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1.1 The potential role of society in the relationship between individual
maximizing and well-being
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1.2 Measuring individual differences in maximizing
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1.3 The present research
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2. Method
2.1 Participants
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Table 1: Mean, standard deviation and Chronbach’s alpha for the measures (total sample and subsamples).

Total Europe China U.S.
M (SD) «@ M (SD) «@ M (SD) «@ M (SD) «
Maximizing [1-6] 3.34(0.76) .78 3.10(0.69) .73 3.46(0.74) .80 3.48(0.77) .78
Alternative Search 3.27(093) .69 298(0.88) .64 3.37(090) .67 3.44(0.93) .67
Decision Difficulty 3.09 (0..05) .65 2.90(0.91) 50 3.25(0.01) .73 3.13(0..17) .73
High Standards 3.83(094) 59 359(094) 57 3.89(091) .59 401(0.90) .59
Regret [1-6] 3.53(1.09) .80 3.25(1.06) .77 3.87(092) .74 3.54(1.03) .84
Perceived Stress [1-5] 276 (0.59) .87 2.69(0.57) .89 278(047) .78 2.79(0.66) .89
Happiness [1-7] 486(1.27) .85 491(1.17) 85 490(1.19) .74 478(1.40) .90
Satisfaction [1-7] 403(1.04) 90 472(1.22) .88 4.08(1.38) .88 448(1.43) 92
GHQ-12 [1-4] 3.13(0.64) .70 3.04(058) 91 2.89(049) .85 298(0.67) .91
WHO Well-being [1-6] 4.03(1.04) .88 397095 87 345(1.09) 90 4.05(1.08) .89
Pos. Perfectionism [1-5] 3.20(0.77) .82 3.00(0.78) .82 3.21(0.71) .78 3.37(0.77) .83

Neg. Perfectionism [1-5] 2.51(087) .89 235(0.82) .87 2.73(0.80) .87 250(0.92) .92
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3. Results
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3.1 Relationships of maximizing and society with well-being
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Table 2: Results from the regression analysis testing the

main and interaction effects of maximizing and society
on well-being (3-values).

Stepl Step2  Step3

Sex -.00 .02 .02
Age 09* .02 .01
Income J9xEk - JQkkk ] Qokkck
Education .08* .08* .08*
Maximizing —.30%*  —10
Dummy 1 (Europe-China) .01 .00
Dummy 2 (U.S.-China) .00 .02
Maximizing X Dummy 1 —. 19¥¥k
Maximizing X Dummy?2 —. 15%*
R? 06F+F*  14%kk ] 5kEck

Note: *** p < 001, ** p < 01, * p < .05.
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Figure 1: Relationship between maximizing and well-
being in three societies.
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3.2 Relationships of maximizing and society with regret
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- 14, p < .007T; H[E vs. 77X U H: Step2TB =-.15, p < .001, Step3TR=-.16, p
< .001)

Kb EHSE DR (Figure 288) (TS,
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vHE vs. PXU N REEANERTH > (8= .11, p< .05)
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Figure 2: Relationship between maximizing and regret in
three societies.
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3.3 Relationships of regret and society with well-being
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Figure 3: Relationship between regret and well-being in
three societies.
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3.4 Mediation analyses
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vHE vs. 7X Y 5 Step2Dh Kb &S & DERGBRAEEADUR (=-.15,p
<.01) (&, Step3TEZEITHZK (B =-.02, ns)
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@ fER (Table 3ZM; HF FIFEEROIFFRE (AOFETNZEHZzI> cO—-ILLEEH D))
v 3—0v /% Well-beingD & XIbD£AERRIF, BEEMREREBICKSEEMROE
AEDEICRE

v 7 A1) 7 Well-being D K{IEDEAEMRIS, BRIEBICKDEEIRICER

Table 3: Total, direct and indirect effects of maximizing on well-being through regret in three societies.

