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Personal growth occurs with life experiences and, most importantly, reflecting on negative life experiences. 
This article argues that personal wisdom development involves pain and suffering yet feels more satisfying 
in retrospect. The present study attempts to explore, 1) if people with different personality dispositions 
differ in the choices and handling regret in the face of failure 2) if people with higher action orientation 
chose a risky option and how they handle it, and finally 3) does personality disposition predict regret 
handling. The results suggested that openness and action orientation significantly influence choice-making. 
Individuals high on openness and action orientation explore more alternatives, choose risky options, and 
report less regret if faced with failure. The mediator analysis suggested that individuals with initiative 
tendencies and openness regret less than their counterparts. However, individuals with high initiatives and 
openness to experience regret more than people with only one of them. 
 
Keywords: personal wisdom development, openness, action-orientation, decision-making task, failure and 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Most wisdom researchers recommend the importance of life experience in the development of wisdom. 
Weststrate and Gluck (2017), Webster (2013) discussed the importance of appropriate reflective processes 
on the already occurred life event in wisdom development. However, this paper contends that the way a 
person approaches life (approach toward life: openness and action orientation) leads to more 
pain/frustration/regret in general, yet, in retrospect, this feels more satisfying. This may be a common 
narrative in the development of wisdom through negative life experiences. 
 
Wisdom as the Development of Self and Ego 

Webster (2007) defines wisdom as "the competence in, intention to, and application of critical life 
experiences to facilitate the optimal development of self and others." Optimal development of self may 
follow two dimensions of positive personality development across the life span, 1) personality development 
toward adjustment and 2) personality development toward growth (Staudinger & Kunzmann, 2005). 
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Staudinger and Kunzmann (2005) proposed that personality development toward adjustment comes as a 
result of coping with the normative developmental tasks, and it increases affect balance, conscientiousness, 
agreeableness, and emotional stability (Digman, 1997). Another dimension, i.e., personality development 
toward growth, involves life experiences that go beyond social requirements, expectations, and structures. 
Personality growth involves an increase in openness to experience and the psychological wellbeing 
dimensions autonomy, personal growth, and purpose in life (Wink & Staudinger, 2015).  

Now, this personality growth resounds with the conceptualization of wisdom as defined by the majority 
of researchers. In personality psychology, it is, for instance, Maslow's self-actualizing individual or 
Allport's criteria of a wise person that are often cited as references for the definition of personality growth. 
They suggested that criteria for a wise person included, e.g., the extension of the sense of self, capacity for 
intimacy, emotional security, realistic perception, self-objectification (insight and humor), unifying 
philosophy of life and religion. Rogers defined personal maturity as a fully functioning person who is open 
to experience, able to live existentially, trusts in his/her organism, expresses feelings freely, acts 
independently, is creative, and lives a prosperous life.  
 
Wisdom Development From Adverse Life Experiences 

Approximately 15 years ago, Staudinger and Kunzmann (2005) argued that wisdom (especially 
personal wisdom) does not necessarily come with happiness and may result from overcoming adverse 
challenging life events. Similar ideas are supported by Mickler and Staudinger (2008), Staudinger and 
Gluck (2011), and Westsrate and Gluck (2017). Webster (2013) discussed the role of critical life 
experiences in addition to reminiscing and reflecting on those life experiences in the development of 
wisdom (see figure 1). 
 

FIGURE 1 
ANTECEDENT AND CONSEQUENT VARIABLES OF WISDOM DEVELOPMENT 

 

 
 

Mckee and Barber (1999) said that wisdom is hard-won from engagement with life and therefore gained 
through experience. In a similar line, Westsrate and Gluck (2017) concluded that wisdom fostering forms 
of self-reflection requires that individuals explore their role in the occurrence of adverse life events, 
confront and examine negative feelings, and do the effortful work of finding meaning in difficult life 
experiences. 
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However, the point is that one aspect of life experience is how a person processes it after 
the event has occurred. However, the other aspect is that how an individual approaches 
any particular life event. The pre-experience inclination can be an essential aspect as an 
antecedent to wisdom development. 

