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ABSTRACT
We show how being “jilted"—that is, being thwartiedm obtaining a desired outcome—can
concurrently increase desire to obtain the outcdoaereduce its actual attractiveness. Thus,
people can come to bottantsomething more, ydike it less. Two experiments illustrate such
disjunctions following jilting experiences. In Expeent 1, participants who failed to win a prize
were willing to pay more for it, but were also mdikely to trade it away when it was ultimately
obtained. In Experiment 2, failure to obtain aneotpd reward led to increased choice, but also
negatively biased evaluation, of an item merelyilsinto the initial jilted target. Such
disjunctions were exhibited particularly by indiuals low in intensity of felt affect, supporting
an emotional basis for relative wanting-liking hamzation. These results demonstrate how
dissociable psychological sub-systems for wantimdl&ing can be driven in opposing

directions.



Situations abound where we experience emotion-l1gdeng” by being denied desired
targets or outcomes. Well-recognizable from rontaotirsuit scenarios (e.g., the folk-wisdom of
“playing hard-to-get”), experiences of frustratignial and failure occur more broadly in
everyday life. Think of waiting hours to buy coniciéckets, or to enter a popular nightclub or
store on Black Friday, only to face sell-out or idénpon finally reaching the head of the line.
How do such experiences shape our desire for, ppichisal of, the jilted outcome? In this
research, we show how being jilted in pursuingmesiargets can simultaneousigrease
motivation to pursue those targets anddextreaseheir actual appeal. Thus, perversely, we may
come to loathe what we lust after, and want moratwie like less.

This proposed disjunction draws primarily upon tsieeams of research examining
different aspects of how individuals deal with fiads to obtain desired outcomes. One focuses
on the effects of failure on engagement in contihprersuit of failed objectives, and suggests
that desire and persistence may be enhanced bir@iots denials and failures in obtaining
outcomes (Brehm, 1972; Clee & Wicklund, 1980; Ritemns, 2000; Gilovich, 1983; McFarlin,
Baumeister, & Blascovich, 1984). The second focasesow failing to obtain an outcome
affects how individualéeel abouthe outcome itself. Crucially, these two aspetisreference,
desire/outcome-pursuit and outcome evaluationyegpond conversely to failure experiences
(Higgins, 2006). For instance, when two tasks eaméd as supportive of achieving the same
goal, failure on the first can increase effortsticceed on the second (Kruglanski et al., 2002).
In contrast, negative emotional reactions to disagmg outcomes themselves can lead
individuals to switch away from decisions and opsi@ssociated with those outcomes (Ratner &

Herbst, 2005); in essence, failure may emotiorigiynt” an outcome. We thus posit that being



jilted can result in @arallel counter-drivingof wanting and liking, whereby desire and pursuit

persistence are enhanced, but actual outcome appisaattenuated.

PARALLEL COUNTER-DRIVING OF WANTING AND LIKING

While extant research has not addressed counttadinal shifts in wanting and liking,
diverse physiological and pharmacological studiggpsrt the notion that they are
distinguishable constructs. Intense wanting fori@de substances can co-exist with no
corresponding consumption enjoyment (Kelley & Bigg, 2002; Robinson & Berridge, 1993).
Specific effects on wanting or liking have beenaylied with selective brain-area cooling
(Berridge & Zajonc, 1991), and with food/sucroseaeds by examining affective taste-
reactivity and effortful reward-pursuit rates agearying appetite conditions and neurological
interventions (Berridge, 1996). Broadly, this wiwks identified liking-mediation by opioid
systems and primary sensory regions, versus waatiogding by midbrain dopamine activity in
such efferent regions as nucleus accumbens. Thisngdiking distinction has been proposed
as relevant to various psychological domains (HiggR006), including those as complex as
political decision-making (Winkielman & BerridgeQ@3), and there is evidence that these
systems can operate independently outside of camsewareness (Berridge & Robinson, 1995).

