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Forecasters predict that their affective reactions toward receiving an outcome will be highly sensitive to the magnitude and the

probability of the outcome, but experiencers' reactions are less sensitive to such characteristics. The difference in sensitivity can lead

to underprediction of affective reactions in certain situations and overprediction in others
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ExTENDED ABSTRACT
Affective forecasters exhibit an impact bias whereby they 

overestimate their emotional reactions to future events (Gilbert et 
al. 1998; Wilson & Gilbert, 2003). Despite many demostrations and 
proposed reasons for this bias, little attention has been paid to how 
forecasting errors relate to different magnitudes of the outcomes and 
to the probability with which outcomes occur. 

People generally have the intuition that they will experience 
greater utility from outcomes that are greater in magnitude (Kahne-
man & Tversky, 1979) and outcomes that are obtained with a smaller 
probability (Brandstaetter, Kuehberger & Schnerider, 2002; Mellers, 
et al. 1997). An interesting question is whether people can accurately 
predict the impact of quantitative specifications of such outcome 
characteristics on their experienced affect. Hsee and Zhang (2004) 
have already studied if forecasters in joint evaluation mode can ac-
curately predict the experienced affect of outcomes if they were en-
countered in isolation. They found that forecasters in joint evaluation 
mode overpredict the affective difference that magnitude specifica-
tions will evoke for experiences in single evaluation mode because 
the joint evaluation mode renders them more sensitive to magnitude 
differences.

In the present research we hypothesize that the difference in 
sensitivity between forecasters and experiencers is not contingent on 
the discrepancy in presence of other options. While forecasters report 
an emotional reaction they are not currently feeling, experiencers can 
feel the emotion vividly (Loewenstein, 1996; Loewenstein, Prelec 
& Shatto, 1998). This suggests that forecasters are in a more affect-
poor state while experiencers are in a more affect-rich state. Previ-
ous research has shown that people in a relatively affect-poor state 
are more sensitive to quantitative specification such as magnitude 
and probability information (Hsee & Rottenstreich, 2004; Rottenst-
reich & Hsee, 2001). Therefore we argue that forecasters are gen-
erally more sensitive to information about the magnitude of future 
outcomes and the likelihood with which the outcome will occur than 
experiencers and thus overestimate the influence of such informa-
tion on their experienced affect. An implication for this difference in 
sensitivity is a reversal of the impact bias whereby forecasters may 
underestimate their affective reaction in certain situations, such as 
when the outcome is small or the probability of obtaining it is high. 

Study 1 tested if forecasters overestimate the importance of 
magnitude of the outcome on their experienced affect. Participants 
of a 2 x 2 between subject design participated in a gamble where 
they rolled a die and won $1 ($20) if they rolled an even number. 
What participants didn’t know is that the die was rigged so that all 
participants rolled an even number and won $1 ($20). Forecasters 
predicted how happy they would be about winning $1 ($20) if they 
rolled an even number. They then rolled an even number and re-
ceived 1$ ($20). Experiencers rolled an even number, received $1 
($20), and were asked to indicate how happy they were after learning 
the outcome. Consistent with our proposition, forecasters predicted 
that they would feel happier about winning $20 than $1, but experi-
encers showed no difference in happiness about winning $1 or $20. 
Interestingly, forecasters underpredicted the happiness of winning 

$1. A follow up study showed that this underprediction also occured 
for losses of $1. 

Study 2 examined if forecasters overestimate the impact of out-
come probability on their experienced affect.  Participants of a 2 x 
2 between subject design played a game in which they could pick a 
ball from a bag containing 10 balls and win $1 if the ball had a check 
mark on it. A “draw string bag” was used, making the content of the 
bag invisible to the participants. In the low (high)-probability condi-
tion,  participants were told that one (nine) ball(s)  had a check mark 
on it. Unbeknownst to the participants, all 10 balls were winning 
balls. Forecasters predicted how happy they would be about winning 
$1 if they drew a winning ball, then drew a winning ball and re-
ceived $1. Experiencers drew a winning ball, received $1, and were 
asked to indicate how happy they were after learning the outcome. 
Forecasters predicted that they would feel happier about winning $1 
if their chance of winning was 10% rather than 90%, whereas the 
experiencers felt equally happy, independent of their chance of win-
ning. Forecasters underestiamteted their happiness about winning $1 
with a 90% chance but accurately predicted their happiness about 
winning with 10% chace. A follow up study showed that this pattern 
replicated for non-monetary outcomes, such as chocolates.

Study 3 extended the findings of Study 2 to different proba-
bility and magnitude specifications. Participants of a 2 x 2 between 
subject-design played a game in which they could pick one of 10 
identical envelopes and win $3 if they drew an envelope contain-
ing a winning slip. In the low (high)-probability condition partici-
pants were told that two (eight) envelopes contained a winning slip. 
In reality 5 of the envelopes contained a winning slip of paper and 
50% of the participants won $3 (won $0). Forecasters predicted how 
happy they would be about winning or not winning $3, then drew a 
winning (losing) envelope and received $3 ($0). Experiencers drew 
a winning (losing) envelope, received $3 ($0), and were asked to 
indicate how happy they were after learning the outcome. Forecast-
ers predicted that they would feel happier (unhappier) about winning 
(not winning) $3 if their chance of winning (not winning) was 20% 
rather than 90%, whereas the experiencers felt equally happy about 
winning (not winning), independent of their chance of winning (not 
winning). Forecasters underpredicted their happiness of winning $3 
with a high probability and overpredicted their unhappiness of not 
winning $3 with a low probability. Process evidence suggests that 
forecasters are more sensitive to magnitude specifications. 

The present research contributes to the existing literature on 
predicted utility by showing that forecasters are naturally more sen-
sitive to quantitative outcome characteristics than experiencers. Fur-
thermore this research reveals that participants overestimate the im-
pact of outcome magnitude and outcome probability on experienced 
affect. As a result they exhibit a reversed impact bias whereby they 
underpredict the affective reactions towards certain outcomes. 
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