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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: People need to accurately understand and predict others' emotions in order to build and maintain meaningful

PSY_ChOk)gY social connections. However, when they encounter new social partners, people often do not have enough in-

]SEOC”’% psychology formation about them to make accurate inferences. Rather, they often resort to an egocentric heuristic, and make
motions

predictions about a target by using their own self-knowledge as a proxy. Is this egocentric heuristic a form of
Social prediction cognitive bias, or is it a rational strategy for real-world social prediction? If egocentrism provides a rational and
Emotion prediction effective solution to the challenging task of social prediction in naturalistic contexts, we should expect that a)
Interpersonal relationship egocentric predictions tend to be more accurate, and b) people rely on self-knowledge to a greater extent when
it's more likely to be a good proxy. Using an emotion prediction task and personality measures, we assessed
similarity and predictive accuracy between first-year college students and their new acquaintance roommate.
Results demonstrated that, when people need to predict an unfamiliar target's emotions, self-knowledge can often
effectively approximate knowledge about others, and thus support accurate predictions. Moreover, participants
that were typical of the sample, whose self-knowledge can better approximate information about the target,
relied more on self-knowledge in their predictions, and thus achieved higher accuracy. These findings suggest
that people rationally tune their use of egocentrism based on whether it is likely to pay off. Overall, these findings
demonstrate a rational side to a cognitive phenomenon usually framed as a cognitive pitfall, namely egocentric
projection, when its natural decision context is taken into consideration.

Social cognition

1. Introduction that is often seen as error prone. However, we propose that egocentrism

is a rational decision strategy, for at least two reasons. First, we hy-

To have positive, successful social interactions, people must pothesize that egocentrism generates accurate predictions. Second, we

accomplish the key task of social prediction. They must anticipate how hypothesize that people deploy it strategically, based on how repre-

others might think, feel, and act in the future, and ready themselves sentative they are of their social environment. In two studies, we set out
accordingly. The ability to see into the social future is particularly to test these interrelated ideas.

important when people are trying to establish new interpersonal con-
nections. The stakes are high with new social targets, as first impressions
are influential and long lasting (Rosenbaum, 1986). Moreover, the task
itself is more challenging. When making predictions about new ac-
quaintances, people have no shared history or accumulated person-
specific knowledge to turn to. Instead, they must rely on other social
prediction strategies. How do people resolve the challenge of social
prediction, even in the absence of rich knowledge about the target?
Egocentrism — anchoring social inferences on self-knowledge — is one
default strategy in the social prediction toolkit. It is a heuristic solution

1.1. Social prediction facilitates social connections

People have a fundamental need to create meaningful social re-
lationships (Baumeister & Leary., 2017). Throughout their lives, people
strive to connect with the people they encounter for collaboration,
friendship, and romantic intimacy. To form these connections, it is
crucial that people foster positive interaction with others, especially in
the early stages of acquaintanceship.

One critical skill that enables successful social interactions is the
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ability to see into the social future (Tamir & Thornton, 2018). That is,
social perceivers need to anticipate how others might think, feel, and
even act before these events take place. By doing so, people can prepare
their own actions ahead of time, and thus make social interactions more
seamless. Oftentimes, people are familiar with the targets of their social
prediction. Through their experiences with familiar targets, people
accrue rich, person-specific knowledge that aids them in making pre-
dictions (Biesanz, West, & Millevoi, 2007; Stinson & Ickes, 1992; Zhao,
Thornton, & Tamir, 2020). Information about the target's trait-like
characteristics, as well as how they felt or acted in similar situations
in the past, can help greatly in honing social predictions to be more
accurate.

However, when people make social predictions about novel, unfa-
miliar targets, as is often the case when they attempt to build new
connections, they do not have detailed person-specific knowledge at
their disposal. How do people resolve the complex challenge of social
prediction when they're confronted with its full force?

One default heuristic used in social prediction is egocentrism (Epley,
Keysar, Van Boven, & Gilovich, 2004). In egocentric inferences, people
use their rich and easily accessible first-person knowledge — how they
themselves might think or feel if they were in their target's situation — to
approximate the possible experiences of the target. That is, people
ignore a large number of potential cues about the target, thus relaxing
the computational challenge of social prediction. Evidence of egocen-
trism abounds across many domains of social judgment. When asked
what others notice or pay attention to, people routinely base their
judgments on what is salient to themselves, ascribing their own atten-
tional states to the target (Gilovich, Medvec, & Savitsky, 2000). Along a
similar vein, when people are asked about others' knowledge state, they
often anchor on what they themselves know. People even assume that
private information, such as one's own feelings or intentions, is acces-
sible to other people (Gilovich, Savitsky, & Medvec, 1998; Keysar, 1994;
Keysar & Henly, 2002). People rely heavily and extensively on self-
knowledge in their social judgments.

1.2. The rationality of egocentrism

Much past research has regarded this egocentric strategy as an ir-
rational misstep. For example, in the seminal work on the false consensus
effect, participants routinely overestimated how much others shared
their opinions and preferences, even when in the minority (Ross,
Greene, & House, 1977). Similarly, research has demonstrated that
people tend to ascribe their own mental states to others more than is
warranted, leading to the illusion of transparency or the curse of knowledge
(Birch & Bloom, 2007; Camerer, Loewenstein, & Weber, 1989; Gilovich
et al., 1998). Research has also focused on the detrimental downstream
consequences of egocentrism. For example, an undue sense of self-other
agreement has been linked to negative outcomes such as mis-identifying
attitudinal norms and undesirable behaviors (Bauman & Geher, 2002),
as well as having more polarized attitudes around social issues (Judd &
Johnson, 1981; Wojcieszak, 2008). Such a dominant bias framing masks
the potential utility of egocentrism.

We suggest that egocentrism can, in fact, be considered a rational
strategy for social prediction, for at least three reasons (Lieder & Grif-
fiths, 2020). First, egocentrism is statistically sound in certain circum-
stances. Specifically, egocentrism reflects a valid statistical procedure
for making social predictions if knowledge about the self is the only
available piece of evidence (Dawes, 1989). While self-knowledge con-
stitutes a very small sample of all possible data points, it is procedurally
rational to integrate this sample into one's prediction in the absence of
other information (e.g., information about the target).

Second, egocentrism is effective. That is, self-knowledge can lead to
accurate social inferences. Social judgment can be thought of as an
optimization problem. To solve this problem, people use knowledge
from different sources, such as knowledge about the self and about
different social groups. The challenge is to find the most optimal way to
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weight and combine these sources of knowledge to make the most ac-
curate judgment possible. How much weight on self-knowledge is
optimal? One study calculated participants' optimal level of egocentrism
(Hoch, 1987). In this study, participants predicted how much a social
target would agree with a series of attitude statements (e.g., communism
is the world's greatest peril), and reported their own attitudes on the
same items. Analyses under this optimization framework showed that
the majority of participants would have been more accurate had they
been even more egocentric than they actually were. That is, self-
knowledge is an effective proxy for knowledge about others, further
supporting the value of egocentrism in social inferences.

Third, other sources of information that people rely on during social
inference, such as stereotypes, can be inaccurate (Eyal, Steffel, & Epley,
2018; McConnell, Sherman, & Hamilton, 1994; Terracciano et al.,
2005). In one series of studies, when participants were encouraged to
abandon their egocentric defaults and actively engage in perspective
taking by “putting themselves in others' shoes,” the accuracy of their
interpersonal judgments was found to decrease. These negative effects of
perspective taking were attributed to the inaccuracy of participants'
stereotypes about groups. This further highlights the potential impor-
tance of self-knowledge for accurate social judgment.

