisions, experience feelings 
of insecurity and inability to make good decisions and expectations of regret with 
respect to their choice. They engage in an overwhelming endless comparison process 
the results in the procrastination of the decision, not choosing, or a regret for the 
choice made.

Regarding the two types of maximizers –resolute and fearful- the correlation between 
them is not high (r = .21, p < .001), suggesting that both types are amply differentiated 
as Misuraca et al., (2015) suggested. From an empirical point of view, the negative 
emotional results of the maximization are negative for both types of maximizers 
(and –additionally- very similar when measured by the MTS-7 or the DMTI) but the 
magnitude varies greatly. So, when comparing FearMax with ResMax, the negative 
correlations with malaise indices are stronger for the former with DD and with regret 
r = .53 p < .001 and r = .41 p < .001 vs. r = .09, p < .05 and r = 0.8, p <.05, respectively. 

So, the correlations are higher in respect to the malaise indices corresponding to the SA 
component of the MI, and particularly for FearMax of the DMTI by Misuraca et al. (2015). 
This contributes to empirically clarify the conceptual differentiation between the two 
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components of each proposal. The latter can help explain the contradictory results 
found regarding the relationships between maximization and its correlations with 
negative emotional outcomes when deciding, which are mostly positive and excep-
tionally negative. For example, if a maximization instrument is mainly constituted 
for ‘goal’ items, it will be more likely to obtain positive correlations with well-being 
indices (or, at least, weak correlations with malaise indices) and the contrary if it 
contains mainly ‘strategy’ items. It would not be strange that an examination of the 
more popular instruments shows that. 

In this study, two similar outcome patterns are observed in the strength of the co-
rrelations. On the one hand, the goal component of maximization achieves positive 
correlations, albeit low, with DD and regret, as well as with the ResMax type. On the 
other, the SA component of the maximization and the FearMax type have stronger 
correlations since they are similar to each other in DD and regret. 

Additionally, our results in this study with the Latin American, Chilean adult population 
shows other and expected meaningful correlations convergent with previously 
mentioned international literature: negative between the variables regret and SWL 
(Moyano-Díaz et al., 2014; Schwartz et al., 2002) as well as regret and happiness 
(Schwartz et al., 2002; Moyano et al., 2013), and a positive correlation between the 
SWL and happiness (Moyano-Díaz et al., 2014; Moyano et al., 2013; Moyano & Ramos, 
2007; Schwartz et al, 2002).

When comparing the DMTI maximization measures with that of MTS-7 and its correla-
tions with indices of well-being and malaise, it can be observed that both correlate 
positively with SA, regret and DD. Additionally, it is clear here that the differentiation 
between the two types of maximizers –resolute and fearful- has empirical support in 
the Chilean adult population as well as being a very important contribution to Misuraca 
et al. (2015) for clarifying the maximization concept. 

From another point of view, the regret experienced for this sample of adults is ob-
served to be high, which appears in opposition with what is proposed by Misuraca et 
al. (2015). For these authors maximization explains less regret because the ResMax 
students are not associated with negative indices once they decide; they move on and 
continue without regret. Contrary, we observed here that both types of adult maxi-
mizers- experience regret (being much deeper for FearMax than ResMax). Perhaps 
more life experience provides greater empathy and awareness of consequences when 
making decision in adults than in young people, exacerbating the negative effect on 
malaise.

The results obtained here are added to those of a significant number of studies already 
cited, which show that there is more evidence to affirm the negative emotional con-
sequences of maximization than harmlessness. For this reason, it seems better to 
accept the evidence definitively and neither continue arguing that maximization does 
not produce negative consequences for the decision maker nor searching for one 
measure of maximization that shows that it is not associated to negative emotional 
consequences. As we said earlier, the malaise or discomfort may be the price to pay 
for satisfying our ambition (Moyano Díaz, Martínez-Molina, & Ponce, 2014). 

We agree with the request of Misuraca et al. (2018) of not creating more instruments 
to measure maximization until the concept is clarified and to promptly agree on a 
definition of maximization among specialists. However, we go further. We think that 
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maintaining the focus on maximization as a concept and not on satisficing as a natural 
human tendency, as stated by Simon (1959), appears to be an ideological option very 
consistent with the values of a capitalist consumer market. Indeed, the literature on 
maximization has a lot of interest and application in the world of economics and the 
consumer market. Misuraca et al. (2015) advance with their DMTI by including items 
of measurement for three different application areas, including economics. 

An important result from this study is that the two-component definition by Cheek & 
Schwartz emphasized goal as the essential aspect of maximization (optimal versus 
good enough), but the discussion about this topic (Cheek & Schwartz, 2016; Hughes 
& Scholer, 2017; Schwartz, et al., 2002) and our results here suggest that strategy 
(more or less alternative searches) appears more important than goal. Strategy is 
more associated with indices of malaise than goal, particularly it appears positively 
associated with regret and with DD. In respect to the two types of maximizers of 
Misuraca et al. (2015) it is clear here that FearMax presents higher correlations with 
indices of malaise than ResMax.

In this context, the Luan and Li (2017) formulation makes sense since people always 
look for the optimal option and only differs when evaluating the feasibility to make 
decisions. We believe that this last factor –feasibility- can be part of the strategy and 
probably could be the real and specific differentiator aspect between maximizers and 
satisficers. We agree with Luan & Li (2017) that the goal could be the same for maxi-
mizers and satisficers, but that the strategy characterizes the maximization decision 
process and particularly, the feasibility. When differentiating between maximizers and 
satisficers, the decision is a compromise between desirability and feasibility for the 
latter. Perhaps maximizers are willing to put forth more effort to face obstacles of 
less favorable or more difficult feasibility conditions than satisficers. They seek to op-
timize their market and life decisions and believe that it is worthwhile to look, find out 
and compare well before making their decisions. However, the market economy, and 
more generally capitalism, produces a society of disappointed citizens (Lipovetsky, 
2008) and tired (Han, 2017).

Future studies are required to clarify this issue and explicitly assess whether satisficers 
are people less willing to sacrifice their comfort or well-being in order to achieve certain 
goals. Perhaps satisfiers are people more connected with themselves, less neurotic, or 
more mentally healthy, and verifying it constitutes a very interesting challenge for future 
studies.

From the theoretical perspective, our findings add to the growing knowledge con-
cerning individual differences in decision making. From a cross-cultural perspective, 
our results show that in the Chilean Latin-American culture the relationship between 
decision making with well-being and malaise follow the same tendency as in USA 
and European culture. From a psychometrical point of view, the DMTI appears as a 
promising new instrument for the measurement of maximization behaviors by in-
troducing two types of maximizers corresponding to ResMax and FearMax that are 
valid in the Chilean Latin-American culture, too.

Finally, the sample used here is quantitatively representative of the total adult popu-
lation of the cities concerned, with a margin of error of less than 5%. Therefore, the 
findings should be interpreted with certainty in this respect.
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