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Maximizing and customer loyalty: Are maximizers less loyal?

Linda Lai*

Abstract

Despite their efforts to choose the best of all available solutions, maximizers seem to be more inclined than satis-
ficers to regret their choices and to experience post-decisional dissonance. Maximizers may therefore be expected to
change their decisions more frequently and hence exhibit lower customer loyalty to providers of products and services
compared to satisficers. Findings from the study reported here (N = 1978) support this prediction. Maximizers reported
significantly higher intentions to switch to another service provider (television provider) than satisficers. Maximizers’
intentions to switch appear to be intensified and mediated by higher proneness to regret, increased desire to discuss
relevant choices with others, higher levels of perceived knowledge of alternatives, and higher ego involvement in the end
product, compared to satisficers. Opportunities for future research are suggested.
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1 Introduction

Schwartz et al. (2002) presented new evidence that peo-
ple differ in their general motivation to invest time and re-
sources in the decision making process. Individuals with
a preference for maximizing aspire to find the best pos-
sible option and are motivated to seek information about
as many alternatives as possible before making a choice.
Individuals with a preference for satisficing, in contrast,
tend to consider a more limited range of alternatives with
the purpose of finding an option that satisfies given crite-
ria or aspirations, i.e., an option that is considered satis-
factory or “good enough”. Schwartz et al. (2002) propose
that differences in the preference for maximizing (ver-
sus satisficing) may be conceptualized as a stable per-
sonality trait. Some individuals are chronic maximizers
whereas other individuals are habitual satisficers across a
wide range of decision making tasks and domains.

A particularly interesting finding from Schwartz et al.
(2002) and several subsequent studies is that maximizers,
despite their efforts to find the best possible option, ap-
pear to regret their decisions more often than satisficers.
Subsequent studies also indicate that maximizers also
tend to experience more postdecisional dissonance com-
pared to satisficers (Iyengar, Wells & Schwartz, 2006).
These seemingly paradoxical findings are supported by
other studies that indicate that the maximizing trait may
represent a reliable predictor of whether or not a person
is prone to change his/her initial decisions. For example,
in one study, maximizers were found to change their gift
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purchase decisions significantly more often than satisfi-
cers, if given the opportunity to do so (Chowdhury, Rat-
neshwar & Mohanty, 2009). Preliminary findings also
indicate that, in order be satisfied and engage in repeat
purchase, maximizers rely more on high service quality
than satisifcers (Carrillat, Edmondson, & Ladik, 2006).

Implications of the maximizing trait for decision sta-
bility and change are of high potential significance to
a wide array of personal or professional decision mak-
ing domains, for example job search and career develop-
ment (Iyengar et al., 2006), negotiations (Hackley, 2006),
investments, education, marriage (or divorce), and con-
sumer choice. Many US corporations lose around half
of their customer base in a five year period (Sood &
Kathuria, 2004), and churn rates exceed 50 per cent for
many companies offering subscription services'. In spite
of the considerable costs associated with customer churn,
determinants of consumers’ decisions to switch brands or
service providers are still not well understood. Although
there is an increased awareness that individual differences
affect customers’ attitudes and behaviors, very little is
known about how and why customers differ (Simonson
& Nowlis, 2000; Sood & Kathuria, 2004). Schwartz et
al.’s (2002) work on the maximizing trait therefore offers
valuable potential for advancing research on individual
differences in customer behavior and choice. The main
purpose of the present study is to investigate whether the
maximizing trait is relevant to explaining customer loy-
alty and switch intentions, i.e., whether or not maximiz-
ers are less loyal customers that more frequently intend
to switch from one service provider to another.

Uhttp://www.analytics20.org/web-analytics/comparison-of-churn-
rates/
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2 Hypotheses

The hypotheses tested here rest on previous findings that
link the maximizing trait to increased inclination for re-
gret (Schwartz et al., 2002), post-decisional dissonance,
fixation on realized and unrealized options (Iyengar et
al., 2006), dissatisfaction with choices (Schwartz et al.,
2002; Iyengar et al., 2006), and increased rates of de-
cision change (Chowdhury et al.,2009). Based on these
findings, it seems plausible to expect that maximizers
will differ from satisficers in terms of an increase in the
propensity for continued search for better, yet unreal-
ized options. Satisficers, in contrast, having made their
choices based on given aspirations or standards rather
than the quest for the best possible solution, may be ex-
pected to be less affected by external triggers such as un-
favorable price increases or competing offers. It there-
fore seems likely that satisficers will exhibit higher (pas-
sive) loyalty and correspondingly lower levels of decision
change and intentions to switch.

