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Individuals tend to be very bad at predicting their emotional responses to future events,
often overestimating both the intensity and duration of their responses, particularly to
negative events. The authors studied affective forecasting errors in the 2008 election in a
large sample of undergraduates at Dartmouth College. Replicating past research, McCain
supporters overpredicted their negative affect in response to the (future) election ofBarack
Obama. Obama supporters, however, underpredicted their happiness in response to his
victory. Results are discussed with reference to mechanisms proposed to underlie the impact
bias, as well as the unique circumstances surrounding this historic election season.
KEY WORDS: affect, impact bias, affective forecasting

By now, most of the people I know should be Canadians. At least that's
what they said they'd be if President Bush won re-election. And yet, my
unofficial tally suggests that the number of disgruntled Democrats who
actually emigrated northward is roughly zero, plus or minus none.

-Dan Gilbert (NYT, January 5, 2005)
Social psychologists have long recognized that individuals are relatively inaccurate at predicting their responses to future events. Upon the dissolution of a
romantic relationship, not getting tenure, or the failure to elect a favored political
candidate, individuals emerge more resilient and experience less negative affect
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for a shorter duration than is predicted (Gilbert, Pinel, Wilson, Blumberg, &
Wheatley, 1998). This impact bias, the overprediction of the intensity and duration

of emotional responses to future events (cf. Wilson & Gilbert, 2005), has been
observed in diverse contexts, including both laboratory controlled studies (e.g.,
responses to false personality feedback; Gilbert et al., 1998) and ecologically valid
real-world situations (e.g., college students' responses to housing lottery assign-

ments; Dunn, Wilson, & Gilbert, 2003). Indeed, we all have friends who have
sworn to become expatriates following unwelcome political or cultural events,
whether the decision to enter an unjustified and globally denounced war or the
reelection of a particularly disliked president. Importantly, affective forecasting
errors are inevitably overpredictions of the intensity or duration of emotional
responses; to our knowledge no study to date has demonstrated underpredictions
of responses to emotional events.
In an initial study of affective forecasting errors in the political realm, Gilbert

and his colleagues (Gilbert et al., 1998) reported that one month following a Texas

gubernatorial election pitting Ann Richards against George Bush (who won),
"winners" (i.e., those who voted for Bush) were as happy as they had predicted
they would be, whereas "losers" were happier than they had predicted they would
be. Thus, participants who voted for a losing candidate overestimated the impact
of the outcome of the election on their affect. In a more recent study, Dunn and
her colleagues (Dunn, Brackett, Ashton- James, Schneiderman, & Salovey, 2007)
studied predicted and experienced affect two days after the 2004 presidential
election. Unfortunately, the authors did not conduct or report typical affective
forecasting analyses (i.e., comparisons between predicted and reported affect),
given their focus on individual differences in accuracy of predictions. Interest-

ingly, Dunn and her colleagues (2007) calculated an accuracy measure as the
absolute value of differences in predicted and experienced affect, thereby eliminating the ability to examine over- versus underprediction of affect.
Research on the mechanisms underlying the impact bias suggests that negative affect in particular is prone to affective forecasting errors (Gilbert et al., 1998).
The psychological immune system is thought to function to ameliorate negative
affect; Gilbert and his colleagues (1998) have argued that individuals are blissfully
unaware of the workings of this system and its effects on psychological wellbeing. This immune neglect may give rise to the impact bias, as ignorance of the
processes that actively regulate negative affect produces an overprediction of its
longevity and extremity. Thus, most studies on the impact bias have found an
asymmetry in overprediction, such that effects are stronger for negative events
(i.e., Gilbert et al. (1998) report estimated effect sizes across three studies between
.38 and .41) than for positive events (estimated effect sizes between .02 and .12).

Indeed, individuals appear to be more accurate at predicting their responses to
positive (versus negative) events across many domains: track athletes overestimated their negative emotions to a losing race but were accurate in predicting their
positive emotions to a winning race (Van Dijk, 2009); voters overestimated their
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negative emotions to an election loss but were accurate in predicting their positive

emotions to a victory (Gilbert et al., 1998); gamblers overestimated their negative

emotions to monetary losses but were (relatively) accurate in predicting their
positive emotions to monetary gains (Kermer, Driver-Linn, Wilson, & Gilbert,
2006). Gilbert and his colleagues (1998) argue that this asymmetry may be due to
the fact that the psychological immune system is designed to ameliorate negative
affect, not to regulate positive affect.