Total effect (SE) Direct effect Indirect effect
Europe —.67%%* (L08) —.36%** ((10) —.30%*%* (.07)
China —.13 (.08) —-.02 (.09) —.11 (.06)
U.S. —.44*%* (L08) —.08 .09) —.36%** (.07)

Note: 5000 bootstrap samples, standard errors (reported between parentheses) are estimated by
OLS (total and direct effect) or bootstrapping (indirect effects)

*** p <.001, for the indirect effects, *** = effect within 99% bias corrected confidence interval.

3.5 Relationships at the facet level

- JxAILEWell-being&E DE OB DRER ERIBICKDENE, 2DDFEFHSTIFEER
L, FEAFLESTIEHESMNCER > TLW
. 3—0Ov/STIREBAIE &EWell-being DEEFREAPPIEWNC E MRS i
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HLREW
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® ER (Appendix DER)
va—0Owv/Cvs. ZXU 1 RBEER (8= .07, ns), REFOEL S (5= .02, ns) T
&, HEEDOREERBITBEETIEABI >N, BEOST EDOREERIE, Well-
beinglc 2R 2%EZRUE (8= .13, p<.05)
vI—0Ov/Nvs FE: t2ERRFORBEANERTH > o (RBEERFR: =.16,p
<.0071; RBTDEL Z: =11, p< .05, EEEDFZ: p=.12, p < .05)

AERIDEZ T, I—Av/INTIE TBEEDE T &Well-beingDEIcERBREDER
NESNEED (8=-22,p<.001), PAXUATIEEShBN > (8=.01, ns)

- BEFORBEDOBARICOWVWTR, EIRAMTOER, I—0Ov/\, FE, ZXUAI
FWT, 3DD0EFDENEFNLIRIEEBVWEREZFE DI ENARESN (278 > 31,



£7Tp < .001), Maximization Scale2ic& DXEERAEBARRIC, RFDLANILTIE
HE=EDOREERIERS BN ST
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. ZDHER (Table 42RK)
vIaA—Av/C 2ENRIFE, 3DOERFOENZTNTRIBICK 2BEEWNRICER
VZAYUN:3D0RFDENETRTI—Ov/ERFEOBIENRENES SN
CEERRVDIE, PAUATIE TBEDES) OEFAURNESNGHI >/ &ETH
=
« TEEDFZ, OWell-beinglc X9 2EDOEEMRD, WDRFSZ R BEEED
RICL>THEHEINIcHTH S
- ZXYU DY FILTHE,
v TEEDEZ,) FREBEZENSYE, BREMNICWell-beingZi&shH 3
v TEEEDFEZE,) & & IEMIZL TWell-beingZz&E 6 %

Table 4: Total, direct and indirect Effects for each of the facet scales separately in three societies.

Total Effect Direct Effect Indirect effect
(SE) (SE) (SE)

Europe Search —.47%¥* (.07) —.26%%* (.07) —.22%%* (L05)
Difficulty —.39%¥* (.07) —.17*  (07) —.22%%% (L04)
Standards —.23%%* (.06) —.06 (.06) —.17%%* (L.04)

China Search —-.07 07 .02 07 —.09 (.05)
Difficulty —.15%*% (.06) —.11 (.06) —.04 (.03)
Standards .03 (.06) .09 07) —.06%* (.03)

U.S. Search —.29%%* (. 07) —.05 07) —.25%%% (L.04)
Difficulty —.32%%* (.05) —.16%* (.05) —.15%%* (L03)
Standards .01 .07) 22%#¥(06) —.22%%% (. 04)

Note: *** p < 001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, for the indirect effects the symbols refer
to inclusion in the 99.9%, 99%, and 95% confidence intervals, respectively.

o CDREZEBEI ZIcHIC, BEDFS) 7AVAHETI—OV/NTERBDIEKZ
BFONESH ZET 27/20IC, positiveRTREFERR L UnegativeREEFEHRDOR
ELOEEZEE
vI—Ov/C TEEDHZ, & positive’R5eEE £ 5 & negative’R BB TR DM AT

sBUWEDHERE (positive: r = .55, p < .001; negative: r = .38, p <.001)

