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Abstract

People tend to regard themselves as better than average. We conducted a replication and extension of Alicke’s classic study on
trait dimensions in evaluations of self versus others with U.S. American Mechanical Turk workers in two waves (total N = 1,573;
149 total traits). We successfully replicated the trait desirability effect, such that participants rated more desirable traits as being
more descriptive of themselves than of others (original: ng = .78, 95% confidence interval [CI] [.73, .81]; replication: s = .54,
95% Cl [.43, .65]). The effect of desirability was stronger for more controllable traits (effect of Desirability x Controllability
interaction on self-other-ratings difference; original: ng =21, 95% CI [.12, .28]; replication: sr* = .07, 95% CI [.02, .12]). In an
extension, we found that desirable traits were rated as more common for others, but not for the self. Thirty-five years later, the
better-than-average effect appears to remain robust. All materials, data, and code are available at https://osf.io/2y6wjl.
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People seem to regard themselves as better than average in
many domains. When asked to compare themselves with the
average other, people tend to rate themselves possessing more
positive traits, being better drivers, and engaging in more desir-
able behaviors such as contributing to charity (Brown, 2012;
Epley & Dunning, 2000; Svenson, 1981). This better-than-
average effect—the tendency to evaluate oneself more
favorably than the average other person—has received wide
attention in the social psychology literature (Alicke &
Govorun, 2005; Krueger & Mueller, 2002).

The better-than-average effect has implications for human
decision making and judgment. People often make decisions
based on how they view themselves in comparison to the aver-
age other person. Such self-evaluation may concern their skills,
personal attributes, or even physical conditions thus influen-
cing many domains of life including education, health, busi-
ness, and sports (Dunning et al., 2004; Guenther et al., 2015;
Malmendier & Tate, 2005; Stanley et al., 2017; Taylor &
Brown, 1988; Ziano & Villanova, 2020). If their evaluation
is indeed inaccurate, it is necessary to understand the process
behind the phenomenon.

There are two types of explanations for the better-than-
average effect. The motivational explanation argues that the
phenomenon is a type of self-enhancement for people to protect
and maintain their self-worth (Alicke et al., 2013; Sedikides
et al., 2003). On the other hand, the nonmotivational explana-
tion suggests the better-than-average effect arises from biases

in information processing. It may be easier for people to eval-
uate a single object than an abstract entity like the average
other, which can lead to inaccurate comparative judgment in
the better-than-average paradigm (Chambers & Windschitl,
2004; Krizan & Suls, 2008), and the vagueness of the scale may
also play a part (Logg et al., 2018), such that better-than-
average effects are stronger when the scale is vague and leaves
some space for arbitrary interpretation compared to when the
scale is more concrete. While both interpretations may be rel-
evant, researchers have yet to identify a more parsimonious
explanation that reconciles them.

Choice of Study for Replication

We aimed to conduct a direct replication of Alicke (1985), one
of the classic studies on the better-than-average effect. We
selected Alicke for several reasons. One is its academic impact.
Published more than 3 decades ago, the study is one of the ear-
liest attempts to demonstrate the better-than-average effect. At
the time of writing, it had more than 1,100 citations according
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Table I. Summary of Replication and Extension Hypotheses.

Replication Hypotheses

I. The difference between evaluation of self and others is higher as
traits increase in desirability.

2. Among high desirable traits, self-ratings are higher than other-
ratings for high controllable traits than for low-controllable
traits, whereas among low-desirable traits, self-ratings are
higher than other-ratings for low-controllable traits than for
high-controllable traits.

Extension Hypothesis

3. For ratings of others, trait desirability is positively associated with
trait commonness. For ratings of self, trait desirability is
negatively associated with trait commonness.

to Google Scholar, including those by prominent review papers
and textbooks (Brown, 2014; Dunning et al., 2004; Mischel
et al., 2007; Taylor & Brown, 1988). Second, to the best of our
knowledge, there are no direct replications but only conceptual
replications of the study. Building on the findings from Alicke,
some studies have found support for the better-than-average
effect such that people tended to regard more positive traits
as more descriptive of themselves than of the average other
(Brown, 2012; Kanten & Teigen, 2008; Pedregon et al.,
2012). However, conceptual replications alone cannot verify
the robustness of the original findings (Simmons et al., 2011)
as differences in procedure and stimuli could cause discrepant
results. Direct replications can fill this gap. By operationalizing
the variables in the same way as the original, they may help ret-
est these findings and examine whether they are solid founda-
tions for building and strengthening theories (Zwaan et al.,
2018).

Alicke (1985) conducted two data collections. In the first, he
asked undergraduates to rate various traits in terms of their
desirability and controllability, and these were used to form
categories of desirability and controllability for an experiment.
Participants in a second sample were asked to rate how well
these traits characterize them and the average college student.

Alicke’s (1985) findings revealed that participants rated
more desirable traits as more characteristic of themselves than
the average student. Further, when the traits were more desir-
able, participants believed that traits of higher controllability
were even more characteristic of themselves compared to oth-
ers, generating a desirability by controllability interaction on
self-minus-other ratings.

Replication and Extension

We planned to revisit the original findings with two replication
hypotheses and extend the original article with one extension
hypothesis. We summarized the hypotheses in the present study
in Table 1.

The extension investigated the role of desirability and rating
perspective on commonness (i.e., how widespread in the popu-
lation the trait is perceived to be) with the goal to address the
methodological concerns around the better-than-average effect.
Some researchers have argued that the effect may result from

the ambiguous criteria involved in comparative judgments
between the self and the average other person (Dunning
et al., 1989). Such ambiguity might leave the criteria open to
participants’ interpretation and thus confound results. A similar
argument addressing Alicke’s (1985) study was that it may
have confounded trait desirability with commonness (Moore,
2007). It suggested that people might report perceiving traits
like friendliness as more self-descriptive as these traits were
likely displayed more often than those like rudeness or dishon-
esty. In this regard, trait desirability may be confounded with
trait commonness. On the other hand, research has suggested
that people with higher self-esteem perceive their desirable
traits as less common (Ditto & Griffin, 1993). If people are
motivated to enhance their self-view as the better-than-
average effect would postulate, there is a reason to believe that
the relationship between desirability and commonness may be
dependent on the rating perspective, such that they would find
desirable traits with higher self-ratings less common and those
with higher other-ratings more common.

Adjustments to the Original Study

We made four adjustments to the original procedure. First, we
changed the design of the second data collection. After com-
pleting the first data collection, we conducted an initial analysis
of the results with the goal to categorize traits into four levels of
desirability and two levels of controllability. However, results
from the first sample prompted a departure from this plan. Only
slight decimal differences were observed in the ratings of desir-
ability and controllability, which would pose a challenge to
categorizing the variables into meaningful levels. Additionally,
categorizing continuous predictors may weaken the ability to
detect actual relationships (Irwin & McClelland, 2003; Mac-
Callum et al., 2002). To examine the relationships between the
variables more meaningfully, we decided to change the second
data collection. Instead of assigning participants to specific lev-
els of desirability and controllability, we randomly assigned
participants to one of the three conditions: ratings from the
self-perspective, from the average American perspective, or
in terms of trait commonness.

Second, whereas in the original article, the same participants
rated themselves and the average students (a within-subjects
design for the self—other ratings), we had one group of partici-
pants rating themselves and another group rating the average
American (a between-subjects design).

Third, we conducted the final analysis on an item level.
From all participant ratings, we calculated the mean for each
trait on each dimension. To validate the change in our planned
analysis, we tested the item-level analysis using the data
obtained in the first data collection and on a randomly simu-
lated data set on the planned for the second data collection.

Fourth, we addressed the rating perspective by examining
the effects of desirability and controllability on self-minus-
other ratings, instead of treating it as a predictor. The decision
to examine only two-way interactions aimed to improve the
clarity of interpretation in statistical analyses. The change
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helped address the issue of drawing inferences about the rela-
tive importance of multiple, two-way interactions in a complex,
three-way analysis of variance, given their differential levels of
residual variance (McClelland & Judd, 1993).

Preregistration and Open Science

For the two data collections, we first preregistered the experi-
ment on the Open Science Framework (OSF) and data collec-
tion was launched soon after. Preregistrations, disclosures,
power analyses, and all materials are available in the Supple-
mentary Material. These, together with data sets and R/RMark-
down code, were made available on the OSF at https://osf.io/
2y6wj/.

All measures, manipulations, and exclusions for this inves-
tigation are reported, and data collection was completed before
analyses. Preregistrations are all available on the OSF:' First
data collection preregistration (https://osf.io/fyzwd); updated
second data collection preregistration following first data col-
lection insights (https://osf.io/9esva).

Method
Power Analysis

We preregistered a power analysis of the results described in
Alicke (1985) and included the analysis in the Supplementary
Materials (o« = .05, one-tailed, power = .95; G*Power Version
3.1.9.3). Based on the original reported test statistics of the
Desirability x Controllability interaction, F(3, 261) = 22.72,
we calculated an effect size estimate of nf) = .21, 95% CI
[.12, .28]. With this estimate, a minimum of 71 participants
were required to achieve 95% power with an o level of .05 for
each condition. Having also taken into account the switch to a
between-subjects design, which typically has lower statistical
power than within-subjects designs, we aimed for at least 640
participants for the initial ratings and at least 894 participants
for the second sample.

Participants and Procedure

Both the first and second samples were recruited online via
Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) using Cloud Research (Lit-
man et al., 2017) in return for $0.50 (estimated completion time
~4 min, to meet minimum federal wage of U.S. $7.25). The
first sample comprised of 670 participants who rated the degree
of desirability (n = 329) or controllability (n = 341) of traits to
the average American. The second sample comprised of 903
participants who rated the degree to which these traits charac-
terized themselves (n = 300) or the average American (n =
306), or the degree of commonness of these traits to the average
American (n = 297). Six participants, four in the first sample
and two in the second sample, were excluded from the analyses
since they were detected to be based outside the United States
and therefore were not allowed to proceed and answer the ques-
tionnaire. A comparison between the study characteristics

between the original study and the replication is summarized
in Tables S11 and S12 in the Supplementary Materials.

We did not have access to an American undergraduate stu-
dent population (recruited for the original study) for this repli-
cation. We used MTurk samples because of the convenience
MTurk provides in reaching a large enough sample size in a
short time. MTurk samples have been shown to produce very
similar results to U.S. representative samples in experimental
political psychology (Coppock, 2017; Coppock et al., 2018;
Mullinix et al., 2015). Coming to social psychology results,
there are several examples of replication of studies originally
conducted with U.S. American undergraduate students who
were successfully replicated with MTurk. For instance, overes-
timation of others’ willingness to pay (Frederick, 2012) was
successfully replicated on MTurk (Jung et al., 2019; Study
3). An ongoing mass-replication effort successfully replicated
a large number of judgment and decision-making studies using
Amazon MTurk, with results consistent with student samples
and other online recruitment platforms such as Prolific (Chan-
drashekar et al., 2019; Chen et al., 2020; Collaborative Open-
Science Research, 2020; Ziano et al., 2020). Overall, this sup-
ports MTurk as a viable sample for replication of Alicke
(1985).