An alternative explanation might suggest that the events may not be equivalent in magnitude. As Tversky and Kahneman (1981 ; Kahneman & Tversky, 1984)

have eloquently stated, losses loom larger than gains. In fact, Kermer and her

colleagues (Kermer et al., 2006) argued that loss aversion is due to a bias in
affective forecasting, such that individuals anticipate that losses will have a stronger effect on their affect than will gains of equal amount, but do not exhibit this

bias when actually gambling. Loss aversion research, however, is predicated on the
objective equivalence of negative (losses) and positive (gains) events. An alternative possibility is that events themselves (e.g., the victory or loss of a candidate) are

not equivalent.

The 2008 election provided a unique opportunity to examine a situation in
which gains may have loomed larger than losses, at least for Obama supporters.
Responses to the outcome of the 2008 election were arguably heightened due not
only to the unpopularity of the outgoing president (Gallup showed that on Novem-

ber 10, 2008 66% of Americans held a negative view of Bush while 70% of
Americans held a positive view of Obama), but also to the ensuing economic crisis
and concerns about the role race would play in the election. To examine affective

forecasting errors in the 2008 election all undergraduate students at Dartmouth

College were contacted via email two weeks before the election and asked to
complete a survey online; those who completed Survey 1 were then contacted two
weeks after the election and asked to complete a second survey. In addition to
many other questions (cf. Rasinski et al., 2011), participants predicted (Survey 1)
and reported (Survey 2) their affective responses to the election of Barack Obama.

Method

All Dartmouth College undergraduates were invited to participate in a pair of
surveys about the 2008 election. Survey 1 was administered between October 20,
2008 and November 3, 2008; Survey 2 was administered between November 14,

2008 and December 3, 2008. 284 participants (a) completed both surveys, (b)
indicated on Survey 1 that they were going to vote for either McCain (N = 60) or
Obama (N = 224) in the 2008 election, and (c) provided demographic information

on Survey 2 (Table 1). Surveys were administered online; participants gave
informed consent and either received course credit or were entered into a drawing

for two $200 cash prizes as compensation for participation.
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Table 1. Demographic Data
Male

Female

Total

American Indian 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.4%) 1 (0.4%)
Asian 13(4.6%) 13(4.6%) 26(9.2%)
Black 4(1.4%) 7(2.5%) 11(3.9%)
Pacific Islander 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.4%) 1 (0.4%)
White 90(31.7%) 145(51.1%) 235(82.7%)
Mixed 3(1.1%) 7(2.5%) 10(3.5%)
Total 110(38.7%) 174(61.3%) 284(100%)

On Survey 1 participants predicted their postelection affect under the conditions that their favored candidate (i.e., Obama or McCain) both won and lost using

the evaluative space grid (ESG; Larsen, Norris, McGraw, Hawkley, & Cacioppo,

2009), a 5 x 5 grid that allows for independent ratings of positive (0-4) and
negative (0-4) affect (see Figure 1). A summary measure of affective responses

was calculated as the difference between positive and negative affect (i.e.,
valence), resulting in a range from -4 (extremely negative/not at all positive) to 4

(extremely positive/not at all negative). These data were recoded to create a
variable that captured participants' predicted responses to the election of Barack
Obama (i.e., responses to "How do you think you will feel two weeks after the

election if your favored candidate WINS?" for Obama supporters and "How do

How do you think you will feel two weeks after the election if your favored candidate WINS?
Not at all Somewhat Moderately Quite Extremely

POSITIVE POSITIVE POSITIVE POSITIVE POSITIVE

Not at all NEGATIVE О О О О О

Somewhat NEGATIVE О О О О О
Moderately NEGATIVE ü O Ü О О
Quite NEGATIVE О О О О О