In the current study, we test the hypothesis that egocentrism is a
rational strategy for social judgments in the domain of emotion pre-
diction. We expect that the more people rely on self-knowledge to make
social inferences, the more accurate they will be in their social pre-
dictions. Importantly, we test this in the context of real-world social
inferences at the very start of new relationships.

1.3. Similarity as a rational cue to be egocentric

To make rational decisions, people must flexibly adapt their strategy
based on relevant contextual cues (Griffiths, 2020; Griffiths, Lieder, &
Goodman, 2015). When contextual cues indicate that one strategy is
more likely to lead to accurate judgment, people should be more likely
to employ that strategy. One central cue for egocentrism in the domain
of social prediction is dyadic similarity, or the similarity between a
perceiver and the target of prediction. When people base their pre-
dictions on self-knowledge, their accuracy should increase, but only to
the extent that this self-knowledge is also true of their target. Thus,
perceivers who are similar to their target should experience the greatest
benefit from egocentrism.

Indeed, research has shown that people do not employ an egocentric
strategy in a one-size-fits-all fashion. Rather, people selectively engage
in egocentrism only when it is most rational to do so: people are more
likely to use self-knowledge to make an inference about a similar target
than a dissimilar target (Robbins & Krueger, 2005). The effect of simi-
larity on this social inference strategy is both pervasive and profound.
Egocentrism reliably increases with interpersonal similarity, including
similarity in personality traits (Cho & Knowles, 2013), academic and
professional affiliations (Ames, 2004a; Ames, 2004b; Holtz, 2003), na-
tionality (Li & Hong, 2016), political orientation (Tamir & Mitchell,
2013), and ethnicity (Granberg, Jefferson, Brent, & King, 1981).

Similarity along one social dimension can affect how much people
recruit self-knowledge to make judgments on other, potentially unre-
lated dimensions. For example, in Tamir and Mitchell (2013), partici-
pants employed more egocentric strategies when they judged a similar
target's habits and preferences, even though target similarity was
manipulated using political beliefs. In studies using a minimal group
paradigm (Tajfel, 1970), researchers manipulate perceived similarity by
dividing participants into categories using fictitious and uninformative
criteria. This design removes any potential correspondence between the
similarity dimension and the judgment dimension. Even so, people still
employ self-knowledge in their inferences about minimal groups
(Clement & Krueger, 2002). People assume that those who are similar to
them in some respect will also be similar to them in others, allowing
perceived similarity to exert a profound influence on social judgments.
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If egocentrism leads to overall more accurate social judgments and
people flexibly employ self-knowledge when the target is similar, people
should make more accurate inferences about similar targets. Indeed, this
prediction has been supported empirically. In one study, participants
predicted the attitudes of different targets (Hoch, 1987). Those who
made predictions about a more similar target (e.g., their spouse or an
average graduate school peer) were more egocentric and more accurate
than those who made predictions about a dissimilar target (e.g., the
average American consumer). In a more recent study (Woo & Mitchell,
2020), participants predicted social targets' attitudes and preferences.
They similarly found that when people made predictions about targets
that they considered more similar to themselves, their predictions were
more egocentric and more accurate. In sum, people rationally adjust
their egocentric strategy, ultimately leading to more accurate pre-
dictions about more similar others.

1.4. Typicadlity as a rational cue to be egocentric

Dyadic similarity provides a strong cue to use egocentric prediction.
However, it might not be the most useful cue when people make pre-
dictions about a new, unfamiliar target. Dyadic similarity is a variable
that must be calculated on a case by case basis as people meet new
targets. When engaging with a new person, people might not have
enough time to comprehensively assess how alike they are. If people
adjust their egocentric strategy to an unreliable sense of dyadic simi-
larity, they might make less accurate social predictions.

Instead, we suggest that interpersonal similarity informs social
inference strategies over a broader timescale. People differ in how
similar they tend to be, in general, to others in their immediate social
environment. In other words, people are typical to varying extents. Much
like similarity at the dyad level, a person's typicality influences the
effectiveness of egocentrism. If a person is more typical, they are, by
definition, more similar to more people in their social environment. If a
person is similar to an individual target, they can make more accurate
predictions by relying on self-knowledge in that specific instance. As
such, typical people should, on average, make more accurate predictions
by being egocentric. Over the course of people's social lives, typical
people should gradually learn that they can make more accurate pre-
dictions about a novel target simply by defaulting to using themselves as
an anchor. If people rationally adapt their inferential strategy in this
way, we should see more typical people use more self-knowledge to
make social predictions.

Prior work on typicality has primarily focused on the typicality of a
perceived object, rather than the perceiver (Cantor & Mischel, 1979;
Eberhardt, Davies, Purdie-Vaughns, & Johnson, 2006; Nosofsky, 1988;
Rosch, Simpson, & Miller, 1976). Much of the extant studies on the
typicality of a perceiver investigated the agent's own perceived typi-
cality. For example, this work finds that a group members' own
perceived typicality can predict how likely they will be to “go to the
extreme” for the group (Goldman & Hogg, 2016), or to align themselves
with stigmatized groups (Essien, Otten, & Degner, 2020). More recent
works have started to investigate the role that ground-truth perceiver
typicality might play in social inference and prediction. For example,
Woo and Mitchell (2020) conducted exploratory analyses into whether a
perceiver's (a)typicality affected the correctness of their social in-
ferences. They found that, because people tend to selectively make
egocentric inferences about targets that they perceive as similar, less
typical perceivers tend to be particularly incorrect when they infer the
attitudes and preferences of these similar targets. In line with this recent
interest, we focus on ground truth typicality — how typical people
actually are in relation to their social surroundings — rather than how
typical one perceives themself to be. Self-knowledge can only be a valid
cue for accurate social prediction to the extent that people are actually
typical.
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1.5. The current studies

Across two studies, we aimed to demonstrate and replicate, respec-
tively, that (i) egocentrism is a rational strategy that leads to accurate
predictions, and (ii) perceivers rationally adapt their egocentrism based
on their own typicality and dyadic similarity. To do so, we investigate
three sets of interrelated hypotheses:

First, we hypothesize that egocentrism is an overall effective strategy
for social prediction. We expect that greater egocentrism should be
associated with more accurate social predictions.

Second, we hypothesize that perceiver typicality is an informative
cue for using egocentric strategies. We first replicate prior work showing
that dyadic similarity leads people to rely on self-knowledge. We pro-
pose that individuals develop their social inference strategies over a
lifetime, such that the typicality of a perceiver serves as the most
informative cue for employing egocentric strategies. We expect that
more typical perceivers should use more egocentric strategies.

Finally, we hypothesize that perceiver typicality improves how
accurately people make predictions about novel individuals. Specif-
ically, it does so by increasing the use of egocentric social inference
strategies between the perceiver and their target. That is, we expect hat
more typical perceivers will be more egocentric, which in turn leads to
more accurate predictions.

2. Study 1
2.1. Methods

2.1.1. Participants

Participants were first-year undergraduate students from a private
university in the Northeast US. Each student signed up for the study with
one roommate at the outset of the fall semester. Participants were
recruited as the first wave of a longitudinal study, though subsequent
waves are not analyzed as part of this investigation. Participants were
compensated with either course credit or a small monetary reward. A
sample size of 40 dyads was set a priori, and 59 newly formed roommate
dyads were recruited to allow for attrition (N = 118, 88 women; Mean
age = 18.44, SD = 1.65; 46.6% White, 33.9% Asian, 8.5% more than one
ethnicity, 7.6% Black or African American, 1.7% others, 0.8% Alaskan
Native and American Indian, and 0.8% unreported; 9.3% Hispanic or
Latinx).

