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Exploring Perfectionism and Mental Health in Engineering Students: A
Synthesis of Perfectionism Theories and Measurement Scales

Abstract

This theory paper addresses the growing concern about mental health among engineering
college students in the United States, a trend that has intensified over the past five years, par-
ticularly due to the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic. For example, during the 2022-2023
academic year, 65. 5% of the surveyed undergraduate students reported seeking counseling
services for anxiety concerns. Such mental health concerns in addition to suicidal ideation,
depression, and academic performance have become prominent. Within the engineering com-
munity, these concerns are even more pressing, as high levels of anxiety among engineering
students are linked to poor academic results and, in extreme cases, suicidal behavior. As one
of the trigger factors for stress and anxiety, perfectionism plays a prominent role in the lives
of engineering students. Given the rigorous nature of engineering programs, it is crucial to
understand the healthy (Adaptive) and unhealthy (Maladaptive) aspects of perfectionism to be
able to understand the challenges of students and provide the necessary support.

This research holds importance as it sheds light on both the advantages and drawbacks of
existing perfectionism scales. This contributes to a deeper comprehension of perfectionistic
traits within engineering education and lays the groundwork for subsequent interventions. As a
result of this synthesis, an ongoing research is in progress toward creating a perfectionism scale
that captures Adaptive and Maladaptive Perfectionism tailored to students in Engineering.

1 Understanding Perfectionism: An Overview
The concept of perfectionism traces back to Alfred Adler’s early research in the 1930s [1], where
he identified it as a crucial factor in the development of personality . Adler introduced the concepts
of ‘striving for superiority’ and the ‘inferiority complex’, explaining how difficulties in managing
stress might lead to perfectionistic behavior [2]. Later, in the mid-20th century, Horney expanded
on these ideas [3], viewing perfectionism as a reaction to feelings of inadequacy. Furthermore,
she differentiates between the idealized self and the actual self, suggesting that when driven by
self-loathing, perfectionism incurs a significant cost in the pursuit of ideal ambitions [4].

Although there is no universally accepted definition of perfectionism, the American Psychological
Association (APA) characterizes it as “a tendency to demand of others or oneself an extremely high



or even flawless level of performance, exceeding what the situation requires” [5]. This discussion
focuses on self-oriented demands, which lead to both Adaptive and Maladaptive behaviors, such as
goal setting without compromising mental well-being.

Previous research identifies three prevalent characterizations of perfectionism [6]. These character-
izations include ‘Positive and Negative Perfectionism,’ ‘Adaptive vs. Maladaptive Perfectionism,’
and ‘Normal vs. Neurotic Perfectionism.’ It is crucial to recognize that these terms are frequently
used interchangeably. Positive perfectionism aligns with adaptive, normal, and healthy perfection-
ism, while negative perfectionism corresponds to maladaptive, neurotic, and unhealthy perfection-
ism [7], [8], [9]. In the following sections, we examine these descriptions in more depth. Positive
perfectionism is driven by the desire to obtain positive results. In contrast, negative perfectionism
focuses on the keen desire to avoid negative outcomes [10]. Normal perfectionism involves aspir-
ing to achievable and realistic goals, fostering self-satisfaction and elevated self-esteem. Neurotic
perfectionism, however, involves an obsession with excessively high standards driven by fear of
failure and apprehension about others’ disappointment. These characteristics of perfectionism re-
veal overlapping aspects, such as an aversion to negative outcomes, anxiety about mistakes, and
fear of failure [6]. Adaptive perfectionism includes behaviors characterized by self-oriented per-
fectionism and high personal standards. In contrast, maladaptive perfectionism involves socially
prescribed perfectionism and intense worry about errors. Maladaptive perfectionism can lead to
procrastination, while adaptive perfectionism aids in the timely completion of tasks [11].