 
Wisdom and Approach Toward Life Events 

The humanistic approach of personality growth includes the openness to experience as an essential 
antecedent for personality growth-related development and, in turn, wisdom. With the experiences, the 
personality traits of openness, conscientiousness increase and lead to wisdom development.  

Openness to experience has been implicated in most of the conceptualization of wisdom which is 
generally defined as receptivity to new experiences and ideas. A related idea (which is taken as part of 
openness itself in Big Five Theory) is action orientation. Action orientation is defined as an individual's 
tendency for the self-motivated initiation and maintenance of intention related to flexible responses to a 
demanding situation. Now putting this in the context of an individual's approach toward any event marks a 
very different trajectory one may have. 

The Personality System Interaction (PSI) theory by Kuhl (2000) suggests that individuals are prone 
toward either an action or state orientation, and this is a stable personality characteristic for all persons. 
Action-oriented people tend to approach an event and involve more cognitive resources and thus have a 
higher chance of achieving goals. Nevertheless, they can also handle their emotions more effectively in the 
face of an adverse event and overcome the regret and involve with the next event with the same/more effort. 
On the contrary, people with the state orientation focus more on the negative aspect of event/possible 
outcome and thus prefer not to do anything about it. However, they still feel more regret in comparison to 
people with action tendency in the face of a negative outcome (McElroy & Dowd, 2007; Grass et al., 2018). 
The concept of action orientation is not explored concerning wisdom but appears closely linked as per the 
conceptualization. 
 
Emotional Reaction-Handling, Action Orientation, and Wisdom 

Wisdom is not only a cognitive process; it generally includes affective regulation, a synthesis of 
cognitive and affective capacity. The affective component mostly describes the ability to handle oneself 
and others' emotions, using emotions effectively. This again connects with action orientation. According to 
Kuhl (1981, 1994b, 2000), action orientation is the capacity to regulate the emotions, thoughts, and 
behaviors to fulfill their intentions, whereas state orientation refers to the inability to do so. 

De Lange and Van Knippenberg (2009) also supported that the action orientation enables individuals 
to shift their emotional state optimally as a means to fulfill their goals. The disengagement versus 
preoccupation dimension of this orientation can strongly correlate to the handling and curbing negative 
affect. According to Moss (2016), individuals with disengagement action orientation show two qualities 
that help them curb adverse effects. First, these people can more easily access and activate their personal 
values, priorities, inclinations, and perceptions of themselves. Secondly, they associate this sense of self 
with the feeling of agency. The hesitation versus initiative dimension can create a mechanism to foster 
positive emotions. The hesitant state-oriented individuals form a deficient intention (Kuhl, 1994a; Kuhl & 
Goschke, 1994; Kuhl & Helle, 1994); and the antecedent to this deficient intention could be due to their 
felt obligation to enact behaviors that do not necessarily align with their preferences (Stiensmeier-Pelster 
& Schurmann, 1994). Kazen, Kaschel, and Kuhl (2008) reported that hesitation state orientation 
corresponds to the inability to foster the positive affect that is needed to initiate intentions.  

A connected concept of inaction inertia is the inclination of individuals to reject a reasonable offer if 
they recently missed a better opportunity. This effect was proved in the study by Van Putten, Zeelenberg 
and Van Dijk (2009). However, they also reported that this effect diminishes with the action-orientation of 
an individual. Zeelenberg and colleagues (2006) explained 'action effect' as an action that leads to failure 
will cause more regret than inaction that leads to similar failure. In recent work, Sharma and Sharma (2021) 
found that the (in)action state and negative emotion can lead to procrastination, and an effortful self-
regulated coping mechanism is needed to overcome the inner resistance.  
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Therefore, the approach toward an event may get determined by an individual's openness and action 
orientation; again, the reaction to the event's outcome is influenced by these tendencies. The possibility is 
that the individual with openness and action orientation may become inclined toward experiencing more 
even when they face negative consequences. This does not mean that experienced pain/frustration will not 
be there. However, these individuals will be better at handling them and moving ahead. This may lead to 
unhappiness in the short term but an increase in satisfaction in retrospect and wisdom development in the 
long run. 
 