All participants were recruited within six weeks of the first day of the
semester, and all completed the study within that time frame (mean =
24 days; range = 0-40 days). Participants were randomly assigned
roommates by the university and had known each other for an average
of 26.7 days (range = 0-83 days). To ensure that study findings do not
stem from effects of relationship duration, we repeated all analyses with
relationship duration as a covariate. Results remained robust (See Sup-
plement). One dyad was excluded from analyses because of prior
acquaintanceship (relationship duration = 345 days). All participants
provided informed consent in a manner approved by the university's
Institutional Review Board. Our final sample size of N = 116 was
powered to detect a minimum correlation size of r = 0.23 at a = 0.05, p
= 0.80 (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007).

2.1.2. Procedure

Participants were recruited in pairs but instructed to complete the
study online independently. During the study, participants first
completed an emotion transition task in which they made predictions
about their own emotion transitions as well as their partner's transitions.
We used this task to measure how accurate participants were at emotion
predictions, how similar they were to their target, and how typical they
were as a member of the university community. Participants then
completed questionnaires about four aspects of their personality: values,
attitudes, recreational activities, and feelings towards different social
groups. We used these personality questionnaires to assess their dyadic
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similarity and typicality outside the domain of emotion dynamics.
Finally, participants completed measures of their relationship and gen-
eral social wellbeing. These measures were administered as a compo-
nent of a larger longitudinal project and were not included in any
current hypotheses or analyses.

Emotion Transition Task. In the emotion transition task, partici-
pants made a series of predictions about how a target's emotions might
change over time. Specifically, participants judged how likely it was that
one mental state (e.g., happiness) would transition into another (e.g.,
elation) for a particular target. On each trial, participants saw a target (e.
g., self) and a pair of emotional states (e.g., happiness = elation). On a
continuous scale from 0% to 100%, participants rated the likelihood that
the target would next experience the second mental state, given that
they were currently experiencing the first.

Three independent sets of five emotion states were used to construct
task stimuli. These states were selected by first applying k-medoids
clustering to three large sets of transitional probability data from pre-
vious research (Thornton & Tamir, 2017), and then taking the central
state of each identified cluster. This selection procedure ensured that the
states used in the current study covered the full span of the mental state
space (See Supplement for details). Stimuli included all possible state
pairs from within each set. Participants thus completed a total of 75
trials for a single target. Trials were randomized within target blocks.

Previous work has demonstrated that the ability to predict emotion
transitions is associated with existing established social cognition mea-
sures. For example, Zhao, Thornton, & Tamir, 2020 showed that people
who make more accurate emotion predictions for specific targets (e.g.,
new friends), also show more accurate performance on the Reading the
Mind in the Eyes Test. Barrick, Thornton, Zhao, and Tamir (2023)
showed that people who make more accurate emotion prediction also
have fewer deficits in understanding emotions in general (e.g., lower
alexithymia symptoms). Together, these findings represent the initial
evidence that the Emotion Transition task measures a meaningful facet
of social cognition.

Participants completed the task for three targets: (i) Self: a partici-
pant's ratings of their own emotion transitions, (ii) Target: a participant's
ratings of their partner's emotion transitions, and (iii) Group: a partici-
pant's ratings of the emotion transitions of the average student at their
university. The order of targets was randomized across participants. For
the purpose of the present study, only Self ratings and Target ratings
were analyzed.

We used the emotion transition ratings to assess four constructs of
central interest: accuracy, egocentrism, similarity, and typicality. Ac-
curacy refers to how well one's predictions about their target match the
target's actual emotion transitions. To assess a participant's accuracy, we
computed the Pearson's correlation between the participant's Target
ratings and their target's Self ratings. Egocentrism refers to how much one
anchors their social predictions on self-knowledge. To assess how much
a participant engaged in egocentric strategies, we computed the Pear-
son's correlation between the participant's Target ratings and their own
Self ratings. Similarity refers to how much two people's emotion transi-
tions correspond to each other. To measure dyadic similarity within the
specific domain of emotion transitions, we computed the Pearson's
correlation between a participant's Self ratings and their target's Self
ratings. Finally, typicality refers to how similar one is to the average
person in their social environment. To assess a participant's typicality
within the specific domain of emotion transitions, we computed the
Pearson's correlation between the participant's Self ratings and the
average Self ratings of the sample. We applied Fisher's z-transformation
to each of these four respective correlation indices.

Personality Measures. Participants completed a series of survey
questions that measured their personality in four different domains
previously shown to be important aspects of interpersonal similarity:
attitudes, recreational activities, feelings towards different social groups
(Bahns, Crandall, Gillath, & Preacher, 2017; Bahns, Springer, & The,
2015), and values (Murray, Holmes, Bellavia, Griffin, & Dolderman,
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2002). While these four domains were by no means exhaustive, our
primary goal here was to sample several diverse aspects of similarity. To
measure social and political attitudes, participants indicated, on a seven-
point Likert scale, how much they agreed or disagreed with 11 state-
ments (Bahns, Springer, & The, 2015, Bahns et al., 2017). To measure
values, participants indicated, on a seven-point Likert scale, how
important 12 values (e.g., independence) were to them as guiding
principles (Murray et al., 2002). To measure recreational activities,
participants indicated, on a five-point Likert scale, how frequently they
engaged in 15 different activities (e.g., going to the movies, going out to
eat). To measure feelings towards different social groups, participants
indicated, on a seven-point Likert scale, how warm or cold they felt
towards 10 social groups (e.g., children, women).

Participants' responses to the personality measures were used to
measure their domain general dyadic similarity and typicality. To assess
domain general dyadic similarity, we computed the Euclidean distance
(total absolute difference) between a participant's responses and those of
their targets across all personality measures. To assess domain general
typicality, we computed the Euclidean distance between a participant's
responses and the sample's average responses across all personality
measures. These domain general scores were then reverse coded, such
that a higher value means more similar or typical, to facilitate
interpretation.

2.1.3. Analyses

In the current study, we aimed to demonstrate the rationality of
using the self as a reference point for social predictions. To do so, we
conducted three sets of interrelated analyses: (i) egocentrism leads to
accurate social predictions: this analysis tested the relation between
egocentrism and accuracy (ii) typicality cues people to be egocentric:
this analysis tested the relation between participant's typicality and
egocentrism (iii) typicality is linked to more accurate prediction at zero
acquaintance: this analysis tested the relation between participant
typicality and accuracy, as well as whether this relation is mediated by
egocentrism and similarity. All analyses were conducted using R (R core
team, 2018). Mediation models were conducted using the ‘lavaan’
package(Rosseel, 2012), and graphics were generated using the
‘ggplot2’ package and the ‘semPlot’ package (Epskamp, 2015). All null
hypothesis significance tests are two-tailed.

For each analysis, we computed the bivariate correlation between
variables at the individual level, and then used these scores for corre-
lation and regression analyses across individuals at the sample level. For
example, to examine the relation between egocentrism and accuracy, we
first computed each participant's egocentrism and accuracy scores. We
then calculated the correlation between the two scores across partici-
pants. One issue this approach faced was that the individual level cor-
relation scores of different constructs can share underlying covariates.
Egocentrism scores were calculated by correlating each participant's Self
ratings with their Target ratings, whereas accuracy scores were calcu-
lated by correlating each participant's Target ratings with their target's
Self ratings. The two construct scores shared the participants' Target
ratings as a covariate. Such covariate sharing can obscure the true
relation between correlation-based construct scores.