Hypothesis 1: Maximizers will exhibit higher inten-
tions to switch between service providers compared to
satisficers.

Four potential mediators of the proposed relation-
ship will be tested in the present study. Findings from
Schwartz et al.’s (2002) studies suggest that regret may
play a mediational role in the relationship between maxi-
mizing and depression and between maximizing and hap-
piness. However, based on the methods used, definite
conclusions about causality cannot be drawn. Yet, as ar-
gued by Schwartz et al. (2002: 1185), the risk of regret
is ever present since maximizers will ask themselves; “Is
this the best outcome?” and “Could I have done better?”
The experience of regret in turn, represents a likely trig-
ger of continued search for present or future alternatives
as well as of prolonged comparison of realized and unre-
alized options. Maximizers will therefore tend to develop
a better knowledge of the range of available alternatives
compared to satisficers as well as more in-depth knowl-
edge about each option, which in turn may increase the
likelihood of identifying an option that seems better than
the realized one. Accordingly, it may be expected that
maximizers’ level of knowledge of potential options will
be positively associated with intentions to switch.

Maximizers desire for extensive alternatives search
also increases the likelihood of initiating and becoming
involved in relevant discussions with others, including
family and friends. Findings by Parker, Bruin de Bruine
and Fischhoff (2007) also suggest that maximizers rely
more on others when making decisions. Discussions with
others imply not only a possibility for information ex-
change, but also an arena for social comparison. In view
of Schwartz et al.’s (2002) findings that maximizers tend
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to engage in more (upward) social comparison, it seems
likely that discussions with others will enhance the likeli-
hood of developing intentions to switch service provider
in order to satisfy needs triggered by social comparison.

When we investigate the relationship between maxi-
mizing and intentions to switch, we should also consider
consumers’ involvement in the decision making domain.
Consumer involvement plays a key role in research on
consumer loyalty and switch behavior. Involvement in
the purchase (process involvement) and/or the product
(ego involvement) has been found to moderate many rela-
tionships involving customer satisfaction and brand com-
mitment (Sood & Kathuria, 2004).

The purchase dimension of consumer involvement
tends to be conceptualized and measured in a way that
closely resembles the extensive alternative search aspect
of maximizing. Purchase involvement may therefore be
seen as a manifestation of maximizing efforts within the
particular domain. The second dimension of involve-
ment, in contrast, typically referred to as “ego involve-
ment” in a product, reflects “the importance of the prod-
uct to the individual and to the individual’s self concept,
values, and ego” (Beatty, Kalhe & Homer, 1988). Ego
involvement in a product tends to be a long-term, endur-
ing type of involvement that reflects a stable concern for a
particular class of products across different purchase pro-
cesses and situations. Highly involved customers have
been found to exhibit higher levels of maximizing ef-
forts such as greater prepurchase search (Beatty & Smith,
1987) and greater deliberation in choice (Celci & Olson,
1988). These findings may indicate that ego involve-
ment and maximizing are related, although the direction
of causality is unclear. On the one hand it seems plausi-
ble that high ego involvement in a product tend to trig-
ger efforts to maximize. One the other hand, it seems
possible that consumers’ propensity for maximizing rep-
resents one of many influences on ego involvement and
that increased product involvement may be developed as
a function of efforts to maximize. This implies that the re-
lationship between maximizing and product involvement
may be reciprocal. Although the theoretical foundation
is weak, we wish to explore the possibility that maximiz-
ing affects ego involvement in a product and that ego in-
volvement acts as a (partial) mediator of the relationship
between maximizing and switch intentions.