The surveys for both the first and second samples were
conducted online using Qualtrics. Participants were randomly
assigned to one of the conditions. They then received instruc-
tions about the rating criteria of their assigned condition and
answered comprehension questions accordingly. After
answering these questions, they were asked to evaluate 40
traits randomized out of the 149 traits derived from Alicke’s
(1985) study.

Design and Analyses

The present study is a between-subjects design with three inde-
pendent variables (IVs; trait desirability, commonness, and
controllability) and two dependent variables (DVs; self-
ratings and other-ratings). Analyses were conducted on an item
level by averaging all participant ratings on each dimension for
each trait.

To account for the rating perspective in the replication
hypotheses, we calculated self-minus-other ratings by subtract-
ing other-ratings from self-ratings. A positive value indicates
that participants perceived the specific trait as more character-
istic of themselves than of the average other, whereas a nega-
tive value indicates that the trait is regarded as less
characteristic of themselves than of the average other. For both
data collections, details about attention checks and exclusion
criteria are available in the Supplementary Materials.

Materials

First data collection. Before being able to proceed with the sur-
vey, participants were asked three comprehension checks
(described in detail in the Supplementary Materials).
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Desirability. A desirable characteristic was defined as some-
thing the average American perceives as good to have and an
undesirable characteristic as something the average American
perceives as bad to have. This definition was identical to that
in Alicke (1985), except that the original reference point
“average college student” was replaced by “average American”
in order to cater to the participant population in the present
study. Participants rated to what extent a trait was desirable
(1 = very undesirable; 7 = very desirable).

Controllability. A controllable characteristic was defined as
something that an average American can create or eliminate
with a sufficient amount of effort, whereas an uncontrollable
characteristic was something that an average American’s effort
would not suffice to create or eliminate. This definition was
identical to that in Alicke (1985), except that the original refer-
ence point “average college student” was replaced by “average
American” in order to cater to the participant population in the
present study. Participants rated to what extent a trait was con-
trollable on a scale from 1 to 7 (1 = very uncontrollable; 7 =
very controllable).

Second Data Collection. Before being able to proceed with the
survey, participants were asked three comprehension checks
(described in detail in the Supplementary Materials).

Commonness. A common characteristic was defined as one
that an average American frequently displays, whereas an
uncommon characteristic was defined as something that an
average American rarely displays. This definition of com-
monness was taken from Moore’s (2007) review paper,
which argues that this dimension was a potential confound
with desirability in the original study. Participants rated to
what extent a trait was common (1 = very uncommon; 7
= very cOmmon).

Traits. A total of 149 traits were used in the present study.
These traits were originally derived from Anderson (1968) and
are identical to the final list reported in the appendix of Alicke
(1985). Although the study reported using 154 traits, a detailed
examination of the list revealed a total number of only 149. In
the present study, participants in each condition rated 40 of
these traits in randomized order. These traits are summarized
in the Supplementary Material.

For self-ratings, participants rated to what extent a trait char-
acterized themselves (1 = not at all characteristic of me; T =
very characteristic of me). For others’ ratings, participants
rated to what extent a trait characterized the average American
(1 = not at all characteristic of the average American; 7 = very
characteristic of the average American).

Classification of Replication

The replication was identical to the original in terms of the
operationalization and stimuli used for both the IV and the
DV. It differed from the original in the procedural details, phys-
ical settings, and contextual variables. According to LeBel

Table 2. Classification of Replication Based on LeBel et al.’s (2018)
Taxonomy.

Design Facet Replication
Independent variable operationalization Same
Dependent variable operationalization Same
Independent variable stimuli Same
Dependent variable stimuli Same
Procedural details Different
Physical settings Different
Contextual variables Different

et al.’s (2018) taxonomy, the present study meets the criteria
for a close replication (see Table 2).

Results

We summarized means, standard deviations (SDs), and correla-
tions in Table 3 and the means and SDs of each dimension for
all traits in Table 4. To investigate the relationships between
the types of ratings, we performed correlation analyses, corre-
lation comparisons, and multiple linear regression analyses on
the item level. In regression analyses, all variables were cen-
tered on calculating the interaction term to avoid the problem
of multicollinearity (Aiken et al., 1991). The significance level
was defined by p < .05, one-tailed test for replication hypoth-
eses and two-tailed test for the extension hypothesis. To deter-
mine the relative magnitude of each predictor, we used squared
semi-partial correlation coefficient to address unique variance
explained by the specific predictor when holding other predic-
tors constant. In line with the original study, we calculated an
additional DV (self—other ratings) by subtracting other-ratings
from self-ratings.

Replication

We found strong support for the desirability effect hypothesis.
We ran a correlation analysis and found that desirability had a
positive association with self-minus-other ratings (r = .77, 95%
CI[.69, .82], p <.001). This relationship is illustrated in Figure
1. We found support for differences between the desirability
self-ratings correlation (r = .92, 95% CI [.89, .94], p < .001)
and the desirability and other-ratings correlation (» = .61,
95% CI [.50, .70], p < .001; comparison: z = 8.76, p < .001).

We conclude that regardless of the rating perspective, parti-
cipants perceived more desirable traits as more descriptive of
themselves or the average other, and this positive relationship
was stronger for self-ratings than for other-ratings.We pro-
ceeded to conduct a multiple linear regression analysis to
investigate whether desirability and controllability interacted
to predict self-minus-other-ratings and summarized findings
in Table 5. First, desirability and controllability were entered
into the model. We found that the overall regression was statis-
tically significant, » = .77, R* = .59, 95% CI [.48, .66], F(2,
146) = 104.30, p < .00. Next, the interaction term was added
to the model, which accounted for variance in self-minus-



Ziano et al.

1009

Table 3. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations With Confidence Intervals.

Variable M SD Desirability Controllability Commonness Self-Ratings Other-Ratings
Desirability 3.73 1.78
Controllability 4.86 0.81 .03
[—.13,.19]
Commonness 4.07 0.54 .64%F 22%F
[.54, .73] [.06, .37]
Self-ratings 3.73 1.28 .92 .04 61
[.89, .94] [—.12, .20] [.50, .70]
Other-ratings 3.97 0.58 617 .14 92 55%*
[.50, .70] [-.02, .30] [.89, .94] [.42, .65]
Self-minus-other ratings —0.24 1.08 T7F* -.03 23k 89F* 1
[.69, .82] [—.19,.13] [.07, .37] [.86, .92] [-.05, .27]

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each correla-
tion. Analyses were conducted on an item level. Ratings of desirability and controllability were collected in the first sample and those of commonness, self-ratings,
and other-ratings were collected in the second sample. Self-minus-other represents self-ratings deducted by other-ratings.

*p < .05. ¥p < .0l.

other ratings, AR? = .07, 95% CI [.02, .12], AF(1, 145) =
28.17, p < .001. The relationship between desirability and
self-minus-other ratings was moderated by controllability (b
= .19, SE = .04, 95% CI [.12, .26], p < .001). The interaction
was probed by testing the simple main effects of desirability at
two levels of controllability: one SD below the mean and one
SD above the mean. We found that an increase in controllabil-
ity enhanced the positive relationship between desirability and
self-minus-other ratings (Figure 2). This means that the higher
the trait controllability, the more likely the participants were to
regard more desirable traits as more descriptive of themselves
than of others.

The effect of desirability was strong, explaining more
than half of the variation in self-minus-other ratings when
holding controllability and the interaction term constant
(sr* = .54, 95% CI [.43, .65]). The effect of controllability
was not statistically significant when controlling for other
predictors (s> = .01, 95% CI [—.01, .03]). The interaction
between desirability and controllability had a greater effect
than that of controllability, but noticeably smaller than that
of desirability (sr* = .07, 95% CI [.02, .12]). Results sup-
ported the hypothesis that desirability and controllability
interact to predict the size of the difference between self-
ratings and other-ratings.

Extension: Trait Desirability, Trait Commonness, and
Self-Other Ratings

We conducted two multiple linear regression analyses to exam-
ine the interaction between self-ratings and desirability, as well
as the interaction between other-ratings and desirability on pre-
dicting commonness. We summarized the results in Tables S7
and S8 in the Supplementary, respectively. We failed to find
support for the relationship between commonness and self or
other ratings being dependent on desirability. Our discussion
below therefore focuses on the first step of each model when
only the two predictors were entered.

Our findings did not fully support the extension hypothesis,
as we found support for a relationship between trait desirability
and trait commonness, yet found no support for a relationship
between trait desirability and self-ratings. Examining desirabil-
ity and self-ratings, we found support for desirability as predic-
tive of commonness (b = .16, SE = .05, 95% CI [.07, .26], p <
.001), but not for self-ratings (b = .05, SE = .07, 95% CI[—.09,
18], p = .48) (see Table S7).

On the other hand, on examining desirability and other-rat-
ings, they were both positively associated with commonness.
Other- ratings (b = .80, SE = .04, 95% CI [.71, .86], p <
.001) was a stronger predictor than desirability (b = .04, SE
= .01, 95% CI [.01, .06], p = .001; see Table S).

Overall, both regression equations accounted for a signif-
icant portion of variance in commonness ratings: R> = .86,
95% CI [.82, .89], F(2, 146) = 51.88, p <.001 for desirabil-
ity and other-ratings and R* = .42, 95% CI [.29, .51], F(2,
146) = 451, p < .001 for desirability and self-ratings,
respectively.

The association between other-ratings and commonness was
the strongest (s> = .41, 95% CI [.31, .52]) compared with
desirability and the interaction term which accounted for very
little variance in commonness in the same model. Desirability
was a stronger predictor of commonness (s#* = .04, 95% CI
[—.01, .09]) than self-ratings and the interaction between
self-ratings and commonness, which showed very weak effects
when entered in the same model.