As such, our analyses applied an iterative subset-and-bootstrap
procedure to eliminate the confounds produced by covariate sharing.
In each iteration of this procedure, we first divided the 75 state pairs
from the emotion transition task into two equally sized subsets. Each
subset was used to estimate one individual level score. For example, to
estimate the relation between egocentrism and accuracy, we first
divided the 75 items into two sets (a 37-38 split in a single iteration, but
equally sized in the long run). For each participant, we obtained their
egocentrism scores by correlating their Self ratings and Target ratings on
item set 1, and then applying Fisher's z-transformation. We obtained
accuracy scores for the same participant by correlating their Self ratings
and their target's Self ratings on item set 2, and then applying Fisher's z-
transformation. Once these scores were computed, we bootstrapped
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over participants by repeatedly resampling, with replacement, the same
number of participants as the actual sample. For each sample, we
calculated the correlation between egocentrism and accuracy scores.
These two steps were repeated in a nested fashion to obtain an empirical
distribution of the relation of interest. Simulations showed that such a
subset-and-bootstrap procedure can effectively address the covariate-
sharing issue, as well as recover true sample-level correlations (see
Supplement for details). All analyses that involved covariate-sharing
were conducted using this procedure.

When we use these procedures to calculate associations between two
variables, we report mean standardized coefficients across all simula-
tions (r values for simple associations, including the correlation matrix;
standardized coefficients — i.e., coefficients after all values were con-
verted to z-scores - for multiple regression and SEM analyses). As they
are standardized, these values also serve as measures of effect size. For
each value, we also report a confidence interval between the 2.5th and
the 97.5th percentiles of values obtained in the simulations, and a p-
value, computed non-parametrically as the percentage of simulations
which gave a coefficient value below zero (as in all cases, we hypothe-
sized a positive association).

For analyses of the association between domain general typicality
and egocentricity, no items were shared between the primary variables.
We report simple correlation test r values (which also serve as effect size
measures) and confidence intervals, which were obtained via boot-
strapping on participants (i.e., sampling participants with replacement
and taking the mean r value). When reporting multiple regression ana-
lyses without bootstrapping, we report standardized coefficients, which
serve as effect sizes, and confidence intervals. P-values for these tests are
computed in a standard manner via two-tailed t-tests.

The Accuracy of Egocentrism. We examined whether egocentrism
constituted an effective strategy for people to achieve accurate emotion
predictions. To do so, we tested the correlation between participants'
egocentrism scores and accuracy scores. If anchoring social predictions
on self-knowledge indeed aids greater accuracy, we expect that
egocentrism and accuracy scores would be positively correlated.

Rational Cues for Egocentrism. Our main analysis examined
whether egocentrism might be informed by the perceiver's typicality. To
do so, we calculated the correlation between egocentrism scores and
perceiver typicality scores. If typicality informs the extent to which
people anchor their social predictions on self-knowledge, we should see
positive correlations between egocentrism and typicality.

We also attempted to replicate previous work showing that egocen-
trism is tuned to dyadic similarity. To do so, we calculated the corre-
lation between egocentrism and dyadic similarity scores. If dyadic
similarity informs the extent to which people employ egocentric stra-
tegies, we expected that egocentrism and dyadic similarity should be
positively correlated.

Given that dyadic similarity and dyad members' typicality were
inherently correlated, we also examined whether typicality exerted
unique influences on people's egocentric strategy. We conducted linear
regression analyses, using both similarity scores and perceiver typicality
scores to predict egocentrism scores. If typicality accounts for egocen-
trism above and beyond dyadic similarity, we would expect typicality
scores to positively predict egocentrism scores after controlling for
similarity scores.

The Accuracy of Rational Egocentrism. We examined whether
typicality shaped how accurately people can make emotion predictions.
To do so, we calculated the correlation between accuracy scores and
perceiver typicality scores. If typicality shapes how accurately one can
predict others' emotion transitions at zero acquaintance, we should see
positive correlations both between accuracy and perceiver typicality.

Finally, we examined a pathway through which typicality is linked to
accuracy. Specifically, we tested the possibility that more typical per-
ceivers achieve greater accuracy because they are more egocentric. In a
mediation analysis, we tested whether egocentrism scores accounted for
the association between perceiver typicality scores and accuracy scores.
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If more typical individuals achieve greater accuracy by virtue of relying
more on self-knowledge, we expect that egocentrism should mediate the
typicality-accuracy link. To ensure the generalizability of this mediation
analysis, we conducted a convergent analysis using domain general
measures of typicality calculated from the personality measures.

3. Results

Means, standard deviations and zero-order correlations (not using
the bootstrapping procedures described above) for all variables are
provided in Table 1.

3.1. The accuracy of egocentrism

In our first analysis, we tested whether egocentrism is a rational
strategy for social inferences by measuring the relation between
egocentrism and accuracy scores. Egocentrism scores were positively
associated with accuracy scores (Mean bootstrapped r(114) = 0.50,
bootstrapped 95% CI = [0.33, 0.65], p < .001; Fig. 1), suggesting that
those who anchored their emotion predictions more heavily on self-
knowledge also achieved overall greater levels of accuracy about their
target. That is, egocentrism was a sound strategy that supported accu-
rate social inferences.

3.2. Rational cues for egocentrism

In our second set of analyses, we examined whether people strate-
gically tune their level of egocentrism based on how typical they are of
their social surroundings. That is, we examined whether people are more
egocentric when it is rational to do so because they are generally more
similar to most people. To do so, we tested the correlation between
participants' egocentrism scores and typicality scores (Fig. 2). We found
that typicality positively predicted egocentrism (Mean bootstrapped r
(114) = 0.60, bootstrapped 95% CI = [0.45, 0.72], p < .001). We
repeated this analysis with domain general typicality, and found the two
to be positively correlated (r(114) = 0.28, bootstrapped 95% CI = [0.08,
0.43], t(114) = —3.07, p = .003). These results suggest that participants
anchored their predictions more heavily on self-knowledge when they
were generally more similar to others in their social environment.

In addition, we examined whether people might strategically tune
their level of egocentrism based on dyadic similarity. That is, we
examined whether people are more egocentric when it is rational to do
so because they are more similar to their target. To do so, we tested the
correlation between participants' egocentrism scores and dyadic simi-
larity scores. We found that similarity positively predicted egocentrism
(Mean bootstrapped r(114) = 0.42, bootstrapped 95% CI = [0.24, 0.58],
p < .001). We repeated this analysis with domain general similarity and
found it to correlate positively with egocentrism, although the confi-
dence interval did include zero (r(114) = 0.21, bootstrapped 95% CI =
[—0.01, 0.38], t(114) = —2.25, p = .027). These results replicate prior
work showing that participants anchored their emotion predictions
more heavily on self-knowledge when the target was more similar to
themselves.

Both similarity and typicality seem to serve as cues to people to be
egocentric in their social inferences about a novel target. We next tested
the hypothesis that typicality should serve as a stronger cue than dyadic
similarity. In a multiple regression, we used perceiver typicality scores
and dyadic similarity scores to simultaneously predict egocentrism
scores. As predicted, we found that typicality uniquely predicted
egocentrism after controlling for similarity (Mean bootstrapped stan-
dardized b(113) = 0.47, bootstrapped 95% CI = [0.25, 0.67], p < .001),
and that similarity did not have a unique effect (Mean bootstrapped
standardized b(113) = 0.16, bootstrapped 95% CI = [-0.07, 0.38],p =
.08). We repeated this multiple regression using domain general simi-
larity and typicality scores. Consistent with the domain-specific ana-
lyses, we found a unique effect of typicality after controlling for



Z. Zhao et al.

Table 1
Descriptives and zero-order correlations.
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Mean(SD) Domain-Specific Domain-Specific Domain-Specific Domain-General Domain-General
Egocentricity Similarity Typicality Similarity Typicality

Domain-Specific 0.51(0.302) 0.59 0.84 0.49 0.22 0.24
Accuracy

Domain-Specific 0.73(0.39) 0.49 0.68 0.21 0.28
Egocentricity

Domain-Specific 0.547(0.292) 0.61 0.25 0.28
Similarity

Domain-Specific 0.909(0.394) 0.18 0.31
Typicality

Domain-General —14.838 0.66
Similarity (3.664)

Domain-General —12.099
Typicality (3.597)

Note. Domain-specific values are fisher z transformed correlations; Domain-general values are reverse-sign Euclidean distances.