Extremely NEGATIVE О О О О О
Figure 1. The (modified) evaluative space grid (ESG; Larsen, Norris, McGraw, Hawkley, &
Cacioppo, 2009). The ESG is a 5 x 5 grid that allows for independent assessments of positivity
(horizontal axis) and negativity (vertical axis). Participants are typically instructed to move the
mouse to one of the cells in the grid to indicate their positive and negative feelings. The x and v
coordinates of responses provide scores on two 5-point unipolar scales, ranging from 0 (not at all
positive or not at all negative) to 4 (extremely positive or extremely negative), which reflect
independent measures of positivity and negativity. The ESG was modified for use in the current
large-scale survey study: first, axes were converted to rows and columns; second, the not at all
negative, not at all positive response was relocated to the upper left corner; and third, participants
did not move a cursor to one of 25 cells, but rather selected one response from the 5 column x 5
row array. If participants accidentally selected more than one response, the average of their
selections was taken as the final response.
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you think you will feel two weeks after the election if your favored candidate
LOSES?" for McCain supporters; see Figure 1). On Survey 2 participants reported
their positive and negative feelings about the election of Barack Obama using the
ESG (i.e., "How do you feel about the election of Barack Obama?"); positive and

negative ratings were combined to create a summary measure of affective
responses (P - N; Larsen et al., 2009).
Results

We performed initial analyses to compare participants who completed both
surveys with those that completed only Survey 1 on the following dimensions: basic

demographics, including age, gender, and race; attitudes toward Obama and
McCain; party affiliation on a 7-point scale ranging from Strong Democrat to Strong

Republican; and political ideology on a 7-point scale ranging from Extremely
Liberal to Extremely Conservative. Independent samples t-tests (and Pearson
Chi-Square tests for gender and race) revealed that participants who completed both
surveys did not differ from participants who completed only Survey 1 in age, gender,

race, attitudes toward Obama and McCain, party affiliation, or political ideology, all
ps > .05. In other words, attrition did not result in a biased sample; participants who

completed both surveys were not more likely to be Obama supporters or strong
Democrats, nor were they likely to belong to a particular racial group, be male or
female, or differ in age from participants who only completed Survey 1 .
To examine affective forecasting errors, predicted (preelection) and actual
(postelection) ratings of emotional responses to an Obama victory were subjected

to a 2(time: preelection, postelection) x 2(favored candidate: McCain, Obama)
general linear model (GLM), in which the first factor was manipulated withinparticipants and the second factor between-participants. Age, gender, and race
(coded as 1 = Caucasian, 0 = Other) were entered as between-participants covariates to both control for and examine their effects.

Results indicated a main effect of favored candidate, such that Obama supporters expressed more positive feelings about Obama winning the election (M =

3.18) than did McCain supporters (M = -1.44), F(l, 279) = 1932.87, p < .001.
More importantly, the time x favored candidate interaction was significant, F(l,
279) = 12.81, p < .001 (see Figure 2). Pairwise comparisons revealed that McCain

supporters predicted that they would feel more negative if McCain lost (M =
-1.87) than they actually reported feeling following the election of Obama (M =
-1.01), p < .001. This pattern is a direct replication of traditional affective forecasting findings, as individuals tend to overpredict their negative responses to an
unpleasant future event (Gilbert et al., 1998). Affective forecasting studies also
typically find that individuals either overpredict or are accurate in predicting their
positive responses to a pleasant future event.
The current study, however, found that Obama supporters underpredicted
their positive responses to an Obama victory; Obama supporters predicted that
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Figure 2. Affective forecasting errors in the 2008 election. McCain supporters overpredicted how
negative they would feel following a McCain loss; Obama supporters underpredicted how happy
they would feel if Obama won.

they would feel less positive if Obama won (M = 3.05) than they actually
reported feeling following the election of Obama (M = 3.30), p = .002. In sum,
Obama supporters report greater happiness following Obama' s victory than they
had predicted during the two weeks leading up to the election. To our knowledge, this is the first study to report an underprediction of happiness in affective
forecasting and is one of the first (if not the first) study to examine reported
happiness of voters in a national election (but see Dunn et al., 2007). In sum, the
current results may provide an important exception to the domain of affective
forecasting theory.

