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Personality is powerfully predictive of behavior. Neuroticism, a personality trait 

from the Five Factor Model of Personality, has repeatedly been linked to relationship 

dissatisfaction and an increased susceptibility to eating disorders. The present 

investigation uses two large data sets to determine if Maximizing, the tendency to search 

for the very best option in an array of options, is related to marital satisfaction and body-

image.  Statistical analyses show that maximizers of both sexes diet more frequently, are 

more dissatisfied with their bodies, and value physical attractiveness in a sexual partner 

more than satisficers. Maximizers are less satisfied with their romantic relationships, are 

more likely to never marry, and more likely to get divorced once married than satisficers. 

Unpredicted, Maximizing was negatively correlated with Neuroticism (r = -.112, p < .01) 

and positively correlated with two personality traits known to be beneficial for 

relationships, Agreeableness (r = .182, p < .01) and Conscientiousness (r = .258, p < .01). 
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When shopping for a pair of blue jeans, some people buy the first pair of jeans in 

their price range that fits them well, others spend hours shopping for that elusive “perfect 

pair” of jeans.  They go into numerous stores, try on several pairs of jeans in each store, 

and can spend an entire day searching for that perfect pair of jeans for the perfect price.  

Those who buy the first pair of jeans that fits them well are satisficers, those who spend 

exorbitant amounts of time searching for the very best pair of jeans are maximizers. 

Maximizers are heralded by Jif peanut butter for selecting the best-textured 

peanut butter (Levine, 2008), proclaiming “choosy moms choose Jif” (www.jif.com), but 

do these women also choose superior mates?  Even if choosy women shop around more 

and eventually select “better” husbands, do they enjoy stable and satisfying marriages 

compared to satisficers? 

If you are a maximizer, “every option has the potential to snare you into endless 

tangles of anxiety, regret, and second-guessing  (Schwartz, 2004a, p. 85).” When making 

decisions (especially making purchases), maximizers consider more options, make more 

product comparisons both before and after making the purchase, take longer to decide 

which item to purchase, are more likely to engage in social comparison (compare what 

they bought to what their friends bought), ruminate more, and invest more time and 

energy in the decision-making process; at the end of this ordeal, maximizers, regardless 

of the outcome (even if they chose the very best option), will be less satisfied and 

experience more regret than satisficers (Iyengar et al., 2006; Schwartz, 2004a; White, 

Lehman, & Schwartz, 2002, as cited by Schwartz et al., 2002). Maximizers from 11 

different universities had starting salaries 20% higher than satisficing graduates, but were 

less happy with their jobs despite their higher income (Iyengar et al., 2006).  Making 
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comparisons (e.g., social, product, job) can often stimulate counterfactual thoughts (see 

Roese, 1997 for a review), forcing the acknowledgement of tradeoffs (Brenner, 

Rottenstreich, & Sood, 1999), thereby generating feelings of dissatisfaction and regret 

(Iyengar et al., 2006). 

 

Examples of Maximizing in real life 

Maximizers are people who search for the very best option in an array of options, 

while satisficers choose the first option that meets a certain threshold of acceptability 

(Schwartz et al., 2002).  The Maximization Scale, created by Schwartz et al. (2002), is a 

13-item scale that measures one’s tendency to maximize or satisfice when making 

decisions.  In the Maximizing Scale, scenarios and domains in which participant’s 

maximizing tendencies are evaluated range from choosing clothes, flipping through 

television shows and radio stations, searching for a job (even when employed), and 

relationships.  

Maximizers seek perfection in their choices, searching for and pursuing the very 

best option amongst an array of options, while satisficers will happily and expeditiously 

choose the first option that is “good enough” (Schwartz et al., 2002).  Affectively, 

maximizers are less happy, more depressed, less optimistic, more regretful, and less 

satisfied with life; behaviorally, maximizers consider more choices and expend more time 

and energy making decisions, are more likely to ruminate and make social comparisons, 

and are less satisfied with their choices (Schwartz et al., 2002), even if they chose the 

best option available (Iyengar, Wells, & Schwartz, 2006). These affective handicaps of 

the maximizer put him at greater risk for health problems (e.g., DiMatteo, Lepper, & 
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Croghan, 2000; Scheier et al., 1989; for reviews of optimism and health, see Scheier, & 

Carver 1987, 1992). Despite its association with negative affect, Maximizing has not 

shown a reliable relationship with Neuroticism (Schwartz et al., 2002). Differences 

between maximizers and satisficers have been confirmed cross-culturally (Greifeneder & 

Betsch, 2006), evidencing that Maximizing is not restricted to consumer-obsessed U.S. 

When shopping for a pair of jeans, a maximizer would scour every store in the 

mall, searching for that elusive pair that fit perfectly, looked great, and was on sale; a 

satisficer would happily select the first pair off the rack that fit comfortably and was in 

his price range. Cognitively, maximizers are also more likely to engage in counterfactual 

thinking (i.e., “what if” or “if only” thinking) than satisficers (Schwartz et al., 2002; see 

Schwartz, 2004a for a fuller description of differences between maximizers and 

satisficers). 

 Maximizers express more regret and are less satisfied with consumer decisions 

than satisficers (Schwartz et al., 2002).  When purchasing an automobile, for example, 

maximizers will shop around and search for what they believe to be the very best 

automobile on the market for them.  When the maximizing soccer mom is shopping for a 

new SUV to shuttle the kids around, she may test-drive a Chevrolet Suburban, a Subaru 

Forrester and a BMW X5.  The BMW has the best handling, the Suburban has the most 

room, and the Forrester is priced the best.  Even if the maximizer, after having test driven 

every SUV, picks what she believes to be the best SUV on the market for her, she may 

still not be completely satisfied with her decision.  The Suburban she bought has the 

room she needs and she got a great finance package, but the BMW X5 handles much 

better than the Suburban does.  Having test-driven both the X5 and the Suburban, she is 
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aware that her Suburban does not handle as well as the X5.  She knew this, but bought the 

Suburban anyway.  She decided to trade-off the handling of the X5 for the room of the 

Suburban.  People do not like making these trade-offs (Brenner, Rottenstreich, & Sood, 

1999).  Being aware of tradeoffs make people less satisfied with their decisions.  Also, 

the time and energy spent investigating which automobile was the best was a large 

investment into the purchase. 

 When a satisficer shops for an SUV, she will purchase the first SUV that 

adequately fulfils her needs.  She may test drive the Suburban first, decide that it has the 

room she needs, along with a reasonable price, and purchase it without test-driving any 

other vehicles.  Not having test-driven the myriad of vehicles the maximizer did, the 

satisficer is unaware of the many trade-offs she is making by purchasing a Suburban 

instead of an X5, Forrester, or any other SUV.  Even though the maximizer did her 

homework, test-drove every SUV and picked the SUV she thought was the best for her, 

she is still less satisfied with her purchase than the satisficer who purchased the same car. 

 Schwartz and his colleagues (2002) showed that social comparisons and product 

comparisons stimulate counterfactual thoughts, which can arouse feelings of regret.  

Counterfactual thinking is mentally changing some aspect of the past as a way of 

imagining what might have been (Aronson, Wilson, & Akert, 2002. p. 591).  

Counterfactual thinking leads to thoughts such as, “If only I had bought X instead of Y, 

then I wouldn’t have this problem.”  Studies have shown that counterfactual thinking is a 

probable cause of the silver medalist being less satisfied than the bronze medalist 

(Medvec, Madey, & Gilovich, 1995).  A silver medal winner could think to herself, “If 

only I had not slipped at the start of the race I would have won the gold.”  The different 
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“what if” thinking a bronze medalist might engage in (e.g., “If I hadn’t made a good start 

I wouldn’t have won any medal.”) causes the bronze medalist to feel good, unlike the 

counterfactual thinking of the silver medalist.  Other research has shown that maximizers 

ruminate, repetitively focusing on negative things, more than satisficers (White, Lehman, 

& Schwartz, 2002; as cited in Schwartz et al., 2002).  Rumination has been shown to be a 

probable cause of some instances of depression (Lyubomirsky, Caldwell, & Nolen-

Hoeksema, 1993). 

Social comparison theory suggests that people learn about their abilities by 

comparing themselves to others (Aronson, Wilson, & Akert, 2002. p. 597).  Maximizers 

are more likely to engage in social comparison than satisficers (Schwartz et al., 2002), 

leading the maximizer to face the truth that people do certain things better and worse than 

he does.  This information makes it clear to the maximizer that he is not the best, 

potentially causing dissatisfaction and unhappiness.  

Maximizers are more adversely affected by upward social comparison than 

satisficers.  Schwartz and his colleagues (2002) showed that maximizers doubt their 

abilities at solving anagrams and exhibit a negative change in mood when a peer solves 

anagrams faster than he does.  Downward social comparison, comparing yourself to 

people who are worse than you at a particular task, usually causes you to feel better about 

yourself (Aronson, Wilson, & Akert, 2002. p. 166).  Contrary to what is predicted by 

social comparison theory, maximizers do not benefit from downward social comparison.  

Satisficers, on the other hand, are unaffected by the performance of their peers, whether 

better or worse than their own performance (Schwartz et al., 2002). 
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Bruin de Bruin and colleagues (2007) showed maximizers had a poor perception 

of risk and lower decision making competence, and confirmed that maximizers have 

worse self-reported decision outcomes.  Parker and colleagues (2007) found maximizers 

to have worse decision outcomes and fewer coping behaviors.  Interestingly, maximizers 

report making more “spur of the moment” decisions than satisficers, and are more reliant 

on others when making decisions (Parker et al., 2007). Incorporating more minds into the 

decision-making process may improve decision outcomes, but it also increases the 

probability of receive contradictory advice and pursuing multiple, and possibly 

conflicting goals, thus complicating the decision-making process (Fischoff, 1992). 

Maximizing may also be important in bargaining and negotiation (Galinsky et al., 2005).  

