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We examined whether accuracy of affective forecasting for significant life events was moderated by
a theoretically relevant individual difference (anxious attachment), with different expected relations
to predicted and actual happiness. In 3 studies (2 cross-sectional, 1 longitudinal), participants
predicted what their happiness would be after entering or ending a romantic relationship. Consistent
with previous research, people were generally inaccurate forecasters. However, inaccuracy for
entering a relationship was significantly moderated by anxious attachment. Predictions were largely
unrelated to anxious attachment, but actual happiness was negatively related to attachment anxiety.
Moderation for breaking up showed a similar but less consistent pattern. These results suggest a
failure to account for one’s degree of anxious attachment when making affective forecasts and show
how affective forecasting accuracy in important life domains may be moderated by a focally relevant
individual difference, with systematically different associations between predicted and actual
happiness.
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Thinking about the future can be both crippling and energizing.
One may think, for example, that finding that special romantic
partner will provide ultimate bliss and eternal happiness. Con-
versely, the prospect of losing a mate’s love may beget expecta-
tions of utter and prolonged despair.

Predicted emotional reactions to possible life events are known
as affective forecasts (Gilbert, Pinel, Wilson, Blumberg, & Wheat-
ley, 1998). Although most people know whether an event will
evoke a positive or negative response, Gilbert et al. (1998) found
evidence for durability bias, in which people overestimate the
intensity and duration of their emotional reactions to events; pre-
dictions tend to overemphasize the event in question (focalism)
and fail to consider the likelihood of mitigating events (immune
neglect). For most events, happiness returns to baseline relatively
quickly (Diener, Lucas, & Scollon, 2006; Wortman & Silver,
1989). One explanation is that, over time, people adapt to most
events, thus diminishing affective responses (affective adaptation;
Wilson & Gilbert, 2008).

Attention to person factors has been minimal, with no atten-
tion to individual differences of specific relevance to a fore-
casting domain, or which might affect forecasts and outcomes
in systematically different ways. Such individual differences
may matter only minimally. Perhaps people are aware of their
domain-relevant affective predispositions, making their predic-
tions no more or less accurate. Or, people who characteristically
evaluate expected outcomes of life events optimistically or
pessimistically may create outcomes (by self-fulfilling prophe-
cies) that parallel their expectations. But it is possible that
identifiable individual differences affect actual or predicted
responses to life events, creating theoretically important sys-
tematic variations in affective forecasts.

We are aware of only three previous studies examining individ-
ual differences in affective forecasting, one on emotional intelli-
gence (Dunn, Brackett, Ashton-James, Schneiderman, & Salovey,
2007), another comparing Euro-Canadians and East Asians (Lam,
Buehler, McFarland, Ross, & Cheung, 2005), and a third examin-
ing the moderating influence of temporal focus (Buehler &
McFarland, 2001). None of these important studies linked a par-
ticular individual difference to a specially related forecasting do-
main. Also, in these studies, the individual difference was not
expected to have systematic differential effects on predictions and
outcomes. The present article reports three studies that examined
these possibilities, focusing on romantic relationship formation
and dissolution in the context of a key individual difference,
anxious attachment, expected to affect outcomes differently than
predictions.
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Affective Forecasting of Relationship Events

Relationships are central to human behavior and experience, and
are deeply connected to emotional well-being (Lyubomirsky,
King, & Diener, 2005), life satisfaction (Reis, Collins, & Bersc-
heid, 2000), and health (Cohen, 2004). Many decisions about
entering and ending romantic relationships are based on expected
happiness or unhappiness and the perceived desirability of alter-
natives (Drigotas & Rusbult, 1992). New romantic relationships
typically foster happiness and self-growth (Aron, Paris, & Aron,
1995). People often report feeling that such a relationship would
make their life complete and perfect (Aron, Aron, & Allen, 1998).
Also, people are systematically and selectively attracted to poten-
tial partners they associate with anticipated positive outcomes such
as validation, status, and being liked (Berscheid & Reis, 1998).