The time x gender interaction was also significant, F(l, 279) = 4.04, p = .045.
Pairwise comparisons revealed that valence ratings increased from preelection
to postelection for both males (Mpre = .66, Mpost = 1.04) and females (Mpre = .55,
Afpost = 1.21), the interaction is likely due to a larger increase for females than
males. This gender effect suggests at least one alternative explanation for the
observed underprediction of positive affect; Obama named Hillary Clinton as his
nominee for Secretary of State in the month following the election, and this
nomination may have increased positive feelings toward Obama for females in
particular. The nomination occurred on December 1, 2008, although talk of Clinton's nomination began as early as November 14. Therefore, a follow-up analysis
was conducted to examine whether staunch Clinton supporters (those who voted
for Clinton during a primary) exhibited a larger increase in positivity across time
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than did other voters. A 2(time) x 2(favored candidate) x 2(Clinton primary voter:

no, yes) GLM was conducted on affect ratings; age, gender, and race were again
entered as between-participants covariates. Findings were identical to the original
analysis, and included a main effect of favored candidate, F(l, 277) = 42.21, p <
.001; the time x favored candidate interaction, F(l, 277) = 4.47, p < .05; and the
time x gender interaction, F(l, 277) = 4.04, p < .05. Whether or not participants
supported Clinton (i.e., voted for her in a primary) had no effect on results.
Although this analysis is somewhat underpowered (observed power was .20 using
a = .05), it is important to note that Obama supporters that did not vote for Clinton

in a primary still showed a significant underprediction of their positive affect
following the election of Obama, p = .02. Thus, the underprediction of happiness
following the election of Obama does not appear to be due to the nomination of
Clinton as his secretary of state.
Another account of the current findings might suggest that voters were particularly happy following the 2008 election as it represented the end of a long
presidential campaign. Clinton first announced her candidacy on January 20,
2007, a full two years before the inauguration of the 44th president of the United

States; Obama followed on February 10 and McCain on March 1. The duration
of the election season was thus longer than is typical, and voters may simply
have been looking forward to its termination. Although this is a possibility, it

could be argued that any relief experienced at the end of the election season
would have dissipated before data collection for Survey 2 began on November
14, a full 10 days after the election. Furthermore, if postelection affect ratings

merely reflect relief they should not be highly correlated with emotional
responses to the election of President Obama. Results showed, however, that
postelection valence ratings were positively correlated (all ps < .001) with
ratings of how hopeful (r - .86) and excited (r = .89) participants felt about the
election of Obama, and negatively correlated with how discouraged (r = -.88),
afraid (r = -.79) and appalled (r = -.70) participants felt. These data suggest that
postelection affect is more strongly related to emotions about Obama than to
simple relief at the close of a long election season. In addition, it is worth noting

that relief at the end of the election may have been tempered by declining
economic conditions. The Dow Jones Industrial average surged over 300 points

on November 4, 2008 (Election Day) to close at 9,625.28; by November 14 the
Dow had dropped to 8,497.31. Thus, economic conditions continued to deteriorate after the election and cannot have contributed to the underprediction of

happiness exhibited by Obama supporters. Furthermore, Obama' s popularity
did not wane in his first 100 days in office. The fact that ". . . Obama' s 68
percent job approval rating is higher than that of any recent president at the

100-day mark (Stolberg & Connelly, NYT, April 28, 2009)" strongly supports
the conclusion that the surge of happiness experienced in response to
Obama' s election was not a fleeting phenomenon but reflects a deeper sense of
satisfaction.
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One mechanism thought to give rise to the impact bias is that of focalism,
or the tendency to focus too narrowly on the focal event and fail to consider
other future events (Wilson, Wheatley, & Meyers, 2000). It is possible that focalism also contributed to the underprediction of happiness observed during the
2008 election; Obama supporters may have focused entirely on the election of
Barack Obama and failed to consider other concurrent elections that ultimately
led to a Democratic majority in Congress and the election of Joe Biden as vice
president. If this is the case, feelings about other election results should predict
the underprediction of happiness observed following the election of Obama. A
measure of underprediction was calculated for Obama supporters by subtracting
predicted responses (Survey 1) from observed responses (Survey 2); more positive scores indicate greater underprediction. Underprediction was predicted from

ratings of emotional responses toward the election of Biden and toward the
Democratic majority in Congress, controlling for age, gender, and race in a
two-step regression model. The model was not significant, F(5, 253) = .91, p =
.48, indicating that the underprediction of happiness following Obama' s election
was not driven by other concurrent election results. Thus, focalism did not contribute to affective forecasting errors during the 2008 election.