2 Characteristics of perfectionism
Perfectionism theories can be categorized into three key characteristics: unidimensional vs. mul-
tidimensional, adaptive vs. maladaptive, and global vs. domain specific [12]. Reviewing these
dimensions is helpful to understand the need for designing an instrument that addresses and mea-
sures Adaptive and Maladaptive perfectionism tailored to engineering students.

2.1 Unidimensional vs. Multidimensional Perfectionism
In the context of perfectionism, a unidimensional approach considers it as a single concept involving
irrational beliefs and strict self-imposed standards [13]. Conversely, multidimensional perfection-
ism includes both self-oriented and socially oriented dimensions. Significant contributors to this
perspective include Frost et al. in 1990 [14] and Hewitt & Flett in 1991 [15], who created the Frost
Multidimensional Scale (FMPS) and the Hewitt & Flett Multidimensional Scale (MPS), respec-
tively. FMPS emphasizes factors such as personal standards and parental expectations, while MPS
addresses self-oriented, other-oriented, and socially prescribed perfectionism. Current empirical
studies support the multidimensional model as a more comprehensive approach to understanding
perfectionism (e.g., [16], [17], [18]).

2.2 Adaptive vs. Maladaptive Perfectionism
Adaptive perfectionism is based on setting high but achievable standards that promote beneficial
outcomes such as increased self-esteem, motivation, and confidence in decision making [19].
Maladaptive perfectionism, in contrast, involves setting high yet unattainable standards that result



in adverse consequences and impairs mental well-being such as anxiety, depression, and self-
defeating behaviors.

2.3 Global vs. Domain-Specific Perfectionism
Global perfectionism refers to a universal inclination toward perfection in various domains of life,
while domain-specific perfectionism is domain sensitive and focuses on areas such as hobbies,
employment, or interpersonal relationships. Domain-specific frameworks provide a deeper outlook
by acknowledging that perfectionistic tendencies can differ depending on the domain. For example,
an individual might display high levels of perfectionism in their work but not in their hobbies.

Given these characterizations, this study proposes the necessity for a new scale that embeds
these conceptualizations of Multidimensional, Adaptive vs. Maladaptive and Domain-specific to
engineering.

3 Motivation:
Why is a new scale to measure Perfectionism necessary?

Perfectionism has been studied in undergraduate students from Psychology [20], Math, Physics,
Music, and Communications [21], as well as in graduate programs like Master of Business Ad-
ministration (MBA) [22] and engineering [23] and [24] using non domain-specific perfectionism
scales.

The necessity of operationalizing perfectionism using domain-specific scales, like those developed
in sports [25], has been underscored by focusing on three distinct characteristics: domain-specificity,
multidimensionality, and the distinction between adaptive and maladaptive perfectionism [12].
Within the domain of engineering, there exists a notable gap in comprehending how adaptive and
maladaptive perfectionism influences undergraduate engineering students. This study’s primary
impetus is to concentrate on the operationalization of perfectionism traits specifically within the
engineering discipline. Consequently, this study aims to synthesize current perfectionism scales,
providing a new viewpoint for examining perfectionism in undergraduate engineering students.
This study suggests the necessity of crafting a multidimensional scale specifically for undergraduate
engineering students, focusing on the adaptive and maladaptive dimensions of perfectionism.

4 Review and Evaluation of Existing Perfectionism Instruments
Perfectionism initially was assessed from a single-dimensional perspective [13], followed by its
evaluation through a multidimensional framework in various models [14]. The unidimensional
view of perfectionism focuses on cognitive factors solely in the form of irrational beliefs [26]. This
perspective has been used frequently in the literature on eating disorders to measure perfectionism
through a six-item subscale of the Eating Disorder Inventory (EDI)[13].

One of the major advances in this field is the emergence of multidimensional views of perfectionism
that encompasses personal and interpersonal aspects. These views are reflected in instruments



such as the Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (MPS)[6], which has suggested the idea that
perfectionism is complex and cannot be explained through unidimensional approaches alone. In
next section, we look at four perfectionism instruments that were developed based on various
subscales of perfectionism.