Accuracy
o

Bootstrapped r = 0.50 [0.33, 0.65]

2 0 2
Egocentrism

Fig. 1. Correlation between egocentrism and accuracy scores.

Note. People who were more egocentric in their emotion predictions also tended
to be more accurate. Points represent 100 randomly selected, normalized
samples from the bootstrap analysis. Each black line represents the best fitting
regression line for a sample. The blue line represents the mean bootstrapped
correlation.

similarity (Standardized b(113) = 0.25, 95% CI = [0.01, 0.491, t(113) =
—2.075, p = .04), and no unique effect for similarity controlling for
typicality (Standardized b = 0.04, 95% CI = [—0.20, 0.28], t(113) =
—0.345, p = .73). These findings suggested that egocentric strategies
were more strongly cued by typicality than by one's similarity to a
specific target.

Taken together, these results supported our hypothesis that people
adapt their predictive strategies to contextual cues such as dyadic sim-
ilarity and typicality, and that typicality might shape predictive strate-
gies to a greater extent than similarity when people make predictions
about unfamiliar targets.

3.3. The accuracy of rational egocentrism

In our third set of analyses, we examined whether these cues to be
egocentric led typical perceivers to be more accurate in their inference.
We started by investigating whether a perceiver's typicality shaped how
accurately they could predict a novel target's emotion transitions. To do
so, we tested the correlation between participants' accuracy scores and

typicality scores. We found that typicality positively predicted accuracy
(Mean bootstrapped r(114) = 0.43, bootstrapped 95% CI = [0.25, 0.58],
p < .001), suggesting that the more typical a participant was of their
social environment, the more accurately they could predict a novel
target's emotion transitions. We repeated this analysis with domain
general measures of typicality, which were computed using the per-
sonality measures. We again found that typicality was positively asso-
ciated with how accurately participants could predict emotion
transitions (r(114) = 0.24, bootstrapped 95% CI = [0.03, 0.42], t(114)
= —2.68, p =.008; See also Fig. 3). Taken together, these results support
the hypothesis that one's ability to make accurate emotion predictions in
the absence of detailed knowledge about their target was linked to their
own typicality within a social context.

Next, we aimed to explain why more typical people could make more
accurate emotion predictions about novel individuals. To do so, we used
mediation models to test the hypothesis that one's typicality leads them
to strategically use self-knowledge during social inferences, and that this
strategy, in turn, leads to accuracy (Fig. 4). In a mediation model, we
tested whether egocentrism mediated the relation between typicality
and accuracy. The total mean bootstrapped standardized effect using
typicality to predict accuracy was b(112) = 0.44 (bootstrapped 95% CI
= [0.28, 0.6], p < .001). We detected a positive indirect effect through
egocentrism (Mean bootstrapped standardized b(112) = 0.2, boot-
strapped 95% CI = [0.06, 0.35], p = .003). The effect of typicality was
reduced after mediation, leaving a direct mean bootstrapped standard-
ized effect of b(112) = 0.25 (bootstrapped 95% CI = [0.03, 0.47],p =
.015) and indicating that the association between typicality and accu-
racy was mediated through egocentrism. This pattern of results gener-
alized to domain general analyses. The total mean bootstrapped
standardized effect of domain general typicality in predicting accuracy
was b(112) = 0.21 (bootstrapped 95% CI = [-0.01, 0.41], p = .03),
although the confidence interval includes zero. We detected a positive
indirect effect through egocentrism (Mean bootstrapped standardized b
(112) = 0.12, bootstrapped 95% CI = [0.03, 0.21], p = .006). The effect
of domain general typicality was reduced after mediation, leaving a
direct mean bootstrapped standardized effect of b(112) = 0.09 (boot-
strapped 95% CI = [—0.1, 0.28], p = .16), suggesting that egocentrism
mediated the association between domain general typicality and accu-
racy. These results further support the idea that the more typical a
person is in general, the more they might use self-knowledge to make
emotion predictions, and thus the more accurate they were.

Typicality can also be associated with accurate emotion predictions
through other pathways, such as interpersonal similarity. Typical in-
dividuals are more likely to be similar to any given person in their social
context. When people make similarly egocentric predictions, those who
are more similar to their specific target will be more accurate. In the
Supplemental materials, we include an analysis of whether interpersonal
similarity accounts for the link between typicality and accuracy in
addition to egocentrism.



Z. Zhao et al.

Egocentrism
o

Bootstrapped r = 0.60 [0.45, 0.72]

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 109 (2023) 104521

b)

Egocentrism
o

8 B

Bootstrapped r = 0.28 [0.08, 0.43]

-2 0 2
Typicality

Fig. 2. Correlation between egocentrism and typicality scores.
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Domain-General Typicality

Note. People who were more typical, both in terms of their (a) emotion dynamics and (b) personality, made more egocentric emotion predictions. Points represent
100 bootstrap samples. Each black line represents the best fitting regression line for a sample. The blue line represents the mean bootstrapped correlation.

a)
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Bootstrapped r = 0.43 [0.25, 0.58]
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Accuracy
o
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Bootsfrapped r=0.24[0.03, 0.42]
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Fig. 3. Correlation between accuracy and both (a) domain-specific and (b) domain-general typicality scores.
Note. People who were more typical, both in terms of their emotion dynamics and their personality, predicted novel targets' emotion transitions more accurately.
Points represent 100 bootstrap samples. Each black line represents the best fitting regression line for a sample. The blue line represents the mean bootstrapped

correlation.

4. Discussion

Consistent with our hypotheses, results from this study revealed that
an individual's typicality can confer substantial advantages at the outset
of new social relationships. More typical individuals engage in more
egocentric predictions, which in turn makes it more likely that they
make accurate inferences about their targets.

These effects were robust for all of the domain-specific outcomes.
However, for two of the domain-general correlations — the association

between similarity and egocentrism and the effect of typicality on ac-
curacy — the confidence intervals included zero even though the relation
itself was significant. This divergence of significance metrics can happen
because bootstrapping p-values were essentially one-tailed (as they
count simulations that obtained negative value) while the confidence
interval is two-tailed (as it is calculated as the middle 95% of all simu-
lations). We tested for the robustness of these effects in Study 2, which
was a replication of Study 1. As detailed below, in Study 2, both of these
effects were significant, with the confidence interval not including zero.
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Fig. 4. Egocentric inference mediated the typicality-accuracy link.
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Note. Typical perceivers more accurately predicted novel targets' emotion transitions, and they did so by virtue of being more egocentric. Values are means and

confidence intervals for bootstrapped standardized coefficients.

