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Maximizers spend more effort when making choices compared to satisficers .This study investigates a possible cause of maximizing:

impact expectations.  An experiment shows that maximizers estimate the impact of positive events  on their subjective well being to be

higher than satisficers. These results  hold for positive choice outcomes, as well as for other positive events.  Different moderating

variables, such as the delay of the event, are being  investigated.
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Generally, it is assumed that people strive for the best option when confronted with a choice set (i.e. ‘maximizing’) (Von Neumann
& Morgenstern, 1964). However, due to the increased complexity that characterizes our society, maximizing is not always possible.
Indeed, people often have a satisficing goal. In other words, people often search for an appropriate choice option which passes a certain
acceptance-threshold (i.e. satisficing). (Simon, 1955). Maximizers, on the other hand, spend more effort analyzing each option until they
have found the best possible one (Iyengar, Wells & Schwartz 2006). Research links the tendency to maximize with less happiness, less
optimism, less confidence and less satisfaction with life. (Schwartz, 2002). Therefore it is important to identify variables that cause people
to maximize. The current study examines a possible cause of maximizing, namely impact expectations. It is possible that maximizers strive
to optimize choice outcomes, because they have higher expectations concerning the impact of proximate events on their subjective well-
being. In other words, maximizers may believe that the choice they make has more impact on their happiness than satisficers do. This might
cause maximizers to allocate more effort in choices than satisficers, hence making sure they choose the best.

H1: Maximizers will have higher expectations concerning the impact of proximate events than satisficers.

However, maximizers’ impact expectations of delayed events might be lower. Contrary to satisficers, maximizers might take waiting
time into account as a cost. Thus, while satisficers might overlook delay costs, maximizers might consider waiting time to be a cost when
evaluating the impact of a delayed, (positive) event. In other words, when evaluating the impact of a delayed, (positive) event, maximizers
do not simply assess the reward outcome, but evaluate the event-delay outcome.

H2: Maximizers are more sensitive to waiting costs than satisficers.

The current study examines whether maximizers and satisficers differ in intertemporal choices. Such an intertemporal choice implies
a choice between an option that is attractive on short term versus an option that is beneficial on long term. A preference for the more
immediate reward is called a time-inconsistent choice (Hoch & Loewenstein, 1991). As maximizers might be more sensitive to waiting
costs, this may cause them to make more time-inconsistent choices than satisficers.

H3: Maximizers make more time-inconsistent choices than satisficers.

An online survey was set up to provide a first idea of the strength of the hypotheses.
121 subjects participated in an online survey. During the experiment, a control question was asked to determine whether the

respondent was sufficiently involved to take part in the experiment. This was the following scale question: “Do not answer this question”.
Ten respondents who did answer the control question were deleted from the sample. As a result, all analyses were performed on 111 test
subjects.

Respondents first answered the maximizing-satisficing scale as taken from Nenkov et al. (2008). This 13 item 7-point likert scale
consists of statements of the following type: “Renting videos is really difficult. I’m always struggling to pick the best one”. Secondly, the
impact expectations of “winning 100 euros” and “receiving a favourite cd as a gift” were measured. Each time respondents were asked
to indicate how much happier they would be (tomorrow vs today) if this event would occur.

Thirdly, delay discounting was measured. Respondents were given four choices between an immediate, smaller reward or a delayed,
larger reward. The four reward pairs were taken from Kirby & Herrnstein (1995): 12¤-16¤, 21¤-25¤, 30¤-34¤, 45¤-52¤. A typical
delay discounting question was as follows: “Which reward would you prefer: 12¤ in two days or 16¤ in ten days“.

First, a mean split on the scores of the maximizing-satisficing scale was performed to categorize respondents as maximizer (n=46)
or satisficer (n=65). Secondly we performed ANOVA tests on the impact expectations. Maximizers had bigger expectations concerning
the impact of “winning 100 euros” (F(1,109)=5.087, p<.05) or “receiving a favourite cd as a gift” (F(1,109)=6.056, p<.05) on their
happiness, thus providing support for the first hypothesis.

Next, Pearson chi-square analyses were performed for each of the four choice pairs. Maximizers and satisficers appeared to differ
significantly for two out of the four pairs, namely the 21¤-25¤ and 30¤-34¤ choice pairs. Satisficers chose more than expected the larger,
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delayed reward than maximizers (respectively χ2(1)=2.729, p=.099 and χ2(1)=5.447, p<.05). While results for the other two choice
options did not prove to be significant, they showed a similar pattern. This provides partial support for the third hypothesis.

Data concerning the second hypothesis, as well as more support for hypothesis 1 and 3 are being collected. Also, the impact of
maximizers’ and satisficers’ choices on experienced regret is being examined. When ‘going for the best’ implies ‘choosing the immediate’,
maximizing might be regretful in the long term.