Disparity between Time of Prediction and Time of Measurement

In the current study participants predicted how they would feel two weeks

after the 2008 election. Survey 2 was opened on November 14, 2008, 10 days
after the election, and was closed on December 3, 2008, 29 days after the election. On average, participants completed Survey 2 two weeks after the election

(M = 12.85 days, SD = 5.08 days); however, the range extended from 10 to 29
days. A disparity between the time of prediction and the time of measurement
could subject results to the criticism that any error in affective forecasting is
attributable to a mismatch in time. Thus, an analysis was conducted to control

for the number of days between the election (November 4, 2008) and the
completion of Survey 2 (i.e., measurement date). Predicted (preelection) and
actual (postelection) emotional responses to an Obama victory were again sub-

jected to a 2(time: preelection, postelection) x 2(favored candidate: McCain,
Obama) general linear model (GLM), in which the first factor was manipulated
within-participants and the second factor between-participants. Age, gender, and
race were again entered as between-participants covariates, and the number of

days between the election and completion of Survey 2 was included as a
between-participants continuous factor to both control for and examine its
effects. Results from this analysis were identical to those from the initial affective forecasting analysis; the number of days between the election and completion of Survey 2 did not have any effect (i.e., no main effect, no significant
interactions). Thus, time of measurement did not affect emotional responses and
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the observed underprediction of happiness in Obama supporters held regardless
of when participants completed the postelection survey during the two-week
collection period. These results are consistent with research demonstrating that
affective forecasting errors are due primarily to an initial intensity bias (i.e., poor

estimation of initial emotional responses), and not to a decay bias (i.e., poor
estimation of the rate at which feelings will diminish; Eastwick, Finkel, Krish-

namurti, & Loewenstein, 2008). In sum, Obama supporters experienced more
positive affect than expected following his victory, and these positive feelings
did not dissipate within the study period.
Effects of Party Identification on Underpredicted Happiness
Analyses have provided evidence to support the conclusion that other events
(e.g., the nomination of Hillary Clinton as Secretary of State, the election of a
Democratic majority in Congress) cannot account for the observed underprediction of happiness during the 2008 election - indeed, the mechanisms responsible
for affective underprediction remain unknown. One possibility is that although
many affective forecasting studies focus on events that are specific to an individual, such as winning the lottery or not getting tenure, the election of Barack
Obama was an event shared by millions of people. The collective exuberance that

accompanied this historic election season may have increased satisfaction and
happiness with the election results. To this end, research on group-level emotions
may provide a helpful framework for understanding the current results. Iyer and

Leach (2008) argue that individuals feel stronger group-level emotions for events
that are central to their self-concept and that involve groups for which ingroup
identification is high. Although direct evidence of group-level emotions is not
available in the existing dataset, one might predict that, if collective exuberance is

in part driving the underprediction of happiness in the 2008 election, strong

identification with the Democratic party may produce greater postelection
happiness - even when controlling for predicted happiness. In other words, strong

Democrats are likely to predict great happiness after the election of Obama, but
strong identification with the Democratic party may lead to (unpredicted) collective exuberance, resulting in higher than predicted levels of happiness after the
election.