Wisdom as Affect Handling and SWB: Experience and Remembering Self 

In context to the relation of wisdom and personality, Staudinger, Dorner, and Mickler (2005) 
commented that, on the one hand, research provides evidence for a positive association of ego levels with 
highly adaptive personality characteristics and mental health. Similarly, on the other hand, the ego level is 
also positively related to lifetime psychiatric visits and regular psychotherapy sessions. The literature on 
the relationship between wisdom and wellbeing also suggests that general wisdom shows a small but 
significant relationship, whereas personal wisdom does not relate to SWB (Mickler & Staudinger, 2004). 
Mickler and Staudinger (2008) define personal wisdom as the realization of one's own potential while 
considering others' wellbeing and society. This contradictory finding may be explained by the point that 
while being better able to provide advice to others may be associated with better SWB, higher levels of 
self-related insight and wisdom seem to come at a cost in SWB.  

The conflicting results about the relationship between wisdom and wellbeing can be understood in 
terms of personality adjustment and personality growth vis-à-vis subjective wellbeing and psychological 
wellbeing. Also, the answer could be in the distinction between experiencing self and remembering self. 
Kahneman (2013) explains that at the moment, affect experience (happiness) and life satisfaction (the usual 
indicator of SWB) is different because life satisfaction is always in retrospect. So, an experience that is 
painful at the moment (experiencing self) may seem very satisfying in retrospect (remembering self). 
Therefore, leading to happiness-satisfaction distinction, and thus, a current painful experience may be 
evaluated as satisfying, insight enhancing (wisdom development) in retrospect. 
 
RATIONALE AND ASSUMPTION 
 

There are several different definitions of wisdom; however, the definitions are given by Jeste et al. 
(2010), Baltes and Staudinger (2000), and Yang (2008) are personally more convincing for the present 
work. Thus, the operational definition for this work is conceptualized by combining their definition as,  
 

“Wisdom is a form of advanced development and integration of cognition, emotion, and 
self, driven by life experiences and results in ways and means of understanding, planning 
and managing good life for self and others.” 

 
Following this definition in previous works by Sharma and Dewangan (2017 & 2018), they have 

understood that people relate specific values and characteristics with wisdom, and openness to experience 
does closely relate to the development of wisdom. The researcher agrees with the values of insights learned 
from life experiences, especially by negative ones (Westrate & Gluck, 2017). However, here I argue that 
individual also has a role in (a) putting themselves in the situation to have more experiences, (b) taking 
active role/reaction to the situation, and (c) handle the situation in such a way that promotes further 
engagement with other experiences. 
 
OBJECTIVE 
 

Therefore, the present work 'examines the effect of personality disposition (emotional regulation, 
reflectiveness, openness to experiences, and action orientation) in decision making and affect handling in 



 Journal of Higher Education Theory and Practice Vol. 21(8) 2021 103 

negative experience (regret handling). The objective is based on the assumption that this provides insight 
into the process through which personal wisdom may develop. 

Precisely,  
1. If people with different personality disposition differ in the choices, exploring the alternatives 

and handling regret in the face of failure;  
2. If people with higher action orientation chose a risky option and if this choice results into 

failure, how do they handle it and finally,  
3. Does personality disposition predict regret handling?  

 
HYPOTHESIS 
 

In view of the literature and the interpretation presented above, the working hypothesis for this work 
is: 
 
H1. Individuals with openness and action inclination will approach choice selection and risky behavior 
positively. 
 
H2. The higher the personality disposition (emotional regulation, reflectiveness, openness to experiences, 
and action orientation) better the regret handling will be. 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 

The present work follows a mixed-method approach using questionnaires, a share market task, and an 
analog scale for measurement of wisdom, action orientation, and decision-making task with a record of 
experienced regret. All the material for meeting the transparency criteria is posted on the repository 
(https://figshare.com/account/home#/projects/111863). The information is available and can be used as per 
the copyright norms. 
 
Sample 

The participants in this work were students and working professionals with a minimum education level 
of graduation. After removal of incomplete data and outliers the final total sample size is 77 (mean age = 
27.05), Male = 45 and Female = 32. 
 