4.1 Existing Perfectionism Scales and Their Benefits and Weaknesses

4.1.1 Burns Perfectionism Scale (BPS) (1980)

Burns’ Perfectionism Scale (BPS) is the first instrument developed on perfectionism. The BPS was
developed based on the measurement of self-defeating attitudes that are associated with clinical
depression and anxiety. According to Burns, perfectionism is a characteristic that a person possesses
with extremely high standards. Furthermore, he adds that a perfectionist individual “strains com-
pulsively and unremittingly toward impossible goals and measures his worth entirely in terms of
productivity and accomplishment” [13] (p. 34). BPS has a 10-item unidimensional scale with items
on a 5-point Likert scale. Hewitt and Dyck [27] reported preliminary evidence of the reliability
of the internal consistency coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha), around 0.70 (N=197 college students)
[18] in measuring the constructs associated with perfectionism. For example, in the following item,
participants were asked to state their agreement or disagreement with this statement: “If I don’t set
the highest standards for myself, I am likely to end up a second-rate person.”
BPS was a pioneer of its time in measuring perfectionist tendencies in therapeutic settings, fo-
cusing on cognitive patterns. However, its unidimensional nature falls short in providing a holistic
understanding of perfectionism across different life contexts.

4.1.2 Frost Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (FMPS, 1990)

Before developing the Frost Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale, Frost and his colleagues high-
lighted the diverse and nonspecific definitions of perfectionism. Furthermore, they indicated some
important features of perfectionism [14]. These features are as follows:

1. Excessively high personal standards (PS), e.g., “I have extremely high goals.”

2. Excessive concerns over mistakes in performance (CM), e.g., “I should be upset if I make a
mistake.”

3. Doubting of the quality of one’s performance and actions (DA), e.g., “Even when I do
something very carefully, I often feel that it is not quite right.”

4. The role of the expectations of parents (PE), e.g., “My parents wanted me to be the best at
everything.”

5. The role of criticism of parents (PC), e.g., “I never felt like I could meet my parents’
expectations.”

6. An exaggerated emphasis on precision, order, and organization. (O) e.g., “Neatness is very
important for me”

Frost and his colleagues started the scale development with sixty-seven items on a 5-point Likert
scale type derived from BPS and newly developed items. They selected the potential items based



on their conceptual fit with each of the six dimensions mentioned above. After revisions, the Orga-
nization scale (O) was dropped due to its weakest inter-correlation with the other subscales. Hence,
the number of items in the instrument was reduced to thirty-five. This scale was developed and
validated in female undergraduate college students (N=232) as the primary sample. The internal
consistency coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha) for the subscales ranged from 0.77 to 0.93 [8], showing
strong reliability in measuring the constructs associated with perfectionism.

Frost Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (FMPS) represents a comprehensive approach to mea-
suring multiple dimensions of perfectionism, including personal standards, concerns about mis-
takes, and parental expectations. The robust psychometric properties of FMPS make it a reliable
scale for research. FMPS has been widely used as a perfectionism scale with a citation count more
than 7,200 times in the literature, according to the Google Scholar search. However, FMPS is lim-
ited by the lack of balanced emphasis on Adaptive and Maladaptive perfectionism. Furthermore,
the length of the instrument can be a limitation (35 items) that can cause decreased participation,
attention span, or response quality.

4.1.3 Hewitt & Flett Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (MPS) (1991)

Hewitt & Flett named their multidimensional perfectionism scale as MPS the same as Frost’s
FMPS instrument. However, the dimensions of perfectionism that Hewitt and Flett suggested were
distinctly different [6]. Based on their observations, the existing scales needed more interpersonal
aspects. Thus, they identified three elements of the instrument: self-oriented perfectionism, so-
cially prescribed perfectionism, and other-oriented perfectionism. They also note that the major
distinction among the three dimensions of perfectionism is based on the source and direction of
perfectionistic behavior. The final instrument has forty items, with fifteen items measuring each
component using a 7-point Likert scale type. The instrument was developed and validated in college
students (N = 156) [8]. 1. Self-oriented Perfectionism (SOP), e.g., “I must always be successful at
school or work.” 2. Socially prescribed Perfectionism (SPP), e.g., “The people around me expect
me to succeed at everything I do.” 3. Other-oriented Perfectionism (OOP), e.g., “I do not have very
high standards for those around me.” The internal consistency reliability for SOP, SPP and OOP is
0.86, 0.87, and 0.82, respectively [8].

