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Abstract
This investigation examined predictors of changes over time in subjective well-being (SWB)
after the 2016 United States presidential election. Two indicators of SWB - general happiness
and life satisfaction - were assessed three weeks before the election, the week of the election,
three weeks later, and six months later. Partisanship predicted both indicators of SWB, with
Trump supporters experiencing improved SWB after the election, Clinton supporters
experiencing worsened SWB after the election, and those who viewed both candidates as bad
also experiencing worsened SWB after the election. The impact of the election on SWB
decreased over time, with all participants returning to baseline life satisfaction six months after
the election. Trump supporters and those who viewed both candidates as bad for the country also
returned to baseline general happiness six months after the election. Clinton supporters, in
contrast, remained below baseline levels of general happiness six months after the election.
Moral and political values, and exposure to media inconsistent with those values, predicted
lasting change in subjective well-being. National events can affect how people perceive the
overall quality of their lives and these effects are exacerbated when moral and political values

are involved.
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Subjective well-being (SWB) reflects people's perceptions of the overall quality of their
lives and is used in psychological and economic research to reflect the overall state of
individuals and societies (Diener, Sandvik, Seidlitz, & Diener, 1993; Kahneman & Krueger,
2006). Two indicators of SWB are typically assessed: 1) reports of general happiness (i.e., the
difference between positive and negative emotions) and 2) an assessment of overall life
satisfaction. Evidence suggests that these two indicators of well-being are independent and
provide distinct information about the overall state of individuals (Diener, Lucas, & Oishi,
2002). The validity of self-reported ratings of general happiness and life satisfaction is supported
by convergence with other measures and indicators of well-being, including neurological indices,
behavior, physiology, and observational reports (Davidson, 2004; Lyubomirsky, Sheldon, &
Schkade, 2005; Sandvik, Diener, & Seidlitz, 1993; Steptoe, Wardle, & Marmot, 2005).

Subjective well-being shows remarkable stability over time after national events, and
even after major personal life events. The present investigation assessed several factors that
could interact to create a situation in which national events have the potential to cause prolonged
changes in SWB.

Subjective well-being over time

Although debate continues about the precise degree of stability and variability in SWB,
evidence suggests that SWB is generally stable across time for individuals, and that SWB often
returns rapidly to its typical level after events (Diener et al., 1999; Headey & Wearing, 1989;
Lucas, 2007). Large cohort studies have revealed stability in people’s ratings of general
happiness and life satisfaction over time (Baird, Lucas, & Donnellan, 2010; Lucas & Donnellan,
2007). Further suggesting stability over time, SWB shows evidence of a strong genetic

component and is moderately to strongly correlated with personality traits including
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extraversion, neuroticism, and self-esteem (Diener, Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999; Lykken &
Tellegen, 1996; Steel, Schmidt, & Shultz, 2008). Even major life events, such as serious
disability or large lottery wins, have little lasting impact on SWB (Brickman, Coates, & Janoff-
Bulman, 1978; Suh, Diener, & Fujita, 1996). Despite this general tendency toward stability,
major life events with broad implications for the future (unemployment, widowhood) can result
in slightly lower subjective well-being years after the event (Lucas, Clark, Georgellis, & Diener,
2003; 2004). Further, individuals vary in their likelihood of experiencing negative life events and
in their adaptation after events (Lucas, 2007).

Consistent with the findings of general stability in SWB, several studies have failed to
find any impact of national elections on SWB, regardless of whether well-being was measured
days after the election (Tsutsui, Kimball, & Ohtake, 2010) or months after (Dolan, Metcalfe, &
Powdthavee, 2008; Dolan, Peasgood, & White, 2008). In three elections in the United Kingdom,
there was no evidence that election results impacted life satisfaction, irrespective of how invested
people were in the election (Dolan, Metcalfe, et al., 2008). One study revealed a medium,
statistically significant, impact of an election on happiness immediately after the outcome was
announced in a small group of partisans selected because they were unusually invested in the
election (Wilson, Meyers, & Gilbert, 2003). This study focused on the U.S. Presidential election
of 2000 (notable for extended controversy over the votes). Another study revealed that liberals
reported lower life satisfaction than conservatives after a conservative won the presidency in that
same 2000 U.S. Presidential election, although no measure of life satisfaction before the outcome
was taken (Napier & Jost, 2008). As a result, it was not possible to assess if satisfaction changed
as a result of the election or reflected stable differences based on political partisanship. Thus

most studies to date have found that elections, and other national events, have no significant



Subjective Well-Being after Election 2016 5

impact on well-being, or have an impact that is limited to immediately after the election outcome
among highly invested voters.
Predictors of SWB

In the present investigation, we examined the time course of reactions in the days, weeks,
and months after the outcome of the 2016 United States presidential election. The candidates
affiliated with the two major political parties were Hillary Clinton (Democrat) and Donald
Trump (Republican). Most polls, including those based on exit polls with early voters, showed
Clinton with a clear lead entering election day (Silver, 2016). The election outcome was
announced in the evening of November 8", with Trump emerging as the president-elect (pending
Electoral College vote) and Clinton winning the popular vote.

Several potential predictors of subjective well-being were examined. People generally
experience happiness after events they view as positive and unhappiness after events they view
as negative (e.g., Carver, 2004; Frijda, 1987; Lench, Bench, Darbor, & Moore, 2015; Lench,
Flores, & Bench, 2011; Roseman, 1996). Highly negative events, such as unemployment, have
been shown to impact subjective well-being for an extended time after the event (Lucas et al.,
2003; 2004). Therefore, we expected political partisanship, an indicator of the subjective value of
the election, to predict changes in SWB after the election.