In our preregistration, we planned to evaluate replication
outcomes based on the direction and strength of the detected
signals in relation to the original effect size at a 95% CT (LeBel
etal., 2018; see Table 6 for a comparison). Given the difference
in our statistical analyses from the original, our findings
addressed only some of the effects in a different approach and
may not be applicable for a direct comparison using LeBel
et al.’s (2018) framework. We recommend caution in compar-
ing the effect sizes of Alicke (1985) and of the present
replication.
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Table 4. Mean Ratings and Standard Deviations of Traits in Terms of Desirability, Controllability, and Commonness and Self-Ratings and Other-

Ratings.
Desirability (N = 149)  Controllability (N = Commonness (N = 149)  Self (N = 149)  Other (N = 149)

Traits M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Intelligent 6.41 (1.02) 4.01 (1.81) 4.57 (1.24) 5.39 (1.35) 4.55 (1.16)
Reliable 6.40 (1.01) 5.93 (1.13) 4.76 (1.31) 5.90 (1.08) 4.57 (1.09)
Loyal 6.33 (1.00) 5.69 (1.42) 4.84 (1.20) 5.93 (1.34) 4.73 (1.10)
Attractive 6.33 (0.97) 3.35 (1.62) 4.32 (1.19) 4.31 (1.39) 4.35 (1.08)
Responsible 6.31 (1.16) 5.82 (1.32) 4.65 (1.20) 5.74 (1.26) 4.67 (1.31)
Resourceful 6.27 (1.01) 5.13 (1.49) 4.8 (1.14) 5.48 (1.12) 4.81 (1.43)
Kind 6.26 (1.08) 5.72 (1.40) 4.8 (1.20) 5.56 (1.19) 4.53 (1.14)
Sincere 6.2 (1.01) 5.33 (1.62) 4.59 (1.14) 5.76 (1.09) 451 (1.17)
Friendly 6.16 (1.01) 5.88 (1.19) 4.75 (1.16) 5.51 (1.18) 4.89 (1.35)
Dependable 6.15 (1.33) 5.64 (1.32) 4.78 (1.28) 5.85 (1.27) 4.62 (1.11)
Respectful 6.15 (1.03) 5.97 (1.10) 4.37 (1.37) 5.85 (0.98) 4.15 (1.41)
Admirable 6.12 (1.03) 4.8 (1.68) 4.29 (1.26) 4.38 (1.45) 4.44 (1.36)
Wise 6.09 (1.25) 3.73 (1.62) 4.08 (1.25) 4.85 (1.44) 3.89 (1.34)
Good-tempered 6.09 (1.13) 4.89 (1.70) 4.67 (1.27) 5.10 (1.37) 4.52 (1.28)
Interesting 6.09 (0.97) 4.08 (1.67) 4.37 (1.21) 4.78 (1.34) 4.83 (1.3)
Bright 6.07 (1.00) 4.06 (1.81) 4.45 (1.23) 5.60 (1.21) 4.45 (1.23)
Honorable 6.04 (1.13) 5.30 (1.74) 4.38 (1.28) 5.32 (1.39) 4.49 (1.32)
Clearheaded 6.02 (1.23) 4.58 (1.52) 4.23 (1.28) 5.03 (1.54) 4.11 (1.17)
Pleasant 6.01 (1.20) 5.46 (1.41) 5.03 (1.10) 5.49 (1.07) 4.52 (1.10)
Ethical 6.01 (1.16) 5.58 (1.49) 451 (1.14) 5.54 (1.40) 4.33 (1.27)
Levelheaded 5.99 (1.26) 4.71 (1.59) 4.43 (1.24) 5.14 (1.51) 4.32 (1.29)
Intellectual 5.99 (1.16) 4.06 (1.79) 4.19 (1.33) 5.06 (1.17) 3.92 (1.17)
Considerate 5.98 (1.37) 5.99 (1.06) 4.28 (1.41) 5.75 (1.08) 4.47 (1.30)
Self-disciplined 5.98 (1.26) 5.59 (1.24) 4.14 (1.29) 4.70 (1.61) 3.95 (1.32)
Polite 5.98 (1.16) 6.36 (0.87) 4.56 (1.19) 5.65 (1.15) 4.12 (1.36)
Punctual 5.97 (1.04) 6.27 (1.03) 4.41 (1.31) 5.57 (1.56) 4.24 (1.31)
Versatile 5.95 (1.13) 4.87 (1.38) 4.71 (1.17) 4.65 (1.55) 4.55 (1.29)
Clean 591 (L.11) 6.20 (1.29) 4.85 (0.95) 5.47 (1.47) 4.68 (1.31)
Humorous 5.82 (1.17) 4.19 (1.54) 4.73 (1.18) 5.22 (1.41) 4.62 (1.10)
Original 5.81 (1.20) 4.02 (1.64) 4.12 (1.26) 4.80 (1.42) 3.98 (1.51)
Grateful 5.80 (1.29) 5.86 (1.34) 4.33 (1.34) 5.30 (1.50) 4.17 (1.51)
Trustful 5.77 (1.24) 5.14 (1.57) 4.78 (1.11) 5.21 (1.46) 424 (1.2)
Persistent 5.77 (1.17) 5.68 (1.36) 4.77 (1.23) 5.11 (1.52) 4.79 (1.28)
Lucky 5.76 (1.24) 1.85 (1.45) 4.12 (1.17) 3.43 (1.64) 4.19 (1.30)
Mature 5.71 (1.40) 4.93 (1.70) 4.26 (1.06) 5.32 (1.29) 4.00 (1.14)
Perceptive 5.71 (1.22) 4.03 (1.70) 4.31 (1.16) 5.62 (1.36) 4.27 (1.43)
Sharp-witted 5.71 (1.19) 3.77 (1.81) 4.04 (1.40) 4.92 (1.57) 4.40 (1.26)
Creative 5.64 (1.27) 3.81 (1.63) 4.45 (1.21) 4.79 (1.62) 4.31 (1.45)
Cooperative 5.63 (1.38) 6.17 (1.09) 4.83 (1.34) 5.51 (1.04) 4.57 (1.38)
Observant 5.63 (1.23) 5.42 (1.39) 4.52 (1.22) 5.61 (1.43) 4.29 (1.56)
Lively 5.61 (1.17) 4.57 (1.54) 4.97 (1.21) 4.50 (1.56) 491 (0.93)
Clever 5.60 (1.41) 3.89 (1.78) 4.13 (1.38) 5.29 (1.29) 4.22 (1.36)
Imaginative 5.60 (1.26) 3.71 (1.70) 4.61 (1.27) 5.17 (1.41) 4.29 (1.28)
Sportsmanlike 5.55 (1.26) 5.59 (1.47) 4.42 (1.13) 4.67 (1.86) 4.48 (1.25)
Neat 5.54 (1.09) 5.98 (1.16) 4.33 (1.14) 4.84 (1.57) 3.93 (1.28)
Normal 5.46 (1.29) 4.24 (1.58) 5.28 (1.23) 5.12 (1.54) 5.00 (1.12)
Witty 5.40 (1.35) 3.72 (1.71) 4.29 (1.20) 4.69 (1.73) 4.20 (1.31)
Well-read 5.33 (1.34) 5.80 (1.35) 3.84 (1.45) 5.09 (1.51) 3.76 (1.66)
Fearless 5.26 (1.42) 3.81 (1.73) 3.86 (1.53) 3.35 (1.6) 3.99 (1.58)
Bold 5.25 (1.17) 4.79 (1.49) 4.59 (1.13) 3.72 (1.52) 4.73 (1.17)
Quick 5.08 (1.22) 3.94 (1.70) 4.26 (1.19) 4.49 (1.43) 4.31 (1.32)
Fashionable 5.04 (1.16) 5.72 (1.37) 4.46 (1.08) 3.58 (1.84) 4.01 (1.32)
Progressive 5.00 (1.28) 5.28 (1.41) 4.51 (1.25) 4.83 (1.72) 4.40 (1.22)
Ingenious 4.96 (1.79) 3.60 (1.77) 3.69 (1.51) 3.94 (1.75) 3.90 (1.49)
Self-satisfied 4.73 (1.57) 4.81 (1.57) 4.62 (1.38) 3.91 (1.66) 4.81 (1.27)

(continued)
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Table 4. (continued)

Desirability (N = 149)  Controllability (N = 149)  Commonness (N = 149)  Self (N = 149)  Other (N = 149)