However, previous research has demonstrated that
highly involved customers tend to engage in higher lev-
els of positive disconfirmation and satisfaction (Richins
& Bloch, 1991), which has been associated with higher
levels of commitment to a decision and resistance to be-
lief change (Pritchard, Havitz, & Howard, 1999), and
highly involved customers have been found to engage
less in switching behavior compared to less involved cus-
tomers (Keaveney & Parthasarathy, 2001). The latter
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findings gives reason to hypothesize that ego involvement
will moderate the effects of maximizing on intentions to
switch, and that highly involved maximizers will be less
(rather than more) inclined to report switch intentions
than less involved maximizers.

Hypothesis 2: The relationship between maximizing
and intentions to switch service provider will be medi-
ated by (a) disposition for regret, (b) knowledge of po-
tential providers, (c) desire to discuss (similar types of)
decisions with others, and (d) the level of consumer in-
volvement, and moderated by (e) the level of consumer
ego involvement.

3 Method

3.1 Subjects and measures

Data were collected from 1978 subjects from the general
population in Norway. Subjects responded anonymously
to an electronic questionnaire that was distributed via e-
mail. Subjects’ mean age was approximately 50, and ap-
proximately 77 per cent were male.

Intentions to switch television provider (i.e., cable or
satellite television distributor, corresponding to, for ex-
ample, Comcast or DirectTV in the US) was chosen as
the sample domain. Churn rates within this business are
very high, averaging around 20 per cent annually for the
major providers in Norway.

Maximizing was measured by the five item scale de-
veloped by Lai (2010). This scale encompasses the ex-
tensive alternative search and the high standards aspects
of maximizing, but not the difficulty aspect included in
Schwartz et al.’s (2002) original maximizing scale. Items
are: “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”, “My decisions are well though
through”, “I am uncomfortable making decisions before
I know all of my options”, “Before making a choice, I
consider many alternatives thoroughly”, and “No matter
what I do, I have the highest standards for myself”.

Regret was measured by the five items presented by
Schwartz et al. (2002).

Intentions to switch (television) service provider was
measured with four items that were developed for the
purpose of this study based on previously well validated
scales for measuring customers’ loyalty and switch in-
tentions (e.g., Ganesh, Arnold and Reynolds, 2000; Sood
and Kathuria, 2004). Items include: “I often consider
changing television provider”, “I am happy to accept an
offer from another television provider if I'm given an of-
fer that is better than what I have today”, “I will probably
change television provider within a year”, “I often con-
sider offers from other television providers”.
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Perceived knowledge of potential providers was mea-
sured with two items. The television provider market is
divided into cable and satellite distribution services. Ca-
ble providers tend to offer television and broadband ser-
vices, while satellite broadcasters offer one-way televi-
sion only. Customers of satellite providers therefore need
to subscribe to broadband services from another provider,
and an increasing number of television viewers prefer
to view television via broadband rather than traditional
television distribution nets. Items were therefore formu-
lated to refer to television providers as well as broadband
providers, and final phrasing was based on pretesting that
demonstrated that the two items loaded on the same fac-
tor. Items were: I have knowledge of all possible televi-
sion providers to my home” and “’T have knowledge of all
possible broadband providers to my home.”

The inclination to discuss decisions with others was
also measured two items, of which one item referred
to television provider whereas the other item referred
to broadband provider: “I discuss the choice of televi-
sion provider with my family and friends” and “I dis-
cuss the choice of broadband provider with my family
and friends.”

Consumer involvement was measured by five items
that referred to television involvement. End-product
(television) involvement was preferred over provider in-
volvement as most people see the provider as only a
means to an end (i.e., access to television programs and
related services) and hence develop very little if any in-
volvement in the provider per se. The end-product (tele-
vision), in contrast, is generally considered a high in-
volvement product. Items include: “Television is impor-
tant to me”, “I watch television a lot if I have the opportu-
nity”, “I regularly check program guides for television”,
“I often discuss what I have watched on television with
others”, and “It is important to me to watch certain pro-
grams or series on television”.

All items that were drawn from English sources were
adapted into Norwegian,? using the recommended trans-
lation and back-translation procedure, and all items were
measured using a 5-point scale (1 = completely disagree,
5 = completely agree).

4 Analyses

Data were analyzed in several steps. First, factor analysis
(principal component analysis with promax rotation) was
performed in order to determine item retention. In order
to avoid problems associated with confounded measures
of closely related constructs, relatively stringent rules of
thumb were applied and only items with loadings of .50,

2Scales in Norwegian translation and/or phrasing are available from
the authors.
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics.