Moral foundations were also examined as predictors of subjective well-being. Moral
Foundations Theory (MFT) was developed based on theory and evidence related to the evolution
of morality (Graham et al., 2013). It posits that several moral values, which have been shown to
exist across cultures and individuals, are central to moral decision making. These values are
universal, but MFT also posits that individuals and cultures differ in the value they place on

specific moral foundations and that conflicts arise when there is disagreement about the relative
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value of foundations. Investigators have used the theory to understand and predict “culture wars”
in the United States (Graham et al., 2011; Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009; Haidt & Graham,
2007; McAdams et al., 2008). Two of the moral foundations, fairness and harm, focus on
protecting individual people and are referred to as “individualizing” foundations. Three of the
moral foundations, in-group loyalty, authority, and purity, are focused on protection of the group
and are referred to as “binding” foundations. Liberals and conservatives tend to differ in the
priority given to these foundations, with liberals valuing individualizing over binding
foundations and conservatives valuing the two equally (Graham et al., 2011; Haidt, 2012).
Violations of an individual’s moral values have been shown to evoke intense negative emotion
(Litz et al., 2009; Pargament, Magyar, Benore, & Mahoney, 2005).

The Trump campaign emphasized policies oriented toward prioritizing American safety
and economic stability. Trump dubbed this approach to government “America First” (DelReal,
2016; United States Office of the Press Secretary, 2017). Many of his speeches received
significant media attention for their provocative nature on issues of moral value to voters. One
particular example widely covered by the press was Trump’s statements related to immigration
policy. He placed a heavy emphasis on securing the nation’s borders to prevent illegal
immigration, a policy proposal that received both praise and condemnation from politicians and
media (Suls, 2017). As stated in a transcript of one Republican party debate, Trump stated “We
have at least 11 million people in this country that came in illegally. They will go out” (Peters &
Do, 2016). Consistent with these statements during his campaign, Trump began processes to
restrict foreigner access to the United States shortly after his inauguration (The Whitehouse,

2017). Given the perceived relevancy of this and other moral issues in the election, we
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hypothesized that differences in the value placed on individualizing versus binding moral
foundations would predict changes in subjective well-being after the election.

Media exposure was also included as a predictor of subjective well-being after the
election, with the expectation that it would interact with partisanship and moral foundations to
predict responses after the election. Participants who perceived the election outcome as a positive
event were expected to experience a boost in SWB as they watched more media about the
election, and participants who perceived the election outcome as a negative event were expected
to experience a decline in SWB as they watched more media about the election. Past studies have
shown that reactions to a negative event can be prolonged by media exposure (Cantor, Mares, &
Oliver, 1993; Pfefferbaum et al., 2001). For example, in a large sample of Americans polled after
the terrorist attacks of 9/11, earlier and more frequent exposure to related television images
predicted increased posttraumatic stress symptoms for up to three years after the attacks (Silver
et al., 2013). Similarly, exposure to media content about the presidential election could result in
people having a heightened and prolonged response to the outcome of the election. If supported,
this finding would extend previous findings regarding the impact of media attention after
national events to include events with moral implications without physical destruction.

Method
Participants

Data collection was planned for approximately 1,000 participants (500 community
participants, 500 student participants). We slightly oversampled due to anticipated attrition over
time. A total of 1,183 participants completed a survey about their anticipated responses to the
outcome of the U.S. presidential election in 2016. Participants were excluded from analyses who

indicated that the election of either candidate would be good for the country because this sample
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was too small to include in comparisons (n = 18) or if they did not complete the second time
point the week of the election. The final sample included 1,019 participants, with 455
participants recruited through Amazon Mechanical Turk (Mturk), 196 undergraduate students
enrolled in a large public Texas university, and 368 participants enrolled in a large public
California university. Response rates were as follows: 1,019 at Times 1 and 2, 946 at Time 3,
and 538 at Time 4. Participants were offered a payment (for Mturk) or course credit (for
students) for every survey and Mturk participants received a bonus for completion of the first
three surveys. The sample included 67% women, with an average age of 28.26 years (SD =
12.35). Approximately 80% of participants voted. Of those who voted, 63% voted for Clinton,
29% voted for Trump, and 8% voted for another candidate. This study was part of a larger
investigation focused on decision making, and only methods and procedures relevant to the
present investigation are reported here.
Procedures and Materials

Participants completed surveys at four time points: three weeks before the election, the
week of the election, three weeks after the election, and six months after the election. At each
time point, participants reported the extent to which they were generally feeling happy, angry,
and scared, and their current life satisfaction. The general method for the larger investigation was
preregistered before the study commenced, and the hypotheses and analyses for the present
investigation were preregistered before analyses began at https://osf.io/ph4xf/. These analyses
were updated based on the editorial review process but predictions remained consistent.

Time 1: Three weeks before the election. Participants were invited to participate
through university subject pools or the Amazon Mturk system. Participants reported their current

emotional state ("In general, how are you currently feeling?"), for three feeling states (happy,
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angry, scared) on scales ranging from not at all (1) to extremely (9). There is debate regarding
the best way to measure emotional responses to indicate SWB (Kahneman & Krueger, 2006),
and the larger investigation included multiple feeling states. Analyses focused on reports of
general feelings because 1) the measurement was consistent with scales used in past studies of
SWAB, 2) these were the first questions asked and occurred before questions specifically about the
election, and 3) these reports were available at all time points. Consistent with past studies
focused on SWB, general happiness was calculated by taking happiness ratings and subtracting
out mean negative emotion ratings (Diener, Diener, & Diener, 1995; Kahneman & Krueger,
2006).

Participants then reported their current life satisfaction, “How satisfied are you feeling
with your life, all things considered?” on a scale ranging from not at all satisfied (1) to extremely
satisfied (9). This item for life satisfaction is similar to items used in multiple studies on SWB,
including studies on reactions to election outcomes (Dolan, Metcalfe, et al., 2008; Lucas & Brent
Donnellan, 2012).

Participants reported their political partisanship in response to the question, “When
considering your political beliefs, do you usually think of yourself as liberal or conservative?” on
a scale ranging from strongly liberal (1) to strongly conservative (7). They also responded to two
questions about their overall dichotomous evaluation of the candidates, "If Hillary Clinton/
Donald Trump is elected president, would you consider this to be bad for the country or good for
the country?" Participants reported the number of hours they had spent watching coverage of the
campaigns, their gender, age, and ethnicity/race.