Traits M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Thrifty 4.70 (1.37) 5.59 (1.48) 3.91 (1.48) 4.96 (1.59) 3.54 (1.36)
Philosophical 4.70 (1.34) 4.48 (1.66) 3.33 (1.45) 4.36 (1.70) 3.43 (1.50)
Prudent 4.67 (1.48) 4.91 (1.50) 4.04 (1.22) 4.38 (1.72) 4.07 (1.42)
Religious 4.62 (1.35) 5.66 (1.56) 4.73 (1.41) 321 (2.18) 4.43 (1.31)
Meticulous 4.59 (1.37) 5.26 (1.56) 3.77 (1.06) 4.29 (1.81) 3.70 (1.24)
Obedient 4.52 (1.44) 6.00 (1.16) 4.26 (1.22) 4.45 (1.41) 4.01 (1.44)
Authoritative 4.5 (1.44) 491 (1.44) 4.54 (1.21) 3.54 (1.88) 4.22 (1.37)
Changeable 4.36 (1.25) 5.30 (1.62) 4.20 (1.26) 4.04 (1.38) 4.25 (1.38)
Sensitive 4.35 (1.40) 3.92 (1.79) 4.35 (1.22) 4.96 (1.54) 4.42 (1.23)
Conforming 4.11 (1.52) 5.20 (1.41) 4.86 (1.26) 3.94 (1.52) 4.48 (1.37)
Reserved 4.10 (1.38) 4.69 (1.76) 3.72 (1.19) 4.85 (1.70) 3.27 (1.31)
Prideful 4.02 (1.88) 5.35 (1.34) 5.28 (1.21) 3.83 (1.82) 5.26 (1.21)
Impressionable 3.88 (1.69) 4.09 (1.64) 4.65 (1.16) 3.25 (1.53) 4.62 (1.26)
Extravagant 3.77 (1.64) 5.32 (1.72) 4.33 (1.44) 2.76 (1.67) 4.17 (1.46)
Soft-spoken 3.73 (1.40) 4.76 (1.60) 3.19 (1.31) 4.29 (1.75) 3.00 (1.15)
Cunning 3.69 (1.96) 3.90 (1.80) 3.56 (1.31) 3.13 (1.78) 391 (1.21)
Choosy 3.53 (1.41) 5.21 (1.32) 4.75 (1.12) 4.35 (1.75) 4.94 (1.23)
Ordinary 3.53 (1.39) 4.06 (1.69) 5.04 (1.22) 4.23 (1.79) 4.60 (1.54)
Eccentric 3.53 (1.30) 4.16 (1.66) 3.44 (1.35) 3.68 (1.91) 3.36 (1.44)
Strict 3.46 (1.43) 5.40 (1.53) 342 (1.22) 3.59 (1.85) 3.50 (1.25)
Self-concerned 3.45 (1.58) 5.11 (1.57) 5.08 (1.37) 4.04 (1.50) 5.14 (1.31)
Daydreamer 343 (1.31) 4.30 (1.81) 4.41 (1.38) 4.40 (1.78) 4.12 (1.17)
Solemn 3.37 (1.36) 4.92 (1.53) 3.53 (1.35) 3.63 (1.71) 3.23 (1.05)
Overcautious 3.01 (1.22) 4.69 (1.57) 3.83 (1.22) 4.56 (1.84) 3.37 (1.26)
Inhibited 2.94 (1.29) 4.07 (1.65) 3.52 (1.14) 3.30 (1.55) 3.16 (1.44)
Bashful 2.82 (1.44) 3.76 (1.67) 3.24 (1.33) 3.60 (1.95) 3.00 (1.30)
Melancholy 2.76 (1.62) 4.10 (1.63) 3.51 (1.13) 3.19 (1.88) 3.49 (1.30)
Irreligious 2.76 (1.29) 5.17 (1.73) 351 (1.43) 3.73 (2.32) 351 (1.41)
Impulsive 2.75 (1.30) 4.23 (1.71) 4.27 (1.40) 2.81 (1.50) 5.18 (1.26)
Passive 2.73 (1.29) 4.74 (1.43) 3.76 (1.31) 3.55 (1.71) 3.35 (1.39)
Hesitant 2.70 (1.35) 4.52 (1.62) 3.57 (1.14) 4.03 (1.59) 3.52 (1.27)
Meek 2.62 (1.50) 4.18 (1.72) 2.97 (1.30) 3.35 (1.81) 2.88 (1.10)
Compulsive 2.60 (1.40) 3.93 (1.76) 4.05 (1.54) 2.92 (1.69) 4.42 (1.43)
Restless 2.59 (1.35) 4.30 (1.53) 4.01 (1.52) 3.65 (1.54) 4.36 (1.49)
Boastful 2.58 (1.58) 5.52 (1.55) 4.67 (1.33) 2.33 (1.52) 4.88 (1.08)
Radical 2.51 (1.26) 4.92 (1.67) 341 (1.52) 2.71 (1.77) 3.18 (1.54)
Timid 2.47 (1.20) 3.72 (1.89) 3.14 (1.36) 3.52 (1.96) 2.99 (1.19)
Profane 2.42 (1.47) 5.57 (1.51) 4.19 (1.45) 2.76 (1.69) 3.84 (1.47)
Unemotional 2.42 (1.34) 3.61 (1.74) 3.04 (1.42) 2.83 (1.84) 2.55 (1.32)
Unpoised 2.26 (1.28) 4.66 (1.52) 3.68 (1.45) 3.00 (1.70) 3.65 (1.40)
Unoriginal 2.23 (1.31) 3.54 (1.55) 3.94 (1.50) 2.80 (1.70) 3.6 (1.61)
Unsophisticated 2.22 (1.27) 4.49 (1.67) 3.94 (1.43) 291 (1.62) 4.08 (1.39)
Discontented 2.15 (1.24) 4.93 (1.66) 4.19 (1.51) 2.76 (1.70) 3.95 (1.51)
Self-centered 2.12 (1.21) 5.28 (1.58) 5.00 (1.25) 2.78 (1.53) 4.98 (1.17)
Humorless 2.09 (1.44) 3.62 (1.87) 2.92 (1.27) 1.94 (1.38) 2.90 (1.40)
Uncultured 2.09 (1.25) 4.71 (1.68) 3.70 (1.39) 2.24 (1.32) 3.74 (1.51)
Unstudious 2.08 (1.36) 5.28 (1.70) 3.62 (1.23) 2.32 (1.48) 3.57 (1.30)
Vain 2.08 (1.17) 4.94 (1.63) 4.43 (1.44) 2.48 (1.67) 4.31 (1.50)
Unforgiving 2.07 (1.22) 5.30 (1.51) 3.62 (1.40) 2.68 (1.60) 3.58 (1.55)
Clumsy 2.02 (1.43) 3.52 (1.80) 3.38 (1.34) 3.40 (1.80) 3.17 (1.36)
Forgetful 2.00 (1.17) 3.59 (1.66) 3.81 (1.27) 3.06 (1.63) 3.76 (1.53)
Unentertaining 1.99 (1.39) 4.04 (1.48) 3.48 (1.36) 2.99 (1.70) 3.17 (1.32)
Cold 1.97 (1.20) 5.01 (1.57) 3.43 (1.33) 2.46 (1.50) 3.16 (1.43)
Withdrawn 1.97 (1.17) 4.43 (1.68) 3.01 (1.33) 3.54 (1.93) 2.93 (1.41)
Gullible 1.93 (1.22) 3.76 (1.67) 4.09 (1.33) 2.85 (1.66) 3.90 (1.48)
Complaining 1.92 (1.41) 5.57 (1.58) 4.65 (1.37) 3.00 (1.61) 4.54 (1.34)

(continued)
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Table 4. (continued)

Desirability (N = 149)  Controllability (N = 149)  Commonness (N = 149)  Self (N = 149)  Other (N = 149)

Traits M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Deceptive 1.91 (1.34) 5.35 (1.68) 3.66 (1.32) 2.17 (1.26) 3.56 (1.42)
Meddlesome 1.91 (1.31) 5.70 (1.35) 3.74 (1.45) 2.21 (1.33) 3.93 (1.28)
Disobedient 1.91 (1.17) 5.82 (1.39) 3.69 (1.49) 2.57 (1.57) 3.69 (1.45)
Maladjusted 1.90 (1.33) 3.86 (1.74) 3.38 (1.48) 2.22 (1.64) 3.17 (1.37)
Dissatisfied 1.90 (1.25) 4.64 (1.68) 4.38 (1.59) 3.14 (1.76) 4.18 (1.51)
Unkind 1.89 (1.32) 5.52 (1.60) 3.30 (1.28) 1.98 (1.32) 3.35 (1.51)
Insecure 1.89 (1.17) 3.75 (1.78) 3.88 (1.55) 3.65 (1.91) 4.01 (1.60)
Irrational 1.87 (1.41) 4.34 (1.74) 3.92 (1.24) 2.26 (1.44) 3.83 (1.31)
Irresponsible 1.85 (1.37) 5.48 (1.57) 3.73 (1.44) 2.32 (1.45) 3.85 (1.42)
Shallow 1.83 (1.14) 4.92 (1.64) 3.99 (1.61) 2.37 (1.59) 4.25 (1.43)
Phony 1.82 (1.41) 5.15 (1.86) 3.58 (1.48) 1.88 (1.37) 3.94 (1.55)
Rude 1.82 (1.36) 5.97 (1.38) 4.00 (1.45) 2.07 (1.45) 3.73 (1.33)
Snobbish 1.81 (1.19) 5.56 (1.61) 3.76 (1.50) 2.14 (1.47) 3.73 (1.53)
Disrespectful 1.80 (1.33) 5.83 (1.46) 3.73 (1.40) 2.02 (1.50) 3. 79 (1.59)
Spiteful 1.79 (1.28) 5.14 (1.64) 3.68 (1.46) 2.38 (1.69) 6 (1.51)
Uncivil 1.78 (1.28) 5.59 (1.51) 322 (1.52) 2.12 (1.61) 3. 25 (1.40)
Belligerent 1.78 (1.21) 5.38 (1.52) 3.76 (1.54) 1.98 (1.59) 3.44 (1.52)
Unpopular 1.77 (1.18) 3.46 (1.68) 3.60 (1.35) 3.07 (1.77) 3.44 (1.41)
Unskilled 1.76 (1.16) 4.98 (1.78) 3.64 (1.39) 2.39 (1.51) 3.07 (1.31)
Mean 1.74 (1.17) 5.74 (1.35) 3.53 (1.54) 2.26 (1.62) 3.48 (1.38)
Impolite 1.73 (1.00) 5.98 (1.38) 3.89 (1.42) 2.00 (1.30) 3.73 (1.50)
Unreasonable 1.71 (1.13) 4.76 (1.69) 3.82 (1.36) 1.95 (1.17) 3.63 (1.58)
Tiresome 1.71 (0.99) 4.28 (1.62) 3.67 (1.57) 2.61 (1.70) 3.57 (1.56)
Discourteous 1.70 (1.02) 5.78 (1.56) 3.78 (1.40) 1.90 (1.35) 3.84 (1.49)
Unappreciative 1.66 (1.00) 5.42 (1.75) 4.20 (1.70) 2.04 (1.41) 3.86 (1.48)
Troubled 1.66 (0.95) 3.77 (1.61) 3.92 (1.29) 2.67 (1.65) 3.87 (1.43)
Lazy 1.65 (1.24) 5.59 (1.53) 3.77 (1.43) 2.81 (1.70) 3.78 (1.47)
lll-mannered 1.65 (1.18) 5.47 (1.69) 3.62 (1.55) 2.15 (1.63) 3.60 (1.60)
Jealous 1.65 (0.94) 4.57 (1.69) 4.28 (1.41) 2.62 (1.56) 3.79 (1.40)
Unpleasant 1.62 (1.18) 5.24 (1.55) 3.44 (1.30) 2.02 (1.36) 3.34 (1.48)
Hostile 1.59 (1.12) 5.35 (1.40) 3.48 (1.57) 1.84 (1.25) 3.28 (1.53)
Deceitful 1.58 (1.02) 5.51 (1.67) 3.70 (1.38) 1.86 (1.37) 3.16 (1.37)
Unethical 1.57 (1.09) 5.43 (1.54) 3.52 (1.57) 1.65 (1.08) 341 (1.49)
Liar 1.57 (1.07) 5.98 (1.44) 3.89 (1.68) 2.05 (1.43) 3.33 (1.36)
Dishonorable 1.55 (1.16) 5.22 (1.89) 3.04 (1.50) 1.90 (1.64) 2.88 (1.51)
Unpleasing 1.54 (0.84) 4.49 (1.65) 3.27 (1.22) 2.37 (1.60) 2.89 (1.31)
Incompetent 1.53 (1.26) 4.40 (1.77) 3.30 (1.33) 1.85 (1.37) 3.17 (1.39)
Dishonest 1.53 (1.08) 5.43 (1.67) 3.42 (1.38) 2.05 (1.37) 3.59 (1.27)

Note. The traits are arranged in descending order of desirability ratings.

Discussion

The present study aimed to replicate and extend the findings of
Alicke’s (1985) study. Alicke found support for the effects of
trait dimensions on the difference between self-ratings and
other-ratings. In two preregistered data collections, we success-
fully replicated the effects of desirability, as well as the inter-
action between desirability and controllability. First, there
was a strong positive relationship between trait desirability and
the difference between self-ratings and other-ratings on the
same trait. The more participants rated a trait as desirable, the
more participants rated the trait as more characteristic of them-
selves than the characteristic of the average American. Second,
the effect of desirability on the difference between self-ratings
and other-ratings was stronger for highly controllable traits and

weaker (but still positive) for less controllable traits. However,
the main effect of controllability was found to be weaker than
expected and in the opposite direction to the original (which
was significant and positive). Additionally, in our extension,
we found that more desirable traits were regarded as more com-
mon, yet this only applied to other-ratings, but not self-ratings.

Replication: Effect of Desirability, Controllability, and
Their Interaction on Better-Than-Average Effect

In summary, the predictors showed similar relative magnitudes
as the original study: Desirability showed the strongest effect,
followed by the interaction between desirability and controll-
ability, and then controllability. Of particular interest is the
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Figure |. Scatterplot with marginal histograms and 95% confidence interval showing the relationship between desirability and self-minus-other

ratings.