Tools 

• Self-assessment wisdom scale (SAWS) developed by Webster, J.D. The questionnaire 
conceptualizes five factors in wisdom as Experience, Emotional regulation, Reflection, Humor, and 
Openness. The reliability (alpha value) for the current sample is 0.78. 

• Action orientation scale developed by McElroy and Dowd. The scale measures the action 
orientation on three dimensions: Preoccupation vs. Disengagement, Hesitation vs. Initiative, and 
Volatility vs. Persistency. A higher score on the scale denotes action orientation. The reliability 
(alpha value) for the current sample is 0.95 

• Share market task by McElroy and Keith Dowd (2007) was used, followed by a reflective interview 
for the thought during the task. The share market task is one of the famous decision-making tasks 
in the studies where the assessment of individual choices and thinking process is of interest. In this 
task, participants had to choose between two company stock options that would make the most 
profit. These options differ on their level of risk. Participants read that if they keep stock in 
Company X, they will make an, e.g., profit of 2,000 (safe option). Alternatively, if they choose to 
switch to stock in Company Z, they would have a one-third probability of making an, e.g., 6,000 
profit and a two-thirds probability of making no profit (risky option). After participants made their 
choice, feedback is given. For all participants, this feedback indicated that they would have been 
better off choosing the option that they did not select. The second round of the same decision to 
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choose between two company stock options is conducted. Here the participant can choose to stay 
with the previous choice or change the choice to another stock. Here again, no matter what the 
decision was, negative feedback was given. After every round of tasks, a visual analog of regret on 
a 100-point scale was taken. 

 
Procedure 

The participation was invited through flyers and email invitations to the campus of a reputed academic 
institution in India. Some 126-participant showed a willingness to participate in the study. These 
participants gave responses on the SAWS and Action Orientation scale, followed by the share market task. 
Share market task was designed and administered through E-prime software. A total of 98 participants' 
responses were complete and was then included in the analysis. After the data cleaning, the final data set 
includes responses from 77 participants. SAWS and ACS are openly available, and the share market task 
is explained enough for other researchers to replicate. The task is explained in more detail in McElroy and 
Keith Dowd (2007). 
 
RESULT AND DISCUSSION 
 

This article explores the empirical evidence for the argument that an individual's personality disposition 
may make them inclined toward approaching life experiences, handling negative consequences better, and 
hence, they continue to maintain this inclination. Also, this whole approach will lead to increased negative 
emotional experience at the moment but will lead to wisdom development in the long term. Thus, to get the 
empirical evidence for these assertions, three specific questions were asked: 1) If people with different 
personality disposition differ in the choices, exploring the alternatives and handling regret in the face of 
failure; 2) If people with higher action orientation chose a risky option and if this choice results into failure 
how do they handle and finally, 3) Does personality disposition predict regret handling.  

In the analysis for questions one and two, the mean differences were analyzed. A statistical sensitivity 
power analysis was also performed with G power for each mean difference and correlation analysis, with 
an alpha = .05 and power = 0.95 for between-group comparison. The effect size (ES) for table one analysis 
was 0.93, considered to be large; table two was 0.80 considered to be large; table three was 0.81 again large; 
for table five was 0.76 (large), using Cohen's (1988) criteria. Therefore, the mean difference analysis 
showed a large effect size with a power of 0.95.  

Variable-wise, no significant results were found for the emotional regulation, reflection, and humor 
dimension of wisdom and volatility vs. the persistence dimension of action orientation. However, the 
significant result for openness (wisdom), preoccupation vs. disengagement, hesitation vs. initiative (action 
orientation), choices, and regret (decision-making task), provides useful insight and evidence for the 
assertion of this paper, especially as the differences had a large effect size. Though the sample size is 
relatively small, the power analysis suggests a large effect size indicating that this result can be taken as 
proof of concept and further developed. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 Journal of Higher Education Theory and Practice Vol. 21(8) 2021 105 

TABLE 1 
MEAN SCORE DIFFERENCES OF PREDISPOSITIONS FOR SAFE (N=61) VERSUS RISK 

(N=16) OPTION TAKEN BY THE PARTICIPANTS (N=77) IN THE FIRST TRIAL OF 
SHARE MARKET TASK 

 
 