Conversely, termination of a romantic relationship often creates
emotional hardship (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) and can be one of
life’s most painful experiences (Berscheid & Reis, 1998). Expec-
tations about life after breakups play a key role in decisions to stay
or leave a relationship. For example, low perceived alternatives are
a major reason why people stay in dissatisfying or abusive rela-
tionships (e.g., Rusbult & Martz, 1995).

Gilbert et al. (1998) investigated affective forecasts for rela-
tional events. For romantic relationship formation, contrary to the
pattern for other positive events, participants were accurate: Sin-
gles’ predicted happiness 6 months after falling in love matched
the actual happiness of people who had been in a relationship for
6 months. For breaking up, however, the usual forecasting errors
emerged: People who experienced a breakup about 2 months prior
were significantly happier than estimates provided by those who
had never experienced a breakup. Our research examined whether
these patterns are moderated by anxious attachment.

To date, affective forecasting studies have largely investigated
situational factors that shape the nature and extent of forecasting
inaccuracies. Some more recent affective forecasting research
(e.g., Dunn et al., 2007; Lam et al., 2005) has made a distinction
between forecasting errors that are in the same direction (bias) and
those that are inaccurate in both directions (inaccuracy). The focus
of this research was not on random error, but systematic bias. We
measured inaccuracy accounting for direction because we ex-
pected the responses to be biased in the same direction. However,
to be consistent with the language used in most prior affective
forecasting studies (e.g., Gilbert et al., 1998) and for ease of
presentation, we use the term inaccuracy to refer to this bias.

Anxious Attachment and Relationship Events

Attachment style is associated with diverse relationship behav-
iors and experiences (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Attachment
anxiety, the focus of our research, is characterized by ruminative
preoccupation with the desire for closeness and worry about ac-
ceptance.1 In romantic relationships, individuals high in anxious
attachment typically report relatively low levels of relationship
satisfaction (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003) and positive emotions
(Tidwell, Reis, & Shaver, 1996). Moreover, worries are highly
accessible to anxious individuals (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2002),
which often foster fear of rejection and separation.

Anxious attachment also influences reactions to relationship
dissolution. Breakups represent a threat to the self, activating

security concerns (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Following break-
ups, anxiously attached individuals experience greater emotional
and physical distress than secure individuals (Davis, Shaver, &
Vernon, 2003). For example, following breakups, anxious individ-
uals were slower to recover from sadness and anger and had more
difficulty accepting the loss (Sbarra, 2006). Thus, for entering and
ending a relationship, previous research and theory imply that
anxious attachment would be negatively associated with happi-
ness, although this has not yet been directly tested.

Because working models of attachment include expectations about
the availability, caring, and responsiveness of romantic partners
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007), they would seem critical to predictions
about a change in relationship status. However, in comparison to
studies of actual happiness, studies of predicted happiness after en-
tering or ending a relationship are fewer and less consistent in their
conclusions. In a study of unrequited love, persons high on anxious
attachment tended to believe that life would be perfect if only their
partner would reciprocate (Aron et al., 1988). However, because
anxious persons may not expect partners to care for them (Mikulincer
& Shaver, 2007), it is possible that they have mixed expectations, as
a common name for anxious attachment—anxious ambivalence—
suggests. Although there is little direct evidence, because people high
in anxious attachment want to feel loved, valued, and cared for, the
loss of a partner might be anticipated to be especially devastating.

The Present Studies

For entering relationships, we hypothesized that anxious attach-
ment would be associated with lower actual happiness and higher
or about the same predicted happiness. In contrast, for breakups,
individuals high in anxious attachment may have worse outcomes,
but they may also expect worse outcomes. Therefore, moderation
would be due to differential weighting of the effect of attachment
anxiety on outcomes versus expectations.

The present studies also addressed two limitations of the original
Gilbert et al. (1998) study. First, external validity in their study was
limited by reliance on an American college student sample. Second, in
most previous studies, internal validity was limited by cross-sectional
designs in which predictions and actual experiences came from dif-
ferent people. Our Study 1 was a direct replication of Gilbert et al.,
adding a measure of anxious attachment. Study 2 replicated Study 1,
but with a large and relatively diverse sample. Study 3 used a
longitudinal design, examining outcomes in the near-immediate af-
termath of relationship formation and breakup.