Participants completed several individual difference measures, including items from the

Moral Foundations Questionnaire focused on the relevance of moral foundations for decisions
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(MFQ); Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2008). On the MFQ, participants report the degree to which
they believe that different moral considerations should be incorporated in individual decisions.
The MFQ includes four items that represent the degree to which people believe that decisions
should be based on fairness or harm (o = .75) and six items that represent the degree to which
people believe decisions should be based on concerns about loyalty, authority, and sanctity (o =
.80). Based on past evidence that liberals and conservatives vary in the priority given to moral
foundations, a difference score was created to represent the extent to which participants placed
value on individualizing moral foundations versus binding moral foundations.

Time 2: The week of the election. Participants who completed the Time 1 survey were
invited to complete the second survey, starting the evening (5 p.m.) of November 9 through
November 12, 2016. Participants first reported their current feelings (happy, angry, scared) and
their life satisfaction using the same prompts and scales as at Time 1. They also reported the
number of hours they had spent watching media about the election outcome. Participants
reported whether or not they voted. Those who voted reported who they voted for.

Time 3: Three weeks after the election. Participants who completed Time 1 were
invited to complete the third survey, starting the evening (5 p.m.) of November 28 through
December 2, 2016. Participants reported their current feelings, life satisfaction, and media
exposure, using the same prompts and scales as at Time 1.

Time 4: Six months after the election. Participants who completed Time 1 were invited
to complete the fourth survey, starting the evening (5 p.m.) of April 21 through May 1, 2017.

Participants again reported their general feelings, life satisfaction, and media exposure.
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Analytic Approach

A multilevel modeling approach was used to examine changes in subjective well-being
over time (reflected in general happiness and life satisfaction) and predictors of SWB. All
continuous predictors were mean centered before inclusion and categories were dummy coded
(Hox, 2002; Shek & Ma, 2011). We used an autoregressive structure, as well-being measures
taken closer in time were expected to be more highly correlated than those taken further apart.
The variable for time was created with the Time 1 survey set as zero, and all other time points set
with one month (an average of 30.4 days per month in a typical year) since the election as the
standard time unit. Thus, Time 2 (released one day after the election) was .03 units; Time 3
(released 20 days after the election) was .66 units; Time 4 (released 164 days after the election)
was 5.39 units. We expected that a model including cubic terms for time (e.g., Time, Time?,
Time®) would best capture changes in well-being scores over time, given that there were three
time points captured after the election. This expectation was confirmed in the improved fit of
growth models that included three time variables (see Supplemental materials for the
unconditional, time, and quadratic models). Cubic terms for time were thus retained in all
subsequent models. A simplified version of the Level 1 model, with i representing individuals

and j representing the time point, is:
: s 2 .3
SWBij = BOij + BlijTlmeij + BZijTlme ij T BgijTlme ij T Eij
Subsequent analyses included predictors of well-being scores that were collected about

individuals (political partisanship, moral foundations) as well as at each time point (media

exposure to election material). We screened demographic and geographic factors to determine if
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they interacted with partisanship in predicting responses to the election; none emerged as a
consistent or significant predictor and these factors were therefore not retained in the models.
Results

Preliminary Analyses

There are many ways to conceptualize people’s election preferences. We examined
voting preferences in two ways. First, we used participants’ reports of their partisanship (i.e.,
“When considering your political beliefs, do you usually think of yourself as liberal or
conservative” on a 7-point scale; Napier & Jost, 2008). Second, for the purposes of creating
meaningful figures, we categorized participants according to candidate preference, that is,
whether they judged that 1) the election of Trump would be good for the country and the election
of Clinton would be bad for the country (Trump supporters, n = 184; 18.1%), 2) the election of
Trump would be bad for the country and the election of Clinton would also be bad for the
country (“both bad” group, n = 313; 30.7%), or 3) the election of Trump would be bad for the
country and the election of Clinton would be good for the country (Clinton supporters, n = 522;
51.2%). Table 1 presents the correlations among primary study variables.

General Happiness after the Election

Building on the base cubic time model described in the analytic approach section, a
multi-level model was used to examine the extent to which political partisanship affected
changes in general happiness after the election. The first conditional model included partisanship
as a predictor of overall change in general happiness. The results revealed that stronger
conservatism was associated with increased general happiness after the election, p = .52 (SE =
.03), 1(3478) = 16.20, p <.001. Subsequent analyses revealed, however, that partisanship

interacted with the time points, such that partisanship affected participants’ general happiness at
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each time point after the election. As Table 2 shows, partisanship was associated with changes in
participants’ general happiness in the week of the election, and with subsequent changes three
weeks post-election, and six months post-election.

Figure 1 illustrates the changes in happiness over time based on candidate preferences.
The corresponding multilevel model used to illustrate these changes included dummy coded
variables for political preference (i.e., one variable represented with Trump supporter =0,
Clinton supporter = 1; one variable represented with Trump supporter = 0, both candidates
viewed as negative = 1). As shown in Figure 1, Clinton supporters experienced a sharp decrease
in general happiness in the week after the election, with relatively higher happiness three weeks
after the election and six months after the election. Participants who viewed both candidates as
bad had a similar, though less extreme, pattern of response. Trump supporters experienced a
slight increase in happiness in the week after the election but a decrease in the weeks and months
afterward.

We conducted a series of post hoc comparisons to follow up on the pattern depicted in
Figure 1 by comparing reported general happiness at time points after the election to baseline
general happiness measured before the election. Compared to before the election, Trump
supporters experienced an increase in general happiness in the week after the election (M =
4.53, M1, =5.03), t(176) = 2.56, p = .011, but this difference was not statistically significant
three weeks later (M3 = 4.67), 1(163) = -0.76, p = .447, or six months later (M1, = 4.79), t(124) =
1.18, p = .242. Participants who viewed both candidates as bad for the country experienced a
decrease in general happiness in the week after the election (M1 = 3.68, M, = 1.14, t(303) =
10.09, p < .001, and decreased general happiness three weeks later (M3 = 3.32), 1(282) = 2.14, p

=.033, but no significant decrease six months later (M4 = 3.60), t(142) = 1.34, p = .184. Clinton
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supporters also experienced a decrease in general happiness in the week after the election (M =
4.08, M, =-1.03), t(508) = 25.98, p < .001, and three weeks later (M3 = 3.17), t(477) = 6.95, p
<.001, and six months later (M4 = 3.96), t(262) = 4.00, p <.001.