 

Maximizing vs. Perfectionism 

It is important to note that Maximizing and Perfectionism are two distinct, though 

related, constructs and measurements. First, Perfectionism is not consistently 

operationalized or understood in the literature. Perfectionism was thought to be a singular 

construct primarily concerned with high standards, until multi-dimensional scales of 

Perfectionism were developed (Frost et al., 1990; Hewitt & Flett, 1991).  Even though 

Perfectionism is widely accepted as a multi-dimensional trait, researchers still disagree 

upon the dimensions.  Most concerning is that Hewitt & Flett (1991) completely ignored 

the well-operationalized and highly predictive Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale 

(MPS, Frost et al., 1990) for their scale development.  Thankfully, Hewitt and Flett 

(1995) had the decency to mention the work of Frost and colleagues (1990) in later 

publications. Both scales have enjoyed approximately equal citation prevalence in the 
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literature, 392 citations for Hewitt and Flett (1991), Frost et al. (1990) with 442 citations, 

evidencing the ongoing tug-of-war between these two understandings of perfectionism.1 

Secondly, research has repeatedly confirmed that Maximizing and Perfectionism 

are two distinct constructs (Bergman, Jennifer, & Lawrence; 2007; Schwartz et al., 2002), 

though they are both associated with having “high standards,” either for oneself or the 

choices one makes. Maximizing and Perfectionism are positively correlated with 

depression (Hewitt & Flett, 1991, 1993; Schwartz et al., 2002) and moderately correlated 

with each other (r = .22, p < .01 for Positive Perfectionism; r = .42, p < .001 for Negative 

Perfectionism) (Bergman et al., 2007).  However, Perfectionism is positively correlated 

with Neuroticism (Flett, Hewitt, & Dyck, 1989) while Maximizing has yet to show a 

reliable relationship with Neuroticism (p < .10) (Schwartz et al., 2002). Maximizing was 

negatively correlated with happiness (r = -.25, p < .001), while Perfectionism was 

modestly positively correlated with happiness in a sample of 220 persons at an urban 

train station (mean age = 41 years) (r = .12, p < .08) (Schwartz et al., 2002, Study 1). 

While Perfectionism has been linked to dieting behavior, Maximizing and dieting have 

yet to be examined. 

 

Importance of Relationships 

Marriage is exceptionally important to physical and psychological well-being; 

married men and women are substantially happier (e.g., Glenn, 1975, 1981; Glenn & 

Weaver,1979; Stack & Eshleman, 1998) and healthier (e.g., Berkman, 1984; Gallo, 

Troxel, Mathews, & Kuller, 2003; House, Landis, & Umberson, 1988; Waite & 

                                                
1 web of science, http://apps.isiknowledge.com/WOS_GeneralSearch.do, accessed 
4/27/08 



 8 

Gallagher, 2001) than unmarried persons.  Even though the magnitude of the relationship 

between marital status and global happiness may fluctuate with the social climate (Glenn 

& Weaver, 1988), the universality of this relationship is clear; the relationship is robust in 

16 of 17 cultures (Stack & Eshleham, 1998), has been confirmed by a recent meta-

analysis (Proulx, Helm, & Buehler, 2007), and even holds true for remarriages (Glenn & 

Weaver, 1979).  If Maximizing influences marital status, this personality trait has long-

term health and global happiness implications. 

 

What is personality? 

Personality is defined by Funder (1997) as “an individual’s characteristic pattern 

of thought, emotion, and behavior”  (p. 1). Temperament theories of personality (A.H. 

Buss & Plomin, 1975; see Goldsmith, A. H. Buss, Plomin et al., 1987) postulate that 

personality is largely influenced by genetics, a position strongly supported in the 

literature (e.g., A. H. Buss, 1995; Depue & Collins, 1999; McCrae & Costa, 1997; 

Plomin, 1990; Plomin & Caspi, 1998; Plomin, Owen, & McGuffin, 1994; see Bouchard 

& Loehlin for a review on genetics and personality).  

Personality has been shaped through the process of evolution (D. M. Buss, 1984, 

1991), and the structure of personality is universal across cultures (Bouchard; McCrae & 

Costa, 1997). The genetic and evolutionary components of personality have been 

corroborated by twin (e.g., Eaves et al., 1999; Jang, Livesley, & Vernon, 1996; Loehlin & 

Nichols, 1976; Pederson et al., 1988; Pederson & Reynolds, 1998; Tellegen et al., 1998), 

animal (Capitanio, 1999; Dingemanse & Réale, 2005; Gosling, 1998, 2001; see Gosling 

& John, 1999 and Mehta & Gosling, 2006 for reviews) and cross-cultural research (e.g., 
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McCrae et al., 1998a, 1998b, 1999, 2004; Paunonen, Jackson, Trzebinski, & Forsterling, 

1992). Replicating in animals the same five-factor structure discovered in humans 

(Goldberg, 1990) and confirmed in over 15 countries (McCrae et al., 1998a, 1998b, 1999, 

2004), Gosling (1998) utilized the most reliable form of factor analysis (Zwick & 

Velicer, 1986) to unearth a Five-Factor model of personality in hyenas.  

 The Five Factor Model (FFM) of personality, also known as the Big Five (see 

Digman, 1990, and John & Srivastava, 1999 for summaries) is comprised of the 

following five traits: Extraversion, Neuroticism (a.k.a. Emotional Stability), 

Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Openness. The FFM is the dominant structure of 

personality in the literature, and is universal cross-culturally (McCrae & Costa, 1997). 

Paul Costa and Robert McCrae have designed the most thorough measurement of the Big 

Five traits, the NEO PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992), which includes the 6 facets of each 

factor or domain (see table below).  

Studies on twins evince genetic components of cognitive ability (McClearn et al., 

1997), aggression (Rushton et al., 1986, as cited by A. H. Buss, 1995), Neuroticism and 

Extraversion (Pederson, Plomin, McClearn, & Friberg, 1988), Openness and 

Conscientiousness (Bergeman et al., 1993), and social potency (Lukken et al., 1992, as 

cited by A. H. Buss, 1995) (for a review of heritability and traits, see Plomin, 1989), 

while variance in Agreeableness was more attributable to the environment (Bergeman et 

al., 1993). Almost all personality traits show at least moderate genetic influence, with Big 

Five factors having heritability estimates of about .5 +- .1 (Bouchard & Loehlin, 2001). 
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          Five Factor Model of Personality 

Extraversion  
 Friendliness 
 Gregariousness 
 Assertiveness 
 Activity Level 
 Excitement-Seeking 
 Cheerfulness 
  
Neuroticism  
 Anxiety 
 Anger 
 Depression 
 Self-Consciousness 
 Immoderation 
 Impulsivity 
  
Agreeableness  
 Trust 
 Morality 
 Altruism 
 Cooperation 
 Modesty 
 Sympathy 
  
Conscientiousness  
 Self-Efficacy 
 Orderliness 
 Dutifulness 
 Achievement-Striving 
 Self-Discipline 
 Cautiousness 
  
Openness  
 Imagination 
 Artistic Interests 
 Emotionality 
 Adventurousness 
 Intellect 
 Liberalism 
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Though genetics play a large role in shaping personality, differences in 

environmental factors are also important in personality development (see Plomin & 

Daniels, 1987 for a review).  Interestingly, one’s genes influence the environment one 

will develop in (e.g., a smart child will spend more time in the library while an athletic 

child will spend more time on the athletic field) (for reviews, see Plomin & Bergeman, 

1991, and Plomin, DeFries, & Loehlin, 1977). This suggests that genetics directly 

influence personality by phenotype and indirectly by selecting probable environments 

that will shape development (for an in-depth summary of development and personality, 

see Caspi, Roberts, & Shiner, 2005). 

 

Personality Stability 

 Personality is generally stable in adulthood, increasing in stability with age. In a 30-

year longitudinal study of 459 men in two different cohorts, measuring personality with 

the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory, found personality was more stable in 

older adults than younger adults (Finn, 1986). Test-retest reliabilities of personality over 

a 3-year period were higher in adulthood (.70-.79) than during childhood (.22-.53) 

(Hampson & Goldberg, 2006). A 5-year longitudinal study of 833 adult twins (aged 59-

64) from the Minnesota Twin Study found personality to be extremely stable in 

adulthood, stability coefficients were very high, ranging from .80 to 1.0 when correcting 

for instrument unreliability (Johnson, McGue, & Krueger, 2005). Other longitudinal 

studies have found that more mature adolescents showed greater personality stability 

when transitioning into adulthood (Blonigen, Carlson, Hicks, Krueger, & Iacono, 2008; 

Clausen & Jones, 1998; Donnellan, Conger, & Burzette, 2007; Roberts, Caspi, & Moffitt, 
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2001).   

Contrary to the above evidence for a diverse group of researchers, Costa and 

McCrae have found evidence that personality stability in adulthood is not dependent upon 

age. Their 12-year longitudinal study of men from 3 different cohorts: young (17-44 

years, M age 36.7, n = 145); middle (45-59 years, M age 51.5, n = 183); and old (60-85, 

M age 67.9, n = 132) utilizing the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey (GZTS) to 

assess personality, found equally high stability amongst all three cohorts (Costa, McCrae, 

& Arenberg, 1980). This study had a 66% attrition rate that was not reported in the 

original publication (Finn, 1986).   

Evidence suggests it is the genetic component of personality that promotes 

stability. A four-year longitudinal study on young adults twins (mean ages time of testing 

were 17 and 21) found genetic factors of personality promote stability, while changes in 

personality were due to environmental factors; heritability coefficients ranged from .4 to 

.5 (Bratco & Butkovic, 2007). 

Though personality is stable in adults, there are consistent trends of a “maturing” 

of adult personalities even after the mid-30s. A longitudinal study of 233 Finnish adults 

(beginning at age 33 and ending at age 42) utilizing a translated version of the NEO PI 

(Costa & McCrae, 1985), found that over a 9-year period, Neuroticism decreased, while 

Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Openness increased, but only 

slightly. The correlations for Neuroticism (.76) and Extraversion (.81) were higher for 

men than for women (.55 and .56, respectively). Openness was the most stable factor (.90 

for men and .95 for women), Conscientiousness the least stable for (.73 for men and .66 

for women).  The stability of personality traits of the Five Factor Model for men ranged 
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from .73 (Conscientiousness) -.97 (Extraversion) and for women from .65 (Neuroticism) 

to .95 (Openness). (Rantanen et al., 2007).  