Table 5. Regression Results Using Self-Minus-Other Ratings as the Dependent Variable and Desirability and Controllability as the Independent

Variables.
b B sr?
95% ClI 95% ClI 95% ClI
Predictor b [LL, UL] B [LL, UL] sr? [LL, UL] Fit Difference
(Intercept) —24%  [—36, —.13]
Desirability A6rrE [.40, .53] 0.77 [0.66, 0.87] .59 [.49, .69] R? = 59k
Controllability — —.07 [—.21,.07] —0.05 [-0.16, 0.05] .00 [-.0l,.01] 95% Cl [.48, .66]
(Intercept) —25%FR  [—.36, —.15] R? = .66+ AR? = 7%
Desirability A5k [.39, .51] 0.74 [0.64, 0.84] .54 [.43, .65] 95% CI [.56, .71] 95% CI [.02, .12]
F(3, 145) = 91.84%  AF(l, 145) = 28.17+
Controllability =~ —.15% [-.28, -.02] —O.1 [-0.21,—-0.01] .0l [-.0l,.03]
Interaction g [.12, .26] 0.27 [0.17, 0.37] .07 [.02,.12]

Note. A significant b weight indicates the 3 weight and semi-partial correlation are also significant. b represents unstandardized regression weights. 3 indicates the
standardized regression weights. sr* represents the semi-partial correlation squared. r represents the zero-order correlation. LL and UL indicate the lower and

upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
*p <.05. ¥p < .0]. ¥¥p < .001.

consistently strong effect observed in desirability across all
analyses in the present study, which appears to support the
robustness of the better-than-average effect. Taking into
account different trait dimensions, previous studies found that
people tended to rate traits as more characteristic of themselves
than of the average other when the traits were more important
or more positive (Brown, 2012; Pahl & Eiser, 2005; Pedregon
et al., 2012). A meta-analysis study suggested that Westerners
self-enhanced more than East Asians and that the better-than-
average paradigm yielded one of the strongest effects for
self-enhancement in both cultures among 31 methods (Heine
& Hamamura, 2007). This finding, however, has been

contradicted by subsequent research arguing that there is little
difference between Westerners and East Asians in the extent of
self-enhancement (Brown, 2010; Zell et al., 2019; also see
Ziano et al., 2020; Chandrashekar et al., 2020 for high consis-
tency in findings across American and Hong Kong samples in
judgment and decision-making effects).

We replicated the interaction between desirability and con-
trollability. This is in support of related research showing similar
moderating effects for controllability, such that controllable
traits were regarded as more self-descriptive when described
positively, but less so when described negatively (Rothermund
et al., 2005). On the other hand, we did not replicate the main
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effect of controllability, finding a weak and inconsistent effect,
with CIs including the null and the effect in the direction oppo-
site to the original. Given the deviations in both the magnitude
and the direction, we consider this finding inconclusive.

Extension: Does Commonness Confound
Better-Than-Average Effects?

We found that desirability was positively associated with com-
monness, yet we found no evidence that this relationship

o
=1

Moderator
® Low controliabiity (-150)
A High controltability {(+15D)

Self-minus-other Ratings

0
Desirability

Figure 2. Simple slopes of desirability predicting self-minus-other
ratings for one standard deviation below the mean of controllability
and one standard deviation above the mean of controllability.

moderated the self—other ratings difference. The positive asso-
ciation between desirability and commonness was supported by
another study by Pahl and Eiser (2005), although authors did
not specify how commonness was operationalized. A possible
interpretation for this finding is that desirability might be con-
founded with commonness, as argued by Moore (2007). Specif-
ically, social norms not only determine which traits are
desirable but also encourage people to display these traits more
often than to display the undesirable ones. As a result, these
traits would be regarded as more common.

In comparison with self-ratings, other-ratings were a stron-
ger predictor of commonness. Revisiting the definition of com-
monness may help explain this finding. In the present study,
commonness was operationalized as the degree to which peo-
ple perceive that a trait is frequently displayed among the aver-
age American. Implicated in this definition is observability that
may help explain why self-ratings and other-ratings correlated
with commonness to varying degrees. For self-evaluation, peo-
ple can access their inner thoughts and feelings and recall dif-
ferent instances when they display a certain trait. However,
evaluating the average American is likely different. Compared
with self-evaluation, not only is it more limited to observable
traits but it also requires additional cognitive effort of imagin-
ing an abstracted average (Chambers & Windschitl, 2004; Kri-
zan & Suls, 2008). In other words, whereas people are aware of
both their public and private traits when making self-
evaluation, they are likely to base their judgment of the average
other on observable traits.

Table 6. Comparison of Effect Sizes Between the Original Article and Replication With the Self-Minus-Other Ratings Difference as Dependent

Variable.
Orriginal Article Replication
NHST Replication
Predictor ng f B B sr Summary Summary
Desirability 78 [.73,.81] 1.88[l.66,2.06] .45[.39,.5I] .74 [.64, .38] .54 [43, .65] Supported Consistent in
direction; strong
effect
Controllability .06 [.002, .18] 0.26 [0.04, 0.47] —.15[—.28, —.02] —.11 [—.2], —.03] .0l [—.0l, .03] Supported Inconsistent in
direction;
inconclusive
finding
Desirability x 21 [.12,.28] 0.52[0.37,062] .19[.12,.26] 27 [.17, 37] .07 [.02, .12]  Supported Consistent in

Controllability

Desirability x .15 [.04,.28] 0.42[0.2, 0.62]
Controllability®

Desirability x .59 [.52, .65] 1.21 [1.04, 1.35]
Perspective

Perspective X .23 [.14, .31] 0.55 [0.40, 0.66]
Desirability x

Controllability

direction; weak
effect

Note. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval. b represents unstandardized regression weights. B indicates the standardized regression
weights. sr? represents the semi-partial correlation squared. Since this analysis is performed with the self-minus-other ratings as dependent variable, we did not
include effects of the Desirability x Perspective and the Perspective x Desirability x Controllability interactions.

*The original article revised categorization of desirability at high, neutral-high, neutral-low, and low levels.



Ziano et al.

1015

Constraints on Generalizability

Sample. We recruited U.S. residents from MTurk as partici-
pants. This limits the generalizability of the present results to
other populations, especially non-Western, educated, industria-
lized, rich, democratic ones (Henrich et al., 2010). This is of
particular importance given the ongoing controversy in the lit-
erature on whether East Asians and Westerners differ in the
extent of self-enhancement (Brown, 2010; Heine & Hama-
mura, 2007; Zell et al., 2019). Research using a different sam-
ple may obtain different results.

Materials. We had no access to the original list of traits used for
the first sample. The original article mentioned where and
how the traits were initially derived, yet the full list was unre-
ported, leading to our decision to use only the 149 traits pro-
vided in the original’s appendix. It is possible that the
perception toward the traits has changed over the past 3
decades and thus different traits would have been shortlisted
for the second sample based on the ratings of desirability and
controllability. This gap in information calls for more shared
documentation in psychological research for facilitating
reproducible work. Research using a different list of traits
may obtain different results.

“Average American” designation. Note that the designation of
“average American” is potentially confusing as “American”
can indicate people who are not U.S. citizens (e.g., Bolivians,
Mexicans, and Canadians). We used the “average American”
designation because it is used in the U.S. media and in popular
culture (e.g., Corley, 2018; O’Keefe, 2012). Nonetheless,
future research should adopt “average U.S. American” when
U.S. citizens are recruited as participants in order to avoid
lumping together different nationalities and cultures, and it
may find different results.

Further, the MTurk population may differ from the general
U.S. population (e.g., some found MTurk workers show lower
religiosity, higher education, and lower income; Clifford et al.,
2015). Therefore, when rating themselves in comparison with
the “average American,” MTurk workers may not be showing
bias if they are rating themselves as below average in religios-
ity but in fact produce an accurate estimation of comparative
religiosity. Future research employing MTurk samples may
consider the implications of using designation of “average
MTurk worker” compared to “average American” with the aim
of addressing this potential confound.

Conclusion

We successfully replicated Alicke (1985). More than 30 years
after the original finding, people still believe they are better
than average on desirable traits. The effect of desirability on the
better-than-average effect is stronger for traits considered
controllable.
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Note

1. We note that prior to the final preregistration of Wave 1, we had
two prior preregistrations that we found had to be amended due
to issues identified in the comprehension checks and a Qualtrics
bug that affected randomization. Amendments were made prior
to the full first data collection. Links to prior registrations
(https://osf.io/aSmx7/) and (https://osf.io/pvr6t). The final prere-
gistration for the first data collection was completed before data
collection. In addition, we already preregistered the second data
collection in the preregistration of the first data collection, yet fol-
lowing our analysis of the first data collection, we made changes to
the preregistration of the section data collection. These changes are
explained in the Adjustments to the Original Study subsection. For
the most complete preregistration plan conducted prior to data col-
lections, please refer to the latest preregistrations.
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Disclosures
Procedure

The replication was conducted as part of a large replication project, in which we attempted to
replicate findings from the judgment and decision-making literature. In the present study, the
participants from both the initial and second-wave samples received financial compensation
for completing a survey.

Pre-registration

We pre-registered the study prior to data collection. The design and analysis plan were
revised after our analysis of the first data collection.

All departures from the pre-registration are documented in the manuscript or in the
supplementary below, see section "Pre-registration Planning and Deviation Documentation”.

Data Exclusion

We pre-registered exclusion criteria such as low English proficiency and failed
comprehension checks. We conducted our analyses both with and without exclusions, and
found that exclusions had little effect on the results. For the sake of brevity, the manuscript
reported findings without data exclusion.

Conditions Reporting

All conditions collected for this study are reported and included in the provided data.

Variables Reporting

All variables collected for this study are reported and included in the provided data.
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Attention checks, Comprehension checks, and Exclusion criteria
Attention checks. 1% data collection

To test whether participants answered the questions carefully, we added two attention
checks to each condition, mixed with the trait ratings. These items were “very undesirable”
and “very desirable” in the desirability condition, and “very uncontrollable” and “very
controllable” in the controllability condition respectively. Participants needed to rate each of
the attention check traits with the option that corresponded exactly to the trait in order to pass
the attention checks. This means that participants passed the attention check if they rated
“very undesirable” or “very uncontrollable” as 1 (corresponding to “““very undesirable” in the
desirability condition or “very uncontrollable” in the controllability condition) and “very
desirable” or “very controllable” as 7 (corresponding to “very desirable” in the desirability
condition or to “very controllable” in the controllability condition).

Attention checks. 2" data collection

Similar to the first data collection, we added two attention checks for each condition,
mixed with the trait ratings. These items were “very uncommon” and “very common” in the
commonness condition, and “not at all characteristic” and “very characteristic” in the self-
ratings condition respectively. Similar to the first data collection, participants were supposed
to check the option “very common” for the trait “very common”, very uncommon for the trait
“very uncommon”, “not at all characteristic” for the trait “not at all characteristic”, and “very
characteristic” for the trait “characteristic”. Originally, we planned to use “not at all
characteristic” and “very characteristic” in the other ratings condition. However, there was a
coding error in the Qualtrics survey, which rendered the attention checks for this condition
ineffective. This error did not impact the results reported in the following section since we
pre-registered the use of a full sample for analyses. Details are reported in “Pre-registration
Planning and Deviation Document” in the supplementary materials.