We further examined the relationship of general happiness to moral foundations and
media exposure. This conditional model included moral foundations (i.e., value placed on
individualizing foundations minus value on binding foundations) and number of hours spent
viewing media about the election at each time point, as well as their interaction, as predictors of
general happiness. Exploratory analyses revealed that media exposure interacted with
partisanship, and therefore this interaction was also retained in the model (estimations of other
predictors are similar if this interaction is removed). As shown in Table 2, more media exposure
predicted declining happiness after the election. This relationship varied based on moral
foundations and partisanship, with both independently impacting how participants responded.
Specifically, the more participants valued individualizing over binding foundations, the stronger
the relationship between more media exposure and declining happiness. Similarly, the more
liberal participants were versus conservative, the more media exposure resulted in declining
happiness. In other words, participants who were more strongly liberal and those who endorsed
individualizing moral foundations of fairness and harm/care more, showed a stronger association
between watching coverage of the election and a negative affective response. It is possible that
this association is due to the fact that these participants were particularly likely to see
information that was inconsistent with their values when they watched media coverage of the

election.
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Life Satisfaction after the Election

Building on the base cubic time model described in the analytic approach section, we
used a multi-level model to examine changes in life satisfaction after the election. The first
conditional model included partisanship as a predictor of overall change in life satisfaction. The
results revealed a positive relationship between stronger conservatism and increased life
satisfaction, f = .24 (SE =.02), t(3266) = 13.11, p < .001. In other words, stronger conservatism
versus liberalism predicted an increase in life satisfaction after the election. Subsequent analyses
revealed, however, that partisanship interacted with time points, such that partisanship affected
participants’ life satisfaction at each time point after the election. As shown in Table 3,
partisanship predicted changes in participants’ life satisfaction in the week of the election,
subsequent changes three weeks post-election, and six months after the election outcome.

To illustrate the changes in life satisfaction over time, Figure 2 presents changes in life
satisfaction based on candidate preferences. The corresponding multilevel model used dummy
coded variables for political preference (i.e., one variable with Trump supporter = 0, Clinton
supporter = 1; one variable with Trump supporter = 0, Both candidates negative = 1). As shown
in Figure 2, Clinton supporters experienced a sharp decrease in life satisfaction in the week after
the election, with relatively higher satisfaction weeks after the election and six months after the
election. Participants who viewed both candidates as bad had a similar, though less extreme,
pattern of response. Trump supporters experienced a slight increase in life satisfaction in the
week after the election but a decrease in the weeks and months afterward.

We conducted a series of post hoc comparisons to follow up on the pattern depicted in
Figure 2, comparing reported life satisfaction at time points after the election to the baseline

measure before the election. Compared to before the election, Trump supporters experienced an
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increase in life satisfaction in the week after the election (M, = 6.45, My, = 6.92), t(183) = 4.68,
p <.001, and three weeks later (M13 = 6.72), t(168) = 2.45, p = .015, but this difference was not
statistically significant six months later, t(125) = 0.77, p = .445. Participants who viewed both
candidates as bad for the country experienced a decrease in life satisfaction in the week after the
election (M1 =5.96, M, = 1.85), 1(312) = 1.98, p = .048, but this tendency was not significant
three weeks later (M3 = 5.91), t(287) = 0.87, p = .387, or six months later (M4 = 5.86), t(145) =
0.82, p = .412. Clinton supporters also experienced a decrease in life satisfaction in the week
after the election (M1 = 6.11, My, = 5.18), t(521) = 12.00, p < .001, and three weeks later (M3 =
5.97), t1(488) = 2.56, p = .011, but this difference was not significant six months later (M4 =
6.09), t(265) = 0.31, p = .755.

We further examined the relationship of life satisfaction to moral foundations and media
exposure. This conditional model included moral foundations (i.e., value placed on
individualizing foundations minus value placed on binding foundations) and number of hours
spent viewing media about the election, as well as their interaction, as predictors of life
satisfaction. Unlike the model for general happiness, exploratory analyses showed that media
exposure did not interact with partisanship; therefore, this interaction was not included in the
model. As shown in Table 3, more value placed on individualizing over binding moral
foundations predicted declining life satisfaction after the election. This relationship varied with
media exposure, with more media exposure resulting in a stronger negative relationship between
moral foundations and life satisfaction. In other words, participants who were particularly likely
to see information that was inconsistent with their values in media coverage of the election (i.e.,
those who endorse individualizing moral foundations of fairness and harm/care over binding

foundations), were again more negatively affected by watching coverage of the election.
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Discussion

Interest and investment in national measures of SWB are increasing but researchers and
policy makers acknowledge limited understanding of the types of events that affect individual
wellbeing (Powdthavee, 2010). Our findings reveal that the 2016 U.S. Presidential election
impacted how people perceived the quality of their lives. This impact is remarkable given past
research demonstrating the stability of subjective well-being (SWB) and past evidence that
national events and elections typically have little impact on SWB (Dolan, Metcalfe, et al., 2008;
Dolan, Peasgood, et al., 2008). In a seminal paper that is often referenced as evidence of the
small impact of events on well-being, people who had become quadriplegic within the last year
reported lower happiness than controls and lottery winners by a difference of about 17% of their
scale (about 1 point on a 6-point scale; Brickman et al., 1978). Clinton supporters reported about
a 24% decrease in happiness during the week after the election on the scale in the present
investigation (about 2.17 points on a 9-point scale). While the time since event was variable in
the Brickman et al. study, the impact of the election in the present investigation is notable given
this past evidence regarding how quickly people adjust to even a catastrophic personal life event.
The SWB of Clinton supporters had rebounded three weeks after the election, but remained
lower than before the election and lower than the SWB of Trump supporters. Notably, the
general happiness of Clinton supporters remained lower even six months after the election,
although their life satisfaction returned to baseline levels.