Here, we used mediation analyses to support our hypothesis that
egocentrism is a strategy used by people with high typicality to achieve
accuracy. Mediation analyses cannot prove any specific causal pathway.
That said, there are several theoretical and intuitive reasons to believe
that alternative causal pathways are implausible. First, both on a
moment-to-moment and on a developmental timescale, egocentrism
may precede accuracy, but the reverse is unlikely to be the case. During
social inferences, people's initial assessments anchor upon their own
beliefs and emotions (i.e., egocentric), and are only then adjusted to be
more accurate (Sened, Bar-Kalifa, Pshedetzky-Shochat, Gleason, &
Rafaeli, 2020; Tamir & Mitchell, 2013). From a developmental
perspective, theory of mind research suggests that children begin by
assuming that others' mental states are identical to their own, and only
gradually learn that diverse desires, motivations, and beliefs are possible
(Poulin-Dubois, 2020). That is, accuracy is an outcome of a social
inference process that is rooted in egocentrism. A person's level of
egocentrism may shape the course of that process, but the outcome of
that process cannot shape a person's level of egocentrism. Likewise,
accuracy on an individual social inference cannot impact typicality,
which is determined by the relation between a person and their social
group. It is unlikely that a person's relation to their community could be
impacted by their local evaluation of a new roommate. Finally, con-
cerning egocentrism and typicality, if egocentrism has a causal effect on
typicality, it should arise in the reverse direction, as we see here: a
person who assumes that others have similar mental states to their own
should have difficulties identifying differences between themselves and
others which is necessary to make themselves more typical. Even if they
receive outside feedback, there is no reason to believe that they would
be able to (or want to) utilize it better than people with low egocentrism.
Still, we consider in the general discussion how to more conclusively
overrule these alternative causal pathways in future research.

5. Study 2

In Study 1, we set out to investigate a set of three interrelated ideas.
We showed that egocentrism — using knowledge about the self to make
inferences about others — could lead to accurate predictions about un-
familiar targets. We then showed that people alter the extent to which
they employ an egocentric strategy based on similarity cues, both dyadic
similarity and their own global typicality. Finally, we showed that more
typical individuals make more accurate predictions about unfamiliar
others because they have learned to employ egocentric strategies to a
greater extent. The analyses of Study 1 were largely exploratory. In the
current study, we aimed to conduct a preregistered replication of these
findings in an independent sample, collected using a very similar
paradigm.

6. Methods

Participants in Study 2 were first-year undergraduate students from a
private university in the Northeast US. Each student signed up for the
study with one roommate at the outset of the fall semester. Participants
were recruited as the first wave of a second longitudinal study aimed to
replicate and extend findings from Study 1. Subsequent waves were not
analyzed for the current work. The same sample size of 40 was set a
priori, and 58 newly formed roommate dyads were recruited (N = 116,
66 women; Mean age = 18.16, SD = 0.88; 41.4% White, 37.9% Asian,
12.1% more than one ethnicity, 4.3% others, 3.4% Black or African
American, 0.9% Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander; 18% Hispanic or
Latinx). All roommates were assigned by university housing rather than
self-selected, and had known each other for 27.5 days on average at the
time of study completion (range = 8-81 days). Two dyads were excluded
prior to analyses due to prior acquaintanceship (relationship durations
=140 days and 176 days). Our final sample size of N = 112 was powered
to detect a minimum correlation size of r = 0.23 at o = 0.05, p = 0.80. All
participants provided informed consent in a manner approved by the
university's Institutional Review Board.

6.1. Procedure

The measures and procedures used in Study 2 were identical to those
in Study 1. Participants completed the emotion prediction task. Their
responses were used to compute domain-specific scores of egocentrism,
similarity, typicality, and accuracy. Participants' responses to person-
ality measures were again used to compute domain-general versions of
those scores. These data were used to conduct a preregistered replication
of the three main sets of hypotheses from Study 1: (i) more egocentric
emotion predictions will be more accurate, (ii) people who are more
typical should make more egocentric predictions, (iii) people who are
more typical should make more accurate predictions because they tend
to be more egocentric.

7. Results

Means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations (not using
the bootstrapping procedures described above) for all variables are
provided in Table 2.

7.1. The accuracy of egocentrism

In our first analysis we tested whether egocentrism is a rational
strategy, in that it supports accurate social inferences. Results replicated
the positive association between participants' egocentrism scores and
accuracy scores (Mean bootstrapped r(110) = 0.49, bootstrapped 95%
CI = [0.31, 0.66], p < .001; Fig. 5). These results further supported the
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Table 2
Descriptives and zero-order correlations.
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Mean(SD) Domain-Specific Domain-Specific Domain-Specific Domain-General Domain-General
Egocentricity Similarity Typicality Similarity Typicality

Domain-Specific 0.473(0.349) 0.52 0.85 0.49 0.43 0.37
Accuracy

Domain-Specific 0.707(0.463) 0.49 0.79 0.28 0.41
Egocentricity

Domain-Specific 0.497(0.345) 0.63 0.37 0.43
Similarity

Domain-Specific 0.856(0.419) 0.21 0.46
Typicality

Domain-General —15.399 0.38
Similarity (3.055)

Domain-General -12.22
Typicality (3.059)

Note. Domain-specific values are fisher z transformed correlations; Domain-specific values are reverse-sign Euclidean distances.

Accuracy
o

Bootstrapped r = 0.49 [0.31, 0.66]

2 0 2
Egocentrism

Fig. 5. Correlation between egocentrism and accuracy scores in the replication
sample.

Note. More egocentric perceivers made more accurate emotion predictions.
Points represent 100 bootstrap samples. Each black line represents the best
fitting regression line for a sample. The blue line represents the mean boot-
strapped correlation.

hypothesis that egocentrism can be an effective strategy for social
prediction.

7.2. Rational cues for egocentrism

Our second set of analyses tested whether people adjust the use of
egocentric strategies based on how typical they are of their social
environment. To this end, we tested the correlation between partici-
pants' egocentrism scores and typicality scores. The results again fully
replicated findings from Study 1 (Fig. 6). We found a positive association
between typicality scores and egocentrism (Mean bootstrapped r(110)
= 0.71, bootstrapped 95% CI = [0.59, 0.8], p < .001). Likewise, domain
general typicality positively predicted egocentrism (r(110) = 0.41,
bootstrapped 95% CI = [0.26, 0.54], t(110) = —4.72, p < .001).

We also tested whether egocentric strategies were informed by how
similar people were to their specific partner. To do so, we tested the
correlation between participants' egocentrism scores and similarity
scores. We replicated the positive association between dyadic similarity

and egocentrism (Mean bootstrapped r(110) = 0.46, bootstrapped 95%
CI = [0.28, 0.62], p < .001). This association extended to domain gen-
eral similarity, which was also positively associated with egocentrism (r
(110) = 0.28, bootstrapped 95% CI = [0.09, 0.441, t(110) = —3.02,p =
.003). These results show that people tailor their inference strategy
based on how relevant self-knowledge is likely to be.

Importantly, we again tested the hypothesis that typicality should
more strongly cue egocentrism than dyadic similarity. In a multiple
regression, we found that typicality uniquely predicted egocentrism
after controlling for similarity (Mean bootstrapped standardized b(109)
= 0.60, bootstrapped 95% CI = [0.4, 0.76], p < .001), but similarity did
not have a unique effect after controlling for typicality (Mean boot-
strapped standardized b(109) = 0.12, bootstrapped 95% CI = [—0.08,
0.3], p =.122). When the regression analysis was repeated using domain
general measures, typicality again uniquely predicted egocentrism
controlling for similarity (Standardized b(109) = 0.36, 95% CI = [0.17,
0.54], t(109) = —3.82, p < .001), and similarity did not uniquely predict
egocentrism after controlling for typicality (Standardized b = 0.14, 95%
CI = [-0.05, 0.32], t(109) = —1.49, p = .14). These findings suggested
that egocentric strategies were more strongly cued by one's typicality
than by one's similarity to a specific target. These results corroborated
Study 1 finding that typicality was a strong cue for egocentric strategies
than one's similarity to a specific novel target.

Taken together, this set of findings further supported the idea that
people adapt how much they rely on self-knowledge when making
predictions about novel individuals. This adjustment tracks more closely
with the perceiver's typicality in the social environment than with their
similarity to the specific target.