Other studies have confirmed that Neuroticism decreases and Agreeableness 

increase with age (e.g, Costa et el., 1986; McCrae et al., 1999; Srivastiva, John, Gosling, 

& Potter, 2003). Importantly, this decline of Neuroticism with age, coupled with the 

increase in the positive traits of Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and 

Openness may be responsible for enhanced marital stability in those who marry at older 

ages (Glenn & Supancic, 1984; Glenn, 1998; Heaton, 2002). Interestingly Glenn 

(forthcoming) has found that even though marital stability is higher amongst those who 

marry later, relationship satisfaction is greatest for those who marry in their mid to late 

20s. 

 

Personality and Social Support 

Personality is intimately related to social support.  Two important traits from the 

FFM that have consistently demonstrated a relationship with social support are 

Neuroticism and Agreeableness.  Neurotic and disagreeable people have less perceived 

social support (PSS) (Bolger & Eckenrode, 1991), an increased susceptibility to 

loneliness (Hojat, 1982), employ ineffective coping strategies (Delongis & Holzman, 

2005), and are lacking in spousal communication skills (Heaven, Smith, Prabhakar, 

Abraham, & Mete, 2006). Agreeable and emotionally stable people employ more 

communal methods of coping, are more empathic and are less likely to communicate in a 

confrontational manner with their spouses (see Delongis & Holzman, 2005 for a review 

of personality traits and differences in coping and communication styles).   
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Understandably, members of both sexes prefer mates high in Agreeableness and 

low in Neuroticism (Botwin, Buss, & Shackelford, 1997; Buss, 1991; Buss & Barnes, 

1986). Relationships where partners are neurotic and disagreeable are frequently 

unsatisfying (e.g., Barta & Kiene, 2005; Botwin et al., 1997; Bouchard, Lussier, & 

Sabourin, 1999; Buss, 1991; Coughlin, Huston, & Houts, 2000; Donnelan et al., 2004; 

Karney & Bradbury, 1997; Johnson, McGue, Krueger, & Bouchard, 2004). 

 

Relationships and Social Support 

Relationship satisfaction is a better predictor of global happiness, psychological 

well-being, and physical health than marital status alone (Gallo et al., 2003; Glenn & 

Weaver, 1981).  Marital satisfaction is strongly influenced by spousal social support; 

positive support, especially from the wife, likely to be reciprocated by the husband, is a 

crucial ingredient to a stable and happy marriage (Davila, Bradbury, Cohan, & Tochluk, 

1997; Pasch, Bradbury, & Davila, 1997; Pasch & Bradbury, 1998). The unhelpful support 

husbands receive from dysphoric wives exacerbates marital distress (Davila et al., 1997).  

Interestingly, the question “How critical is your spouse of you” was the best predictor of 

relapse for depression, trumping marital distress (Hooley & Teasdale, 1989).   

 During stressful times, men typically prefer to confide in only one person, usually 

their spouse (Anonucci & Akiyama, 1987; Harrison et al., 2000; Lowenthal & Haven, 

1968); women rarely confide in their husbands, instead contacting numerous female 

friends and family members to discuss their problems (Harrison et al., 2000; House, 

1988; Lowenthal & Haven, 1968).   

 Social support has powerful physical and psychological benefits (for reviews, see 
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Berkman, 1984; Cohen, 1988; Cohen & Willis, 1985; Uchino, Cacioppo, & Kiecolt-

Glaser, 1996). Indeed, the bulk of the health benefits happily married men enjoy are from 

the healthy lifestyle encouragement (Umberson, 1984, 1992; Waite & Gallagher, 2000; 

Gallo et al., 2003) and intimate social support (Berkman, & Syme, 1979) of their loving 

wives. Not surprisingly, a small support network and low perceived social support (PSS) 

increase a man’s vulnerability to a multitude of health risks, including suicide (Scarpa et 

al., 2004, as cited by Scarpa & Haden, 2006), depression (Davilla et al., 1997, Holahan & 

Moos, 1991; Holahan, Moos, Holahan & Cronkite, 1999; Schaefer, 1981), psychological 

distress and anxiety (Fratiglioni, Wang, Ericsson, Maytan, & Winblad, 2000; King, King, 

Fairbank, Keane, & Adams, 1998; Lepore et al., 1991), heart disease (Berkman, 1984), 

drug and alcohol abuse (Berkman & Syme, 1979), poor psychological well-being (Coyne 

& DeLongis, 1986; Russell & Cutrona, 1991; Uchino, Uno, & Holt- Lunstad, 1999, as 

cited by DeLongis & Holtzman, 2005) and overall increased mortality rates (Berkman & 

Syme, 1979; House et al., 1988; Shye, et al., 1995). 

  Interestingly, those high in social support are rated as better team members, more 

effective problem solvers and as more trustworthy than those deficient in social support 

(Sarason, Sarason, & Shearin, 1986). 

 

Personality and relationships 

Personality researchers have shown great interest in the relationship between traits 

and romantic relationships. Researchers have investigated what personality traits are 

desired in a mate (e.g., Botwin, Buss, & Shackelford, 1997; Buss, Shackelford, 

Kirkpatrick, & Larsen, 2001; see Buss, 1998 for a review), what traits foster and impair 
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relationships, (e.g., Botwin et al., 1997; Buss, 1991; Donnellan, Conger, & Bryant, 2004; 

Swann, Rentfrow, & Gosling, 2003; Swann, Sellers, & McClarty, 2006), and the effects 

of personality similarity are on relationship satisfaction and success (e.g., Buss, 1984a, 

1984b; Crawford, Houts, Huston, & George, 2002; Kelly & Conley, 1987; Russell & 

Wells, 1991; Watson et al., 2004).  

One major finding is that dispositional similarity is reliably positively associated 

with relationship satisfaction (e.g., Bouchard, Lussier, & Sabourin, 1999; Gaunt, 2006; 

Luo & Klohnen, 2005; Swann et al., 2003, 2006).  

 The FFM includes three factors robustly related to relationship satisfaction: 

Neuroticism, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness.  Neurotics are impulsive, insecure, 

and emotionally unstable, prone to fits of depression, anger, and anxiety; those low in 

Neuroticism are confident, calm, collected and composed (McCrae & John, 1992; 

Watson & Clark, 1984). Agreeable people are altruistic, honest, generous, cooperative, 

modest, and warm; those low in Agreeableness are antagonistic, dogmatic, selfish, and 

critical (Goldberg, 1990; McCrae & John, 1992). Indeed, Agreeableness is negatively 

related to the self-centered and self-enhancing trait Narcissism (r = -.36) (Paulhus & 

Williams, 2002). Conscientious individuals are disciplined, cautious, ambitious, 

motivated, and organized; those low in Conscientiousness are indolent, careless, 

undisciplined, and often act without thinking (Goldberg, 1990; McCrae & John, 1992). 

These personality traits are predictive of marriage-related behaviors: narcissists 

and others low in Agreeableness are more apt to commit adultery (Atkins, Yi, Baucom, & 

Christensen, 2005; Botwin et al., 1997; Campbell & Foster, 2002), while those high in 

Neuroticism (McCown, 1991; Trobst, Herbst, Masters, & Costa, 2002) low in 
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Agreeableness (Trobst et al., 2002; Schmitt, 2004) and low in Conscientiousness (Trobst 

et al., 2002; see Hoyle, Fejfar, & Miller, 2000) engage in more risky sexual behaviors 

(for reviews, see Hoyle et al., 2000 and Pinkerton & Abramson 1995). High Neuroticism 

and low Agreeableness often engender relationship discord (e.g., Barta & Kiene, 2005; 

Botwin et al., 1997; Bouchard et al., 1999; Buss, 1991; Coughlin, Huston, & Houts, 

2000; Donnelan et al., 2004; Karney & Bradbury, 1997; Johnson, McGue, Krueger, & 

Bouchard, 2004). Sensibly, men and women both desire agreeable and emotionally stable 

partners (e.g., Botwin, et al., 1997; Buss, 1991; Buss & Barnes, 1986).  Women 

especially desire traits indicative of high Conscientiousness, e.g., ambition and 

achievement-striving, in potential mates (Buss et al., 2001, Buss & Barnes, 1986). 

There are important personality differences between cheaters and non-cheaters 

concerning their Big Five traits.  Cheaters rate themselves as more extraverted than non-

cheaters, yet rate their monogamous partners as lower (more negatively) on all traits in 

the FFM (Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional 

Stability) than non-cheaters.  Cheaters were more disagreeable than non-cheaters, and 

had a lower perception of their faithful partners than non-cheaters. Specifically, cheaters 

rated their faithful partners as less agreeable than non-cheaters, yet in reality, it is the 

cheaters who are highly disagreeable (Orzeck & Lung, 2005). Essentially, cheaters are 

extroverted, disagreeable people who have unfavorable opinions of the faithful partners 

they are cheating on. 

Changes is personality with age, for example Agreeableness and 

Conscientiousness increasing and Neuroticism decreasing (e.g, Costa et el., 1986; 

McCrae et al., 1999; Srivastava, John, Gosling, & Potter, 2003; Roberts et al., 2006; 
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Watson & Walker, 1996) may contribute to the improved marital stability couples who 

marry at older ages enjoy  (Glenn & Supancic, 1984; Glenn, 1998; Heaton, 2002).  

Are having specific personality traits crucial to having a successful relationship? 

What are the ramifications of a decision-making personality trait like Maximizing on 

mate preferences, marital status, and relationship satisfaction?  

 

Present Investigations 

 Two different data sets are analyzed and discussed. The first set was collected in 

Italy in summer of 2000, investigating if Maximizing was a cross-culturally valid 

construct, if Maximizing varied with level of industrialization and choice in the 

marketplace, and if maximizers had different mate preferences and dieting behaviors than 

satisficers. The data set consists of 1,002 native Italians.  