Personality 
Dispositions 
 

Safe Option (n=61) Risk Option (n=16)  
t 

 
p-value 

 
d 

Mean SD Mean SD  

Preoccupation vs 
Disengagement 

5.05 2.99 7.27 2.67 -2.68 0.009 0.78 

 
Hesitation vs 
Initiative 

 
6.43 

 
2.61 

 
6.89 

 
3.34 

 
-0.58 

 
0.566 

 
0.18 

 
SAWS_Openness 

 
28.85 

 
7.87 

 
34.38 

 
5.32 

 
-2.67 

 
0.010 

 
0.82 

 
Power Analysis: 
t tests -   Means: Difference between two independent means (two groups) 
Analysis: Sensitivity: Compute required effect size  
Input:  Tail(s)     = One 
   α err prob    = 0.05 
   Power (1-β err prob)  = 0.95 
   Sample size group 1  = 61 
   Sample size group 2  = 16 
Output:  Noncentrality parameter δ = 3.3198817 
   Critical t     = 1.6654254 
   Df      = 75 
   Effect size d    = 0.9324876 
 

FIGURE-2 
MEAN SCORE DIFFERENCES OF PREDISPOSITIONS FOR SAFE (N=61) VERSUS RISK 

(N=16) OPTION TAKEN BY THE PARTICIPANTS (N=77) IN THE FIRST TRIAL OF 
SHARE MARKET TASK 
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TABLE-2 
MEAN SCORE DIFFERENCES OF PREDISPOSITIONS FOR SAFE (N=51) VERSUS RISK 

(N=26) OPTION TAKEN BY THE PARTICIPANTS (N=77) IN SECOND IN THE 
TRIAL OF SHARE MARKET TASK 

 
 
Personality 
Dispositions 
 

Safe Option(n=51) Risk Option (n=26) 
 
T 

 
p-value 

 

Mean SD Mean SD d 

Preoccupation vs 
Disengagement 4.98 2.98 6.54 2.94 -2.18 0.033  

0.53 
 
Hesitation vs 
Initiative 

6.18 2.54 7.19 3.09  
-1.54 

 
0.128 

 
0.36 

 
SAWS_Openness 

 
28.47 

 
7.52 

 
33.00 

 
7.33 

 
-2.52 

 
0.014 

 
0.61 

 
Power Analysis: 
t tests -   Means: Difference between two independent means (two groups) 
Analysis: Sensitivity: Compute required effect size  
Input:  Tail(s)     = One 
   α err prob    = 0.05 
   Power (1-β err prob)  = 0.95 
   Sample size group 1  = 51 
   Sample size group 2  = 26 
Output:  Noncentrality parameter δ = 3.3198817 
   Critical t     = 1.6654254 
   Df      = 75 
   Effect size d    = 0.8000115 
 

FIGURE-3 
MEAN SCORE DIFFERENCES OF PREDISPOSITIONS FOR SAFE (N=51) VERSUS RISK 

(N=26) OPTION TAKEN BY THE PARTICIPANTS (N=77) IN SECOND IN THE 
TRIAL OF SHARE MARKET TASK 
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TABLE-3 
MEAN SCORE DIFFERENCES OF PREDISPOSITIONS FOR STAY (N=53) VERSUS CHANGE 

(N=24) THE PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED OPTION (SAFE OR RISK) BY THE PARTICIPANTS 
(N=77) AFTER THE FIRST TRIAL OF THE SHARE MARKET TASK 

 
 
Personality 
Dispositions 
 

Stay (n=53) Change (n=24)  
t 

 
p-value 

 
Mean SD Mean SD d 

Preoccupation vs 
Disengagement 

5.05 2.98 6.50 3.01 -1.97 0.053 0.48 

 
Hesitation vs. 
Initiative 

 
6.58 

 
2.74 

 
6.38 

 
2.86 

 
.31 

 
0.760 

 
0.07 

 
SAWS_Openness 

 
28.83 

 
7.81 

 
32.58 

 
6.96 

 
-2.02 

 
0.047 

 
0.51 

 
Power Analysis: 
t tests -   Means: Difference between two independent means (two groups) 
Analysis: Sensitivity: Compute required effect size  
Input:  Tail(s)     = One 
   α err prob    = 0.05 
   Power (1-β err prob)  = 0.95 
   Sample size group 1  = 53 
   Sample size group 2  = 24 
Output:  Noncentrality parameter δ = 3.3198817 
   Critical t     = 1.6654254 
   Df      = 75 
   Effect size d    = 0.8168163 
 