Hewitt and Flett’s Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (MPS) represents a holistic instrument
of perfectionism across three dimensions of self-oriented, other-oriented, and socially prescribed
perfectionism. The instrument has been widely adopted in the literature and has been cited more
than 5,000 times according to the Google Scholar search. Its strength lies in its ability to capture
the nuanced ways that perfectionism can manifest, allowing for a deeper understanding of its
impacts on psychological well-being. However, one limitation includes using narrow samples (such
as psychology students from a single university in Canada), which may lead to biases. Moreover,
despite having subscales that correlate with both Adaptive and Maladaptive perfectionism, the MPS
was not originally designed to evaluate these two aspects [12].



4.1.4 Short Almost Perfect Scale (SAPS) (2014)

The Short Almost Perfect Scale (SAPS) is an advanced adaptation of the Almost Perfect Scale-
Revised (APS-R) [28], itself evolved from the original Almost Perfect Scale (APS) [29]. Analysis
of the initial APS identified four perfectionism-related factors: High Standards and Orderliness,
Anxiety, Interpersonal Connections, and Procrastination [12]. As the scale was refined, the au-
thors retained High Standards and Orderliness to emphasize beneficial aspects of perfectionism
[28], adding new items to enhance the High Standards subscale. Additionally, they introduced the
Discrepancy concept to evaluate negative perfectionism, highlighting the gap between personal
expectations and actual performance, resulting in the Discrepancy subscale. APS-R emerged with
three subscales: High Standards, Discrepancy and Order, comprising twenty-three items rated on a
seven-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

To address APS-R’s length, a further revision [30] reduced redundant items, yielding a concise
8-item instrument. Each component is assessed with four items, using the same 7-point Likert
scale. The instrument was developed and validated with undergraduate students (N = 749) [31] to
evaluate High Standards, e.g. “I have high expectations for myself ” and Discrepancy, e.g. “I am
hardly ever satisfied with my performance.” Due to its relatively recent introduction, SAPS has
growing usage, with about three hundred citations in Google Scholar. Although it assesses both
Adaptive and Maladaptive perfectionism, it is not domain-specific. A recent study applied APS-R
to civil engineering students [24], revealing that 68.5% were maladaptive perfectionists. These
findings highlight the need for an engineering-specific scale to address unique challenges in this
field.

5 Synthesis
An evaluation of existing tools for assessing perfectionism reveals that each has significantly
enhanced our understanding of perfectionism and its effects on well-being. Examining the charac-
teristics of the existing scales (Table 1) indicates that, according to the operationalization of per-
fectionism [12], no scale encompasses all three features: multidimensional, engineering-specific,
and distinguishing between Adaptive and Maladaptive perfectionism traits.

It is crucial to recognize that these scales inherently incorporate both adaptive and maladaptive
dimensions. The meta-analysis study [32] views perfectionism in the workplace as comprising
two dimensions: ‘Excellence-seeking‘ and ‘Failure-avoiding‘. Excellence-seeking perfectionism
involves pursuing high standards and diligently working to achieve them. The study further aligns
this dimension with Organization (FMPS), Self-oriented perfectionism (MPS), Other-oriented
perfectionism (MPS) and High Standards (SAPS). In contrast, failure-avoiding perfectionism is
associated with the fear of making mistakes, often leading to self-criticism. It is conceptually linked
to Concerns over mistakes (FMPS), Doubting of actions (FMPS), Parental Expectations (FMPS),
Parental Criticism (FMPS), Socially prescribed perfectionism (MPS), and Discrepancy (SAPS). By
applying the Excellence-seeking and Failure-avoiding framework to engineering, we observe that
perfectionism can be characterized by persistence and self-efficacy [33], as well as its influence on
performance [34]. Engineering students, compared to other fields, exhibit greater perfectionistic
concerns about their performance [35]. These concerns correspond to the Excellence-seeking and