7.3. The accuracy of rational egocentrism

In the third set of analyses, we examined whether typical perceivers
were more accurate in their emotion prediction. We first replicated
Study 1 findings on the association between typicality and accuracy. We
found that a perceiver's typicality was associated with how accurately
they predicted a novel individual's emotion transitions. Typicality scores
were positively correlated with accuracy scores (Mean bootstrapped r
(110) = 0.46, bootstrapped 95% CI = [0.29, 0.61], p < .001). Further-
more, the typicality-accuracy association extended to domain general
analyses, where domain general typicality was also positively correlated
with accuracy (r(110) = 0.37, bootstrapped 95% CI = [0.21, 0.52], t
(110) = —4.23, p < .001; See also Fig. 7). Together, these results lent
further credence to the idea that more typical individuals could make
more accurate emotion predictions in the absence of knowledge about a
specific target.

We then tested the hypothesized pathway that might account for the
typicality-accuracy association. More specifically, we replicated Study 1
results showing that typicality influenced accuracy by shaping a person's
strategic use of self-knowledge. In a mediation model, the egocentrism
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Fig. 6. Correlation between egocentrism and both (a) domain-specific and (b) domain-general typicality scores from the replication sample.
Note. People who were more typical relied more heavily on their self-knowledge to predict others' emotions. Points represent 100 bootstrap samples. Each black line
represents the best fitting regression line for a sample. The blue line represents the mean bootstrapped correlation.
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Fig. 7. Correlation between accuracy and both (a) domain-specific and (b) domain-general typicality scores in the replication sample.
Note. Typical perceivers more accurately predicted novel targets' emotion transitions. Points represent 100 bootstrap samples. Each black line represents the best
fitting regression line for a sample. The blue line represents the mean bootstrapped correlation.

score partially mediated the association between typicality and accu-
racy. The total mean bootstrapped standardized effect of typicality
predicant accuracy was b(108) = 0.46 (bootstrapped 95% CI = [0.29,
0.62], p < .001). We detected a positive indirect effect through simi-
larity (standardized mean bootstrapped b(108) = 0.24, bootstrapped
95% CI = [0.05, 0.45], p = .006). After mediation, the effect of typicality
was reduced, leaving a direct mean bootstrapped standardized effect of
typicality of b(108) = 0.22 (bootstrapped 95% CI = [—0.05, 0.48], p =
.055). Likewise, the mediating effect of egocentrism held in domain
general analyses. Egocentrism scores mediated the association between
domain general typicality and accuracy. The total mean bootstrapped
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standardized effect of domain general typicality predicting accuracy was
b(108) = 0.33 (bootstrapped 95% CI = [0.16, 0.49], p < .001). We
detected a positive indirect effect through egocentrism (standardized
mean bootstrapped b(108) = 0.17, bootstrapped 95% CI = [0.08, 0.29],
p < .001). The standardized mean bootstrapped effect of typicality was
reduced to b(108) = 0.16 (bootstrapped 95% CI = [—0.02, 0.33], p =
.041) after mediation (See Fig. 8). These replications strengthened the
conclusion that being more typical of one's environment can aid in-
dividuals in making more accurate predictions about others in the
absence of person-specific knowledge. They also further supported the
idea that more typical individuals achieve more accurate predictions by
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Fig. 8. Egocentric inference mediated the typicality-accuracy link in the replication sample.
Note. Typical perceivers more accurately predicted novel targets' emotion transitions, and they did so by virtue of being more egocentric. Values are means and

confidence intervals for bootstrapped standardized coefficients.

strategically relying more on self-knowledge to make predictions.
Replication analyses on the additional mediating effect of interpersonal
similarity can be found in the Supplement.

8. Discussion

Consistent with our preregistered hypotheses, findings from Study 2
replicated and further supported results from Study 1. People who are
typical tend to be more egocentric in their predictions, which can lead
them to make more accurate predictions when they encounter novel
individuals.

9. General discussion

To create and maintain meaningful interpersonal connections, it is
critical that people anticipate others' thoughts and emotions. Imagine
meeting up with someone who has recently gone through some stressful
events and is quite distraught. How you approach the interaction will
depend on how you expect them to be feeling. If you expect them to still
be affected, you might try to be a lot more sensitive than if you expect
that they have already gone back to their usual self. If this person is an
old friend, you might be able to form your expectations based on the
kind of person they are or how they've dealt with similar situations in the
past. However, what if this is someone you've only recently met and had
only very limited personal knowledge about? This task of social pre-
diction can be highly challenging, especially in the context of meeting
new people, where the perceiver might operate in a vacuum of knowl-
edge about the target. To solve this challenge, people routinely resort to
an egocentric strategy, anchoring their social prediction on what they
know about themselves. Here we show that egocentrism provides an
effective, rational solution to the challenge of social prediction. Across
an initial study and a preregistered replication study, we found robust
evidence that egocentric emotion prediction tended to be more accurate.
Further, we see that people employ this egocentric strategy when doing
so is particularly likely to lead to accurate predictions, such as when they
were more typical members of their community.

We found that egocentrism can be an overall effective, rational
strategy for social prediction. People who anchored their emotion pre-
diction more on self-knowledge also more accurately predicted an un-
familiar target's emotion transitions. This finding aligns with previous
research demonstrating the potential rationality of egocentrism in other
domains of social judgment, such as attitudes, beliefs, and preferences
(Hoch, 1987; Woo & Mitchell, 2020). While people often consider
egocentrism a miscalibrated heuristic for thinking about other people,
here we show that egocentrism, instead, can be a rational strategy that
supports accurate social inferences. Bias is relative. If people have un-
limited processing power and all the relevant information about their
social target, it would seem ill-advised to make predictions based only
on what they know about themselves. Such an ideal scenario is
improbable in the social world, especially during early encounters with
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a novel social target.

However, this is not to say that the self is the only source of
knowledge informing social perception at near-zero acquaintance. Even
when people simulate egocentrically, they might still adjust their pre-
dictions based on multiple other sources of information (Tamir &
Mitchell, 2013). For example, people have knowledge about the base
rates of their community's emotion transitions, and use this knowledge
to make accurate inferences about an ‘average’ member of their group
(Zhao, Thornton, & Tamir, 2020). That said, while people's predictions
are often consistent with the base rate, people also often ignore base
rates, even if they are wrong to do so (Dunning, Griffin, Milojkovic, &
Ross, 1990). People also have information about the stereotypes of the
social groups to which the target belongs (Operario & Fiske, 2003).
While we could find no studies specifically regarding stereotypical
judgments of emotion transitions, many studies document stereotypical
biases in recognizing emotions (e.g., Bijlstra, Holland, Dotsch, Hugen-
berg, & Wigboldus, 2014; Kang & Chasteen, 2009) and in judging per-
sonality traits (e.g., Chan et al., 2012; Lockenhoff et al., 2014). That said,
stereotype do not necessarily offer an accurate assessment of a social
target (Hall & Goh, 2017). While we offer evidence for the rationality of
egocentrism in homogeneous, novel social contexts, future research
should explore the contextual features that might change this rationality
calculus and cue perceivers to differentially weigh these sources of
information.

We also found that people rationally tune their egocentric strategy,
and use self-knowledge to a greater extent when doing so would likely
lead to more accurate predictions. More specifically, we found that
people's degree of egocentrism tracked social similarity at two levels —
dyadic similarity and typicality. People make more egocentric pre-
dictions when they are more similar to their target. This dovetails with
the extensive literature showing exacerbated egocentric bias for the
ingroup (Ames, 2004b; Robbins & Krueger, 2005). However, here we
found that the relation between similarity and egocentrism can be
accounted for by typicality. When we observed a positive relation be-
tween similarity and egocentrism in the current data, it was because
both similarity and accuracy were positively associated with typicality.
The tendency for typical perceivers to be more egocentric could be a
pathway through which they manage to more accurately predict the
emotions of novel, unfamiliar targets.