FIGURE 4 
MEAN SCORE DIFFERENCES OF PREDISPOSITIONS FOR STAY (N=53) VERSUS CHANGE 

(N=24) THE PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED OPTION (SAFE OR RISK) BY THE PARTICIPANTS 
(N=77) AFTER THE FIRST TRIAL OF THE SHARE MARKET TASK 
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TABLE-4 
CROSS-TABULATION OF THE OPTION TAKEN (SAFE OR RISK) BY THE PARTICIPANTS 

(N=77) IN TRAIL ONE AND TWO OF THE SHARE MARKET TASK 
 

SafeVsRisk_1 * SafeVsRisk_2 Cross tabulation  

 
SafeVsRisk_2 

Total 
χ2 (p-value) 

Safe Risk 
SafeVsRisk_1 Safe Count 44 17 61 4.565*(0.04) 

% within SafeVsRisk_1 72.1% 27.9% 100.0% 
Risk Count 7 9 16 

% within SafeVsRisk_1 43.8% 56.3% 100.0% 
Total Count 51 26 77  
 

TABLE 5 
MEAN SCORE DIFFERENCES OF PREDISPOSITIONS FOR LOW REGRET (N=39) VERSUS 

HIGH REGRET (N=38) FELT BY THE PARTICIPANTS (N=77) IN THE SECOND 
TRIAL OF THE SHARE MARKET TASK 

 
 
Personality 
Dispositions 
 

Low Regret (n=39) High Regret (n=38)  
t 

 
p-value 

 
Mean SD Mean SD d 

Preoccupation vs 
Disengagement 

6.46 3.10 4.52 2.67 2.93 .005 0.67 

 
Hesitation vs 
Initiative 

7.48 2.78 5.52 2.39 3.31 .001 
 
0.76 

 
SAWS_Openness 32.41 7.74 27.52 6.93 2.91 .005  

0.67 
 
Power Analysis: 
t tests -   Means: Difference between two independent means (two groups) 
Analysis: Sensitivity: Compute required effect size  
Input:  Tail(s)     = One 
   α err prob    = 0.05 
   Power (1-β err prob)  = 0.95 
   Sample size group 1  = 39 
   Sample size group 2  = 38 
Output:  Noncentrality parameter δ = 3.3198817 
   Critical t     = 1.6654254 
   Df      = 75 
   Effect size d    = 0.7567351 
 

The analysis of present work for the mean difference (as shown in Tables one and two) suggests that 
individuals who look for better opportunities (even with higher risk) are higher in preoccupation vs. 
disengagement dimensions of action orientation and openness to experiences. Not only this, but they also 
tried to explore other alternatives in expectation of positive outcomes (as shown in table three). Further 
evidence of this can be seen from the cross-tabulation analysis. The analysis shows that out of 61 
participants (who chose the safe option in trial one), 44 of them chose the safe option again in trial two also, 
whereas 17 (27.9% safe-risky) switched to the risky option. Similarly, out of 16 participants (who chose 



 Journal of Higher Education Theory and Practice Vol. 21(8) 2021 109 

risky options in trial one), 7 (43.8% risky-safe) of them switched to the safe option in trial two, and nine 
again chose the risky option. 

Further support for the argument is found where no significant difference in action orientation and 
openness based on regret experience in the trial one is seen. However, in trial two, individuals high on 
preoccupation vs. disengagement, hesitation vs. initiative action orientation, and openness to experience 
reported significantly less experience of regret than their counterparts (as reported in table five). This 
finding supports the argument that even after repeated failure, individuals high on action orientation and 
openness regulate their negative emotions better.  