 The second data set was part of the Texas Healthy Marriage Initiative Baseline 

Survey, completed July of 2007 by the University of Texas at Austin Office of Survey 

research, supervised by Glenn and Huston.  Participants were 2,003 Texas residents 

interviewed by telephone unpaid for their participation.  
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Data Set 1: Maximizing in Italy 
 

 Maximizing has been enjoying increasing attention in decision-making literature 

and research (e.g., Bruine de Bruin, Parker, & Fischhoff, 2007; Galinsky, Leonardelli, 

Okhuysen, & Mussweiler, 2005; Iyengar et al., 2006; Parker et al., 2007). Seeking to 

expand the Maximizing literature, I sought to determine the potential effects of 

Maximizing on body image, dieting behavior, and mate preferences. Because maximizers 

have the highest standards for themselves (Schwartz et al., 2002), I predict that 

maximizers will have a higher standard of beauty for themselves and their sexual/dating 

partners, manifest by thinner ideal bodies for themselves and their sexual partner, place 

greater importance on the physical attractiveness of a mate, and diet more frequently.  
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Method 

Participants 

One thousand and sixty three native Italians participated, aged 16-57 years old 

(M=23.1, SD=3.44), volunteered to participate without compensation.  Data from 61 

subjects (Ss) were discarded due to skipping Maximizing Scale questions, only marking 

extreme answers on the scales, and reporting improbable values for their height and 

weight, leaving 1,002 (519 female) for analysis. Ss were recruited at coffee shops, 

restaurants, and courtyards in and around Italian universities, and at a popular beach.  The 

sample was primarily comprised of university students, faculty, and staff, the vast 

majority of which were students. The data from Northern Italy were collected at the 

Universitá degli Studi di Milano – Statale, in Milan, Lombardia (n=97: 51 females), the 

Universitá degli Studi di Torino, in Turin, Piedmont (n=93: 52 females), and the 

Universitá degli Studi di Padova, in Padua, Veneto (n=91: 51 females). 

The data from Central Italy were collected at the Universitá di Bologna, in 

Bologna, Emilia Romagna (n=96: 43 females) and the Universitá degli Studi di Perugia y 

Ingenario, in Perugia, Umbria (n=79: 35 females).  

The data from Southern Italy were collected at the Universitá degli Studi di Roma 

– La Sapienza, in Rome, Lazio (n=99: 49 females) and the Universitá degli Studi di 

Napoli – Philosophia, in Naples, Campania (n=102: 62 females). 

The data from Sicily were collected at the Universitá degli Studi di Palermo – 

Philosphia, in Palermo, Sicily (n=84: 52 females) and the Universitá degli Studi di 

Catania – Lettere, Philosophia, and Jurisprudencia, in Catania, Sicily (n=153: 78 

females).  Data were also collected at Mondello beach in Palermo.   



 21 

For analysis regarding regional differences in the participants, a data set was 

created from the data set of 1004 to include only those who had not moved to a different 

geographical region of Italy.  The eight regions where data were gathered were grouped 

into 3 geographical regions for the regional data set.   

For the regional data set, there were 507 participants, age of participants was 

(M=22.36, SD=2.51).   The Northern region had 142 participants (84 females).  The 

Central region had 111 participants (56 females).  The Southern region had 254 

participants (127 females). 

Measurements 

The Maximizing Scale consists of 13-items scored on a 7-point Likert scale 

(Schwartz et al., 2002).  The  Maximizing Scale measures one’s tendency to maximize 

and satisfice. The regret questionnaire was a 5-item questionnaire on a seven-point scale 

(1 being strongly disagree, 7 being strongly agree).  The regret questionnaire was 

designed to measure one’s tendency to regret decisions.  It included items such as, “Once 

I make a decision, I don’t look back” 

 Body-image, dieting frequency, and mate-preferences were measured utilizing a 

7-item body-image questionnaire (Fallon & Rozin, 1985, see below).  

Nine male and female figures were on a numbered scale of increasing weight, ranging 

from extremely thin (10) to morbidly obese (90). Ss selected which figure: 1) “best 

represents you currently,” 2) “you would like to be,” 3) “you think is most attractive to 

the opposite sex,” and 4) “best represents your ideal mate.”  Dieting frequency was 

assessed on a 5-point scale; Never (1) to Almost always (5).  Importance of physical 

attractiveness in a mate was determined by the question, “physical attractiveness is either  
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Fallon and Rozin (1985) Body-Image Questionnaire 

For items 1-4, refer to the figures below.  Note that the thinnest figure is 10 and the heaviest is 90.  
In answering, YOU CAN SELECT INTERMEDIATE VALUES.  Thus “23” would be a shape 
about 1/3 of the way between figure 20 and figure 30. 
______ 1. Choose the figure (any number from 10 to 90) of your own sex that best represents your 
current appearance. 
______ 2. From the same row of figures, indicate the figure (10-90) that you would like to look like 
______ 3. From the same row of figures, indicate the figure (10-90) that you think is most attractive 

to the opposite sex. 
______4. From the row of figures of the OPPOSITE sex below, please pick the one that best 

represents that of your IDEAL MATE (if your sexual interest in exclusively in the same 
sex, rate the figure of your own sex that best represents that of your ideal mate).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

______ 5. I diet: 1) never      2) rarely      3) sometimes      4) often       5) almost always 

______ 6. When I get depressed, I eat ______  1=more, 2=same, 3=less 
______ 7. Physical attractiveness is either the first or second most important feature that I look 
for in potential mates.    

 1) True    2) False 
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the first or second most important feature that I look for in potential mates” on a 

dichotomous Yes/No scale.  Participants reported their current weight (kg) and height 

(meters), and their desired weight (kg). 

Happiness was measured with the 4-item Subjective Happiness Scale (SHS) 

scored on a 7-point Likert-type scale (Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999), and depression was 

measured with the 13-item Beck Depression Inventory (BDI), scored on a 4-point scale 

assessing frequency of depressive symptoms (Beck & Beck, 1972).2 A demographic 

questionnaire was given which included place of birth, current place of residence, age, 

sex, marital status, income, and education level.  The whole questionnaire took 10-15 

minutes to complete. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
2 Because of the extreme copyright policies of the BDI and the SHS, these scales will not 
be included in the Appendices, though all other questions from the first data set will. 
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Results 

 I predict that maximizers would value physical attractiveness more, diet more, 

and want to change their bodies more than satisficers.  For females, I expect maximizers 

to have a thinner ideal body, want to lose more weight, and shrink their bodies more than 

satisficers.  For males, I predict maximizers to have a larger ideal body for themselves 

and desire a thinner female mate than satisficers.  Because body-image research with 

respect to Maximizing is completely novel, I wanted to protect against spurious findings, 

so I conducted all significance tests two-tailed, even though I made clear predictions prior 

to data analysis.  

 There were no reliable regional differences amongst Italians concerning 

Maximizing, depression, happiness, dieting, or body image. See Tables 1 and 2 below.  

Because of the lack of interesting and reliable regional differences, data from all Italian 

regions were collapsed and will be discussed undifferentiated by region for the rest of this 

paper.  

Men and women did not differ substantially in their Maximizing (M = 4.19 vs. 

4.18) or regret (M = 4.02 vs. 4.19) scores, respectively.  However, these scores are lower 

than those from a national U.S. sample (Kliger & Schwartz, 2005; men: M = 4.9; women: 

M = 4.77; as cited by Iyengar et al., 2006). Women were more regretful than men. Men 

were slightly happier than women, and women (M= 5.59) were significantly more 

depressed than men (M=4.68)  (t=3.31; p<.001). See Table 3 below. 
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Table 1: Means and standard deviations of the regional data 
sample on scales measuring dispositional values, presented 
separately by region (N = 507). 

 

 North Central South Total 

Maximizing 4.29  
 
(0.80) 

4.03 
 
(0.79) 

4.23 
 
(0.85) 

4.20 
 
(0.83) 

Regret 4.17 
 
(1.10) 

3.99 
 
(0.98) 

4.16 
 
(1.14) 

4.13 
 
(1.10) 

Happiness 4.51 
 
(1.14) 

4.48 
 
(1.11) 

4.58 
 
(1.08) 

4.54 
 
(1.10) 

Depression 4.91 
 
(4.28) 

5.17 
 
(4.47) 

5.41 
 
(4.33) 

5.22 
 
(4.34) 
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Table 2: Means and standard deviations of the regional data 
sample on scales measuring body-image inclinations and 
preferences presented separately by region and by sex (N = 507). 

 
 

 
 North Central  South Total 

 M F M F M F  
Change in 
Body 

1.52 
 
(9.50) 

-7.56 
 
(9.41) 

-1.23 
 
(9.20) 

-5.58 
 
(6.47) 

-0.60 
 
(9.41) 

-6.52 
 
(9.17) 

-3.60 
 
(9.59) 

 
 
Desired Body 

 
32.66 
 
(10.81) 

 
22.41 
 
(6.39) 

 
28.87 
 
(9.61) 

 
24.57 
 
(7.83) 

 
30.03 
 
(9.46) 

 
22.10 
 
(5.78) 

 
26.42 
 
(9.17) 

 
Ideal Partner’s 
Body 

 
28.67 
 
(7.28) 

 
29.14 
 
(8.58) 

 
26.75 
 
(7.12) 

 
29.42 
 
(9.10) 

 
27.75 
 
(7.38) 

 
28.34 
 
(8.97) 

 
28.33 
 
(8.16) 

 
Dieting 

 
2.32 
 
(5.29) 

 
2.54 
 
(1.27) 

 
1.77 
 
(1.08) 

 
2.39 
 
(1.30) 

 
1.91 
 
(1.12) 

 
2.68 
 
(1.37) 

 
2.30 
 
(2.12) 

Importance of 
Partner’s 
Physical 
Attractiveness 

 
81.8%  
 
YES 

 
73.5%  
 
YES 

 
84.9% 
 
YES 

 
80.0% 
 
YES 

 
84.0%  
 
YES 

 
73.2%  
 
YES 

 
79.0%  
 
YES 
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Table 3:  Means and standard deviations of the entire sample 
on scales measuring dispositional values, presented separately by 
sex (N = 1004). 