Variables Items Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 Maximizing 5 3.86 .67 (.77)

2 Intention to switch 4 2.36 1.02 .14%* (.82)

3 Regret 5 262 1.02 .16%* 23%*% (.85)

4 Knowledge of providers 2 3.47 1.44 .17*%* 32%% 05% (.68)

5 Discussions with others 2 2.93 1.39 .18** 20%* J1** 37** (,69)

6 Television involvement 5 324 93 [14%k 19¥k 23wk PkE D5EE (82)

Notes: N=1978, ** p < 0.01 level, * p < 0.05 level (2-tailed).

cross-loadings of less that .35 and a differential of .20
or higher with other factors where retained for further
analysis. All scales demonstrated reliability estimates
that were satisfactory or considered acceptable for first
time measures (Cronbach’s Alpha ranges from .68 to .85).
Analyses were also performed to ensure that the assump-
tions regarding multicollinearity were not violated.

Main effects were tested with regression analysis. To
test the four mediation hypotheses, the three-step proce-
dure recommended by Baron and Kenny (1986) was fol-
lowed. In order to infer mediation, three criteria must be
met. First, the independent variable must be significantly
associated with the mediator. Second, the independent
variable must be significantly associated with the depen-
dent variable. Third, when the mediator is entered into
the analysis, the relationship between the independent
and the dependent variables should either disappear (full
mediation) or significantly diminish (partial mediation),
while the mediator should still predict the dependent vari-
able. Correlation analysis was performed to test the first
criterion. The second and third criteria were tested by hi-
erarchical regression analysis, i.e., by entering the inde-
pendent variables and potential mediators into the regres-
sion model in separate steps. Finally, hierarchical mod-
erated regression (Cohen and Cohen 1983) was used to
test the moderation hypothesis. The interaction term was
computed by centering the relevant variables before mul-
tiplying them with each other, which is a procedure that
reduces potential problems associated with multicollinar-

1ty.

5 Results

5.1 Maximizing and intentions to switch

Table 1 reports correlation between variables as well as
the number of items, mean scores and standard devia-
tions. Significance levels are reported, but should be in-
terpreted with caution due to the large sample sizes and
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the likelihood of a Type 1 error, i.e., of incorrectly reject-
ing the null hypothesis. Results indicate that maximizing
and switch intention are moderately correlated (r = .14, p
=.000).

The results from hierarchical regression analyses, in
which the independent variable and the four potential me-
diators are entered in separate steps, are reproduced in Ta-
ble 2. The results suggest that maximizing significantly
predicts intentions to switch (5 = .12, p = .001). Hence,
the results offer support for Hypothesis 1, but the magni-
tude of the differences in the means is quite small (% =
.01, cf. Cohen, 1988).

5.2 Mediation of relationships

Correlation results (Table 1) reveal that the first criterion
of mediation, that the independent variable must be as-
sociated with the mediator, was met for all four variables
(regret: r =.158, p =.000; overview of providers: r=.172,
p = .000; discussions with others: r =.177, p = .000; TV
involvement: r = .135, p = .000). Regression results (Ta-
ble 2) reveal that the second criterion of mediation, that
the independent variable must be associated with the de-
pendent variable, also was met (maximizing: § = .126,
p = .000). Finally, the third criterion of mediation, that
the relationship between the independent and the depen-
dent variable should disappear (full mediation) or dimin-
ish (partial mediation), was met for all four variables, and
each mediator continued to predict the dependent vari-
able when maximizing was included. Results suggest
that the relationship between maximizing and intentions
to switch was fully mediated by perceived knowledge of
providers (3 = .037, p = .086) and partially mediated by
regret (5 = .094, p = .000), discussions with others (3
=.064, p = .003), and television involvement (3 = .101,
p = .000). When considering all mediators simultane-
ously, the model explains approximately 21 per cent of
the observed variance in intentions to switch television
provider. Hence, findings offer support to Hypothesis 2a,
2b, 2c, and 2d.
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Table 2: Regression results: direct and mediated effects on intentions to switch service provider.