Table 1: Summary of Existing Perfectionism Scales, Their Strengths, and Limitations
Scale Year Key Features Strengths Limitations Characteristics

Burns Perfection-
ism Scale (BPS)

1980 10-item unidi-
mensional scale
on a 5-point
Likert scale

Pioneer in mea-
suring perfection-
ism in therapy;
highlights cogni-
tive patterns

Lacks multi-
dimensional
perspective; lim-
ited contextual
applicability

Unidimensional,
Not Domain-
specific, Mal-
adaptive focus

Frost Multi-
dimensional
Perfectionism
Scale (FMPS)

1990 35-item scale
measuring per-
sonal standards,
concerns over
mistakes, parental
expectations

Comprehensive
multidimensional
approach; widely
cited with strong
psychometric
properties

Weak correlation
of Organization
subscale with oth-
ers; lengthy scale
may affect re-
sponse quality

Multidimensional,
Not Domain-
specific, more
Maladaptive
focus

Hewitt & Flett
Multidimensional
Perfectionism
Scale (MPS)

1991 45-item scale
measuring self-
oriented, socially
prescribed, and
other-oriented
perfectionism

Captures inter-
personal aspects
of perfectionism;
well-cited

Developed on
narrow samples;
lacks distinction
between adaptive
and maladaptive
perfectionism

Multidimensional,
not domain-
specific, does
not distinguish
between Adaptive
vs. Maladaptive

Short Almost Per-
fect Scale (SAPS)

2014 8-item scale mea-
suring high stan-
dards and dis-
crepancy

Brief and easy to
administer; cap-
tures both adap-
tive and maladap-
tive perfectionism

Limited usage in
literature

Multidimensional,
Not Domain-
specific, captures
Adaptive & Mal-
adaptive aspects

Failure-avoidance model of perfectionism previously mentioned [32]. From the FMPS viewpoint,
Personal Standards (PS) align with the high standards engineering students set for themselves to
achieve accurate designs or solve intricate problems. Concerns over mistakes (CM) also manifest
prominently in engineering education, where students undergo various iterations of problem solving
and learn from errors. Doubting of actions (DA) is another prevalent feeling among engineering
students regarding the sufficiency of their projects and their level of satisfaction. The next section
will explore the limitations of current scales within the engineering domain.

6 Limitations of Current Perfectionism Scales for Engineering
Students

Existing perfectionism scales, which are commonly employed to assess perfectionism, often focus
on broad populations, and their dimensions are extensively used (such as [10], [14], [36]). First,
none of the existing scales directly focuses on measuring perfectionism among undergraduate
engineering students. Secondly, currently, there is no currently existing scale capable of measuring
the dimensionality of perfectionism categorized as Adaptive and Maladaptive perfectionism. Given
the high-demand nature of engineering courses, engineering students face unique pressures such as
high academic standards [37], problem solving [33] and decision-making efficacy [24]. Moreover,



in terms of psychometric validation, although a study has examined perfectionism in STEM students
[34], there remains a gap in verifying the validity and reliability of existing scales specifically for
undergraduate engineering students. From a mental health perspective, current scales do not fully
capture the link between Adaptive and Maladaptive perfectionism among engineering students.
The absence of such assessments can hinder the well-being of engineering students. Consequently,
creating or modifying perfectionism scales to address the unique experiences and challenges faced
by engineering students is essential.