Studies 1 and 2: Surveys

Method

Participants. Study 1 participants (n � 212, 114 women;
Mage � 18.41 years) completed the survey as part of an introduc-
tory psychology “mass testing” at Stony Brook University. Study
2 participants (n � 1,010 complete responses, 749 women; Mage �

1 Although there was no theoretical basis for predicting moderation by
attachment avoidance, it was measured in all three studies. Avoidance was
consistently negatively associated with both actual and predicted happiness
for entering a relationship, but it was inconsistently related to actual
happiness and unrelated to predicted happiness for breaking up.

448 BRIEF REPORTS



23.51 years) were recruited through e-mail notices distributed
through various online list serves.

Procedure. Following Gilbert et al. (1998) precisely, partici-
pants first rated current happiness, then were asked whether they
were presently involved in a close romantic relationship (“an
exclusive, monogamous relationship that both partners expect to
endure for a significant period”). Those answering “yes” were
asked how long they had been in the relationship; those answering
“no” were asked to predict their general happiness 6 months after
entering such a relationship. Next, all participants (regardless of
current relationship status) were asked whether they had ever
experienced the breakup of a close romantic relationship. Those
answering “yes” were asked how long ago the breakup had oc-
curred; those answering “no” were asked to predict their general
happiness 2 months after such a breakup. Finally, all participants
completed the attachment style measure.

Measures. Following Gilbert et al. (1998), we assessed hap-
piness with a single item, “In general, how happy would you say
you are these days?” on a 1 (not happy) to 7 (very happy) scale.
One-item measures of happiness can be reasonably valid and
reliable (Diener, 1984). Attachment anxiety was assessed with the
Experiences in Close Relationships—Revised questionnaire
(ECR–R; Fraley, Waller, & Brennan, 2000) Anxiety subscale;
Study 1 (� � .83) used the nine-item short subscale, and Study 2
(� � .94) used the 18-item version.

Results and Discussion

Again, following Gilbert et al. (1998), we first classified par-
ticipants into six groups:

1. Young lovers: In a relationship � 6 months (Study 1/Study
2: n � 30/102; Mlength � 2.71/ 3.06 months, SD �
1.74/1.53).

2. Old lovers: In a relationship � 6 months (Study 1/Study
2: n � 92/476; Mlength � 24.43/49.52 months, SD �
19.47/65.98).

3. Young leftovers: Breakup � 2 months ago (Study
1/Study 2: n � 22/36; Mlength � 0.52/0.73 months, SD �
0.55/0.46).

4. Old leftovers: Breakup � 2 months ago (Study 1/Study 2:
n � 123/727; Mlength � 19.52/39.67 months, SD �
19.18/52.95).

5. Loners: Not currently in a relationship (Study 1/Study 2:
n � 72/425).

6. Luckies: Never experienced a breakup (Study 1/Study 2:
n � 67/241).

(Note: Following Gilbert et al., lover vs. loner and leftover vs.
lucky groups were assigned independently, so that each participant
was included in two different comparisons.)

Replication test of Gilbert et al. (1998) for entering a rela-
tionship. Replicating Gilbert et al., Loners’ forecasted happiness
was not significantly greater (t � 1) than the happiness reported by
those in relationships in both Study 1 comparisons and in the Study

2 loner versus young lover comparison. However, in Study 2, with
its somewhat older participants in longer term relationships, lon-
ers’ mean forecasted happiness was greater than the mean happi-
ness reported by old lovers; contrast t(999) � 4.01, p � .001. (See
online supplement for Tables 1 and 2, which include all means and
comparisons with Gilbert et al. See Discussion for meta-analytic
results across the three studies for both mean comparisons and the
interactions with attachment anxiety.)

Moderation by anxious attachment for entering a relation-
ship. Because predictions and actual experiences came from
different people, we needed to create a criterion variable that
combined the predicted experiences of loners with the actual
experiences of lovers. Specifically, we conducted regressions in
which the criterion variable was happiness (e.g., for loner vs.
young lover analyses, the values were predicted happiness for
loners and actual happiness for young lovers). The predictor vari-
ables in each analysis were relationship status (loner or lover of the
appropriate type, dummy coded with 0 for young or old lover and
1 for loners), anxious attachment (centered), and their product.