We extend past research by exploring the potefatiadxplicit decouplingof wanting and
liking, that is, conditions under which they are smnply individually affected, but are actually
driven in converse directions. Affect-laden jiltirms we have outlined, presents the possibility of
countervailing forces (induced by this single eigrace) acting oppositely on these sub-systems.
Wanting-liking dissociation in such scenarios wolkigve relevance to a broad class of real-life

experiences, different and more universal than nprayiously explored. While we propose that



jilting can induce wanting-liking disjunctions, $udecoupling should not be expected to occur
unfailingly, across individuals and situations; wag and liking are dissociable, but not
disconnected. For instance, negatively-drivemgkieelings may at times simply overwhelm
any enhancement of wanting, preventing or ablaimgdisjunction. Based on our
characterization of the fundamentally emotionalrabf the evaluative/liking response to
jilting, we proposentensity of felt affectLarsen & Diener, 1987) as a factor moderating the
extent to which wanting and liking can be counteyeh, with such disjunction more common
and pronounced among individu@dsver in felt emotional intensity. These “cool-headed”
individuals would thus actually be those most primperversely desiring more what they like
less.

We report two experiments demonstrating countemuiof wanting and liking by

Jilting experiences, and exploring the role of affatensity in moderating these effects.

EXPERIMENT 1
Method
Participants:60 participants (30f) from a national online ppatticipated in the

experiment in exchange for the opportunity to wiizgs, as detailed below.

Procedure:As a cover story, participants were told thatdRperimenter was testing
prototypes of online games and payment systemg tigirtual-tokens”. They were told the
games would allow them to win actual prizes antikens that could be used to purchase prizes,
but had no value outside the games. All participavere initially provided 25 virtual-tokens,

charged 5 as a “virtual-zone entry-fee”, and ranigamsigned between two conditions.



Non-jilted condition:Before starting the games, participants indicétbed willingness-
to-pay (WTP, in tokens) for ten potential prizesmostensible calibration exercise. Included
were $5 gift cards from Circuit Citypfize P and Best Buygnalogue-prize B pretested to be
similar and equally attractive. Next, participaptayed two games. Game 1 required solving
anagram-puzzles, with offered as the prize for a top-quartile perforneandpon completion,
all participants were informed they had wenand proceeded to Game 2: a letter-counting word-
puzzle offering a 5-token prize. Again, upon cortiple participants were informed that they had
won. Thus, participants succeeded in both gamekfimished with prized® and 25 tokens. At
this point, they were offered the chance to swRRdbr a $5 Target.Com gift cardl{ernative-
prize Q, which was pretested to be equally attractive asdP’, though less similar. Finally,
participants completed a reduced-version (Geuebs &elsmacker, 2002) of the Affect
Intensity Measure (AIM), capturing individual difences in strength of emotional experience

and responsiveness (Larsen & Diener, 1987).

Jilted condition:These participants also indicated WTP for potéptiaes (including?’)
prior to starting the games. However, unlike intio@-jilted condition, they did not encounter or
report WTP forP in this initial series. Participants then enteGaine 1, identical to the non-
jilted condition in setup and potential priZz®).(However, at completion these participants were
told that they hatbstthe game, and would not rece®eParticipants were subsequently
informed that any left-over prizes might later beed to those willing to pay the most tokens,
and were asked how many they would be willing tp foa P. Thus, WTP folP was measured

only after failure to wirP. Participants next entered Game 2, with the pfred being 5



tokens (as in the non-jilted conditioa)d P, the previously denied prize. Upon completing
Game 2, all participants were informed they had Widus, jilted participants ended with the
same holdings (prizeé and 25 tokens) as those in the non-jilted condlittonally, as in the non-
jilted condition, participants were offered tRdor-Q switching opportunity and completed the
AlIM.

Figure 1 summarizes these experimental conditdAE? for P was our between-
conditions dependent measureaainting (for P), with WTP for analogue-prizé’ allowing
within-participants examination é*versusP’ valuation differences. Using WTP to measure
desire for a targef] not in participants’ possession fits with typigaist treatments of the
construct (e.g., Horowitz & McConnell, 200B-to-Q switching propensity conceptualized
liking for P, in terms of satisfaction with and commitment ém&thing in possession (rather

than desire for an unobtained target).
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FIGURE 1: Primary stages for Experiment 1 conditions. Sthame the key measures of
wanting [] and liking [LT]. Across both conditions, all participants havet@®ens and no prizes

upon wanting-measuremeni [and 25 tokens and one priRaupon liking-measurementI[].