References
Hoch, S.J. & Loewenstein, G.F. (1991). Time-Inconsistent Preferences and Consumer Self-Control. Journal of Consumer Research,

17(4), 492-507.
Iyengar, S.S., Wells, R.E., Schwartz, B. (2006). Doing better but feeling worse. Looking for the “best” job undermines satisfaction.

Psychological Science, 17 (2), pp. 143-150.
Kirby, K.N. & Herrnstein, R.J. (1995). Preference reversals due to myopic discounting of delayed reward. Psychological Science, 6

(2), pp. 83-89.
Nenkov, G.Y., Morrin, M., Ward, A., Schwartz, B. & Mulland, J. (2008). A short form of the maximization scale: factor structure,

reliability and validity studies. Judgment and Decision Making, 3 (5), pp. 371–388.
Schwartz, B., Ward, A., Lyubomirsky, S., Monterosso, J., White, K. & Lehman, D. (2002). Maximizing versus Satisficing: Happi-

ness Is a Matter of Choice. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83 (5), pp. 1178-1197.
Simon, H. (1955). A Behavioral Model of rational choice. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 59, pp. 99-118.
Von Neumann, J. & Morgenstern, O. (1964). Theories of Games and Economic Behavior. New York: Academic Press.
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Do people respond favorably when they perceive positive, favorable information? For example, when frequent consumers of caffe
lattes read an article that argues caffe latte is the most delicious form of coffee, they should feel reinforced and comforted, because the
information is consistent with their own attitudes and preferences. Yet some people may sense less positive feelings due to their
information processing method. In particular, these differences likely are greater across cultures, especially between Eastern and Western
cultures. People from Eastern cultures tend to use more situational inferences, experiential knowledge, dialectics, and relationships to
process information, whereas Westerners rely more on dispositional inferences, logical thinking, a lack of contradiction, and categorization
(Choi, Nisbett, and Norenzayan 1999; Nisbett 2003; Nisbett et al. 2001; Norenzayan, Choi, and Nisbett 2002). Thus, Easterners may
respond differently than Westerners to the same favorable product or service information, such that Westerners feel less discomfort when
confronted with the same information.

Because they display greater hindsight bias than Westerners, Easterners may be more likely to process positive information as
inconsistent (Choi and Nisbett 2000). Hindsight bias involves the tendency to overestimate in hindsight what is known in foresight (Choi
and Nisbett 2000; Fischhoff 1975). According to previous research (Choi, Dalai, and Kim-Prieto 1999), Asians engage in more complex
information processing than do Americans. If Easterners think more deeply about alternative perceptions of an object (e.g., the dark side),
positive information may appear more inconsistent. For example, Easterners reading the positive caffe latte story might ponder it further
and realize that caffe latte contains more fat and calories, which may help make it the most delicious coffee. Thus, Easterners would display
more discomfort than Westerners when they receive such positive information. In contrast, Westerners likely process the positive
information as consistent and focus more specifically on the positive aspects, because they rely on object focusing and categorization
processing (Nisbett 2003), which means they do not consider category overlaps (i.e., non-contradiction processing; Nisbett 2003). In turn,
Easterners should feel more discomfort than Westerners when they consider the same positive information.

Higher discomfort then may result in greater motivation to reduce the discomfort. That is, Easterners should experience a greater
motivation to resolve their discomfort by perhaps ignoring or discarding the information. In contrast, Westerners, with their lower sense
of discomfort, likely feel less motivation to resolve what they already perceive as positive and consistent information. Again, Westerners
use more focusing and non-contradictory information processing, such that they consider the positive information as nonsituated (Nisbett
2003). Therefore, Easterners should experience more motivation to reduce discomfort than do Westerners for the same positive
information.

These varying levels of motivation may in turn affect information processing, especially systematic and counterargument processing.
Higher discomfort and motivation should cause Easterners to follow more detailed and counterargument-based processing, because
people employ more systematic processing to deal with inconsistent information (Jain and Maheswaran 2000). In contrast, Westerners
likely employ less systematic processing and fewer counterarguments to positive information, focusing instead on the presented
information (i.e., focal focusing; Nisbett 2003). They believe, “Coffee latte is the best coffee,” and thus, they forego systematic or
counterargument-based processing. That is, Easterners should display more systematic and counterargument processing than Westerners
with regard to the same positive information.

The tests of these hypotheses include both Koreans and Americans who prefer caffe latte over Espresso; that is, only Koreans and
Americans who like caffe latte participated in this study. The studies took place in a metropolitan Korean city and a Midwestern U.S. town
with subjects from similar demographic backgrounds (i.e., young college students). The same stimuli appear in both the Korean and U.S.
studies. The positive information stimulus reads: “The Health & Culture Center (HCC) at Harvard University reports that caffe latte is