Consistent with our hypothesis, those with high (vs. low) at-
tachment anxiety were less accurate in both studies for both
comparisons. As shown in Figure 1, in each case, the simple effect
of attachment anxiety on actual happiness was negative, but was
essentially flat for predicted happiness. Thus, poorer accuracy
among anxiously attached persons appears to be due to their lower
actual happiness in relationships, which they did not take into
account when making their predictions.

Replication test of Gilbert et al. (1998) for breakup. Rep-
licating Gilbert et al., in both studies and in both comparisons,
participants who had never experienced a breakup were inaccurate
forecasters: Luckies’ predicted happiness was lower than the actual
happiness reported by young leftovers, Study 1 contrast t(209) �
�3.31, p � .01; Study 2 contrast t(1000) � �5.16, p � .001, or the
actual happiness reported by old leftovers, Study 1 contrast t(209) �
�7.14; Study 2 contrast t(1000) � �22.44, ps � .001.

Moderation by anxious attachment for breakup. As shown
in Figure 2, both studies again found that the slope appeared negative
for outcomes, but was flat for predictions. However, the pattern was
quite weak (and not significant) in Study 1, and the pattern in Study
2, although generally similar, differed from the entering pattern in that
participants with low attachment anxiety were most inaccurate, a topic
to which we return in the General Discussion.

Study 3: Longitudinal

Study 3 participants were tested every 2 weeks over a 10-week
period, permitting us to assess predicted happiness and actual
happiness before and after they entered new relationships and
before and after breakups. To keep this study comparable to
Studies 1 and 2, we used the same measures. However, given the
10-week time period, it was only practical to use happiness shortly
after an event (actual happiness since the previous testing, meaning
0 to 2 weeks before; for predicted, 1 week, our assumed average
time since an event). Eastwick, Finkel, Krishnamurti, and Loewen-
stein (2008) successfully used a similar longitudinal design to find
affective forecasting errors for breakups in a small sample of 26
participants across a 2-week period. The present study employed a
larger sample, obtained forecasts for both entering a new relation-
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ship and breaking up, and, crucially for present purposes, exam-
ined moderation by anxious attachment.

Method

Participants (n � 535, 385 women; Mage � 21.99 years) were
Stony Brook undergraduates. At the start of the study, 21 were
married or engaged, 212 dating exclusively, 42 dating casually, and
155 not currently in a relationship (105 did not report relationship
status at time 1). Modeled after Aron et al. (1995), at Time 1,
participants provided affective forecasts (“How happy in general do
you think you would be a week after becoming involved in a close
romantic relationship?” and “How happy in general do you think you
would be a week after experiencing the breakup of a close romantic
relationship?”), rated current happiness (identical to Studies 1 and 2),
and completed the nine-item ECR measure (� � .82). At the five
remaining assessments, participants reported current happiness and

whether they had experienced the focal relationship events (“Have
you entered a new close romantic relationship within the past 2
weeks?”; “Have you experienced the breakup of a close romantic
relationship within the past 2 weeks?”). If participants replied “yes” to
either event, the happiness reported at that time was used as the actual
happiness after entering a new relationship or breaking up. During the
10 weeks, 53 participants entered a new relationship and 69 experi-
enced a breakup.

Results and Discussion

Longitudinal replication for entering a relationship. Par-
ticipants who began a relationship during the semester were less
happy 1 week after entering the relationship than they predicted
they would be at the study outset, paired t(37) � �5.68, p � .001.
This result differs from the cross-sectional findings of Gilbert et al.
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Figure 1. Regression lines (based on solving the overall regression equations) for anxious attachment as a
predictor of actual and predicted happiness scores for entering a relationship in (a) Study 1, (b) Study 2, and (c)
Study 3. Graphs range from 2 standard deviations below the mean to 2 standard deviations above the mean on
anxious attachment. Interaction betas in Study 1 were .40 ( p � .05) for young lovers versus loners and .31 ( p �
.01) for old lovers versus loners. Simple effect betas were �.50 and �.53, respectively, for actual happiness
( p � .01 and p � .001, respectively) versus �.08 (ns) for loners. Study 2 interaction betas were .32 and .28
( ps � .001); simple effects, �.43 and �.39 ( ps � .001) versus �.03 (ns). Study 3 interaction beta was .24 ( p �
.15.); simple effects, �.39 ( p � .01) versus �.17 (ns).
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(1998) that used a 6-month timeframe to compare loners’ (singles)
predicted happiness to the actual happiness of young lovers, pre-
sumably due to the shorter timeframe.