From our earlier outlined theory, we predicted tfiadt, jilting increases wanting
specifically, jilted participants would repdrigher WTPfor P than non-jilted participants, and
higher WTP forP thanP’. Second, jiltingdecreases likingspecifically, jilted participants would
bemore likely to switcirom P to Q than non-jilted participants. Additionally, as deked
earlier, we hypothesized moderation of this disjiomcby affect intensity: whereas all jilted
participants were expected to liRdess, the extent to which wanting (WTP) would egcheing
overwhelmed by this negativity, and show the hypsired jilting-enhancement, was predicted

to depend on individual affect intensity differeace

Results
5 participants exited before experiment completieaying 55 for analysis (28 non-jilted,

27 jilted).

Wanting (WTP valueskigure 2a presents the focal WTP results. Asipred, jilted
participants indicated higher WTP Br(M=7.56 tokensSD=4.25) than non-jilted participants
(M=5.29,SD=3.02; t(53)=2.29pre;=.94,d=.62). Mean WTP foP’ did not significantly differ
between jilted M=5.07,SD=2.92) and non-jilted condition81E5.39,SD=2.97; 1(53)=.40,
Prep=-61,d=.11). Within-participants comparisons showed digantly higher WTP folP than
P’ by those jilted (paired t(26)=3.28¢,=.98,d=.68), but not non-jilted participants (paired

1(27)=.43,prep=.62,d=-.03). These results support our predictions.

Liking (prize-switching propensitylfrigure 2b presents theversuse switching results.

Consistent with the predictions, jilted participamtere more likely than non-jilted participants to



tradeP for Q. 57% of non-jilted participants chose to kéemstead of switching tQ (not
significantly different from chancé(28,1/2),p.ep=-83), while only 22% of jilted participants
keptP (significantly less than chandg(27,1/2),prep=.97), a significant between-condition

difference (Fisher’s exact tegtep=.96,9=.36).
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FIGURE 2: Experiment 1 results for “wanting” and “liking”, &snctions of condition. a) Mean
reported WTP values (+/-3FE) for target-prize® and analogue-prize’. b) Breakdown of

decisions to keep target-priPeversus switch to alternative-prige

Affect Intensity Measuréhe 20 AIM items §=.86) were averaged to form a single
score for each participan¥€3.63,SD=.45, range 2.70-4.70). We used a median-split to
distinguish between individuals low versus highaffect intensity (“Low-AIM” vs. “High-
AIM”). Based on this split, there was a significamteraction between AIM and jilting in
predicting wanting, i.e., WTP fd? (5=-1.60,t(51)=2.07 prep=.92,d=.58). For the Low-AIM

group, jilted participants reported significantigher WTP forP (M=8.85,SD=3.08) than non-



jilted participants M1=4.79,SD=3.31, 1(25)=3.29p.p=.98,d=1.29). Additionally, only jilted
participants reported significantly higher WTP BthanP’ (M=5.15,SD=3.29; paired
t(12)=3.53 pre;=.98,d=1.16).

For High-AIM participants, the difference in WTPr 8 between non-jiltedM=5.79,
SD=2.72) and jilted participant$4=6.36,SD=4.92) was not significant (1(26)=.38e,=.60,
d=.14). Within-participants WTP differences betwéeandP’ (M=5.00,SD=2.66) were also
non-significant for those jilted (paired t(13)=1,3k,=.72,d=.34). Overall, as predicted, WTP-
enhancement by jilting seems centrally driven mséhscorindow in affect intensity.

Affect intensity did not impact the results prewstuexplicated for the liking (prize-

switching) measure.

Discussion

Results supported our hypotheses regarding thedaiedslity of wanting and liking, and
how they may be counter-driven by jilting experiesicParticipants jilted by losing out on a
prize subsequently reportadyher willingness-to-pafor that prize, compared to non-jilted
participants and to their own WTP for an analodus |ilt-free) prize. Contrasting this increased
wanting, these same jilted participants were alsocentikely toswitch awayfrom the jilt-
associated prize upon ultimately receiving it.

Supporting an emotional basis for these effects tiere moderated by affect intensity
differences between individuals. As hypothesizedais primarily those scoridgw in affect
intensity who exhibited significantly enhanced prizesire following jilting. In contrast,
decreased liking of the jilted prize didt depend on affect intensity differences; thus, @ctu

wanting-liking disjunction was more characterisifd.ow-AIM individuals.