Comprehension questions.1% data collection.

At the beginning of the first survey, participants received instructions about the rating
criteria specific to their assigned condition: desirability or controllability. To test participants’
understanding of the rating criteria, the instructions were followed by three comprehension
questions with three multiple choices each. Participants had to answer all comprehension
questions correctly in order to proceed to the rating task.

In the desirability condition, participants were first asked whether a desirable
characteristic or trait is one that is good to have, bad to have, or neither good or bad. Second,
they were asked whether an undesirable characteristic or trait is one that is good to have, bad
to have, or neither good or bad. Third, they were asked whether the task is to make
evaluations based on their own desirability criteria, desirability criteria for the average
American, or whatever desirability criteria seem relevant.

In the controllability condition, participants were first asked whether a controllable
characteristic or trait is one that a person could create or eliminate through sufficient effort,
or a person’s effort would not be sufficient to create or eliminate, or unrelated to persons.
Second, they were asked whether an uncontrollable characteristic or trait is one that a person
could create or eliminate through sufficient effort, or a person’s effort would not be sufficient
to create or eliminate, or unrelated to persons. Third, they were asked whether the task is to
make evaluations based on their own controllability criteria, controllability criteria for the
average American, or whatever controllability criteria seems relevant.
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Comprehension questions. 2" data collection.

At the beginning of the second survey, participants received instructions about the
rating criteria specific to their assigned condition: commonness, self-ratings, or other ratings.
Similar to the structure of the first survey, the instructions were followed by one to three
comprehension questions with three multiple choices each. Participants had to answer all
comprehension questions correctly in order to proceed to the rating task.

In the commonness condition, participants were first asked whether a common
characteristic or trait is one that is frequently displayed, rarely displayed, or neither
frequently nor rarely displayed. Second, they were asked the same question for an uncommon
characteristic or trait. Third, they were asked whether the task is to make evaluations based
on their own commonness criteria, commonness criteria for the average American, or
whatever commonness criteria seems relevant.

In the self-ratings condition, they were asked whether the evaluation is based on how
well the traits characterize them, the average American, or everyone. The other ratings
condition comprised the same comprehension question as the self-ratings condition.

Exclusion criteria

As pre-registered, the analyses focused on the full sample. For supplementary
analysis, the following exclusion criteria were pre-registered: (1) participants who reported
low English proficiency (lower than 5 on a scale of 1 to 7); (2) those who reported not being
serious about filling in the survey (lower than 4 on a scale of 1 to 7); (3) those who correctly
guessed the study hypothesis in the funneling section; (4) those who failed to complete the
survey; (5) those who failed to pass the attention check; and (6) those who completed the
survey within less than one minute. Exclusion had little to no effects on results, and analyses
including only participants fulfilling the preregistered criteria are reported in the “Results
after Exclusions” section of these Supplementary materials.
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Tables and figures

Table S1. Reported statistics and calculated effect sizes in the original study

Desirability

Controllability

Desirability x controllability

Desirability x controllability

Desirability x perspective

Perspective x desirability x

controllability

F
306.80

5.93

22.72

14.87

126.74

25.90

Reported statistics

df
3, 261

1, 87

3, 261

1, 87

3,261

3,261

<

p
.0001

<.02

N

N

.0001

.0005

.0001

.0001

Calculated effect sizes

e’
.78
[.73, .81]
.06
[.002, .18]
21
[.12,.28]
15
[.04, .28]
.59
[.52, .65]
23
[.14, .31]

f

1.88
[1.66, 2.06]
26
[0.04, 0.47]
52
[0.37, 0.62]
42
[0.2, 0.62]
1.21
[1.04, 1.35]
55
[0.40, 0.66]

Note. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each effect size. df
indicates degrees of freedom. % indicates partial eta squared. f indicates Cohen’s f.
Calculations can be found in “Effect Sizes and Confidence Intervals” in the supplementary

materials.



Replication and extension of Alicke (1985): Supplementary

Figure S1. Mean pre-ratings of traits in first-wave sample (Alicke, 1985, pp. 1629-1630).

Mean Preratings of Desirability and Controllability

Desire  Desire  Control  Control Desire  Desire  Control  Control
Condition M rank M rank Condition M rank M rank
High desire/high control Moderate-high desire/high control
Cooperative 628 3% 590 328 | Prideful a4 s ss1 278
Considerate 608 341 596 339 | Prudent 416 216 555 280
Responsible 628 3% 591 334 | Choosy 402 210 566 295
Friendly 626 355 605 346 M 4R 5.77
Respectful 598 324 636 36l
Relisble 637 360 599 34| Moderate-low desire/high control
Resourcetul 610 343 592 335 | yroubleq 200 92 621 388
Polite 6.16 348 609 349 | pogqfu) 211 106 585 323
Dependable 6.25 353 590 328 Unpoised 2.29 119 5.90 328
Trustful 6.19 351 5.74 307 Jealous 2.0 103 5.89 326
Plessant $98 321 518 28 | gufcentered 237 123 605 347
Sincere 619 352 564 29 | yngilled 206 100 535 3%
Lot 395 320 569 298 | Melancholy 231 121 560 285
Sclfdisciplined 594 319 570 301 | Ungophisticated 245 130 534 287
Kind 608 339 575 308 | Clumsy 246 131 566 294
Clean 373292 637 362 | paydreamer 30 169 594 336
Mww 5.88 307 5.04 328 Irreligious 293 160 6.02 343
Vﬂ'l.llllt 5.85 303 597 340 Strict 3.07 168 5.64 290
Porsistent 347 28 5671 297 | Conforming 294 162 580 314
SVl reed 362 285 550 270 | Compulsive 325 175 s70 300
Sensitive 5.53 282 5.80 313 Hesitant 311 170 5.56 282
Grateful 5.53 283 5.7 304 Eccentric 3.36 179 5'77 31
Thrifty s38 273 550 270 M 262 577
M 5.96 5.80 : :
) o Low desire/high control
Moderate-high desire/high control Unforgiving 1.67 47 5.82 319
Disobedient 187 76 601 342

Neat 483 244 5.94 337 Deceptive 1.93 84 594 337
Bold 5.19 260 5.84 321 Disrespectful 1.69 50 6.12 354
Self-satisfied 532 267 5.64 293 Snobbish 1.72 56 6.02 343
Religious 445 227 5.82 320 Spiteful 1.82 68 5.69 298
Self-concerned 3.58 188 6.08 348 Meddlesome 1.86 74 5.54 279
Radical 3.46 183 6.09 351 Complaining 1.91 81 5.51 301
Obedient 443 226 5.75 308 Unstudious 1.85 71 5.80 314
Fashionable 1.68 S0 5.52 M

399 209 5.56 282 Uncivil
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Desire  Desire  Control  Control Desire  Desire  Control  Control
Condition M rank M rank Condition M rank M rank
Low desire/high control Moderate-high desire/low control
Unappreciative 1.69 50 5.66 295 Ingenious 496 249 324 )
Unpleasing 1.85 n 5.55 280 Changeable 461 236 1.90 1
Phony 1.39 5 6.11 353 Witty 5.20 261 39 41
Discourteous 1.58 30 5.89 326 Philosophical 4am 241 4.04 46
Unkind 1.53 20 587 24 Ethical 535 270 409 55
Rude 1.38 4 6.04 345 Quick 7 258 a3 88
Impolite 145 1 6.10 is2 Progressive 5.17 258 43 'L
Dishonest 1.27 2 6.29 159 Sharp-witted $33 268 430 73
Cold 1.56 26 5.51 275 M 4,50 383
Dishonorable 1.45 11 571 305
Deceitful 1.56 26 5.75 308 ;
Hostile 156 27 561 288 Moderate-low desire/low control
Irresponsible 1.57 28 5712 306 Forgetful 2,15 114 1.7% 27
Unreasonable 1.62 16 552 277 Uncultured 241 125 359 12
M 1.63 $.80 Discontented 201 92 n 25
Dissatisfied §I; 116 ;.57 ;;
Withdrawn 0 102 92
High desire/low control Unoriginal 207 101 408 a8
Creative 6.04 329 3.70 2 Tiresome 215 114 434 80
Bright 6.13 346 336 8 Profane 240 124 432 76
6.10 344 4.01 41 Unentertaining 233 122 435 82
Intelligent 6.11 345 3.60 14 Passive 27 149 330 7
6.07 336 3.46 9 Timid 2.56 137 3.60 14
Observant 6.05 330 4.04 46 Bashful 259 142 367 20
Perceptive 6.08 339 4.14 58 Restless 291 159 3.7 22
Level-headed 6.06 334 4.10 56 Unpopular 2.59 140 82 29
Mature 6.07 336 435 82 Unemotional 2.68 148 3% 41
Honorable 6.34 358 4,10 56 Meek 278 153 4.06 51
Lively 587 306 3.66 18 Overcautious Jo4 166 429 70
Clever 5.74 294 384 3 Inhibited 262 144 420 65
Admirable 5.74 295 382 29 Extravagant 331 178 415 60
Wise $.85 302 381 28 Solemn 2.56 138 4.36 85
Intellectual 5.67 287 4.06 s1 Softspoken 318 173 42 66
Sportsmanlike 5.52 280 4.29 n M 254 39s
Punctual ) ;; m 4,35 82
Original S. 296 4.16 60
Interesting S8 00 423 67 Low desire/low control
Humerous 547 279 4.3 7% Insecure 192 83 3.66 19
M 5.89 397 Belligerent 2.00 90 39 34
Humorless 1.76 48 408 4y
) ) Lazy 1.81 66 437 88
Moderate-high desire/low control Vain 1.80 64 430 7
Reserved 379 196 3.59 12 Gullible 1.96 87 4.17 87
Cunning 378 193 394 37 Liar 1.24 | 399 40
Fearless 384 199 4.06 53 Unpleasant 147 13 199 41
Meticulous 420 217 4,34 85 Mean 1.49 ) 162 16
Impulsive 379 195 4.19 81 Maladjusted 1.63 39 3.5 10
Ordinary 182 186 419 % Unethical 1.49 14 409 54
Impressionable 348 184 4.16 60 1Il-Mannered 1.58 22 a3 75
Authoritative 396 206 4,36 85 Incompetent 1.60 k) a7 70
Normal 4.5 233 1.90 1 Shallow 1.65 45 432 76
Attractive 496 248 87 32 Irrational 1.63 42 429 70
Lucky 5.02 253 370 21 M 1.67 4.06
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Table S2: Ratings in second-wave sample by levels of desirability and controllability in the

original study

Level of control

High

Low

High

Low

High

Low

Level of desirability

High

5.72 (0.57)
5.37 (0.66)

4.69 (0.72)

4.87 (0.74)

Moderate-high Moderate-low Low
Ratings of self

4.60 (0.79) 3.40 (0.73) 2.23(0.73)

4.60 (0.54) 3.21(0.74) 2.59 (0.69)
Ratings of average college student

4.44 (0.72) 3.74 (0.61) 3.26 (0.83)

4.27 (0.47) 3.40 (0.55) 3.40 (0.78)

Ratings of self minus average college student

1.03
0.50

0.16 -0.34 -1.03

0.33 -0.19 -0.81

Note. Values in parentheses are standard deviations.
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Table S3. Summary of effect sizes using commonness as the dependent variable

Effect sizes NHST Summary

b beta sr?