Variables Step 1 Step 2 Step 3a Step 3b Step 3¢ Step3d  Step3e Step 4
Gender* —.08***  _Q8FFF  _ (THFF -.01 —.Q7%* —.08#**  _ (8FH* -.01
Age —08**%k  _Q9¥**  _ 06** —Q7F*k  _Q8¥FF  _(Q9FF*  _ (9F*F* .05
Maximizing A 3EEE 09F** .04 .06%* 0% 2k -.01
Regret 208k 6%
Knowledge of providers 37HEE 28%H*
Discussions with others 30 A 7HEE
Television involvement 1 8HE .06%*
Maximizing x Television involvement .01

Adj. R? .012 .026 .066 150 120 .059 .026 210
AR? .014 .040 124 .094 .033 .000 184
F 12.997#%* 18.991%%* 35.079%** 89.472%** 66.740%** 31.944%%* 14, 195%** 76.988***

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients are reported. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.

AR? in Steps 3a through 4 are relative to Step 2. Maximizing x Television Involvement refers to the interaction
term, based on centering of scores. * Gender: male = 0, female = 1.

5.3 Moderation of effects

As shown in Table 2, step 3e, regression results for the
interaction term between maximizing and television in-
volvement are low and insignificant (3 = .005, p = .818)
and hence offer no support for the predicted moderator
role of ego involvement in the product. Results therefore
provide lack of empirical support for Hypothesis 2e.

6 Discussion

The study reported here builds on Schwartz et al.’s (2002)
seminal work on individual differences in the desire to
identify and choose the best possible solution. So far,
most studies on the maximizing trait have focused on
construct clarification and scale development (e.g., Diab,
Gillespie & Highhouse, 2008; Nenkov et al., 2008; Lai,
2010). In view of the attention drawn to Schwartz et
al.’s work, relatively few studies have investigated impli-
cations of maximizing across different types of decision
making domains.

The findings reported here offer empirical support to
the predicted association between the maximizing trait
and consumer loyalty, i.e., that maximizers report lower
loyalty than satisficers. Maximizers in this study were
found to exhibit higher intentions to switch to another
(television) service provider. Four variables were found
to mediate the relationship between maximizing and in-
tentions to switch. Regret, perceived knowledge of alter-
natives, discussions with others, and ego involvement in
the product all acted as partial mediators, whereas per-
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ceived knowledge of possible providers acted as a full
mediator of the relationship between maximizing and
switch intentions. The magnitude of effects of maximiz-
ing is quite small in the present sample, however, and the
maximizing trait explains a small proportion of observed
variance in switch intentions. Compared to maximizing,
all of the mediators included account for a larger propor-
tion of the observed variance in intentions to switch ser-
vice provider. Perceived knowledge of providers and in-
clination to discuss choices with others seem most impor-
tant to explain variance in switch decisions pertaining to
television provider, followed by proneness to regret and
ego involvement in the product. The findings provided
here therefore offer not only new insight into the mech-
anisms by which the maximizing trait influences inten-
tions to switch service provider, but insight into differ-
ent influences of consumers’ switch intentions. The vari-
ables considered mediators here also affect intentions to
switch independently of maximizing. Although the me-
diator variables are influenced by maximizing, they are
also influenced by other variables that are not included
in the present study. The findings presented here may
therefore be of value to practitioners by highlighting five
variables that have a unique as well as a joint influence
on consumers’ intentions to switch. Nevertheless, the na-
ture and strength of the different relationships need fur-
ther testing across different domains of decision making
in general and across domains with varying involvement
in particular.

The findings presented here refer to a low involvement
domain (distribution) that entails high involvement end
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products (television), and consumers’ ego involvement in
the product was expected to represent a moderator of the
effect of maximizing on switch intentions. More specifi-
cally, since highly involved customer have been found to
exhibit higher loyalty (Keaveney & Parthasarathy, 2001),
ego involvement in the product was expected to counter-
act the effects of maximizing on switch intentions. The
data offer no support to this hypothesis. The results sug-
gest, however, that ego involvement in the product par-
tially mediates the relationship between maximizing and
switch intentions, and that maximizing as well as high
ego involvement in the product are associated with an
increase (rather than a decrease) in the level of switch
intentions. The latter results contradict Keaveney and
Parthasarathy’s (2001) findings and therefore highlight
the need for future research that explores the associa-
tion between domain involvement and maximizing and
its outcomes. For example, it is important to investigate
whether maximizers tend to develop higher ego involve-
ment across domains as a function of their maximizing
efforts. Insight into the relationship between the maxi-
mizing trait and domain involvement is of high potential
relevance to marketing practitioners as well as to practi-
tioners in other domains of decision making. High ego
involvement has been found to enhance cognitive biases
(Greenwald, 1980), which may be exploited by influ-
ence agents. The relationship between maximizing and
cognitive biases also calls for further inquiry, and pre-
vious research indicates that maximizing is associated
with several dysfunctional outcomes, including lower de-
cision making competence, less effective and more prob-
lematic decision-making styles, less behavioral coping,
and greater dependence on others when making decisions
(Bruine de Bruin, Parker & Fischhoff, 2007; Parker et al.,
2007).

