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The current paper demonstrates that people differ in the extent to which they experience difficulties to make evaluations. Studies 1 and

2 construct a valid and reliable 6-item evaluation difficulty scale. Studies 3 and 4 demonstrate that current evaluation difficulty scale is

able to predict various types of (consumer) behavior.
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EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Nowadays, people are confronted with an overload of choice 

alternatives. However, having a lot of options does not necessarily 
increase consumer satisfaction (e.g., Iyengar and Lepper 2000). Es-
pecially people who are motivated to make the best possible choice 
(i.e., maximizers), can experience feelings of stress when they have 
a lot of alternatives, and are more likely to regret their choice after-
wards (Schwartz et al. 2002). We suggest that difficulties to choose 
a product might arise from difficulties to form one’s opinion about 
products. When people have a hard time to know how much they 
like something, they might consequently encounter difficulties to 
choose the product they would like best. Current research suggests 
that people can have a hard time to form their opinion in general. 
Whether they have to evaluate a new product, a new neighbor or a 
new taste, some people find it hard to make up their mind. In current 
paper, we develop a scale to measure individual differences in the 
extent to which people have difficulties to evaluate. Moreover, we 
demonstrate that current evaluation difficulty scale is able to predict 
several personality measures and behavioral outcomes, including ac-
tual taste evaluations.

In a first study, 349 American citizens participated. Exploratory 
factor analysis (EFA) was conducted for reducing the initial item pool 
of 32 items. Items that violated standard criteria, such as a corrected 
item-to-total correlations above .30, were deleted from the factor so-
lution. Results from EFA and the scree plot indicated a one-factor 
solution for the evaluation difficulty construct. Moreover, we found 
that evaluation difficulty relates to several dispositions as expected 
from the literature. For instance, we found a negative relationship 
with Jarvis and Petty’s (1996) need to evaluate scale (r = -.28) and a 
positive relationship with Schwartz’s (2002) maximization scale (r = 
.33). Thus, the more difficulties one encounters to evaluate, the less 
likely one is to engage in evaluative behavior, and the more one will 
experience difficulties to choose a product. 

To confirm current findings and to finalize the evaluation dif-
ficulty scale measure, we ran a second study in which 476 Ameri-
cans participated. The final EFA resulted in a one-factor solution 
with 6 items including one reversed item. The evaluation difficulty 
construct explained 68.96% of the variance, and had an internal con-
sistency of .83. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) showed that this 
6-item one-factor model fits extremely well with the data: Χ²/df = 
1.242, p = .264; RMSEA = .026; RMR = .032; TLI = .995; GFI = .99. 
In addition, we measured several related constructs to test nomologi-
cal validity. Evaluation difficulty correlated with sixteen out of nine-
teen related personality measures. For instance, results showed that 
people experience less evaluation difficulty when they have a ten-
dency to look for social information, think about complex problems, 
and trust their gut feeling. On the other hand, people who do have 
a hard time to evaluate, display more decision difficulty, have less 
self-esteem, and are less optimistic. Additionally, we tested group 
known validity of current scale. We found that people experience less 
difficulties to evaluate as they get older (F(2,340) = 11.67, p < .001). 
Current results suggest that people improve their abilities to evaluate 
as they gain more experience during their lives.

To replicate previous findings and to test the predictive validity 
of our 6-item scale, we ran a study in which 210 Americans partici-
pated. The scale explained 68.59% of the variance and internal con-
sistency was .84 in current sample. Moreover, results showed high 

predictive validity of the scale. First, we found that the scale predict-
ed 15 behavioral items (r = .17 to .68) such as “I always choose the 
same flavor of ice cream”. Second, results showed the scale is related 
to several consumer behavior scales. People who have difficulties 
to evaluate are loyal customers (r = .20), are no variety seekers (r 
= -.37) and have no inclination to express their uniqueness through 
consuming products that are not used by the general public (r =.32). 
Third, people who scored high on the evaluation difficulty scale ex-
plicitly stated they had a hard time to evaluate the quality of two 
books for which we provided a short description (r =.30). 

To test whether evaluation difficulty could predict actual be-
havior, we conducted another study in which 90 Belgian students 
participated. First, participants completed the evaluation difficulty 
scale (α=.80) as part of a larger questionnaire. Second, participants 
were told that they were randomly assigned to evaluate one of two 
concealed brands of chocolates. The chocolates were actually iden-
tical, but were presented in either a beautiful or an ugly box. Af-
terwards, participants had to indicate how delicious the chocolate 
was on a 10-point scale (0=very bad, 10=very delicious). The results 
showed that evaluation difficulty and the type of box had no main 
effect on the evaluation of the chocolates. More importantly, we did 
found a marginally significant interaction effect between evaluation 
difficulty and the type of box on the taste evaluation of the choco-
lates (F(1,88)=3.98, p = .070). People who have a hard time to make 
an evaluation in general, evaluated the same chocolates to be bet-
ter when the box of chocolates was beautiful (M = 3.53) compared 
to when the box was ugly (M = 3.05). In contrast, people who do 
not experience difficulties to evaluate did not make a different taste 
evaluation for a beautiful (M = 3.22) versus an ugly (M = 3.36) box 
of chocolates. As such, these results suggest that people who experi-
ence evaluation difficulty, might transfer the quality of an irrelevant 
attribute such as package design to the quality of the product in itself. 
Taken together, these results indicate that current scale is highly pre-
dictive for various types of behavior.

The current research constructed a valid and reliable evaluation 
difficulty scale with one factor and 6 items that relates to various 
personality and behavioral measures. Moreover, we found that the 
constructed scale is able to predict actual taste evaluations. Future 
research will be conducted to further investigate how difficulties to 
evaluate affect (consumer) behavior.
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