A possible alternative account might be that jilpedticipants liked their prize less
simply due to shorter ownership duration compaoeaion-jilted participants (cf. Figure 1). This
account seems unlikely, as ownership-time and fmwéching were not significantly correlated
within participants (Non-jiltedr=.07,prep=.59; Jilted:r=.04, prep=.55; All: r=.04, prep=.59). In
Experiment 2 we eliminate ownership entirely acromsditions, to directly rule out any such

effects.

EXPERIMENT 2

This experiment augments the first in several wkyst, it tests the generalization of
wanting and liking effects tojdt-proxy, an item overlapping only weakly with a jilteddat
(e.g., sharing only brand-name). If the affectamting account of jilting is correct, we propose
that wanting/liking counter-driving may occur feems merely sharing features with a jilted
target, in line with research on spillover effeamtsl emotional target-diffusiveness (Janakiraman,
Meyer, & Morales, 2006; Lewicki, 1986; Stapel, Koem & Ruys, 2002). This approach also
helps address the possible role of item-saliené&periment 1. That is, jilting might cause
participants to ruminate more about the target iich thus increase its salience, which could
conceivably affect subsequent WTP judgments (Hggl®96). Examining wanting and liking
for only a proxy-item in Experiment 2 minimizes bymtential salience effects.

Second, Experiment 2 replicates the main resuliis aernative operationalizations of
wanting and liking, and shifts the cause of jiltingm one’s own failure to win a game to a prize
stock-out. These design changes serve to ruleasgilple effects due ownership-time
differences, as no participants actually obtainjitted target. They also test an alternative

account for Experiment 1's results based purelynood-repair that is, jilted participants report

10



greater WTP for subsequently encountered itemsprave a negative mood-state induced by
the jilting. In Experiment 2, we measure wantingdayticipants’ choice between two equally
attractive alternatives, one of which being thiegioxy. While our theory predicts skewing
towards the proxy-item by jilted participants, aoderepair account does not predict a choice-
share difference between two equally attractiveradtives, which should be similarly rewarding
and mood-reparative.

Finally, Experiment 2 shifts to a between-particisadesign, to avoid confounds and

potential cross-effects from within-participantsniiag and liking measurement.

Method
Participants:173 participants (115f) from an online pool tooktpa the study in

exchange for $5 e-gift cards.

Procedure:We employed a nested 2 (Jilted vs. Non-jilted) (T &sk: Wanting vs.
Liking) between-participants design. All participarfirst completed a task asking about
preferred possible names for various products (tsetiminate between-condition mere-
exposure differences), followed by an anagram-wambfing task. At this stage, participants
were randomly assigned to the jilted or non-jilbexhdition. Jilted-condition participants were
informed that they could receive a pair of Guesgyfasses as a bonus-pri® {for completing
the anagram task, while supplies lasted. Upon cetigpl, these participants were in fact
informed that they would not receif® because the prize-supply had been exhaustedduk t
experimenter allocation of available prizes. Intcast, non-jilted participants completed the

same anagram task simply as part of the overallystithout being offered any additional
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prize. (To control for mere-exposure effects, nitteqg participants encountered the Guess
sunglasses in the product-naming task, which wasraise unchanged.)

Next, participants in each jilting condition weendomly assigned between tasks
measuring either wanting or liking. In the wantiagk,participants chose between Guess
wristwatchesj(lt-proxy P*) and Calvin Klein wristwatches{ernative-prizeQ) as their
preferred prize in a potential lottery drawingclmtrast, the liking task sought attractiveness
evaluationsof P* andQ, in a scenario detached from any potential fonabt obtaining these
items. We employed the information-distortion pagad(Russo, Medvec, & Meloy, 1996;
Russo, Meloy, & Medvec, 1998), in which relativedang/disfavoring of alternatives is
measured by the degree to which individuals evti\jadge serially presented equivocal
information as increasingly favoring one alternatower another. Specifically, participants were
presented with a scenario in which they evalualiedreativesP* andQ. Equivocal, non-
diagnostic information across nine attributes westpresented in a paired fashion. For instance,
on the attribute “watch-band”, participants enceued.:

- The Guess watches have silvered stainless-stedslthat fit
smoothly against the skin and promote stylistigafee.

- The Calvin Klein watches feature interlaced subelirgwith
safety case-connectors and a polished sheen.

For each such pair, individuals rated on a seventgcoale the degree to which the
information favored either alternative (1="Strondyvors Guess”, 7="Strongly favors Calvin
Klein”).