Desirability 0.16 0.53 .04 Supported
[0.06, 0.26] [0.21, 0.85] [-.01,.09]

Self-ratings 0.05 0.11 .00 Not supported
[-0.09,0.18]  [-0.21,0.43]  [-.01,.01]

Desirability x self-ratings 0.01 0.03 .00 Not supported
[-0.03,005] [-0.10,0.16]  [-.01,.01]

Desirability 0.04 0.12 .01 Supported
[0.01,0.06]  [0.04,0.20] [-.00, .02]

Other ratings 0.80 0.86 41 Supported
[0.72,0.87] [0.77,0.94] [.31, .52]

Desirability x other ratings 0.02 0.03 .00 Not supported
[-0.02,007] [-0.03,010] [-.00,.00]

Note. b represents unstandardized regression weights. beta indicates the standardized

regression weights. sr? represents the semi-partial correlation squared. NHST represents null
hypothesis significance testing. NHST summary concerns the main effects and interactions of

the following extension hypothesis: for ratings of others, trait desirability is positively
associated with trait commonness. For ratings of self, trait desirability is negatively
associated with trait commonness.
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Table S1. Comparison of study characteristics between the original article and the replication

Study Alicke (1985) Replication
Sample Initial Final Initial Final
n 80 (desirability) 88 (self) / 341 (desirability) 300 (self) /
/ 84 88 (other) / 329 306 (other) /
(controllability) (controllability) 297
(commonness)
% Female 57.9 58.0 47.2 54.4
Age M Unreported Unreported 39.12 39.34
(Years)
Age SD Unreported Unreported 12.01 12.42

(Years)
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Table S2. Summary of study design

Hypothesis 1 (Replication)

IV 2 Condition 1:
Self-perspective

IV 2 Condition 2:
Other perspective

Hypothesis 2 (Replication)

v 1:
Desirability

DV:
Title: Self-minus-other ratings of the traits

Specific DV item: Rate to which degree each trait characterizes
you/the average American on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all
characteristic; 7 = very characteristic).

IV 3 Condition 1:
Self-perspective

IV 3 Condition 2:
Other perspective

Hypothesis 3 (Extension)

Vv 1: 1V 2:
Desirability Controllability
DV:

Title: Self-minus-other ratings of the traits

Specific DV item: Rate to which degree each trait characterizes
you/the average American on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all
characteristic; 7 = very characteristic).

IV 2 Condition 1:
Self-perspective

IV 2 Condition 2:
Other perspective

v 1:
Desirability

DV:
Title: Commonness ratings of the traits

Specific DV item: Rate to which degree each trait is common
among the average Americans on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all
common; 7 = very common).

Note. 1V represents independent variable. DV represents dependent variable. In the present
study, self-minus-other ratings were calculated by subtracting other ratings from other ratings
to account for the rating perspective.
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Table S7. Regression results using commonness as the dependent variable, desirability and self-ratings as the independent variables

b beta sr2
Predictor b 95% CI beta 95% CI sr2 95% CI Fit Difference
[LL, UL] [LL, UL] [LL, UL]
(Intercept) 4.07*** [4.00, 4.13] RZ = 42%**
95% CI [.29,.51]
Desirability 0.16** [0.07, 0.26] 0.54 [0.22,0.86] .04 [-.01, .10]
F(2, 146) = 51.88***
Self-ratings 0.05 [-0.09, 0.18] 0.11 [-0.21,043] .00 [-.01, .01]
(Intercept) 4.05%** [3.93, 4.16]
Desirability 0.16** [0.06, 0.26] 0.53 [0.21, 0.85] .04 [-.01,.09] RZ = 42%** AR? =.001
) 95% CI [.29, .51] 95% CI [-.01, .01]
Self-ratings 0.05 [-0.09, 0.18] 0.11 [-0.21, 0.43] .00 [-.01,.01]
F(3, 145) = 34.48*** AF(1, 145) =0.22
Interaction 0.01 [-0.03, 0.05] 0.03 [-0.10, 0.16] .00 [-.01,.01]

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight and semi-partial correlation are also significant. b represents unstandardized regression
weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. sr? represents the semi-partial correlation squared. r represents the zero-order
correlation. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.

* indicates p <.05. ** indicates p < .01. *** indicates p < .001.
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Table S8. Regression results using commonness as the dependent variable, desirability and other-ratings as the independent variables

b beta sr?
Predictor b 95% ClI beta 95% ClI sr? 95% ClI Fit Difference
[LL, UL] [LL, UL] [LL, UL]
(Intercept) 4.07%*  [4.03,4.10] RZ = .86%**
Desirability 0.04**  [0.02, 0.06] 0.13 [0.05, 0.21] 01 [-.00,.02]  95% CI [.82,.89]
Other ratings 0.79***  [0.71, 0.86] 0.84 [0.77, 0.92] 45 [.34,.56]  F(2, 146) = 451%**
(Intercept) 4.05%**  [4.01, 4.10] R2 = .8p*** AR? =.001
o 95% CI [.82,.89] 95% CI [-.00, .00]
Desirability 0.04**  [0.01, 0.06] 0.12 [0.04, 0.20] 01 [-.00, .02]
F(3, 145) = 300.8***  AF(1, 145) = 0.92
Other ratings 0.80***  [0.72, 0.87] 0.86 [0.77,0.94] 41 [.31, .52]
Interaction 0.02 [-0.02, 0.07] 0.03  [-0.03,0.10] .00 [-.00, .00]

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight and semi-partial correlation are also significant. b represents unstandardized regression
weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. sr? represents the semi-partial correlation squared. r represents the zero-order
correlation. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.

* indicates p <.05. ** indicates p < .01. *** indicates p <. 001
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Table S9. Simple main effects of desirability on self-minus-other ratings

Controllability b p 95% CI
One SD below mean***  0.29 <.001 [.21, .38]
One SD above mean***  0.60 <.001 [.52, .68]

Note. *** indicates p < .001. b represents unstandardized regression weights. 95% CI

represents 95% confidence interval.

15
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Table S10. Mean pre-ratings of the revised conditions

16

Revised Conditions

Mean Pre-rating

Mean Difference

Neutral-high D, high C
Neutral-high D, low C
Neutral-low D, high C
Neutral-low D, low C

4.84
5.06
3.89
3.88

0.53
0.32
-0.17
0.22

Note. D refers to desirability. C refers to controllability.
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Comparison with the Original Article

The below tables summarize and explain the similarities and differences between the original
article and replication study.

Table S11. Similarities and differences between the original article and replication study in
the first-wave sample

Item Explanation
Original Article Replication Study
Instructions Participants in the first-wave sample were Same instructions

asked them to judge to what extent the
traits were desirable or controllable.
Definitions of desirable and controllable
were given (see Procedures in Section 3 for

details).
Measures/ 362 traits 149 traits (The article reported using 154
Stimulus traits (Alicke, 1985, p. 1624) but the
appendix listed only 149 traits.)
Paper-and-pencil survey Online Qualtrics survey
e One booklet (either desirability or e Randomized, evenly presented blocks
controllability) for desirability and controllability
e Sheets in randomized order (37 traits e 36-40 traits in total
on each) e Added 2 attention checks for each
e Non-randomized choices condition
e Added 3 comprehension questions for
each condition
7-point bipolar scale (1 = not at all Same scale

desirable or controllable, 7 = very
characteristic of desirable or controllable)

Procedure Between-subjects design Same design
Participants rated all traits on either Participants were randomly assigned to rate
desirability or controllability 40 traits either desirability or
controllability
Location In groups (18 to 29 subjects); location Alone; online
unreported
Remuneration  Unreported Participants received 0.5 USD for a task

estimated at 4 minutes, which is
commensurate with the federal minimum
hourly wage of 7.25 USD.

Participant Introductory psychology students at Americans recruited via Amazon
Population University of North Carolina at Chapel Mechanical Turk (MTurk)
Hill, North Carolina
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Table S12. Similarities and differences between the original article and replication study in
the second-wave sample

Item

Instructions

Measures/
Stimulus

Procedure

Location

Remuneration

Participant
Population

Explanation
Original Article

Participants in the second-wave sample
received the first booklet of traits for one

Replication Study

Participants in the second-wave sample
were asked to rate to what extent the traits

perspective and were asked to rate to which were characteristic of either them or the

degree the traits characterized them or the
average college student. Then they
received the second booklet and repeated
the same process for the other perspective.

154 traits

Paper-and-pencil survey

e Two booklets (self & average college

student) presented in counterbalanced

order

e Sheets in randomized order (6 traits
on each)

e Non-randomized choices

7-point bipolar scale (1 = not at all
characteristic of me or the average college

average American, or to what extent the
traits are common among the average
American.

149 traits (The article reported using 154
traits (Alicke, 1985, p. 1624) but the
appendix listed only 149 traits.)

Online Qualtrics survey

e 3 randomized blocks: self-ratings,
other ratings or commonness ratings

e Added 2 attention checks for each
condition

e Added 3 comprehension questions for
the commonness condition, and 1
comprehension question each for the
self-condition and the other condition

Same scale but we replaced “average
college student” with “average American”

student, 7 = very characteristic of me or the to match with our target population

average college student)
Within-subjects design

Participants rated all traits in both the self
and other conditions

In groups (18 to 29 subjects);
location unreported

Unreported

Introductory psychology students at
University of North Carolina at Chapel
Hill, North Carolina

Between-subjects design

Participants were randomly assigned to rate
40 traits from the self or average American
perspective

Alone; online

Participants received 0.5 USD for a task
estimated at 4 minutes, which is
commensurate with the federal minimum
hourly wage of 7.25 USD.

Americans recruited via MTurk
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Pre-registration Planning and Deviation Documentation
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The below table summarizes the components where there were deviations from the pre-registration.

Table S13. Pre-registration planning and deviation documentation

Components in
your
preregistration
Procedures

Power analysis

Exclusion rules

Evaluation criteria

Analyses

Presentation of
statistics

Location of
preregistered
decision/plan

Page 12 of pre-
registration

Page 13 of pre-
registration

Page 13 of pre-
registration

Page 16 of pre-
registration

Page 17-19 of pre-
registration

Page 20 of pre-
registration

Location of the
rationale for the
decision/plan (if any)

Page 12 of pre- No
registration

Page 13 of pre- No
registration

Page 13 of pre- Minor
registration
Page 16 of pre- Minor

registration

Page 17-20 of pre- No
registration

Page 20 of pre- Minor

registration

Were there
deviations?*

If yes - describe details of
deviation(s)

N/A

N/A

There was an error in Qualtrics,
which rendered the attention
checks ineffective in the “Other
ratings” condition.