VZXYU R TEEDFZ,) I positive’R5eEE&EICRWIEDHEBZRU 2D,
negative’R5EEEEFH & DIEDHEREIX, I—Ov/NTHRTPPEDL - (positive:
r=.53, p <.001; negative: r = .28, p < .001; =72 Uz = 1.87, ns)

MOREIF—EBUT, positive’RTBEERE (rmean = .16, p < .01) (X Tnegative
IRTEEEER (rmean = .44, p < .001) EDEWIEDHEBEZRUT (z = 5.06, p <.001)
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4 Discussion

@ BKARICEWT, BKILEWell-beingDEICBEMERBEEENH D &%ERL, ZD
EEEIFREICL > TE NS N
CHFIC, BRILIGRIEBOBINEREELTRED, ZOHER, Well-beinglli@WEBDEE%
RIFLTWE
—— RETIE, ZDLSBRERARIEEWell-beingDEEREIERShiah >
— DFD, FETHORAEIIRIBEOEBMEEEL TWSD, BKESEFERD, &iE
[FWell-beingIC KREBFEEZSZ W EMbh o e
LIS DRI, BADRBIRENDE L, happiness D& & UTEHl S T LVERLY
7T, BAORKERZ, FROBHAS TER TS ZAHDEEY, BAD
BIRZFRHEHRLU Thappylc BNEWVWDIFIEL WERZE LD > feh 52 &EZX S
HERITENRT, Well-beingzZZNIEFEEBRDOBVWEWSIRGFEZEMITS
— Maximizerid, BK&D HFREICFEALANBWN?
— Satisﬂcertat FEKLDBREKICEATZADNRWN?
- BKOBEERR EBEADFEIRICH T 25 EEERIE, BANBEEEZOH
T‘%?Rﬁt:ﬁb’(t@ot') P 7O0—FIBMcE>T, BADWell-beingZzm L
IEBZEbHNEL, BTIEZIEHHS

o XL EERBORBRIILICK > THEBMNZE L TW DI L, &M EWell-being®
BRIFIEDEE R ZIT TV
- BEDORERIE, mAbEtREDOREEAL Well-beinglc RIFTHEZIRRT D
ER5
. SEOMRTIE, ZORERZRIBOENGEKEENLREDOMA DE SIS HE
lCTBENEEND
viEHNBED DhappinessxEDFERE UTEADBIREZHE L TWDIHE, BE;
EICRITZREBORERIE, Boadraniziddo ABICBnEh -7z é:”é,’iﬂikg'%



VHENRIBZRRT IR EORERHEL WS ZMB Z &1, EMEWell-
being\NDEfH%Z R

4.1 Relationships at the facet level

@ Maximization ScalelcEDWTEShERIE, 3DORFZERICETHEEM
CAEI—AVIREFAUATIE, "MUBRRR) & TRETO#HL X, HWell-beinglZ& D
FEERFITH, FETIEZES TRBWI ENREI N

BEXDES) IKD2WT, AI—Ov/\EHEEDERTIEREEANE SN,
PAVAEREEDOEKBRTIEFRSNGH -/
— Maximization Scale3DDAFICET 2 N5 DFERIF, TRIEOBSHLGE =M
55BN H 2
. Schwartz5 (2002) (&, BXtDOH=ZE NSDODRFEZHENBEDEEZ T W
— TR T, 3DDORFT—EULERENE SN TULERW (I Diab et al.,
2008; Rim et al., 2011)
L SAs, TEEDOSSE) &, tMORFLDBHEKG/NY—>ZRU, 3—Ov/XT
[EWell-being& BDERZRULIEHD, FAUATIEZES TREBL -