Moderation by anxious attachment for entering a relation-
ship. As shown in Figure 1, within the subsample that began a
new relationship, there was the same pattern as in Studies 1 and 2.
Not surprisingly given the small sample size, the regression of
forecasting inaccuracy scores (i.e., predicted minus actual hap-
piness difference score) on attachment anxiety did not approach
significance using a two-tailed test; however, anxious attach-
ment did have a significant negative simple effect for actual
happiness, and the simple effect for predicted happiness was not
significant.

Longitudinal replication test for breakup. Replicating Gil-
bert et al. (1998) and our Studies 1 and 2, but for the first time in
a longitudinal context, we found that people were happier after the

breakup of a relationship than they expected to be, paired t(60) �
10.44, p � .001.

Moderation by anxious attachment for breakup. As shown
in Figure 2 and as in the previous studies, the interaction with
breakup was again relatively weak and nonsignificant.

General Discussion

Meta-analytically combining the two surveys and the longitu-
dinal study,2 we found that accuracy of affective forecasts for two
highly important life events—entering and ending a relationship—
was significantly moderated by an important relationship-relevant

2 Comprehensive meta-analysis program (Borenstein, Hedges, & Roth-
stein, 2007).
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Figure 2. Regression lines (based on solving the overall regression equations) for anxious attachment as a
predictor of actual and predicted happiness scores for breaking up a relationship in (a) Study 1, (b) Study 2, and
(c) Study 3. Graphs range from 2 standard deviations below the mean to 2 standard deviations above the mean
on anxious attachment. In Study 1, anxious attachment did not significantly moderate forecasting accuracy for
breaking up. Study 2 interaction betas were .50 and .20 ( p � .05 and p � .001, respectively) for young and old
leftovers versus loners, respectively; simple effects, �.37 and �.44 ( p � .05 and p � .001, respectively) versus
.04 (ns). Study 3 interaction beta was .15 ( p � .24); simple effects, �.15 (ns) versus .01 (ns).
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individual difference—attachment anxiety. (For entering a rela-
tionship, young lover vs. loner interaction � � .31, old lover vs.
loner � � .29, ps � .001; for breakup, � � .20, p � .05, and � �
.19, p � .001, respectively.) In each case, the effect followed the
same pattern: negative associations between attachment anxiety
and actual happiness following the event (for entering, � � �.42
and � � �.41, ps � .001, respectively; for breakup, � � �.24,
p � .05, and � � �.42, p � .001, respectively), but near-zero
associations for predictions (for entering, � � �.04, 95% CI
[�.13, .04]; for breakup, � � .02, 95% CI [�.09, .12]). This key
near-zero association for predictions might seem an ambiguous
null finding, especially given our reliance on single-item measures,
following Gilbert et al. (1998). However, contrary to this interpre-
tation, the single-item measure was sufficient to yield a clear
interaction, had very small confidence intervals, and was sufficient
to yield considerable overall mean differences between actual and
predicted happiness for breakup.

These studies showed for the first time that forecasting accuracy
(or bias as it is sometimes referred to in the literature) differs
systematically as a function of a focally relevant individual differ-
ence. Moreover, the theoretically expected distinct effects of this
individual difference on predictions and outcomes were systemat-
ically shown.