Of course, it is possible that Clinton supporters were happier than usual at baseline
measurement because they anticipated that their candidate would win the election. There are
several theoretical and empirical reasons to think that this was not the case. First, research

suggests that measures of subjective well-being tend to be stable over time and events, making it
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unlikely that the anticipation of an election outcome would have affected responses. Supporting
this, there was no difference in baseline happiness between Clinton supporters (M = 6.13, SD =
1.53) and Trump supporters (M = 6.38, SD = 1.61), t(703) = 1.85, p = .07. Second, the election
was notable for the negative evaluations of, and lack of enthusiasm for, both major candidates
(e.g., O’Connor, 2016). Supporting this, participants who were Clinton supporters gave an
overall evaluation of 5.56 on a 7-point scale (with 4 being neutral) that the election of Clinton
would be good for the country. Indeed, 14% gave a rating of “neutral” or lower, and only 19%
“strongly agreed” that the election of Clinton would be good. While this represents a positive
evaluation, it is far from the type of enthusiasm that would result in happiness as people
anticipate the outcome of the election. It is also possible that the emotional terms used in this
study did not capture the full gamut of emotional responses, such as disgust, joy, pride, and so
forth. Future studies should include multiple emotion indicators to evaluate the impact of
national events.

The impact of the election, combined with the finding that media exposure and moral
values predicted changes in subjective well-being after the election, is suggestive of the type of
events that change how people perceive the overall quality of their lives. Past work has
demonstrated the importance of attention and salience in determining how long an emotional
response to an event lasts. Events that capture attention, are varied, and are surprising have a
longer impact on emotions than more mundane events (e.g., Wilson & Gilbert, 2008). The 2016
election appeared to have many of these features, given the pre-election polls that suggested a
different outcome was very likely and the amount of media attention to the outcome of the

election. Most polls indicated that Hillary Clinton was likely to be elected president (Andrews,
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Katz, & Patel, 2016). Several publications reacted to Trump’s victory as a “historic upset” (e.g.
Levinson & Alberta, 2016).

We also posit that the salience of moral issues in this particular election made it more
likely that people would attend to, and be impacted by, the event. Individuals, groups, and
societies vary in their endorsement of moral foundations (Graham et al., 2013). No theory or
evidence indicates that any one moral foundation is “better” or more correct than any other
foundation. There is evidence, however, that these foundations represent automatic intuitions
about the world around us (Graham et al., 2011). As such, moral intuitions are experienced as
compelling and inherently valuable to the individuals that hold them. The inability to
accommodate to and justify life events perceived to violate these moral intuitions carries a heavy
emotional toll (Litz et al., 2009; Pargament et al., 2005). Because moral issues were the focus of
much of rhetoric and media attention in the campaign, the election outcome potentially
communicated that one’s personal values either were shared by the country or rejected by the
country. We do not have direct evidence of this process, but hashtags and movements claiming
“#notmypresident” and "#notmyamerica” in the weeks since the election suggest that people feel
the election has implications for the relationship between themselves and the country. Reports
from the Pew Research Center (6/22/16) found that partisans viewed the other party and its
supporters as threats, and felt separated from the “coldness” of the other party (Doherty & Kiley,
2016). Across the United States, there have been protests and marches related to the election of
Trump, policies of the administration, and specific events (Healy & Peters, 2016).

Past studies have revealed that SWB is generally stable, but that personal events,
including widowhood, divorce, and unemployment, can modify SWB. These events potentially

also provide information to the individual about their fit with and likelihood of success in a given
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society. Viewed through this lens, the election outcome, because of its implications for the fit
between the values of the individual and the values of the country, could be perceived as having
implications for the future of individuals in the country and would be expected to impact their
assessment of the overall quality of their lives. Future studies should evaluate whether other
events that convey moral values related to individualizing moral foundations, such as policies
that have implications for human rights and the degree to which a country is inclusive, might be

particularly likely to impact SWB among some individuals.



Subjective Well-Being after Election 2016 21

References

Andrews, W., Katz, J., & Patel, J. (2016, November 8). Latest Election Polls 2016 - The New
York Times. The New York Times. Retrieved from
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/us/elections/polls.html?_r=0

Baird, B. M., Lucas, R. E., & Donnellan, M. B. (2010). Life satisfaction across the lifespan:
Findings from two nationally representative panel studies. Social Indicators Research, 99,
183-203. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-010-9584-9

Brickman, P., Coates, D., & Janoff-Bulman, R. (1978). Lottery winners and accident victims: Is
happiness relative? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 36, 917-927.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.36.8.917

Cantor, J., Mares, M.-L., & Oliver, M. B. (1993). Parents’ and children’s emotional reactions to
TV coverage of the gulf war. In B. S. Greenberg & W. Gantz (Eds.), Desert storm and the
mass media (pp. 325-340). Hampton Press. Retrieved from
https://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=view_citation&hl=en&user=A6xXjNsAAAA
J&citation_for_view=A6xXjNSAAAAJ:20sOgNQ5qMEC

Carver, C. S. (2004). Negative affects deriving from the behavioral approach system. Emotion, 4,
3-22. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1528-3542.4.1.3

Davidson, R. J. (2004). Well-being and affective style: Neural substrates and biobehavioural
correlates. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London B: Biological

Sciences, 359, 1395-1411. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1098/rsth.2004.1510



Subjective Well-Being after Election 2016 22

DelReal, J. A. (2016, April 27). Trump, pivoting to the general election, hones “America First”
foreign policy vision. The Washington Post. Retrieved from
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/post-politics/wp/2016/04/27/trump-pivoting-to-the-
general-election-hones-america-first-foreign-policy-vision/?utm_term=.6d3a6fd9elc3

Diener, E., Diener, M., & Diener, C. (1995). Factors predicting the subjective well-being of
nations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69, 851-864.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.5.851

Diener, E., Lucas, R. E., & Oishi, S. (2002). Subjective well-being: The science of happiness and
life satisfaction. In C. R. Snyder & S. J. Lopez (Eds.), Handbook of Positive Psychology
(pp. 63-73). New York: Oxford University Press.