© CDESBRERDERZER T DHICIE, TEFTHRICEITIHMENRID
. EEFHRIF—MRHICWell- belngL«.negatlvefdg’%%ﬁz%b\, % < DR TWell-
beinglcpositive BRREEH S5 X5 2 ENREINTWS (Stroeber & Otto, 2006)
KT T, TEEDS I A, negativeRFTEEFHRIIT T, positivelRSEEE
FRICHBELBEAELTWS I EZHASHIC U
— DI ElE TEEDSZ) B, positive’RfIE & negative/XBIE DA %= £ D
CEERLIEEEZSNS
TEEDS I &Well-beingDEEMIL, positive’R5EEEF &K & negative’d BEF &
DI R ER S & RFEDARICH 1 2 Well-being& DESEMEDEEEE LTEILT %1
BEMENH D ENTREBIND
A—Ov /oYY 7I)ILTIER
v TEEEDEZE,) FxE E;ﬂz@l—ﬁﬁtgﬁb\ft@*ﬁ@a
v negative’d BB F & & Well-being & O IC 58 W& D1EES
v positive R 5EEE £ & & Well-being & ORI/ S I & DTEES
- HEREULT TEEDEZ, &Well-being& DR ICEWEDIEE
L TRAY BTV TILTIE
v TEEDE3, Latposmveaﬁ’aﬁéiqaac‘:Eﬁb\fh@*ﬁf‘a@ negative’dEEEE&H & IE
DFEE
v negative’d EEEF & & Well-being & D IC 58 W\ & D1EES
< SEBINZE, COBMREEI—OV/IICERTNES D 22 ETHS
v positive R 5EEE £ 2& & Well-being & DR I IEDHES



- TBE2DEE; &EWell-beingDREICEDHEENESNEIN >l &ZEZEZ D L,
BROHZDIEEEEZSND
HFS, PXYUAOYYTILTIE, TEEDOSZI) DpositiveRAIHEIC L S
positive’d &N, TEEDS I DnegativeRAIEIC & Bnegative’a &%
FIEBELTWSEEZ SN

5 Conclusion

© RANLDEANE & Well-beingDEERD, BADFEDHRICEKET 2HhE SH EREE

. TDFER,
v SatisficeriC & > Tld, BRENEELHRICED Z EMWell-beingZ =6 %
v Maximizerid, FCKASTIEWell-beinghMEL, & DERE S NIBEANDEIRE %12

HU, ZNZzERIZIHETESTANRBVWELESTHD

- M EOEERRIRFEFADOERICHT T 25 WMIEESRINE & HDHX & HBH

&, BANCD BFEIZEZ) BRICEDKLS ICHNT BERNG DNICHh>TWVWS

. Schwartz (2000; 2009) W2 LSc, AI—AVINTIK, PA4TVT14T4D
RO AIEARIROBBE EFEO DWW TWS s, BADREICELZFEREBEINK
ELWATREMEN B B

CZDESBIKRT T, THBE) ZXROZEVWSEENALICILY Yy —E5Z,
BANZFDLSBEWREEZZRTEELTH, FOXU Yy MIEDbNTULESH
H LN



Appendix A

The Maximizing-satisficing scale (Schwartz et al. 2002).

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

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. AS

3) When I watch TV, I channel surf, often scanning through the available options even while attempting to watch
one program. AS

4) I treat relationships like clothing: I expect to try a lot on before finding the perfect fit. AS
5) I often find it difficult to shop for a gift for a friend. DD
6) Renting videos is really difficult. I'm always struggling to pick the best one. DD

7) 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.). AS

8) When shopping, I have a hard time finding clothing that I really love. DD

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. DD

10) I never settle for second best. HS

11) 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. HS

12) I often fantasize about living in ways that are quite different from my actual life AS
13) No matter what I do, I have the highest standards for myself. HS

Note: AS = Alternative Search, DD = Decision Difficulty, HS = High Standards.

Appendix B

Intercorrelations between the variables in the Total sample, and the European, Chinese and U.S. sample, respectively.