Finally, participants across conditions completegl AIM employed in Experiment 1.

12



We predicted that, relative to non-jilted participg those jilted from obtaining would
showreduced likingfor jilt-proxy P* (regardless of affect intensity) by distorting lexaions
againstP* and thus rating equivocal information as favoriqgn contrast, we expected jilted
participants to showncreased wantingchoice-propensity) foP*, relative to non-jilted
participants. As in Experiment 1, this latter résuhs expected primarily for individudisw in
felt affect intensity, for whom it would be leskdly that negative affect driving liking-

attenuation would overwhelm any potential wantimgr@ncement.

Results

14 participants skipped past the anagram-taskirlgehb9 participants for analysis.

Affect intensity measur&he 20 AIM items @=.82) were averaged to form a single score
for each participant\{=4.02,SD=.54, range 2.50-5.55). As in Experiment 1, wegasil

participants to Low-AIM and High-AIM groups via mied-split.

Wanting (choice)Figure 3 presents the jilting-by-choice interactgameled by AIM
median-split. Non-jilted participants split evetlgtweerP* andQ, regardless of AIM-level. In
contrast, for jilted participants, we observedphedicted AIM-by-choice interaction (Fisher’s
exact testprep>.99, ¢=.54). 83% of Low-AIM jilted participants selectéd overQ,
significantly greater than non-jilted chance-resfing B(24,1/2),prep>.99). In contrast, only
30% of High-AlM jilted participants selectd¥ overQ, a marginal trend againBt (B(23,1/2),

Prep=-88).
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FIGURE 3: Lottery prize choice breakdowns by jilt conditiand level of affect intensity.

Liking (evaluation):As predicted, participants jilted from receiviRglistorted
evaluations of equivocal informati@gainstjilt-proxy P* and in favor ofQ. We computed
between-conditions distortional difference by satting from jilted participants’ mean attribute
evaluation-ratings the equivalent evaluation-ratibg non-jilted participants (Russo et al., 1998;
Russo, Carlson, & Meloy, 2006). Figure 4 preseantawdative mean distortion as a function of
the number of attributes evaluated, with greatsitp@ values indicating increasing distortion
againstP*. The final net-effectof jilting, after all nine attributes, was 3.83itsof relative
distortion against proxy prizé*. This compares well with past research (e.g., ®essal., 2006)

that has typically observed cumulative effects nagdgrom 1 to 3 units.

This between-conditions net difference is our a@rfocus. Absolute-magnitudes for each individualup are not
generally bias-free (Russo et al., 1998). We ptetbem (Figure 4, dashed lines) to show the carestiis of our
net-effect of interest, rather than individual npiestation.
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FIGURE 4: The net effect of the jilting manipulation on tiistortion of item evaluations.
Dashed lines track, for each condition, the rawn{debiased) meactumulativedistortions of
attribute information as nine such attributes aaquentially presented for consideration. The
solid line (computed by subtracting the non-jilied from the jilted line) represents the

cumulative difference between the groups, i.e.yéetive cumulative distortion due to jilting.

In addition to this cumulative net-effect, the meanoss-attributes difference between
conditions also supported our predictions. Caledatithin and combined across all nine
attributes, jilted relative to non-jilted participa distorted +0.40 units agairi®t, significantly
greater than zero (t(286):3.%p=.98,d:.45f. Also as predicted, paneling by AIM did not
yield significant differences. Mean distortionatfdrences for Low-AIM and High-AIM

participants were +0.28 and +0.52, respectivelghesagnificantly greater than zero but not

“This and subsequent results were calculated usilgations as individual observation units. Redalton using
by-subject means (see Russo et al., 1998, not¢sl8e3 not change our conclusions.
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significantly different from each other ((286)=@, prep=.79,d=.13). Thus, relative liking-
attenuation foP* by jilted participants occurred across AIM grougsd was not significantly

more pronounced for either.

Discussion

This study provides further support for the notibat jilting can concurrently increase
wanting and decrease liking. Extension beyond pleeific jilted target to a weakly-similar
proxy-item illustrates how these effects can bleedr in a manner consistent with an emotional-
tainting account, and helps address several rifabeations for Experiment 1's results. As
predicted, participants low in affect intensity dematrated the canonical wanting-liking
disjunction: jilted pursuit of a prize caused these individuals to choose overwhelmimgly
favor ofjilt-proxy P*, but also distort attractiveness evaluatiagainstP*. While jilted
participants high in affect intensity also distdrevaluations againgt*, they exhibited choice

propensities that (at least directionally) disfaacbiP*.