Research on social judgment theory (e.g, Sherif and
Sherif, 1969), has also linked ego-involvement to an in-
crease in the space of unacceptable alternatives (“the lat-
itude of rejection”) compared to the space of accept-
able alternatives (“the latitude of acceptance”). Based on
the latter framework, it would be of interest to examine
whether the level of ego-involvement influences efforts
to maximize as well as the perceived difficulty of mak-
ing a decision. Future research should therefore address
the direction of influence between maximizing and ego-
involvement and whether or not the relationship is recip-
rocal as well as the relationship between maximizing, in-
volvement and perceived decision difficulty.

The hypothesized relationship between maximizing
and desire to discuss relevant decisions with others is con-
sistent with Parker et al.’s (2007) findings that maximiz-
ers tend to rely more on others when making decisions
and with Iyengar et al.’s (2006) findings that maximizers
tend to rely more on external sources of information. De-
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pendence on others when making decisions has been seen
to reflect the desire for interpersonal comparisons as well
as the quest for information that is associated with maxi-
mizers extensive search for options (Parker et al., 2007).
The reliance on others as well as on external sources of
information may undermine maximizers efforts to avoid
regret and lead them to doubt their choices as well as
to experience regret (Schwartz et al., 2002). The find-
ings from this study therefore offer additional support to
Schwartz et al.’s (2002) line of reasoning by providing
empirical evidence that maximizers are more prone to en-
gage in discussions with others and, as a result, develop
stronger intentions to change their decision by switching
service provider.

The fourth and final mediator included in the present
study, which is self-reported knowledge of potential op-
tions, refers to a plausible outcome variable of the exten-
sive search for options that is associated with maximiz-
ing. The level of knowledge of possible options explains
a larger proportion of the observed variance in intentions
to switch than any of the other mediator variables con-
sider. The mediation of the relationship between maxi-
mizing and switch intentions is also full rather than par-
tial. These findings indicate that maximizers’ extensive
alternative search and level of knowledge of possible op-
tions are important in explaining why maximizers seem
less loyal than satisificers. One reasonable interpretation
is that maximizers become more susceptible to experienc-
ing regret as a result of identifying other and potentially
more attractive options, but the correlation between the
level of knowledge of possible options and proneness to
regret is low. It therefore seems likely that knowledge
of possible options triggers intentions to switch provider
through knowledge of potentially better options rather
than proneness to regret. Measures of actual regret are
not included however, and, as noted above, actual regret
should be included in future studies of the implications of
maximizing efforts.

As with many earlier studies on the maximizing trait,
this study relies on correlation. The direction of possible
causality between trait related variables, such as prefer-
ence for maximizing and proneness for regret, therefore
cannot be firmly determined. However, when considering
the variables that reflect self-reported behaviors as well
as behavioral intentions, it seems less likely that assumed
directions of causality should be reversed. For example,
since maximizing represents a general trait, it seems more
likely that maximizing has an effect on knowledge of pos-
sible providers and the desire to discuss decisions with
others than the opposite. As noted previously, the na-
ture and direction of causality between maximizing and
domain involvement seems more ambiguous, and infer-
ences about causality must be drawn with caution until
this relationship is better understood. However, if the
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results reported here indeed reflect causal relationships
in the directions anticipated, findings may have valuable
implications for understanding individual differences in
proneness to decision change and loyalty as well as impli-
cations for practitioners who strive to improve customer
retention rates.
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