Diener, E., Sandvik, E., Seidlitz, L., & Diener, M. (1993). The relationship between income and
subjective well-being: Relative or absolute? Social Indicators Research, 28, 195-223.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01079018

Diener, E., Suh, E. M., Lucas, R. E., & Smith, H. L. (1999). Subjective well-being: Three
decades of progress. Psychological Bulletin, 125, 276-302.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.125.2.276

Doherty, C., & Kiley, J. (2016, June 22). Key facts about partisanship and political animosity in
America. Pew Research Center. Retrieved from http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-
tank/2016/06/22/key-facts-partisanship/

Dolan, P., Metcalfe, R., & Powdthavee, N. (2008). Electing happiness: Does happiness affect
voting and do elections affect happiness? Retrieved from

https://www.york.ac.uk/media/economics/documents/discussionpapers/2008/0830.pdf



Subjective Well-Being after Election 2016 23

Dolan, P., Peasgood, T., & White, M. (2008). Do we really know what makes us happy? A
review of the economic literature on the factors associated with subjective well-being.
Journal of Economic Psychology, 29, 94-122.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2007.09.001

Frijda, N. H. (1987). Emotion, cognitive structure, and action tendency. Cognition & Emotion, 1,
115-143. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02699938708408043

Graham, J., Haidt, J., Koleva, S., Motyl, M., lyer, R., Wojcik, S. P., & Ditto, P. H. (2013). Moral
foundations theory: The pragmatic validity of moral pluralism. Advances in Experimental
Social Psychology, 47, 55-130. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-407236-
7.00002-4

Graham, J., Haidt, J., & Nosek, B. (2008). Moral Foundations Questionnaire. Retrieved July 28,
2017, from http://www.moralfoundations.org/questionnaires

Graham, J., Haidt, J., & Nosek, B. A. (2009). Liberals and conservatives rely on different sets of
moral foundations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 96, 1029-1046.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0015141

Graham, J., Nosek, B. A., Haidt, J., lyer, R., Koleva, S., & Ditto, P. H. (2011). Mapping the
moral domain. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101, 366—-385.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0021847

Haidt, J. (2012). The righteous mind: Why good people are divided by politics and religion. New
York: Pantheon Books.

Haidt, J., & Graham, J. (2007). When morality opposes justice: Conservatives have moral
intuitions that liberals may not recognize. Social Justice Research, 20, 98-116.

https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11211-007-0034-z



Subjective Well-Being after Election 2016 24

Headey, B., & Wearing, A. (1989). Personality, life events, and subjective well-being: Toward a
dynamic equilibrium model. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 57, 731-739.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.57.4.731

Healy, P., & Peters, J. W. (2016, November 9). Donald Trump’s victory is met with shock across
a wide political divide. The New York Times. Retrieved from
https://www.nytimes.com/2016/11/10/us/politics/donald-trump-election-reaction.html

Hox, J. J. (2002). Multilevel analysis: Techniques and applications. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.

Kahneman, D., & Krueger, A. B. (2006). Development in the measurement of subjective well-
being. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 20, 3-24.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1257/089533006776526030

Lench, H. C., Bench, S. W., Darbor, K. E., & Moore, M. (2015). A functionalist manifesto:
Goal-related emotions from an evolutionary perspective. Emotion Review, 7, 90-98.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073914553001

Lench, H. C., Flores, S. A., & Bench, S. W. (2011). Discrete emotions predict changes in
cognition, judgment, experience, behavior, and physiology: A meta-analysis of
experimental emotion elicitations. Psychological Bulletin, 137, 834—855.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0024244

Levinson, A., & Alberta, T. (2016, November 9). Trump bulldozes blue wall, wins white house.
National Review. Retrieved from http://www.nationalreview.com/article/442015/2016-

election-donald-trump-wins-white-house-historic-upset



Subjective Well-Being after Election 2016 25

Litz, B. T., Stein, N., Delaney, E., Lebowitz, L., Nash, W. P., Silva, C., & Maguen, S. (2009).

Moral injury and moral repair in war veterans: A preliminary model and intervention

strategy. Clinical Psychology Review, 29, 695-706.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2009.07.003
Lucas, R. E., & Brent Donnellan, M. (2012). Estimating the reliability of single-item life
satisfaction measures: Results from four national panel studies. Social Indicators Research,
105, 323-331. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-011-9783-z
Lucas, R. E., Clark, A. E., Georgellis, Y., & Diener, E. (2003). Reexamining adaptation and the
set point model of happiness: Reactions to changes in marital status. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 84, 527-539. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-

3514.84.3.527
Lucas, R. E., Clark, A. E., Georgellis, Y., & Diener, E. (2004). Unemployment alters the set

point for life satisfaction. Psychological Science, 15, 8-13.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0963-7214.2004.01501002.x
Lucas, R. E., & Donnellan, M. B. (2007). How stable is happiness? Using the STARTS model to
estimate the stability of life satisfaction. Journal of Research in Personality, 41, 1091-1098.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2006.11.005
Lykken, D., & Tellegen, A. (1996). Happiness is a stochastic phenomenon. Psychological
Science, 7, 186-189. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.1996.tb00355.x
Lyubomirsky, S., Sheldon, K. M., & Schkade, D. (2005). Pursuing happiness: The architecture
of sustainable change. Review of General Psychology, 9, 111-131.