 Male Female Total 

Maximizing 4.19 
 
(0.85) 

4.18 
 
(0.86) 

4.18 
 
(0.86) 

Regret 4.02 
 
(1.06) 

4.19 
 
(1.16) 

4.11 
 
(1.11) 

Happiness 4.59 
 
(1.11) 

4.53 
 
(1.14) 

4.56 
 
(1.13) 

Depression 4.68 
 
(4.13) 

5.59 
 
(4.52) 

5.15 
 
(4.35) 
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Consistent with Schwartz et al. (2002), Maximizing was reliably positively related 

to depression and regret, and inversely related to happiness. See Table 4 below. These 

relationships remained reliable when controlling for sex. See Tables 5 and 6 below. 

Separating Ss into three Maximizing groups based upon the sum their 

Maximizing score: satisficers (13-39 points), middle (40-64 points), and maximizers (65-

91), not separating by sex, and performing an analysis of variance (ANOVA), I 

confirmed that maximizers are more depressed (F(2, 981) = 6.237, p=.002) (see Figure 

1), less happy (F(2, 970) = 3.435, p=.033) (see Figure 2), and experience more regret 

(F(2, 980) = 33.667, p < 0.0001) (see Figure 3) than satisficers.  

I discovered that maximizers diet more frequently (F(2, 968) = 3.016, p = .007) 

(see Figure 4), desire a thinner mate (F(2, 908) = 3.016, p=.049) (see Figure 5), and value 

the physical attractiveness of a mate substantially more (F(2, 964) = 8.303, p=.0001) (see 

Figure 6) than satisficers. 

Women desire to be thinner (M = 2.6) than men prefer them to be (M = 27.6) (t =- 

11.27; p < .0001), and males want to be larger themselves (M = 30.77) than women 

desire them to be (M = 28.4) (t = -3.81; p < .0001). Women diet more frequently (M = 

2.52) than men (M = 1.82) (t = 6.49; p <.0001), and want to change their bodies (shape) 

more (M = -7.08) (M = -0.43) (t = -11.08; p <.0001).  These findings are all consistent 

with previous body-image research in the United States (e.g., Fallon & Rozin, 1985; 

Forbes, Adams-Curtis, Rade, & Jaberg, 2001) and Europe (e.g, Furnham & Greaves, 

1994).  
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Table 4: Correlational values of Maximizing, regret, 
happiness and depression of the entire sample (N = 1004). 

 
 

 Maximizing Regret Happiness Depression 

Maximizing  0.28** -0.08* 0.17** 

Regret    -0.25** 0.27** 

Happiness              -0.50** 

Depression     

Note.  *p<.05.    **p<.01. 
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Table 5: Correlational values for men of Maximizing, regret, 
happiness and depression of the entire sample (N = 482). 

 
 

 
 Maximizing Regret Happiness Depression 

Maximizing  0.30** -0.03  0.15** 

Regret   -0.14**  0.17** 

Happiness    -0.43** 

Depression      

 
Note.  *p<.05.    **p<.01.  
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Table 6: Correlational values for women of Maximizing, 
regret, happiness and depression of the entire sample (N = 520). 

 

 Maximizing Regret Happiness Depression 

Maximizing  0.28** -0.12** 0.19** 

Regret   -0.34**   0.33** 

Happiness     -0.56** 

Depression      

 
Note.  *p<.05.    **p<.01.  
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Figure 1: Depression, measured by the Beck Depression 

Inventory (BDI), and Maximizing not separated by sex (N = 981). 
 

 
Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals (2 

standard errors). 
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Figure 2: Happiness, measured by the Subjective Happiness 
Scales (SHS), and Maximizing not separated by sex (N = 970). 

 
 

 
 
Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals (2 

standard errors). 
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Figure 3: Regret and Maximizing not separated by sex (N = 
980). 

 

 
 
Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals (2 

standard errors). 
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Figure 4: Dieting frequency and Maximizing not separated 

by sex (N = 964). 
 

 
 
Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals (2 

standard errors). 
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Figure 5: Desired mate size and Maximizing not separated by 
sex (N = 908). 

 

 
 
Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals (2 

standard errors). 
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Figure 6: Lack of importance of physical attractiveness of a 
mate and Maximizing not separated by sex (N = 964). 
 

 
 
Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals (2 

standard errors). 
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Replicating the findings of D. M. Buss and colleagues (1986, 1989, 1997, 2001), 

more males (80.0%) than females (69.9%) highly valued physical attractiveness in a mate 

(t = 3.07; p < .001). 

Separating maximizers and satisficers by a median split (Median = 4.1538), 

maximizers diet more frequently (t = -3.015, p= .003), desire thinner partners (t = .1.730, 

p = .084) and value physical attractiveness of a mate more than satisficers (t =  4.667, p = 

.000). An overwhelming majority of maximizers (80% of females 85% of males) value 

physical attractiveness in a mate as one of the most important features in a sexual partner, 

as do most satisficers (64% of women and 75% of men).  This difference waxes when 

looking at normal and thin people (BMI).  

Maximizing females want to lose more weight (t = 2.444, p = .015), diet more 

frequently (t = -2.785, p = .006) (see Figure 7), and want to change their body size more 

(t = 3.023, p = .003) (see Figure 8) than satisficers, and value physical attractiveness 

more in a mate (t = 4.101, p = .000) (see Figure 9).   Female maximizers manifest very 

strong trends in wanting a thinner male partner (t = 1.958, p = .051) and having a thinner 

ideal body for themselves, both in body size on the picture scale (t = 1.429, p = .154) and 

actual desired kg (t = 1.072, p = .284).  All differences are in the predicted direction.  

Male maximizers value physical attractiveness of a mate substantially more than 

satisficers (t = 2.622, p = .009).  Maximizing men also show a trend of dieting more 

frequently (t = -1.468, p = .143).  Interestingly, male maximizers as a whole want to 

increase their body size (picture scale) (M = .35, SD = 9.88), whereas male satisficers 

want to decrease their body size (M = -.75, SD = 9.02) (t = -1.233, p = .218). 
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Figure 7: Dieting Behavior and Maximizing in Females (N = 
501). 

 

 
 
Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals (2 

standard errors). 
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Figure 8: Desired body change and Maximizing in Females  
(N = 462). 

 
 

 
 
 
Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals (2 

standard errors). 
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Figure 9: Physical attractiveness in a mate and Maximizing in 
females (N = 501). 

 

 
 
Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals (2 

standard errors). 
 

 

Lack of Importance of Mate 

Attractiveness to Females

-1.6

-1.4

-1.2

-1

-0.8

-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0

Satisficers Mid Maximizers

Maximizing Category

I
m

p
o

r
t
a
n

c
e
 o

f
 M

a
t
e
 

A
t
t
r
a
c
t
iv

e
n

e
s
s



 42 

Post Hoc 

To control for the potentially confounding differences in body size, I calculated a 

Body Mass Index (BMI) score for each subject using self-reported weight and height 

[BMI = weight/ (height * height)].  

Examining the data by specific BMI groups, the sample size was only large 

enough in “normal” BMI females to show reliable differences between maximizers and 

non-maximizers. Normal BMI female maximizers valued physical attractiveness in a 

mate more (F(1, 335) = 4.39, p = .037) (see Figure 10), dieted more frequently (F(1, 335) 

= 8.53, p = .004) (see Figure 11), wanted to change their body shape more (F(1, 307) = 

3.21, p = .074), and desired to lose more weight (F(1, 314) = 5.5, p = .02) than female 

satisficers. 

Using the median split to differentiate maximizers and satisficers, underweight 

female maximizers value physical attractiveness more than satisficers ( t = 3.037, p= 

.003).  These underweight maximizing females actually desire to lose weight (M = -.17 

kg., SD = 2.41), which might have adverse health consequences, while underweight 

satisficers correctly want to gain weight (M = .135 kg., SD = 1.70).  All other differences 

were in the expected direction, but were not statistically reliable. 

 Due to small sample sizes, there were no reliable differences in overweight 

women (N = 30) or obese women (N = 3). 
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Figure 10: Physical attractiveness of a mate in normal BMI 
Females (N = 335). 

 

 
Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 
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Figure 11: Dieting behavior of normal BMI Females (N = 

335). 

 
Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 
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In men, using a median split of maximizers and satisficers, normal BMI 

maximizers diet more frequently (t = -2.095, p = .037) and value physical attractiveness 

in a mate more (t = 2.773, p = .006) than satisficers. Maximizing men wanted to change 

their weight more (M = .408 kg, SD = 4.66) than satisficers (M = .266, SD = 4.51), and 

actually wanted to gain weight overall.  They also had a higher ideal body weight (M = 

71.02 kg., SD = 7.1) than satisficers (M = 70.12 kg., SD = 7.107) (p=NS). Maximizers 

show a strong desire to be larger than satisficers, evinced by consistent trends of having a 

higher ideal body weight (t = -1.567, p = .118), wanting to gain more weight (t = -1.220, 

p = .223), and desiring to increase their body size on the picture scale more (t = -1.478, p 

= .140) than satisficers.  

Overweight male maximizers (N = 62) want to lose more weight (t = 1.796, p = 

.078), want to change (shrink) their body size more on the picture scale (t = 2.405, p = 

.019), have a lower ideal weight (M = 76.71 kg, SD = 7.49 vs. M = 70.04, SD = 7.66) (t = 

1.725, p = .090), and value physical attractiveness in a mate more (t = -1.810, p = .075) 

than satisficers. It is important to note that the desired weight of overweight maximizers 

(M = 76.71 kg ) (who want to lose more weight than satisficers) is substantially higher 

than the desired weight of normal maximizers (M = 71.02 kg.) (who want to gain more 

weight than satisficers). 

 I found no reliable differences in underweight (N = 16) or obese men (N = 9). 

Not separating by sex, I conducted a more in-depth analysis of Maximizing by 

separating the sample into three groups based upon maximizing score: satisficers (13- 

39), in between (40-64), and high maximizers (65-91), an ANOVA confirmed that high 

maximizers value physical attractiveness in a mate more (F(2, 964) = 8.303, p < .0001), 
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diet frequently (F(2, 968) = 3.016, p = .007) and prefer a thinner mate than satisficers       

(F(2, 908) = 3.016, p = .049).   