This hypothesis was examined using a hierarchical regression analysis, in
which reported happiness after the 2008 election (i.e., from Survey 2) was pre-

dicted in a first step by age, gender, and race; in a second step by predicted
happiness measured before the election; and in a third step by party identification

(i.e., responses on a 7-point scale ranging from Strong Democrat to Strong Republican). Results from Step 1 (see Table 2) indicated that gender was a significant
predictor of postelection happiness (ß = . 1 99, p = .00 1 ), such that females reported
greater happiness than males following the election of Obama. Results from Step
2 showed that in addition to gender, participants who predicted greater happiness
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Table 2. Results from a hierarchical regression predicting post-election happiness from age, gender
(Female = 1 , Male = 0), race (Caucasian = 1 , Other = 0), predicted happiness from Survey 1 ,
and party identification (measured on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 = Strong Democrat to
7 = Strong Republican)

Variable
Step 1:R2 = .O44*
Age

-.008

Gender
Race

В

.099

.888

-.400

SE

.262
.339

B

ß

-.004
.199**
-.069

Step 2: AR2 = .724**

Age

-.038

Gender
Race

.049

.342

-.127

.131

.167

-.023
.077*
-.022

Predicted Happiness .777 .027 .861**
Step 3: AR2 = .020**

Age

-.012

Gender
Race

.047

.322

-.063

.125

.161

-.007
.072*
-.011

Predicted Happiness .578 .047 .640**
Party Identification -.361 .072 -.263**
*p < .05
**p < .001

on Survey 1 also reported greater happiness on Survey 2 (ß = .861,/? < .001). Most
importantly, results from Step 3 showed that party identification predicted reported

happiness above and beyond predicted happiness (ß = -.263, p < .001), such that
strong Democrats reported greater happiness after the election of Obama. In sum,
party identification predicted postelection happiness, even when controlling for
predicted happiness, suggesting that participants who strongly identified with the
Democratic party experienced greater than expected levels of happiness after the
election of Barack Obama. This finding provides initial support for the hypothesis
that the observed underprediction of happiness following the 2008 election was
due in part to group-level emotions, such that individuals who strongly identified
with the Democratic party experienced collective exuberance following Obama' s
election.

Differential Effects of Positive and Negative Affect

All results reported thus far have relied on a summary measure of affective

responses calculated as positivity - negativity (i.e., P - N; Larsen et al., 2009).
There exists, however, an ongoing debate regarding the relationship between
positive and negative affect (cf. Feldman Barrett, & Russell, 1998; Cacioppo &
Berntson, 1994; Cacioppo, Gardner, & Berntson, 1997, 1999; Green & Salovey,
1999; Russell & Carroll, 1999a, 1999b; Tellegen, Watson, & Clark, 1999; Watson
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& Teilegen, 1999). If positive and negative affect are independent, they may
exhibit differential effects. Thus, a final analysis was conducted to separately
examine positive and negative predictions (preelection) and responses (postelec-

tion) to the outcome of the 2008 election. A 2(time) x 2(favored candidate) x
2(rating: positivity, negativity) GLM was conducted, with gender, age, and race
entered as covariates. The main effect of favored candidate remained significant,

F(l, 279) = 5.07, p < .001, such that ratings were higher for Obama (M = 1.87,
SE = .02) than for McCain (M = 1.70, SE = .04). This effect collapses across
positive and negative ratings, and given the distribution of Obama and McCain
supporters in the sample one might expect that this difference is driven by positive

ratings of Obama. Indeed, the favored candidate x rating interaction was signifi-

cant, F(l, 279) = 737.10, p < .001, such that positive ratings were higher for
Obama (M = 3.46, SE = .04) than for McCain (M = .98, SE = .09), whereas negative
ratings were higher for McCain (M = 2.43, SE = .08) than for Obama (M = .28,
SE = .04). In addition, the time x rating x gender interaction, F(l, 279) = 4.04,
p = .045, revealed that, for males, positive ratings were higher than negative ratings

for both time points (ps < .001), due to a significant increase from predicted
positive affect on Survey 1 (M = 2.08, SE = .08) to reported positive affect on
Survey 2 (M = 2.35, SE = .07), p < .001. Females showed a similar pattern, such
that predicted positive affect on Survey 1 (M = 1.98, SE = .08) was lower than
reported positive affect on Survey 2 (Af = 2.46, SE = .07), but also exhibited a
significant decrease in predicted negative affect on Survey 1 (M = 1.43, SE = .07)
to reported negative affect on Survey 2 (M = 1.25, SE = .06), both ps < .01. Thus,
affective forecasting errors in the 2008 election were primarily driven by differences in predicted and experienced positive affect for males, whereas errors for
females were driven by differences in both negative and positive affect.
Most importantly, however, is the time x favored candidate x rating interac-

tion, F(l, 279) = 12.81, p < .001. Obama supporters showed no differences in
predicted versus experienced negative affect, but a significant underprediction of
positive ratings (i.e., actual responses are larger than predictions), p < .001 (see