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.9.2.111



Subjective Well-Being after Election 2016 26

McAdams, D. P., Albaugh, M., Farber, E., Daniels, J., Logan, R. L., & Olson, B. (2008). Family
metaphors and moral intuitions: How conservatives and liberals narrate their lives. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 95, 978-990.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0012650

Napier, J. L., & Jost, J. T. (2008). Why are conservatives happier than liberals? Psychological
Science, 19, 565-572. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/].1467-9280.2008.02124.x

O'Connor, P. (2016, May 23). Poll finds lack of enthusaism for Clinton and Trump. The Wall
Street Journal. Retrieved from https://www.wsj.com/articles/poll-finds-lack-of-enthusiasm-
for-clinton-and-trump-1464037289

Oltermann, P., Connolly, K., Phillips, T., Zhen, W., Lakhani, N., Walker, S., ... Beaumont, P.
(2017, January 21). How the world reacted to Trump’s inauguration as US president. The
Guardian. Retrieved from https://www.theguardian.com/world/2017/jan/21/how-world-
reacted-donald-trump-inauguration-us-president

Pargament, K. I., Magyar, G. M., Benore, E., & Mahoney, A. (2005). Sacrilege: A study of
sacred loss and desecration and their tmplications for health and well-being in a community
sample. Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion, 44, 59-78.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5906.2005.00265.x

Peters, J., & Do, Q. (2016, February 25). Transcript of the republican presidential debate in
Houston. The New York Times. Retrieved from
https://www.nytimes.com/2016/02/26/us/politics/transcript-of-the-republican-presidential-

debate-in-houston.html



Subjective Well-Being after Election 2016 27

Pfefferbaum, B., Nixon, S. J., Tivis, R. D., Doughty, D. E., Pynoos, R. S., Gurwitch, R. H., &
Foy, D. W. (2001). Television exposure in children after a terrorist incident. Psychiatry:
Interpersonal and Biological Processes, 64, 202—-211.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1521/psyc.64.3.202.18462

Powdthavee, N. (2010). The happiness equation: The surprising economics of our most valuable
asset. London: Icon Books.

Roseman, 1. J. (1996). Appraisal determinants of emotions: Constructing a more accurate and
comprehensive theory. Cognition & Emotion, 10, 241-278.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/026999396380240

Sandvik, E., Diener, E., & Seidlitz, L. (1993). Subjective well-being: The convergence and
stability of self-report and non-self-report measures. Journal of Personality, 61, 317-342.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/}.1467-6494.1993.th00283.x

Shek, D. T. L., & Ma, C. M. S. (2011). Longitudinal data analyses using linear mixed models in
SPSS: Concepts, procedures and illustrations. TheScientificWorldJOURNAL, 11, 42—-76.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1100/tsw.2011.2

Silver, N. (2016, November 8). Final Election Update: There’s A Wide Range Of Outcomes,
And Most Of Them Come Up Clinton. FiveThirtyEight. Retrieved from
http://fivethirtyeight.com/features/final-election-update-theres-a-wide-range-of-outcomes-
and-most-of-them-come-up-clinton/

Silver, R. C., Holman, E. A., Andersen, J. P., Poulin, M., Mcintosh, D. N., & Gil-Rivas, V.
(2013). Mental- and physical-health effects of acute exposure to media images of the
September 11, 2001, attacks and the Iraq war. Psychological Science, 24, 1623-1634.

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612460406



Subjective Well-Being after Election 2016 28

Steel, P., Schmidt, J., & Shultz, J. (2008). Refining the relationship between personality and
subjective well-being. Psychological Bulletin, 134, 138-161.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.134.1.138

Steptoe, A., Wardle, J., & Marmot, M. (2005). Positive affect and health-related neuroendocrine,
cardiovascular, and inflammatory processes. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences of the United States of America, 102, 6508-6512.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0409174102

Suh, E., Diener, E., & Fujita, F. (1996). Events and subjective well-being: Only recent events
matter. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70, 1091-1102.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.5.1091

Suls, R. (2017, February 24). Most Americans continue to oppose U.S. border wall, doubt
Mexico would pay for it. Pew Research Center. Retrieved from
http://lwww.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2017/02/24/most-americans-continue-to-oppose-u-s-
border-wall-doubt-mexico-would-pay-for-it/

The Whitehouse. (2017). America first foreign policy. Retrieved July 28, 2017, from
https://www.whitehouse.gov/america-first-foreign-policy

Tsutsui, Y., Kimball, M., & Ohtake, F. (2010). Koizumi carried the day: Did the Japanese
election results make people happy and unhappy? European Journal of Political Economy,
26, 12-24. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpoleco.2009.08.002

United States Office of the Press Secretary. (2017). Executive order protecting the nation from

foreign terrorist entry into the United States.



Subjective Well-Being after Election 2016 29

Wilson, T. D., Meyers, J., & Gilbert, D. T. (2003). “How happy was |, anyway?” A retrospective
impact bias. Social Cognition, 21, 421-446.

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1521/s0c0.21.6.421.28688



Subjective Well-Being after Election 2016 30
Table 1
Correlations among Study Variables

2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12, 13. 14. 15.
1. Partisanship -.04 207 02 -.06 -.06 - 14** .06 A9FF* J9x** 14 NG | SR I Aokt Y £ ikt
2. Individualiz. MF - A3Fxx 15FF* 13FF* 09** .07 10** .04 .03 -.04 -.06* -.02 -.02 -.03
3. Binding MF - - .004 .03 .04 -.09* .03 .08** .05 A1* AGERx I FRak okkk ] 7Rk
4. T1 Media - - - A4xrx BlRRx BZRkk (O -.06* -.05 -.02 -.05 -.05 -.01 .01
5. T2 Media - - - - 36%F*F 40%F* 01 -14%**  -06 .001 -08** - 11%**  -06 -.01
6. T3 Media - - - - - 40> 01 -11%*  -06 -.03 -.02 -.05 -.02 .01
7. T4 Media - - - - - - -.00 S18%%* - 14%% 05 -.06 -11%% 05 -.04
8. T1 Happiness - - - - - - - 25%F%  ARRk Gl Bodkkk Bfdkk 3Qekkk A7k
9. T2 Happiness - - - - - - - - AQ*Hx 30RRx JgRRk Glakx JQkkx DGk
10. T3 Happiness - - - - - - - - - B3xkx JgEIK AGxak  pgRak A3k
11. T4 Happiness - - - - - - - - - - AgFHRx ABRIR Gk Gk
12. T1 Life Sat. - - - - - - - - - - - R Akl BN Y fetol B (Vi
13. T2 Life Sat. - - - - - - - - - - - - 5gxFx Ghrkx
14. T3 Life Sat. - - - - - - - - - - - - - T0xx*