GENERAL DISCUSSION
These studies illustrate how wanting and liking rhaydriven in opposite directions
when people experience failure in pursuing desingdomes. For example, participants who lost
an attractive prize were willing to pay more foratit were also more likely to trade it away
when it was ultimately obtained (Experiment 1).Veesely, these individuals became willing to
paymorefor something they would likeess Furthermore, we show such effects can extend to

influencing wanting and liking of targets merelyndar to a jilted outcome. After being denied
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Guess sunglasses, participants were more likethoose Guess wristwatches over Calvin Klein
wristwatches, but also distorted evaluations amdising Guess wristwatches (Experiment 2).

We propose that such disjunctions arise becaus@ngazan be enhanced after denials
and failures in obtaining a target (e.g., McFadiral., 1984), whereas liking of the target may
suffer as pursuit-failures emotionally taint it.ud jilted desires can result iparallel counter-
driving of wanting and liking, whereby desire and purgmgagement are enhanced, but actual
outcome appraisal diminishes. In support of this@fbased account, we show that wanting-
liking counter-driving is moderated by individuafslt affect intensity. Across studies, we find
that while individual differences in affect intetyshave little bearing on liking measures, they
significantly influence whether jilting leads tccieased wanting as well.

There are at least two plausible accounts for wfectintensity differently influences
wanting and liking. One is that more intense jdtexperiences can induce sufficient negative
affect towards a target to overwhelm any increasaating. Thus, if individuals high in affect
intensity experience jilting more strongly, thisut explain their more congruent wanting-liking
responses. Contrastingly, if low affect intensritglividuals experience jilting less intensely,
wanting-linking disjunction could arise becauseletreased liking not overwhelming increased
wanting.

Another possibility is that high affect intensitytails moretightly coupledwvanting and
liking sub-systems. Wanting and liking are dissbl@anot detached, and indeed should often
influence each other (Vohs & Baumeister, 2007). &lbaless, it is plausible that there are
considerable individual differences in the gendejree, rate and progression of such co-
influence. Wanting-liking disjunctions would be Hdar to induce and would more readily

dissipate in people for whom these systems are tigitty coupled. If such hyper-coupling is
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characteristic of individuals high in affect intégsthis would also lead to our observed effects.

Future research should investigate the relativatsnef these and other possibilities.

Further Research

A useful direction for additional inquiry would @ examine the willingness-@ecept
(WTA) measure commonly studied in tandem with WGR.en the typical antecedence of
ownership (and thus ability to evaluate) to quegyWdTA, it seems natural to conceptualize
WTP and WTA as respective measures of wanting iaimgjl From the effects observed in the
current studies, it seems plausible that jiltingldesimultaneously drive WTP up and WTA
down, thus reducing or even reversing the endowmiéatt (Coursey, Hovis, & Schulze, 1987,
Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1990).

Additionally, jilting need not be manipulated byliiog individuals in their effortful
pursuits of material goods. Varying the intrinsitactiveness of targets, whether individuals are
jilted once or by a series of failures, the soca@itext of the jilting experience, and other
moderators of goal-pursuit are all important issnedefining an overarching framework for
how affect-laden jilting may differentially influee wanting and liking. Moreover, while mood-
repair could not fully explain the results presdrtere, many jilting experiences (particularly in
high-stakes or social situations) seem likely teehanportant mood-related effects. Deeper
exploration of mood as a contributing mechanisndftierential wanting and liking shifts is
warranted.

A final point of interest is that, despite somemsawgly irrational responses by jilted
individuals high in affect intensity (e.g., spurgi@uess wristwatches after a Guess sunglasses

stock-out), such actions might have been “hedolyicairmative”. That is, they were more
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consistent with true evaluative feelings aboutathailable alternatives. In contrast, individuals
low in felt affect intensity leaned strongly towaidcreasedchoice of and WTP for the very
same jilt-associated targets for which their likmagddecreasedThus, following affect-laden
failures to achieve desired outcomes, it may beriseparibus, that “hot-headed” individuals

high in felt affect intensity are better at actingvays that will ultimately leave them happier.
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