In addition, comparison of Figures 1 and 2 reveals an important
difference in the role of attachment anxiety for entering and ending
relationships. Those low in anxious attachment were fairly accu-
rate when it came to entering a relationship, but less accurate for
breaking up. Low anxious attachment is traditionally (and justifi-
ably) considered ideal. But these findings tentatively suggest one
shortcoming: Less anxious people may be prone to immune ne-
glect and thus systematically underestimate their ability to cope
with romantic breakups. Future research might directly test the
mechanism behind these findings. Persons high in anxious attach-
ment, in contrast, seem to exhibit something akin to depressive
realism (Alloy & Abramson, 1979).

Our findings also bear importantly on general issues pertaining
to affective forecasts. Our studies largely replicate Gilbert et al.
(1998) regarding systematic inaccuracies in affective forecasts for
relationship events, and do so for the first time in a more repre-
sentative sample, using a longitudinal design and for different
lengths of time. Meta-analytically, both young and old lovers were
inaccurate at predicting their emotions about entering a new rela-
tionship (using the Stouffer Z test, overall Z � �3.82 for young
leftover contrast; Z � �4.70 for old lover contrast, ps � .001).
Although these results are inconsistent with those in smaller sam-
ples, using a large sample, they are consistent with the affective
forecasting research suggesting that people are generally inaccu-
rate forecasters. Consistent with previous research, people were
inaccurate overall in their breakup predictions (overall Z � �8.83,
young leftover contrast; Z � �8.48, old leftover contrast, ps �
.001).

Of course, there are limitations to this work: The present find-
ings will benefit from replication; our assessment of the focal
individual difference (and of happiness) was entirely self-report;
the methods (even if partially longitudinal) are essentially corre-
lational; and generalizability is limited to the Western, individu-
alistic cultural context of our samples. Future research might also
explicitly test whether anxious attachment might moderate nonre-
lational events. In addition, future affective forecasting research

should measure varied aspects of emotion. Perhaps both highly
anxious individuals and less anxious individuals might make better
predictions if asked to be mindful about their full repertoire of
emotional responses.

Nevertheless, these studies advance knowledge of affective
forecasting in several ways: They demonstrate the basic effect for
the first time in a broad, longitudinal sample. They also showed for
the first time that (a) a relevant individual difference can moderate
affective forecasts, (b) an individual difference can moderate these
forecasts by having systematically different effects on predictions
and outcomes, and (c) attachment anxiety appears to undermine
prediction accuracy for entering a relationship but to enhance it for
breakups.

References

Alloy, L. B., & Abramson, L. Y. (1979). Judgment of contingency in
depressed and nondepressed students: Sadder but wiser? Journal of
Experimental Psychology, 108, 441–485.

Aron, A., Aron, E. N., & Allen, J. (1988). Motivations for unreciprocated
love. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 24, 787–796.

Aron, A., Paris, M., & Aron, E. N. (1995). Falling in love: Prospective
studies of self-concept change. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 69, 1102–1112.

Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: Desire for
interpersonal attachments as a fundamental human motivation. Psycho-
logical Bulletin, 117, 497–529.

Berscheid, E., & Reis, H. T. (1998). Attraction and close relationships. In
D. T. Gilbert, S. T. Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of social
psychology (4th ed., Vol. 2, pp. 193–281). New York: McGraw-Hill.

Borenstein, M., Hedges, L., & Rothstein, H. (2007). Meta analysis: Fixed
effect versus random effects. Retrieved from http://www.Meta-
Analysis.com

Buehler, R., & McFarland, C. (2001). Intensity bias in affective forecast-
ing: The role of temporal focus. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 27, 1480–1493.

Cohen, S. (2004). Social relationships and health. American Psychologist,
59, 676–684.

Davis, D., Shaver, P. R., & Vernon, M. L. (2003). Physical, emotional, and
behavioral reactions to breaking up: The roles of gender, age, emotional
involvement, and attachment style. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 29, 871–884.

Diener, E. (1984). Subjective well-being. Psychological Bulletin, 95, 542–
575.

Diener, E., Lucas, R. E., & Scollon, C. N. (2006). Beyond the hedonic
treadmill: Revising the adaptation theory of well-being. American Psy-
chologist, 61, 305–314.

Drigotas, S. M., & Rusbult, C. E. (1992). Should I stay or should I go? A
dependence model of breakups. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 62, 62–87.