Separating by sex, high maximizing females value physical attractiveness in a 

mate most (F(2, 501) = 8.011, p = .000) and diet most frequently (F(2, 501) = 3.136, p = 

.044). High maximizing females also manifest consistent trends of having the thinnest 

ideal body shape (F(2, 470) = 2.531, p = .081), wanting to lose the most weight in kg. 

(F(2, 446) = 1.717, p = .181), wanting to change their body shape the most (F(2, 462) = 

1.456, p = .234), and preferring the thinnest sexual partners (F(2, 470) = 2.247, p = .107).   

Among males, high maximizers diet the most frequently (F(2, 462) = 2.541, p = 

.080) and show a trend in valuing physical attractiveness of a mate the most  

(F(2, 458) = 1.308), p = .271). 

This three-group separation of maximizers prevented me from performing BMI 

analyses because of insufficient power.  Again, even though I had solid predictions based 

upon previous analyses, all significance tests were conducted two-tailed.  
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Study 2: Maximizing in Texas 
 

 When looking at behaviors associated with Maximizing (e.g., “I never settle for 

second best,” “I am always on the lookout for something better,” “I treat relationships 

like clothing: I expect to try a lot on before I find the ‘perfect fit’”) (Schwartz et al., 

2002), a reasonable conclusion is that maximizers will search for the “perfect” partner 

and the “ideal” relationship, possibly leading to dissatisfaction when their relationships 

fall short their unreasonable expectations. However, the vast majority of Maximizing 

research has overlooked romantic relationships, focusing rather on consumer-choice and 

decision-making (e.g., Bruine de Bruin, Parker, & Fischhoff, 2007; Galinsky, 

Leonardelli, Okhuysen, & Mussweiler, 2005; Iyengar et al., 2006). To date, no 

substantive research has been done investigating Maximizing’s potential influence on 

marital status or relationship satisfaction. Our investigation sought to fill this gap in the 

literatures of family research, personality, and judgment and decision-making. 
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Method 

 

Participants 

Data for this study were collected for the Texas Healthy Marriage Initiative 

Baseline Survey, completed July of 2007 by the University of Texas at Austin Office of 

Survey research.  Participants were 2,003 Texas residents (661men, 1273 women, 69 not 

reporting sex) between the ages of 18 and 95 (M = 49.5, SD = 16.7).  The sampling, 

conducted by Survey Sampling International, done by telephone interview, utilized 

random digit dialing to create the random sample.  The intended respondent was the 

person, male or female, aged 18 or older, who had most recently had a birthday. The 

response rate was 71%, and the survey took approximately 45 minutes to complete. 

The race/ethnicity percentages of the sample were 60.7% White, 8.5% Black, 

20.8% Hispanic/Latino, 1% East Asian, 1.6% Native American, 2.1% Mixed race/other, 

5.3% non-responders. Education level (M = 4.47, SD = 1.69) was on average between 

some college and completing a bachelor’s degree, while median annual household 

income (M = 3.6, SD = 1.6) is between $25,000 and $50,000, with 30.6% having an 

income of over $75,000. 

 

Procedure 

Texas residents were contacted by telephone and asked a battery of questions 

concerning marital history, personality characteristics, relationship satisfaction, and 

demographic information.  The information most relevant to our investigation are 

questions concerning marital status, relationship satisfaction, and the personality traits of 
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Maximizing, Neuroticism (N), Agreeableness (A), and Conscientiousness (C) (for in-

depth descriptions of the FFM traits, see Costa & McCrae, 1992; John & Srivastiva, 

1999; McCrae & John, 1992).  

  

Measures 

All personality questions were measured on a 4-point Likert-type scale: 1 = 

Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Agree; 4 = Strongly Agree. Reverse-scored items 

are denoted with an (R).  See Table 7 for the list of personality questions used. 

Relationship/marital satisfaction was measured with one question on a 4 point 

Likert-type scale (1: Not at all satisfied; 2: Somewhat satisfied; 3: Very satisfied; 4: 

Completely satisfied); 1: All in all, how satisfied would you say you are with your 

relationship/marriage?  The distribution of the responses to this question were highly 

positively skewed, with near 40% of participants responding the scale extreme 

“Completely Satisfied”. To correct for this, we employed the recommended procedure 

(Glenn, 1990), and dichotomized the variable into “Completely Satisfied” and everyone 

else for analysis. Demographic information concerning race/ethnicity, level of education, 

household income, current relationship status, number of children and stepchildren, and 

marital history were also measured.   

 

Control Variables 

Race, age, and level of education were controlled for in all reported analyses. 

Unfortunately, the variable “household income” had over 200 missing cases, mostly from 

respondents choosing not to answer. Therefore, we could not include this variable in the 
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regression analyses without confounding our results by excluding those 200 non-

responders, and decided to use level of education instead, which is highly correlated with 

household income. The personality traits of Neuroticism, Agreeableness, and 

Conscientiousness were also controlled for in the regression analyses. Where appropriate, 

results are separated by sex.  

 

Analyses 

Participant’s personality scores for Maximizing, Neuroticism, Agreeableness, and 

Conscientiousness were calculated by summing the scores of each of the respective 

scales.  Maximizers were further divided into three categories based upon their total 

score: satisficers (5-10 points), middle people (11-14 points), and maximizers (15-20 

points).  The separation of individuals into the above groups are the classifications 

suggested by the scale’s author based upon their total scores on the Maximizing Scale 

(see Schwartz, 2004a). 

To control for race and ethnicity, a separate variable was constructed to ensure 

that the influence of race/ethnicity would be as reliable as possible while maintaining 

sufficient power.  The original seven groups were collapsed into four racial/ethnic 

groups: White, Latino, Black, and Other.    

 In order to partial out the potentially confounding effect of age on marital status, 

we reduced the number of marital status groups from five to three, collapsing “separated” 

and “divorced” into one group, representing those who did/currently do have serious 

marital problems. We excluded the “widowed” respondents, as we have no measurement 

of the satisfaction of the marriage prior to the spouse’s death, leaving us three groups:  
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Table 7: Personality questions used for Texas Healthy 
Marriage Initiative Baseline Survey 

 
Maximizing  
No matter how satisfied I am, I’m on the lookout for something better (modified from 
Schwartz et al., 2002) 
I always check out all the options before making a decision (Schwartz et al., 2002) 
I never settle for second best (Schwartz et al., 2002) 
Whenever I’m faced with a choice, I try to imagine what all of the other possibilities are, 
even ones that aren’t present at the moment (Schwartz et al., 2002) 
 
Regret 
Whenever I make a choice, I’m curious about what would have happened if I had chosen 
differently (Schwartz et al., 2002) 
 
Neuroticism  
I remain calm in tense situations (R) (BFI, John et al., 1991) 
I worry a lot (BFI, John et al., 1991) 
I rarely feel lonely or blue (R) (NEO PI-R, Costa & McCrae, 1992) 
When bad moods come over me, I often can’t shake them (Texas Survey Research Team) 
 
 
Agreeableness  
I’m very gentle (Spence et al., 1974) 
I’m very helpful and unselfish with others (Spence et al., 1974) 
I’m very kind (Spence et al., 1974) 
I’m very aware of other people’s feelings (Spence et al., 1974) 
I’m very understanding of others (Spence et al., 1974) 
I’m very warm in relation to others  (Spence et al., 1974) 
I tend to find fault with others (R) (BFI, John et al,. 1991) 
I forgive people easily (Texas Survey Research Team) 
 
Conscientiousness  
When I make a commitment, I can always be counted on to follow through (NEO PI-R, 
Costa & McCrae, 1992) 
Once I start a project, I almost always finish it (NEO PI-R, Costa & McCrae, 1992) 
I have trouble making myself do what I should (R) (NEO PI-R, Costa & McCrae, 1992) 
Sometimes I’m not as dependable as I should be (R) (NEO PI-R, Costa & McCrae, 1992) 
I often feel helpless and want someone else to solve my problems (R) (NEO PI-R, Costa & 
McCrae, 1992) 
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1: married; 2: “divorced”; 3: never married.  The groups were arranged in this order to 

maximally partial out age effects; never married predicted to be the youngest group, 

married persons the oldest group. 

Linear regression analyses were conducted to determine the effects of 

Maximizing score and Maximizing group on marital status.  Logistic regressions were 

used to determine the effects of Maximizing on the dichotomized relationship/marital 

satisfaction variable. 
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Results 

I made no predictions regarding correlations between Maximizing and 

Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Conscientiousness. See Table 8. I expected maximizers to 

be less satisfied in their relationships and more likely to divorce or never marry than 

satisficers. Even though I made a-priori predictions, all significance tests were performed 

two-tailed to protect against spurious findings.  

 

Relationship Satisfaction  

Maximizing was a reliable predictor of relationship satisfaction in women (Beta = 

-.123, p = .07), and men (B = -.149, p = .006). Looking closer at relationship satisfaction 

between men and women, the distribution of ratings of relationship satisfaction separated 

by Maximizing group and by sex were very different. See Figures 12, and 13 for the 

relationship satisfaction by Maximizing group of males and females, respectively. See 

Figures 14 and 15 for the marital status by Maximizing group of males and females, 

respectively.  

 

Marital Status 

Maximizing was a monstrously power predictor of marital status in males and 

females men a multitude of ways. Participants’ Maximizing score (Beta = .128, p < .001), 

Maximizing group (B = .184, Beta = .122, p < .001), and Maximizing separated by 

median split (B = .144, Beta = .099, p < .001) are reliably predictive of marital status (see 

Figure 14). Age was powerfully related to marital status in men (Beta = -.282, p < .001) 

and women (Beta = -.260, p < .001), ravenously devouring the largest slice of variance. 
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Satisficers were most likely to be married and substantially less susceptible to divorce. 

Maximizers were most likely to never have married and were most likely to divorce.  

Astoundingly, there were zero satisficers in our sample who had never been married.  
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Table 8: Correlations of Maximizing, Conscientiousness, 
Agreeableness and Neuroticism in the entire sample (n = 1,582). 