This finding also supports the action orientation literature. Beckman and Kuhl (1984) suggested that 
individuals with action orientation tend to 'spreading the alternative.' The 'spreading the alternative' suggests 
that the individuals with action orientation overrate the merits of any alternatives they choose to ensure that 
they remain committed to their decision unless crucial and unexpected information is presented. However, 
where literature suggests for 'action effect' (Connolly & Zeelenberg, 2002), an action that leads to failure 
will cause greater regret, in the present analysis, no significant difference in regret experienced in trial one 
or two was found for whichever option the participants chose. Therefore, hypothesis one is supported. It 
can be concluded that people high on action orientation and openness to experiences take risky options, 
explore alternatives, regulate their adverse affective reactions better, and approach life in ways that are 
wisdom development enabling. 
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FIGURE 5 
AN INDIRECT EFFECT OF HESITATION VS INITIATIVE ON REGRET EXPERIENCE 

THROUGH OPENNESS 
 

The third question's answer was sought through correlation and mediation regression analysis to check 
the possible predictive power of personality disposition for negative affect handling. The power analysis 
through G power with an alpha = .05 and power = 0.95 for correlation analysis was also conducted. The 
effect size in table six is 0.38, which is moderate. 

The correlation analysis suggests a significant correlation between sub-dimensions of action 
orientation, wisdom scale, and regret experienced in trial two of the decision-making task. The mediator 
regression analysis showed that hesitation vs. initiation (action orientation) positively openness (b= 0.77, 
p= 0.015) and negatively predicted regret (b = -3.28, p = 0.01), openness also negatively predicted regret 
(b = -1.-4, p = 0.05). The mediator regression analysis results show that openness significantly mediates 
the effect of hesitation vs. initiative tendency on the experience of regret, b= -0.80, 95% BCa CI [-2.00, -
.085]. The mediation effect size and Preacher & Kelly's Kappa Squared were found to be 4% (R2=.04) and 
8% (k2= .08), respectively, indicating a small effect size. Though the effect size is small, the result does 
indicate that the action orientation (hesitation vs. initiative) negatively predicts regret experience; similarly, 
openness also negatively predicts regret experience. However, the interaction effect of action orientation 
and openness yields less negative prediction. This suggests that individuals who have action orientation 
(hesitation vs. initiative) and openness, both personality dispositions experience more regret than people 
having only either disposition. This finding again supports this paper's contention that individuals higher 
on openness or action orientation experience less regret than their counterparts but individuals who have 
both of these personality dispositions experience more regret (due to the interaction effect).  

Therefore, this paper's findings support that individuals with action orientation and openness both the 
personality dispositions experience more regret, yet they explore more, take the risk, and as Beckman and 
Kuhl (1984) suggested, they 'spread the alternatives.' The possible explanation for such evaluation and thus 
a continuation of the same reactions may revolve around the theme of 'at least I tried' (Itzkin, Van Dijik, & 
Azar, 2016), giving them richer experiences and more satisfaction with their life gradually leading to the 
personal wisdom development. 
 
 
 

SAWS_ Openness 

      Regret Hesitation Vs Initiative 

b= 0.77, p=0.015 

Direct effect b= -3.28, p= 0.01 

Indirect effect b= -0.80, 95% CI [-2.06, -0.085] 

 

b= -1.04, p=0.05 
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LIMITATION AND SUGGESTION FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 
 

Though the methodology used here provides empirical validation (with large mean difference effect 
size and small in mediator regression analysis), it is still limited in the ecological validity. The post-doc 
power analysis suggests a reasonable effect size in all the analyses, but small sample sizes limit 
generalization. Therefore, these results can be taken as proof of concept and further developed in future 
studies. Complimenting these results with a reflective interview or diary method will provide a more holistic 
understanding. Similarly, demographic factors are critical in understanding wisdom development; 
therefore, replicating this work with complementing methodology on the diverse population on a large scale 
will provide holistic insight into pre-experience inclinations on the ontogenesis of wisdom. This kind of 
insight can help to design interventions for wisdom development. This is need of the hour as Isaac Asimov, 
way back in 1988, said that "The saddest aspect of life right now is that science gathers knowledge faster 
than society gathers wisdom," and today we need it more than ever before. 
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