Dunn, E. W., Brackett, M. A., Ashton-James, C., Schneiderman, E., &
Salovey, P. (2007). On emotionally intelligent time travel: Individual
differences in affective forecasting ability. Personality and Social Psy-
chology Bulletin, 33, 85–93.

Eastwick, P. W., Finkel, E. J., Krishnamurti, T., & Loewenstein, G. (2008).
Mispredicting distress following romantic breakup: Revealing the time
course of the affective forecasting error. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 44, 800–807.

Fraley, R. C., Waller, N. G., & Brennan, K. A. (2000). An item response
theory analysis of self-report measures of adult attachment. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 78, 350–365.

Gilbert, D. T., Pinel, E. C., Wilson, T. D., Blumberg, S. J., & Wheatley,
T. P. (1998). Immune neglect: A source of durability bias in affective
forecasting. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75, 617–638.

452 BRIEF REPORTS



Lam, K. C. H., Buehler, R., McFarland, C., Ross, M., & Cheung, I. (2005).
Cultural differences in affective forecasting: The role of focalism. Per-
sonality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 31, 1296–1309.

Lyubomirsky, S., King, L., & Diener, E. (2005). The benefits of frequent
positive affect: Does happiness lead to success? Psychological Bulletin,
131, 803–855.

Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2003). The attachment behavioral system
in adulthood: Activation, psychodynamics, and interpersonal processes.
Advances in Experimental Psychology, 35, 53–152.

Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2007). Attachment in adulthood: Struc-
ture, dynamics, and change. New York: Guilford Press.

Reis, H. T., Collins, A. W., & Berscheid, E. (2000). The relationship
context of human behavior and development. Psychological Bulletin,
126, 844–872.

Rusbult, C. E., & Martz, J. M. (1995). Remaining in an abusive relation-
ship: An investment model analysis of nonvoluntary dependence. Per-
sonality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 21, 558–571.

Sbarra, D. A. (2006). Predicting the onset of emotional recovery fol-

lowing nonmarital relationship dissolution: Survival analyses of sad-
ness and anger. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 32,
298 –312.

Shaver, P. R., & Mikulincer, M. (2002). Attachment-related dynamics.
Attachment & Human Development, 4, 122–161.

Tidwell, M. C. O., Reis, H. T., & Shaver, P. R. (1996). Attachment,
attractiveness, and social interaction: A diary study. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 71, 729–745.

Wilson, T. D., & Gilbert, D. T. (2008). Explaining away: A model of
affective adaptation. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 3, 372–
388.

Wortman, C. B., & Silver, R. C. (1989). The myths of coping with loss.
Journal of Counseling and Clinical Psychology, 57, 349–357.

Received April 26, 2009
Revision received October 7, 2009

Accepted October 13, 2009 �

Members of Underrepresented Groups:
Reviewers for Journal Manuscripts Wanted

If you are interested in reviewing manuscripts for APA journals, the APA Publications and
Communications Board would like to invite your participation. Manuscript reviewers are vital to the
publications process. As a reviewer, you would gain valuable experience in publishing. The P&C
Board is particularly interested in encouraging members of underrepresented groups to participate
more in this process.

If you are interested in reviewing manuscripts, please write APA Journals at Reviewers@apa.org.
Please note the following important points:

• To be selected as a reviewer, you must have published articles in peer-reviewed journals. The
experience of publishing provides a reviewer with the basis for preparing a thorough, objective
review.

• To be selected, it is critical to be a regular reader of the five to six empirical journals that are most
central to the area or journal for which you would like to review. Current knowledge of recently
published research provides a reviewer with the knowledge base to evaluate a new submission
within the context of existing research.

• To select the appropriate reviewers for each manuscript, the editor needs detailed information.
Please include with your letter your vita. In the letter, please identify which APA journal(s) you
are interested in, and describe your area of expertise. Be as specific as possible. For example,
“social psychology” is not sufficient—you would need to specify “social cognition” or “attitude
change” as well.

• Reviewing a manuscript takes time (1–4 hours per manuscript reviewed). If you are selected to
review a manuscript, be prepared to invest the necessary time to evaluate the manuscript
thoroughly.

453BRIEF REPORTS