 
 Maximizing Conscientiousness Agreeableness Neuroticism 

Maximizing  .258** .182** -.112** 

Conscientiousness   .276** -.366** 

Agreeableness    -.287** 

Neuroticism     

 
Note.  *p<.05    **p<.01    ****p<.001    
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Table 9: Correlations of Maximizing, Conscientiousness, 
Agreeableness and Neuroticism in Men (n = 510). 

 
 
                                              Men 

 Maximizing Conscientiousness Agreeableness Neuroticism 

Maximizing   .279** .262** -.176*** 

Conscientiousness   .233** -.290** 

Agreeableness    -.308** 

Neuroticism     

 
Note.  *p<.05    **p<.01    ****p<.001    
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Table 10: Correlations of Maximizing, Conscientiousness, 
Agreeableness and Neuroticism in Women (n = 1072). 

 
                                                
                                                              Women 

 Maximizing Conscientiousness Agreeableness Neuroticism 

Maximizing  .261** .163** -.085** 

Conscientiousness   .299** -.400** 

Agreeableness    -.288** 

Neuroticism     

Note.  *p<.05    **p<.01    ****p<.001    
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Figure 12: Valid percentage of Male Satisficers (N = 8), Mid 
(N = 289) and Maximizers (N = 103) and their ratings of 
Relationship Satisfaction. 

 

 
 Note: Zero percent of male satisficers rated their 
relationships as “Not at all satisfying” or “Somewhat satisfying.”  
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Figure 13: Valid percentage of Female Satisficers (N = 39), 
Mid (N = 617) and Maximizers (N = 146) and their ratings of 
Relationship Satisfaction. 

 

 

  
Note: Zero percent of Female satisficers responded that they 

were “Not at all satisfied” with their relationships. 
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Figure 14: Marital status by Maximizing Group of the entire 
sample (N = 1,582). 

 
 Note: Zero percent of satisficers had never married. 

Figure 15: Marital status by Maximizing Group of Men (N = 
400). 
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Note: Zero percent of satisficing men had never married. 
 
 

 
 
Figure 16: Marital status by Maximizing Group of Women 

(N = 802). 
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Note: Zero percent of satisficing women had never married. 

 
 

 

Table 11: Unstandardized (B) and Standardized (Beta) 
Regression coefficients of Maximizing score and Maximizing 
group on marital status for men.  All analyses control for 
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demographics of age, race, level of education, as well as 
personality variables of Neuroticism, Agreeableness, and 
Conscientiousness. 

 
            Men 
 Maximizing 

Score 
Maximizing 
Group 

Median 
Split 

B .042*  .164* .162* 

SE B .020 .074 .069 

Beta .099* .105* .105* 

P .038 .027 .019 

 

  Note. *p<.05    **p<.01    ***p<.001 

Table 12: Unstandardized (B) and Standardized (Beta) 
Regression coefficients of Maximizing score and Maximizing 
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group on marital status for women.  All analyses control for 
demographics of age, race, level of education, as well as 
personality variables of Neuroticism, Agreeableness, and 
Conscientiousness. 

 
 

         Women 
 Maximizing 

Score 
Maximizing 
Group 

Median 
Split 

B .062*** .197*** .125** 

SE B .015 .049 .048 

Beta .142*** .130*** .087** 

P .0001 .0001 .009 
 

Note. *p<.05    **p<.01    ***p<.001 
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An ANOVA confirmed a reliable difference between Maximizing groups at age at 

the time of marriage (F(2, 1619) = 24.8, p < .001).  Maximizers (M = 26.86 years, SD = 

8.54) married slightly later than satisficers (M = 26.04 years, SD = 10.11).  

Race/ethnicity was also a substantial predictor of marital status (Beta = .166, p < .001). 

I wanted to investigate what the effect of age on maximizing tendencies is. I 

suspected that Maximizing was inversely related to age, older people being less willing to 

search for the very best, considering they are older (and potentially wiser) and therefore 

have less time to squander searching and comparing choices. An analysis of variance 

showed that maximizers are substantially younger than satisficers for both men (F(2, 510) 

= 16.352, p < .001) and women (F(2, 1072) = 12.436, p < .001). For a visual comparison 

of Maximizing and age of the entire sample, see Figure 17. 

I then wanted to examine the distributions of age by Maximizing group, separated 

by sex. The descriptive statistics for men strongly align with the theory that Maximizing 

increases with age. The relationship is also manifest in the female data, though not as 

clearly as it is in males. See Tables 14 and 15 for the means, medians, modes, ranges, 

minimums, maximums, and skewnesses for the ages of males and females, separated by 

Maximizing group. 
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Figure 17: Age by Maximizing Group of the entire sample (N 
= 1,622). 

 

 
Note: Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals (2 

standard errors) 
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Table 14: the means, medians, modes, ranges, minimums, 
maximums, and skewnesses of the ages of men, separate by 
Maximizing group. 
 
 

 

 

               Men                                                  
 Maximizing 

(N = 150) 
Mid  
(N = 353) 

Satisficing 
(N =10) 

Mean 41.5 48.5 64.3 

Median 40 49 65 

Mode 45 49 65 

Range 68 69 48 

Minimum 17 16 41 
Maximum 85 85 89 

Skewness .493  
(SE = .198) 

.053  
(SE = .130) 

.014  
(SE = .337) 
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Table 15: the means, medians, modes, ranges, minimums, 
maximums, and skewnesses of the ages of women, separated by 
Maximizing group. 

 

             Women 
 Maximizing 

N = 207 
Mid 
N = 818 

Satisficing 
N = 50 

Mean 42.6 48.7 49.7 

Median 41 48.5 51 

Mode 54 48 31 

Range 72 76 50 

Minimum 16 17 25 

Maximum 88 93 75 

Skewness .508 (SE = 
.169) 

.157 (SE = 

.085) 
-.075 (SE = 
.337) 
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Discussion 

Maximizing powerfully predicts body dissatisfaction and relationship turmoil, and 

robustly relates to eating behavior and having high standards for the bodies of sexual 

partners.  Male and female maximizers diet more frequently, value physical attractiveness 

more, and have a thinner ideal body size for their sexual partner than satisficers.  

Female maximizers want to lose more weight, change the shape of their bodies 

more, and have a lower ideal weight for themselves than satisficers.  These findings are 

not due to physical differences in the bodies of maximizers and satisficers.  When 

examining the data taking into consideration Body Mass Index (BMI), normal BMI 

females want to lose more weight, change the shape of their bodies more, and have a 

lower ideal weight for themselves than satisficers. An alarming and unpredicted findings 

is that underweight BMI female maximizers actually wanted to lose weight, placing their 

health at risk, thankfully underweight female satisficers had the desire to gain weight.  It 

appears that Maximizing may distort body image amongst females.  

Italians are generally thinner than Americans, so I did not have an adequately 

large sample of overweight and obese females to have enough power to run any statistical 

analyses on these BMI groups. 

Women generally are more dissatisfied with their bodies and place greater 

importance on their physical appearance than men (Davis & Cowles, 1991), therefore I 

was not expecting to find as many relationships of Maximizing and body-image in males 

as I did in females. No substantive body-image differences between maximizing and 

satisficing men really emerged until men were broken down into BMI groups. 
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Normal BMI male maximizers diet more frequently, value physical attractiveness 

in a mate more, wanted to change their weight more than satisficers, and actually wanted 

to gain weight overall.  

Overweight BMI male maximizers wanted to lose more weight, change the shape 

of their bodies more, valued physical attractiveness in a mate more and had a lower ideal 

weight for themselves than overweight male satisficers. Because normal BMI maximizers 

wanted to gain weight and overweight BMI maximizers wanted to lose weight, it appears 

that both groups are striving for an ideal body. This is in stark contrast to the female 

underweight maximizers who desired to lose weight and become even thinner, striving to 

obtain some exceptionally unhealthy and unsustainable body.  

Maximizing seems to be related to self-consciousness (and perhaps criticalness) 

of one’s own body in both males and females. The tendency for maximizers to engage in 

social comparison (Iyengar et al., 2006) might be one of the reasons for their 

dissatisfaction with their bodies. The increased importance of an attractive sexual partner 

manifests an elevated importance on other’s bodies and physical features, which may be 

evolutionarily adaptive, especially for men (Buss, 1998; Buss & Barnes, 1996; 

Shackelford & Larsen, 1999). Maximizer’s enhanced desire to change their bodies might 

make them more susceptible to eating disorders, which is associated with Neuroticism. 

No published work has yet to link Neuroticism reliably with Maximizing.  Maximizers’ 

desire to change their bodies may signify body dissatisfaction. 

These relationships of Maximizing to body image and dieting behavior are highly 

relevant to the eating disorder literature. Concerning personality, it has been established 

that those with eating disorders are more likely to have depression (Braun, Sunday, & 
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Haimi, 1994), as are their parents (Fairburn et al., 1998), and to have relatives who suffer 

from Obsessive Compulsive Disorder (Wonderlich, Swift, Slotnick, & Goodman, 2006) 

anxiety, separation anxiety disorder, social phobia, and panic disorder (Strober, Freeman, 

Lampert & Diamond, 2007). 

 Looking at non-clinical personality characteristics that put someone at risk for 

developing an eating-disorder, three prominent constructs emerge: self-esteem, 

perfectionism, and Neuroticism. Low self-esteem (see Baumeister, Campbell, Krueger, & 

Vohs, 2003), high perfectionism (see Bardone-Cone et al., 2007 for a review) and high 

Neuroticism (e.g., Eggert, Levendosky, & Klump, 2007) all increase the risk of 

disordered eating. Importantly, there are some important differences between the 

personalities that are susceptible to anorexia vs. bulimia (e.g., Rosevinge, Martinussen & 

Ostensen, 2000). Body dissatisfaction proves to be one of the strongest predictors for 

both of these insidious diseases (Leon, Fulkerson, Perry, & Cudek, 1993).   

This study provides cogent evidence that the way in which one makes decisions 

can increase the risk of unhealthy eating behavior and irrational body standards for 

oneself. One need only look at underweight BMI females and see that the underweight 

satisficers want to gain weight, and rightfully so, while the underweight maximizers want 

to continue to lose weight.   