Figure 3). McCain supporters showed both an overprediction of negative ratings,
p = .002, and an underprediction of positive ratings, p < .001. In other words, the
affective forecasting errors observed in the current study are driven by Obama
supporters being happier than expected following the election of Barack Obama,
but perhaps more importantly by McCain supporters feeling both (a) less negative
and (b) more positive than expected after the election of Barack Obama.
Discussion

Individuals tend to overestimate the intensity and duration of their affective
responses to future events, particularly negative events such as the dissolution of
a romantic relationship or the loss of a favored political candidate. This overprediction may be indicative of underlying processes that function to ameliorate
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Figure 3. Differences in predicted (preelection) versus experienced (postelection) negative and
positive affect for McCain and Obama supporters. McCain supporters exhibited significant
overprediction of negative affect regarding the 2008 election outcome; both McCain and Obama
supporters exhibited underprediction of positive affect, indicating that both were happier than
expected about the election of Barack Obama. Importantly, McCain supporters exhibited a larger
underprediction than did Obama supporters, /(70.38) = 2.28, p = .026.

negative affect and ultimately maintain psychological well-being. Regulating positive affect, however, may be less desirable; thus, researchers have often reported an

asymmetry in the overprediction of affect, with individuals much more accurate
at predicting their responses to positive than negative events. The current study
provides support for a unique case of underprediction of happiness in response to
a positive future event; Obama supporters predicted they would feel less happy
following his election than they actually reported feeling after the election.

Importantly, the underprediction of happiness in the 2008 election does
not appear to be a consequence of other co-occurring events, such as the nomination of Hillary Clinton as Secretary of State or the election of a Democratic
majority in the Senate. Nor can it be attributed to relief at the conclusion of a
long campaign season or to error in time or form (i.e., the ESG) of measurement. Analyses of negativity and positivity showed that, although Obama sup-

porters clearly underpredicted their happiness, McCain supporters both
overpredicted their negativity and underpredicted their positivity following the
2008 election. This finding suggests that mechanisms by which affect is ameliorated following a negative event may function both to decrease negativity and
increase positivity.
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Finally, an additional analysis indicated that, regardless of favored candidate
and after controlling for predicted happiness from Survey 1, participants who
strongly identified with the Democratic party reported even greater happiness after
the election. This finding is particularly relevant to the argument that collective

exuberance may contribute to the underprediction of happiness observed during
the 2008 election. In other words, individuals may fail to consider the effects of the
social context on their future affective states. As most studies on affective fore-

casting have focused on events relevant to an individual (e.g., tenure, the end of a

relationship) and not a group, the existing literature has not touched on the
contributions of group emotions to affective predictions. Our findings suggest that

those individuals that identify strongly with the ingroup (i.e., strong Democrats)
experienced heightened affect after the election, likely due to stronger group-level

emotions (Iyer & Leach, 2008). Other research on the effects of the social context

on emotions has shown that elevated social power increases positive emotions
(Berdahl & Martorana, 2006). Our results are consistent with this finding, given
that strong Democrats likely experienced a boost in social power following the
2008 election, resulting in even greater happiness. Finally, Rimé (2007) argues that
each incident of social sharing of emotions (i.e., communicating or discussing an
emotional experience) reactivates emotional arousal in both the sharer and the
target, and this propagation can be magnified by a group-level event. In other
words, the 2008 election elicited emotional responses on an arguably international
level. Every time individuals shared their responses with others, they relived the
event, giving rise to a propagation of emotion that both strengthened and broadened over time. Ultimately, social sharing may promote group-level emotions in
response to significant world events, although individuals may remain unaware of
the effects of the social context on their own emotional states. Although we have
little direct evidence to support the conclusion that collective exuberance played a
critical role in the underprediction of happiness during the 2008 election, the role
of the social context in affective forecasting errors observed for group versus
individual events may be an interesting direction for future research.
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