7 Summary, conclusion, and implications: Bridging the Gap in
Perfectionism Measurement for Engineering Education

In summary, perfectionism represents a psychological concept characterized by the setting and
striving for high personal performance benchmarks coupled with rigorous self-assessment [38].
Moreover, perfectionism can be classified under unidimensional or multidimensional character-
istics, with the latter providing a more thorough insight. Furthermore, perfectionism may either
be adaptive or maladaptive, impacting both motivation and psychological well-being in diverse
manners. An additional significant differentiation lies between global and domain-specific perfec-
tionism, which assesses whether perfectionist tendencies are pervasive or confined to particular
life domains. In this paper, several existing perfectionism scales, such as FMPS and MPS, were
synthesized and evaluated. From a theoretical viewpoint on perfectionism discussed in this paper,
these scales have contributed valuable insights; however, they do not fully differentiate between
adaptive and maladaptive aspects and may not capture domain-specific nuances, highlighting the
need for a more refined assessment tool in engineering majors.

To conclude, it is important to acknowledge that engineering disciplines are known for their de-
manding nature, leading engineering students to experience higher levels of anxiety and stress
due to perfectionistic traits compared to peers in other fields [39]. Recognizing the importance of
consistent academic performance alongside good mental health is crucial. Although existing scales
measure perfectionistic tendencies, there is no tool specifically designed for engineering students
to distinguish between Adaptive and Maladaptive perfectionism. This study lays the foundation for
a dissertation aimed at creating an engineering-focused scale that incorporates both adaptive and
maladaptive dimensions, catering to the unique academic and mental health needs of engineering
students.The implications of this scale include identifying students’ adaptive and maladaptive per-
fectionistic tendencies and supporting their mental health through advisor guidance and academic
counseling. Additionally, it could inform interventions, such as perfectionism diaries [40], to assist
students struggling with maladaptive perfectionism. The long-term goal is to increase awareness of
adaptive and maladaptive perfectionism, which could help reduce the risk of mental health crises,
including suicide, among engineering students.
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8 Appendix

8.1 Burns Perfectionism Scale

Number Scale Item
1 If I don’t set the highest standards for myself, I am likely to end up a

second-rate person.
2 People will probably think less of me if I make a mistake.
3 If I cannot do something really well, there is little point in doing it at all.
4 I should be upset if I make a mistake.
5 If I try hard enough, I should be able to excel at anything I attempt.
6 It is shameful for me to display weaknesses or foolish behavior.
7 I shouldn’t have to repeat the same mistake many times.
8 An average performance is bound to be unsatisfying to me.
9 Failing at something important means I’m less of a person.

10 If I scold myself for failing to live up to my expectations, it will help me
to do better in the future.

Scoring and Interpretation:
Items are measured on a 5-point Likert scale that ranges from “I agree very much (+2)” to “I
disagree very much (-2)”. Scores are calculated by summation. A score of +20 denotes extreme
perfectionism, while -20 indicates strong non-perfectionistic tendencies.



8.2 The Short Form of the Revised Almost Perfect Scale (SAPS)

Number Scale Item
1 I have high expectations for myself.
2 Doing my best never seems to be enough.
3 I set very high standards for myself.
4 I often feel disappointed after completing a task because I know I could

have done better.
5 I have a strong need to strive for excellence.
6 My performance rarely measures up to my standards.
7 I expect the best from myself.
8 I am hardly ever satisfied with my performance.

Scoring and Interpretation:
Items are rated on a 7-point Likert scale, with 1 as strong disagreement and 7 as strong agreement.
Scores for each Standards and Discrepancy subscale are totaled, where higher scores indicate a
stronger inclination towards that perfectionism type.