To what extent are typical perceivers be aware of their typicality and
to what extent does this influence their implicit vs. deliberate deploy-
ment of an egocentric strategy? While the current studies cannot directly
answer this question, we suggest that perceived typicality does not fully
mediate the link between ground-truth typicality and egocentric social
prediction. People rapidly form impressions of interpersonal similarity
with unknown targets, often based on features that are random, mini-
mal, or contextual (Tajfel, 1970; Woo & Mitchell, 2020). These per-
ceptions of similarity, in turn, lead people to rely more heavily on self
knowledge (Mitchell, Macrae, & Banaji, 2006; Tamir & Mitchell, 2013).
When people enter novel social contexts (e.g., a new college
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community), they might judge their own typicality based on scarce,
uninformative observations. While this perceived typicality might in-
fluence their egocentric strategy, it is also likely dissociated from how
typical they actually are.

Absent deliberate tuning based on perceived typicality, we suggest
that typical individuals turn towards a more egocentric strategy through
social learning and reinforcement. On average, typical perceivers are
more likely to be similar to any person they encounter. With repeated
feedback from such “chronic similarity,” typical perceivers can learn
that their self-knowledge serves as a good proxy for others. As they
gradually adopt an egocentric strategy, it will be reinforced over time
until it becomes the predominant, default strategy. In contrast, atypical
individuals might learn that they cannot rely on an egocentric strategy.
One assumption behind this line of reasoning is that those who are
typical in the context of the current study had also been typical in their
previous contexts. While this assumption cannot be verified here, we
look forward to future research investigating context consistency and its
impact on the deliberate and the automatic components of strategic
social prediction. Under the learning and reinforcement account, one's
actual typicality in their current context should only be associated with
egocentrism if they've been consistently typical in the past and if their
current context is similar to their past contexts.

An intriguing possibility is that typicality influences not only how
accurately people can make predictions about novel individuals during
early encounters, but also how their accuracy will change over the time
course of interpersonal relationship development. If more typical per-
ceivers have indeed learned to adapt less to each given specific target,
they might adapt less to any given dyadic context. That is, they might
fail to learn and incorporate useful, person-specific knowledge about
their partner, and thus show less improvement in their prediction ac-
curacy over time. In contrast, less typical perceivers might show greater
flexibility in encoding and employing target-specific knowledge in their
predictions, and become more accurate over time. Future research
should test these predictions by tracking typicality and predictive ac-
curacy over time using longitudinal designs.

Conventionally, rationality has meant acting in accordance with
what logic and probability theory dictate. More recently, however, re-
searchers have argued that the rationality of a behavior should be
evaluated alongside the ecological contexts in which the decision
problem takes place (Marr, 2010). That is, to assess whether people act
or make decisions rationally, we must first carefully characterize the
computational problem people need to solve, taking into account its
natural statistics and the decision maker's resource constraints (Lieder &
Griffiths, 2020). The current studies demonstrated that egocentric
strategies provide rational solutions in a naturally occurring, ecologi-
cally valid context where emotion prediction occurs, namely a univer-
sity community.

Nonetheless, the rationality of egocentrism is determined by two
characteristics of naturalistic emotion prediction. First, real-life social
contexts are often characterized by homophily (McPherson, Smith-
Lovin, & Cook, 2001). Through both structural and assortative mecha-
nisms, people that are closely linked in a social network tend to be
highly similar. When there is a high level of interpersonal similarity on
average, people can make more accurate predictions about others sim-
ply by being egocentric. In contrast, when people try to integrate other
sources of information, they often rely on stereotypical beliefs. Such
information could often be unreliable or not rooted in reality, and thus
make the predictions less accurate (Eyal et al., 2018). That said,
egocentrism might be rational only in a homogenous environment. Both
samples tested in the current studies were recruited from a closed uni-
versity community that has been heavily pre-selected. Our participants
might therefore be overall more similar to each other than a random
sample of people (see Supplement), thus artificially inflating the link
between egocentric strategies and prediction accuracy. It is worth
noting, however, that the homogeneity of the sample cannot account for
current findings on the role of typicality. Future research should explore
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how social network homogeneity impacts people's social prediction
strategies and their efficacy.

Second, it is possible that egocentrism confers an advantage on ac-
curacy only in specific domains of social predictions. In the current
work, we tested how well people can make predictions about emotion
transitions. While people can vary widely in their emotion dynamics,
there are overarching, central regularities of how emotions tend to
change over time (Cunningham, Dunfield, & Stillman, 2013; Thornton &
Tamir, 2017). Due to these latent regularities, people might be more
similar to each other in their emotion transitions than in other domains,
rendering egocentrism a particularly effective decision strategy for
emotion prediction. In other social domains, however, such high levels
of interpersonal overlap might not exist. One such example is political
beliefs. When there is a wide range of possible beliefs and ideologies and
people are highly polarized, it might not be prudent to assume an un-
familiar target will be like the self. Future research on egocentrism in
any social domain should aim to characterize the extent of organically
occurring interpersonal similarity before drawing conclusions about
bias and rationality.

To investigate the relations among typicality, egocentrism, and the
accuracy of emotion prediction in an ecologically valid manner, the
current work employed a correlational approach. While analytical
methods such as a mediation model and multiple regression can add
confidence to the hypothesized causal directions, and while we consider
alternative directions to be implausible, as detailed above, we ultimately
can only draw correlational conclusions. Future research can experi-
mentally manipulate both the homogeneity of the prediction context
and the typicality of the perceiver using a paradigm where participants
learn about a community of fictional agents. By intervening on the
statistical characteristics of the decision problems, we can draw more
direct and more fine-grained conclusions about both the efficacy of
egocentric prediction, and how people might use such strategies
adaptively.

A limitation of the current study is that it was conducted on college
students. This population could have different emotion transition pat-
terns than the general population, and might also be more homoge-
neous. To address this issue, we compared emotion transition
frequencies in our samples to emotion transition frequencies in a
different sample recruited using online research platforms (see Supple-
ment). The student sample had similar emotion transitions to the online
sample, but was somewhat more homogeneous. Heightened homoge-
neity in the current sample might, if anything, diminish our ability to
detect a relation between typicality and egocentric projection. If
everyone is already more similar to everyone else, then finding that
variance on typicality still predicts both egocentrism and accuracy
suggest that this relationship is particularly robust. That said, to truly
establish an effect of homogeneity on the typicality-egocentrism asso-
ciation, future research must systematically examine samples or pop-
ulations that range in homogeneity, and determine whether it moderates
the link between typicality and egocentric predictions.

In sum, the current work applies approaches from rational analysis to
demonstrate that egocentric strategies are rational, given the natural
contexts in which emotion prediction occurs. These results call for re-
searchers to reconsider the conventional dichotomy between bias versus
rationality. Rather than attempting to classify cognitive phenomena
neatly into one of the two categories, future research should consider
cognition and its context in a combined, graded manner. Most impor-
tantly, these results provided a somewhat paradoxical prescription of
how social predictions should be made in a divided world - that some-
times, the best way to step into others' shoes is to try on your own.

9.1. Open practices
Data and code from Studies One and Two are freely available on the

Open Science Framework (https://osf.io/s7xzn/?view_only=3eb
5ccc659d1484187171f8740364bf2). The data from Study 1 were
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included in a previous publication [Redacted for blind review], which
was concerned with changes in accuracy over time and the conse-
quences of accuracy for relationship success and changes in accuracy
over time; the prior publication did not consider typicality or egocen-
trism. Analyses conducted in Study 2 were preregistered (https://osf.
io/g9nc8/?view_only=1572694be21749f4ac6725daelbc32dc). We
report how we determined sample size, all data exclusions, all manip-
ulations, and all measures in the study.
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