15. T4 Life Sat. - - - - - -

Note. MF represents moral foundations. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001
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Table 2

Conditional Multilevel Models with General Happiness

Time and Partisanship Media and Moral Foundations

Coefficient (SE) t value Coefficient (SE) t value
Intercept 4.03 (0.10) 41.23*** 4.32 (0.16) 27.71%**
Time -114.99 (4.83) -23.82%** -125.31 (6.18) -20.27***
Time*Time 194.14 (8.04) 24.15%** 210.86 (10.21) 20.65***
Time*Time*Time -32.06 (1.33) -24.18*** -34.81 (1.68) -20.68***
Partisan 0.08 (0.06) 1.42 0.11 (0.08) 1.33
Partisan*Time 43.27 (2.81) 15.41%%* 41.45 (3.47) 11.96%**
Partisan*Time*Time -72.94 (4.67) -15.61*** -69.94 (5.73) -12.20***
Partisan*Time*Time*Time 12.04 (0.77) 15.63*** 11.55 (0.94) 12.23***
Media -0.03 (0.01) -2.45*
Partisan*Media 0.02 (0.01) 3.59***
Moral Foundations 0.06 (0.05) 1.04
MF*Media -0.02 (0.01) -2.82**

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Figure 1

Multilevel model with General Happiness Predicted by Time since Election and Political Preference

. PR . eeeeee Clinton supporters
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Note. Sample sizes varied across time points due to attrition and missing data. Clinton supporters at Time 1 n = 514;
Time 2 n =517; Time 3 n = 486; Time 4 n = 264. Both bad group at Time 1 n =307, Time 2n =309, Time 3 n =
286; Time 4 n = 145. Trump supporters at Time 1 n =179, Time 2 n =181, Time 3 n =168, Time 4 n = 126.
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Table 3

Conditional Multilevel Models with Life Satisfaction

Time and Partisanship Media and Moral Foundations
Coefficient (SE) t value Coefficient (SE) t value
Intercept 6.13 (0.05) 132.82%=** 6.23 (0.08) 79.06%**
Time -15.65 (1.99) -7.86*** -15.45 (3.04) -5.09***
Time*Time 26.50 (3.31) 8.00*** 26.18 (5.02) 5.22%**
Time*Time*Time -4.38 (0.55) -8.01*** -4.33 (0.83) -5.23***
Partisan 0.13 (0.03) 4.90*** 0.10 (0.04) 2.54*
Partisan*Time 9.02 (1.16) 7.81*** 8.46 (1.70) 4.98***
Partisan*Time*Time -15.22 (1.92) -7.91%** -14.30 (2.81) -5.09***
Partisan*Time*Time*Time 2.51 (0.32) 7.92%%* 2.36 (0.46) 5.10%**
Media -0.14 (0.03) -2.26%
Moral Foundations -0.01 (0.01) -1.20
MF*Media -0.01 (0.00) -2.26*

Note. * p <.05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001



Subjective Well-Being after Election 2016 34

Figure 2

Multilevel model with Life Satisfaction Predicted by Time since Election and Political Preference
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Note. Sample sizes varied across time points due to attrition and missing data. Clinton supporters at Time 1 n = 522;
Time 2 n =522; Time 3 n =489; Time 4 n = 266. Both bad group at Time 1 n =313, Time 2n =313, Time 3 n =
288; Time 4 n = 146. Trump supporters at Time 1 n = 184, Time 2 n = 184, Time 3 n =169, Time 4 n = 126.
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Supplemental Materials
Table A

Demographic and Descriptive Characteristics of Samples
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Clinton supporters Both bad Trump supporters
Age 28.64 (11.92) 25.59 (11.08) 31.74 (14.51)
Female 69% 66% 61%
Caucasian 42% 54% 92%
from California sample 46% 38% 5%
from Texas sample 8% 28% 37%
from MTurk sample 46% 35% 58%
Individualizing vs. binding MF* A48 (1.54) .33 (1.37) .26 (.94)
Political partisanship* 2.60 (1.25) 3.80 (1.58) 5.42 (1.29)

Note. *Values represent means and standard deviations
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Table B

Unconditional, Time, and Cubic Time Model for General Happiness

Unconditional Model Time Model Cubic Time Model
Parameter Estimate (SE)  tvalue  Estimate (SE)  tvalue Estimate (SE) t value
Intercept 2.89(0.08)  36.64*** 264 (0.08) 31.86***  4.03(0.11) 37.54%%*
Time 0.25 (0.03) 8.61***  -116.11 (4.35) -26.67***
Time*Time 195.98 (7.25) 27.04***
Time*Time* Time -32.36 (1.20) -27.07%**

Note. -2 Log Likelihood = 18757.63 for Unconditional Mean Model; -2 Log Likelihood =
18684.26 for Time Model; -2 Log Likelihood = 18002.16 for Cubic Time Model. ***p < .001.
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Table C

Unconditional, Time, and Cubic Time Model for Life Satisfaction

Unconditional Model Time Model Cubic Time Model
Parameter Estimate (SE) t value Estimate (SE) t value Estimate (SE) t value
Intercept 598 (0.05) 126.15*** 594 (0.05) 122.66***  6.13 (0.06) 109.14%*=**
Time 0.04 (0.01) 3.53*** -15.81 (1.78) -8.87***
Time*Time 26.77 (2.97) 9.02***
Time*Time* -4.42 (0.49) -9.04***

Time

Note. -2 Log Likelihood = 12872.47 for Unconditional Mean Model; -2 Log Likelihood = 12860.03 for Time
Model; -2 Log Likelihood = 12771.31 for Cubic Time Model. ***p < .001