The second data set from Texas examined if Maximizing is related to relationship 

satisfaction, marital status, and Neuroticism and other personality traits.  

The data from the Texas survey revealed that maximizers were substantially less 

satisfied with their romantic relationships than satisficers.  Maximizers were also 

considerably more likely to be divorced or to have never married than satisficers. These 
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findings were robust in both men and women. These differences were also not due to 

race, age, income, education, Neuroticism, Conscientiousness, or Agreeableness. The 

inclusion of Neuroticism, Conscientiousness, or Agreeableness in the regression is 

significant because they have repeatedly been shown to relate to marital satisfaction (e.g., 

Atkins et al., 2005; Barta & Kiene, 2005; Buss, 1991; Bouchard et al., 199; Campbell & 

Foster, 2002; Coughlin et al., 2000; Trobst et al., 2002).  Maximizing behavior is a 

reliable predictor of marital status and relationship satisfaction over and above 

demographic variables and three well-established FFM personality traits. This powerful 

predictor effectively forecasts no matter how you slice it, three groups (High Satisficers, 

Mid, and High Maximizers) or a median split. 

Not predicted, Maximizing was positively correlated with Conscientiousness (r = 

2.58), Agreeableness (r = .182). Most unexpected was that Maximizing was negatively 

related to Neuroticism (r = -.112). All of these correlations were statistically reliable at 

the .01 level.  This is the first investigation to find a reliable relationship between 

Maximizing and Neuroticism, Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness. Considering 

Maximizing’s relationship with body image and body dissatisfaction, it would be logical 

to assume that Maximizing is positively related with Neuroticism.  These unpredicted 

findings require further substantiation before any conclusions can be drawn from them.  

If indeed Maximizing is positively related to Conscientiousness and 

Agreeableness, two personality traits that promote successful relationships (e.g., Buss, 

1991), and is negatively related to Neuroticism, a trait known to cause friction in 

relationships (e.g., Barta & Kiene, 2005; Botwin et al., 1997;), one would assume that 

Maximizing should foster successful and highly-satisfying relationships. The fact that 



 73 

Maximizing is associated with poor relationship quality, even though it is positively 

related to personality traits that promote healthy relationships, evinces the massively 

detrimental effect Maximizing has on relationships. 

Maximizing is also inversely related to age in both men and women. There could 

be two reasons for this: it could be an age effect or a cohort effect. As people age they 

may lose their maximizing tendencies and become more satisficing in their decisions. 

This process of becoming less maximizing and more satisficing would be a beneficial 

part of the personality maturation process, similar to increasing in Agreeableness and 

decreasing in Neuroticism with age (e.g., Costa & McCrae, 1985). Or, it could be a 

cohort effect. Those in the younger cohorts were raised in a society that promoted the 

development of more maximizing tendencies than older cohorts. But as Norval Glenn has 

repeatedly pointed out (e.g., Glenn, 1976; 1990), it is impossible to disentangle age and 

cohort effects when controlling for period effects. 

One thing is for sure, the influence of Maximizing on relationships is inescapable. 

Whether investigating attraction, relationship stability, or marital happiness, Maximizing 

exerts a powerful influence on outcomes.  Maximizers place higher value on looks and 

physical attractiveness, manifest by their placing greater importance on a mate’s physical 

appearance and desiring to change their own bodies more than satisficers.  Maximizers of 

both sexes are more likely to diet than satisficers. Maximizing females want to lose more 

weight while maximizing males (of normal BMI) want to gain more weight than their 

satisficing counterparts, consistent with the differing standard of beauty for men and 

women.  
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Despite their enhanced willingness to diet and desire to improve the attractiveness 

of their own bodies, maximizers are less likely to get married than satisficers.  

Maximizers are also more likely to be divorced than satisficers. It is true that maximizers 

are generally younger than satisficers, contributing to their increased likelihood of never 

having been married, but age was controlled for in the linear regression and therefore 

cannot account for the findings. Maximizers also are less satisfied with their relationships 

and marriages than satisficers. 

Could maximizers’ decreased relationship satisfaction be due to an unwillingness 

to work on the relationship, or an overall enhanced criticalness, whether it be their bodies 

or relationships?  The means by which Maximizing is related to their desire to change 

their bodies, increased likelihood of remaining single and susceptibility to divorce is 

unknown. 

I speculate that the tendency of maximizers to engage in social comparison is one 

possible reason why they behave differently than satisficers with respect to changing their 

bodies and relationships. A maximizing man is more prone to compare his wife to his 

friend’s wife; this comparison could lead him to see things he likes better in his friend’s 

wife than in his own wife (e.g., she shakes up a better dry martini), thus enhancing 

relationship dissatisfaction.  If maximizers are more inclined to be dissatisfied with their 

relationships, either dating or marriage, this would explain why maximizers are more 

likely to remain single and why they are more likely to divorce.  Also, maximizers’ 

tendency to “search for the very best” may lead them to look for a perfect spouse or long-

term romantic partner.  Since there are no perfect people, their search will undoubtedly 
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take much longer and be much less satisfying than the search of a satisficer, who chooses 

the first option that is “good enough.” 

Future research needs to corroborate these findings to ensure their validity.  The 

correlations between Maximizing and Neuroticism, Agreeableness, and 

Conscientiousness need to be confirmed with other populations using other instruments 

to assess these FFM traits to assess the generalizability of my findings.  Neuroticism 

especially needs to be confirmed since the relationship I found in this data set is contrary 

to what would be expected. Assessing how sexually satisfied maximizers are in their 

marriages may be a fruitful avenue of research. If maximizers place greater importance 

on physical appearance, they may be less-satisfied with the performance of their partner 

in the marital bed. This potential dissatisfaction in this important area of marriage may 

help explain the dissatisfaction maximizers experience in relationships. 

The Internet is a promising avenue for future research, has reliability and great 

demographic diversity amongst users (Gosling, Vazire, Srivastiva, & John, 2004) and 

provides a great avenue for communicating these important findings to the general 

public. Maximizers scouring the earth for a “perfect partner” should be informed that 

their noble quest is likely to leave them exhausted, dissatisfied, and single. Maximizing 

seems to be a good way to end up alone. 
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Appendix A 
 

Maximizing Scale 
 

Indicate how much you agree with each of the following by circling the appropriate number: 
 

1. No matter how satisfied I am with my job, it’s only right for me to be on the lookout for better 
opportunities.   

 
       1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Completely                    Completely 
  Disagree                 Agree 

  
2.  When I am in the car listening to the radio, I often check other stations to see if something better 

is playing, even if I am relatively satisfied with what I’m listening to. 
 
       1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Completely                    Completely 
  Disagree                 Agree 
 
3.  When I watch TV, I channel surf, often scanning through the available options even while 

attempting to watch one program. 
 
       1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Completely                    Completely 
  Disagree                 Agree 
 
4. I treat relationships like clothing: I expect to try a lot on before finding the perfect fit. 
 
       1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Completely                    Completely 
  Disagree                 Agree 
 
5.  I often find it difficult to shop for a gift for a friend. 
 
       1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Completely                    Completely 
  Disagree                 Agree 
 
6. Renting videos is really difficult. I’m always struggling to pick the best one.  
 
       1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Completely                    Completely 
  Disagree                 Agree 
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7. When shopping, I have a hard time finding clothing that I really love. 
 
       1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Completely                    Completely 
  Disagree                 Agree 

 
8. I’m a big fan of lists that attempt to rank things (the best movies, the best singers, the best 
athletes, the best novels, etc.).   
 
       1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Completely                    Completely 
  Disagree                 Agree 

 
9. I find that writing is very difficult, even if it’s just writing a letter to a friend, because it’s so hard 

to word things just right.  I often do several drafts of even simple things. 
 
       1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Completely                    Completely 
  Disagree                 Agree 

 
10. No matter what I do, I have the highest standards for myself. 
 
       1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Completely                    Completely 
  Disagree                 Agree 

 
11.  I never settle for second best. 
 
       1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Completely                    Completely 
  Disagree                 Agree 
 
12.  Whenever I’m faced with a choice, I try to imagine what all the other possibilities are, even 

ones that aren’t present at the moment. 
 
       1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Completely                    Completely 
  Disagree                 Agree 

 
13. I often fantasize about living in ways that are quite different from my actual life. 
 
       1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Completely                    Completely 
  Disagree                 Agree 
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Appendix B 
 

Regret Scale 
 

Indicate how much you agree with each of the following by circling the appropriate number: 
 

1. Once I make a decision, I don’t look back. 
 
       1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Completely                    Completely 
  Disagree                 Agree 

 
2. Whenever I make a choice, I’m curious about what would have happened if I had chosen differently. 

 
       1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Completely                    Completely 
  Disagree                 Agree 

 
3.  Whenever I make a choice, I try to get information about how the other alternatives turned out. 

 
       1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Completely                    Completely 
  Disagree                 Agree 

 
4.  If I make a choice and it turns out well, I still feel like something of a failure if I find out that 

another choice would have turned out better. 
 

       1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Completely                    Completely 
  Disagree                 Agree 

 
5. When I think about how I’m doing in life, I often assess opportunities I have passed up. 
 
       1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Completely                    Completely 
  Disagree                 Agree 
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Appendix C 

Demographics Questionnaire  
 
Please remember that all responses are ANONYMOUS: 
 
1. Gender (please circle one):  female    male 
2. Place of Birth: 
City: _________________  Region: _________________ 

3: Current place of residence: 
City: _________________  Region: _________________ 

4: How long have you lived at your current place of residence? 
5: Are you currently a student at a university? (please circle one): Yes No 

If “yes”, which university? _________________ 
6. Profession: ________________ 
 
7. Age: ______________ 
 
8. Current marital status (please circle one): 
 
single  
engaged 
married   
separated  
divorced     
widowed 
 
9. Highest level of education (please circle one):  
grade school 
some high school    
high school diploma or equivalent 
some college 
college degree 
some post-college schooling 
master’s degree 
doctoral or professional degree (e.g., Ph.D., M.D., J.D., etc.) 
 
10. Income bracket (please circle one):  
lower     
lower middle     
middle    
upper middle 
upper 
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