AS DD HS Regret Well-being
Maximizing 88*** T6FFF H3F* 60FF* —.30%**
.87*** .78*** '57*** '59*** _.44***
BOFHF J2HEE Ok S5%Ek —.14%
86%** T6x** .60k 62%** —.28%**
AS A5F** Y STEx* —.20% %%
_50*** ‘25*** ‘5]*** _42***
43FEE S2HEE A5FFE -.11
AOF** AQxE* 5%k — 23%*
DD 25FEE SOFF* —.32%*¥
26%H* 48F** —. 36k
22%EE SOFF* —.20%*
23%*k QOFEk — 35%**
HS 34xF* —.04
'32*** —.16%*
20%%% .02
36%** .05
Regret — 4] FEE
— 50%**
__19**

Note: upper line: total sample, second line: European sample, third line: Chinese sample,
fourth line: U.S. sample. *** p <.001, ** p <.01, * p = .46.



Appendix C

Full results of the Regression analyses testing the relationship of maximizing and society with Regret (C1) and the
relationship of Regret and society with well-being (C2).

Table C1 Stepl  Step2  Step3 Table C2 Stepl Step2  Step3
Sex .01 —-.04 -.04 Sex -00 -.00 .00
Age —18*+x (04 -.03 Age .09* .02 .02
Income —-.01 —.00 -.01 Income JOFEER S 1QFER 1 QREE
Education -.02 -.03 -.03 Education 08* 07* 07*
Maximizing SOFER - ARHAH Regret —40¥** - — 17*
Dummy 1 (Europe-China) = 14¥%kk - J4xxx Dummy 1 (Europe-China) -04 -03
Dummy 2 (U.S.-China) — 5%k 16%** Dummy 2 (U.S.-China) -06 —.04
Maximizing x Dummy1 .08 Regret x Dummyl —. 1 8FH*
Maximizing x Dummy?2 1% Regret x Dummy?2 — . 19kk*
R? 03Fk* - 35k O1%* R? 06 F* JeFEx ()] Fkk

Appendix D

Full results of the Regression analyses testing the relationship of each of the maximizing facets and society with
Well-Being (D1) and with Regret (D2).

Table D1 Alternative Search Decision Difficulty High Standards

Stepl Step2 Step3 Stepl Step2 Step3 Stepl Step2 Step 3

Sex —.00 .02 .02 —.00 .01 .01 —.00 —-.00 —-.00
Age .09* .03 .02 .09* .04 .04 .09* 0% 10*
Income JQkEE [ Qkk (R QR Rk Rk [Qikk Q[ QREk
Education .08* .08* .08* .08* .08* .07* 08* 0% 11k
Facet —.25%%% _ 3Qkkck —.30%%x _ 3THxk —.04  —18%*
Dummy 1 (Eur.-U.S.) -.03 —.02 -.02 -.03 -07 -.05
Dummy 1 (Eur.-Chi.) —.02 .00 —.05 —.04 —-.09 —.08%
Facet x Dummy1 .07 .02 13*
Facet x Dummy?2 16FF* A1* A12%
R? 06***  Qp**F*  Q1** 06***  Q9***  O1* 06***  01F .01*

Note: *** p <.001, **p< .01, *p<.05, T p<.10

Table D2 Alternative Search Decision Difficulty High Standards
Stepl  Step2 Step3 Stepl Step2 Step3 Stepl Step2  Step 3

Sex .01 —.04 —.04 .01 —.02 —.02 .01 —.10 —.01
Age —.18%** — 06f —.06 St L il (U (L bt WAk bl
Income —.01 .00 —.00 -.01 .01 .02 -.01 -.01 -.02
Education —-.02 —-.03 -.03 —.02 -.03 —.03 —.02 —.08*%  —.08*
Facet ABFEE GOkE* AoFF* SRRk 32wk F ok
Dummy 1 (Eur.-U.S.) .03 02 ABEEE @Rk 21k D]
Dummy 2 (Eur.-Ch.) B VAN Vb 10%* 10%** .10* .10*
Facet x Dummy 03 —.04 .05
Facet x Dummy?2 —.05 —.03 —.04

R? 3% 26%Fx 00 03kx - 5%k 00 03k A4k 00

Note: ¥** p<.001, ** p<.01,*p<.05,fp<.10