8.3 Frost Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (FMPS)

Number Scale Item
1 My parents set very high standards for me.
2 Organization is very important to me.
3 As a child, I was punished for doing things less than perfectly.
4 If I do not set the highest standards for myself, I am likely to end up a second-

rate person.
5 My parents never tried to understand my mistakes.
6 It is important to me that I be thoroughly competent in what I do.
7 I am a neat person.
8 I try to be an organized person.
9 If I fail at work/school, I am a failure as a person.
10 I should be upset if I make a mistake.
11 My parents wanted me to be the best at everything.
12 I set higher goals than most people.
13 If someone does a task at work/school better than I do, then I feel as if I failed

the whole task.
14 If I fail partly, it is as bad as being a complete failure.
15 Only outstanding performance is good enough in my family.
16 I am very good at focusing my efforts on attaining a goal.
17 Even when I do something very carefully, I often feel that it is not quite right.
18 I hate being less than the best at things.
19 I have extremely high goals.
20 My parents expect excellence from me.
21 People will probably think less of me if I make a mistake.
22 I never feel that I can meet my parents’ expectations.
23 If I do not do as well as other people, it means I am an inferior being.
24 Other people seem to accept lower standards from themselves than I do.
25 If I do not do well all the time, people will not respect me.
26 My parents have always had higher expectations for my future than I have.
27 I try to be a neat person.
28 I usually have doubts about the simple everyday things that I do.
29 Neatness is very important to me.
30 I expect higher performance in my daily tasks than most people.
31 I am an organized person.
32 I tend to get behind in my work because I repeat things over and over.
33 It takes me a long time to do something “right”.
34 The fewer mistakes I make, the more people will like me.
35 I never feel that I can meet my parents’ standards.

Scoring and Interpretation:
Items are measured on a 5-point Likert scale that ranges from “Strongly agree” to “Strongly
disagree”. Scores are determined by addition, with higher values reflecting greater perfectionistic



tendencies.



8.4 Hewitt & Flett Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (MPS)

Number Scale Item
1 When I am working on something, I cannot relax until it is perfect.
2 I am not likely to criticize someone for giving up too easily.
3 It is not important that the people I am close to are successful.
4 I seldom criticize my friends for accepting second best.
5 I find it difficult to meet others’ expectations of me.
6 One of my goals is to be perfect in everything I do.
7 Everything that others do must be of top-notch quality.
8 I never aim for perfection in my work.
9 Those around me readily accept that I can make mistakes too.

10 It doesn’t matter when someone close to me does not do their absolute
best.

11 The better I do, the better I am expected to do.
12 I seldom feel the need to be perfect.
13 Anything I do that is less than excellent will be seen as poor work by

those around me.
14 I strive to be as perfect as I can be.
15 It is very important that I am perfect in everything I attempt.
16 I have high expectations for the people who are important to me.
17 I strive to be the best at everything I do.
18 The people around me expect me to succeed at everything I do.
19 I do not have very high expectations for those around me.
20 I demand nothing less than perfection from myself.
21 Others will like me even if I don’t excel at everything.
22 I can’t be bothered with people who won’t strive to better themselves.
23 It makes me uneasy to see an error in my work.
24 I do not expect a lot from my friends.
25 Success means that I work even harder to please others.
26 If I ask someone to do something, I expect it to be done flawlessly.
27 I cannot stand to see people close to me make mistakes.
28 I am perfectionistic in setting my goals.
29 The people who matter to me should never let me down.
30 Others think I am okay, even when I do not succeed.
31 I feel that people are too demanding of me.
32 I must work to my full potential at all times.
33 Although they may not show it, other people get very upset with me

when I slip up.
34 I do not have to be the best at whatever I am doing.
35 My family expects me to be perfect.
36 I do not have very high goals for myself.
37 My parents rarely expected me to excel in all aspects of my life.
38 I respect people who are average.



Number Scale Item
39 I often compare myself to others.
40 I struggle to accept mistakes in my work.
41 I feel disappointed if I am not the best.
42 Others’ expectations drive me to succeed.
43 I find it hard to relax when something isn’t perfect.
44 Mistakes make me question my abilities.
45 I often revisit tasks to ensure they’re flawless.

Scoring and Interpretation:
The Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (MPS) is a 45-item assessment that includes three
subscales of self-oriented perfectionism, other-oriented perfectionism, and socially prescribed per-
fectionism. Scores are obtained by summation, with higher scores indicating a greater inclination
towards the respective perfectionism subscale.