Commented on magnitude and
direction only instead of using
LeBel et al.’s (2018) framework

N/A

Did not include a graph for the
extension hypothesis

Rationale for
deviation

N/A

N/A

Results after
exclusion in
supplementary
material

See discussion of the
manuscript

N/A

Weak to no
moderating effects
detected

How might the results
be different if you had
not deviated

N/A

N/A

The size of the second-
wave sample after
exclusion would be
slightly smaller.

N/A

N/A

N/A

Note. *Categories for deviations: Minor - Change probably did not affect results or interpretations; Major - Change likely affected results or interpretations.
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Materials
Qualtrics Surveys

The full surveys, including the survey flow, randomization options and debrief, are available
in .doc and .qgsf file types on the OSF (see main manuscript for links).

Rating Criteria

Each participant was shown 40 of the 149 randomized traits (See list at the end of this
section), and asked to rate these traits based on one of the five rating criteria below:

Desirability

For each of the following:

To what extent do these traits represent desirable or undesirable characteristics for the
average American?

In this context, a desirable characteristic is one that the average American would perceive as
being good to have, whereas an undesirable characteristic is one that the average American
would perceive as being bad to have.

(1 = very undesirable; 7 = very desirable)

Controllability
To what extent do these traits represent controllable or uncontrollable characteristics for the
average American?

A controllable characteristic is one that an average American could create or eliminate
through a sufficient amount of effort, whereas an uncontrollable characteristic is one that
an average American's effort would not be sufficient to create or eliminate.

(1 = very uncontrollable; 7 = very controllable)

Commonness
For each of the following:
To what extent are these traits common among the average Americans?

In this context, a common characteristic is one that the average American would frequently
display, whereas an uncommon characteristic is one that the average American would rarely
display.

(1 = very uncommon; 7 = very common)

Self Ratings
For each of the following:

To what extent do these traits characterize you?
(1 = not at all characteristic of me; 7 = very characteristic of me)

Other Ratings

For each of the following:

To what extent do these traits characterize the average American?

(1 = not at all characteristic of the average American; 7 = very characteristic of the average
American)
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The below is a full list of the traits used for participant ratings. We referenced the traits
reported in the appendix of the original study.

List of Traits for Ratings

©o~Noa~®WNE

Cooperative
Considerate
Responsible
Friendly
Respectful
Reliable
Resourceful
Polite
Dependable
Trustful
Pleasant
Sincere
Loyal
Self-disciplined
Kind

Clean
Good-tempered
Versatile
Persistent
Well read
Sensitive
Grateful
Thrifty

Neat

Bold
Self-satisfied
Religious
Self-concerned
Radical
Obedient
Fashionable
Prideful
Prudent
Choosy
Troubled
Boastful
Unpoised
Jealous
Self-centered
Unskilled
Melancholy
Unsophisticated
Clumsy
Daydreamer
Irreligious
Strict
Conforming
Compulsive
Hesitant
Eccentric

51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
7.
78.
79.
80.
81
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
9L
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
98.
99.
100.

Unforgiving
Disobedient
Deceptive
Disrespectful
Snobbish
Spiteful
Meddlesome
Complaining
Unstudious
Uncivil
Unappreciative
Unpleasing
Phony
Discourteous
Unkind

Rude
Impolite
Dishonest
Cold
Dishonorable
Deceitful
Hostile
Irresponsible
Unreasonable
Creative
Bright
Imaginative
Intelligent
Clear-headed
Observant
Perceptive
Level-headed
Mature
Honorable
Lively
Clever
Admirable
Wise
Intellectual
Sportsmanlike
Punctual
Original
Interesting
Humorous
Reserved
Cunning
Fearless
Meticulous
Impulsive
Ordinary

101.
102.
103.
104.
105.
106.
107.
108.
100.
110.
111.
112.
113.
114.
115.
116.
117.
118.
119.
120.
121.
122.
123.
124.
125.
126.
127.
128.
129.
130.
131.
132.
133.
134,
135.
136.
137.
138.
139.
140.
141.
142.
143.
144.
145.
146.
147.
148.
149.

Impressionable
Authoritative
Normal
Attractive
Lucky
Ingenious
Changeable
Witty
Philosophical
Ethical
Quick
Progressive
Sharp-witted
Forgetful
Uncultured
Discontented
Dissatisfied
Withdrawn
Unoriginal
Tiresome
Profane
Unentertaining
Passive
Timid
Bashful
Restless
Unpopular
Unemotional
Meek
Overcautious
Inhibited
Extravagant
Solemn
Softspoken
Insecure
Belligerent
Humorless
Lazy

Vain
Gullible

Liar
Unpleasant
Mean
Maladjusted
Unethical
I1l-mannered
Incompetent
Shallow
Irrational
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Confidence intervals for eta-squared in the original article were calculated using the below

software:

e 2 calculation: https://effect-size-calculator.herokuapp.com/#partial-eta-squared-

Effect Sizes and Confidence Intervals

fixed-effects

e #p? to f conversion: https://www.psychometrica.de/effect_size.html#transform

22

For effect size conversions to f, we used eta-squared to six or seven decimal places (as shown
in the screenshots below) for the estimate and the values within the 95% confidence interval.
In the final manuscript, we reported the f values for the effect sizes.

Main effects:
(1) Desirability:

e Reported: F(3, 261) = 306.80, p <.0001
o Calculated effect sizes:

Eartial cla-squared. 07780757

o np?=.78,95% CI [.73, .81]
o f=1.88, 95% CI [1.66, 2.06]

Partial eta-squared (Fixed effects)

Inputs
Fvalue: 30482 Conlidence Interval: 95
Numerator degrees of freedom Demominator degraes of freedom
It is recommendedd that vou use the %0% C1 if you have an alpha level of 5%

Entercd values: {
A W6 s
df_effect™: 3
“df_ermoc”™: 261,

eomf_imt*: 93

Results (C1 using noncentral F distribution)

Bartial ome2a-syaarcd Uppee limit on partial eta-squancd

53785 03094643

Lower limit on partial eta-squared


https://effect-size-calculator.herokuapp.com/#partial-eta-squared-fixed-effects
https://effect-size-calculator.herokuapp.com/#partial-eta-squared-fixed-effects
https://www.psychometrica.de/effect_size.html#transform
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13. Transformation of the effect sizes d, r, f, Odds Ratio and n?

Please choose the effect size, you want to transform, in the drop-down menu. Specify the magnitude of the effect size in the
text fiedd on the right side of the drop-down menu afterwards, The transformation is done according to Cohen (1988),
Rosenthal (1994, S. 239) and Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, and Rothstein (2009; transformation of d in Odds Ratios).

Effect Size  Eta Square [ 0.7790757
d

r

nl

f

Odds Ratio

Number Needed to Treat (NNT)

(2) Controllability:
e Reported: F(1, 87) =5.93, p<.02
e Calculated:
o np>=.06, 95% CI [.002, .18]
o f=.26,95% CI [0.04, 0.47]

Partial eta-squared (Fixed effects)
Inputs
F-value: =93 Coafidence Interval 36 %
Nunserutor degrees of freedom: » Denominaor degrees of freedony: 7
e

It bs recommended that you ase the %% CT if you have an alpha kevel of 59,

Entered vadues: {
o ey L1 7
“dr_effect™: 1,
“df_errar”: 87,
“xoonf_lm": 4%
¥

Results (CT using noncentral F distribution)

Purtial eta-squared: sc63ms Lawer limit on parmal eta-squared: 0o06es

Partsal opcracsquarsd. o.oazaese Upper limit on partial eta-syuared: 01800008
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13. Transformation of the effect sizes d, r, f, Odds Ratio and n¢

Please choose the effect size, you want to transform, in the drop-down menu. Specify the magnitude of the effect size in the
text field on the right side of the drop-down menu afterwards. The transformation is done according to Cohen (1988),
Rosenthal (1994, S. 239) and Borenstein, Hedges, Hiagins, and Rothstein (2009; transformation of d in Odds Ratios).

Effect Size  Eta Square 0.0638115

Odds Ratio

q'

Number Needed to Treat (NNT)



Replication and extension of Alicke (1985): Supplementary 25

Interactions:
(1) Desirability x controllability (for revised categorisation: high, neutral-high, neutral-low,
low desirability):
e Reported: F(1, 87) = 14.87, p < .0005
e Calculated:
o np?=0.15, 95% CI [.04, .28]
o f=.42,95% CI [0.19, 0.62]

Partial eta-squared (Fixed effects)
Inputs
Fovalue: 1anr Confidence Interval: op %
Numerator degrees ol reedom: 1 Denpminator degrees of freedom: 47
Carculste Cleat

It &5 recommended that you wse the 99% C1Lif you have an alpha kevel of 5%,

Emtered values: {
"7 1487,
" _effect™: 1,
il _error®: 87,
“conl_inl”: 95
H

Results (C1 using noncentral F distribution)

Purtial cta-squared: o ss704 Lower limit on partial ota-squared: ¢0352826

Partial omegassiudngl, 01348304 Upper lumit an partial cta-squared: o.g0310

13. Transformation of the effect sizes d, r, f, Odds Ratio and n?

Please choose the effect size, you want to transform, in the drop-down menu. Specify the magnitude of the effect size in the
text field on the right side of the drop-down menu afterwards. The transformation is done according to Cohen (1988),
Rosenthal (1994, S. 239) and Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, and Rothstein (2009; transformation of d in Odds Ratios).

Effect Size  Eta Square [ 0.1459704

f

Odds Ratio

Number Needed to Treat (NNT)
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(2) Desirability x controllability:
e Reported: F(3, 261) = 22.72, p < .0001
e Calculated:
o np?=0.21,95% CI [.12, .28]
o f=.51,95% CI [0.37, 0.63]

Partial eta-squared (Fixed effects)

Inputs
Fevaloe: 2272 Confidence Interval: 95 %
Numerator degrees of freedom: Denominator degrees of freedom:
3 261
It is recommended that you use the 90% CT i you have an alpha lovel of 5%.
Entered values: {
“f": 2272,
*df_effect”™ 3,
"df_error™: 261,
“ieont_int": 95

}
Results (CI using noncentral F distribution)

Lower limit on partial eta-squared:
0120336

Pirtial etu-squared: 62070725

Partial omegu-squared; Upper limit on partial eti-squared;
01973560 0.2620264

13. Transformation of the effect sizes d, r, f, Odds Ratio and n?

Please choose the effect size, you want to transform, In the drop-down menu. Spedify the magnitude of the effect size in the
text field on the right side of the drop-down menu afterwards. The transformation is done according to Cohen (1988),
Rosenthal (1994, S, 239) and Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, and Rothstein (2009; transformation of d in Odds Ratios).

Effect Size  Eta Square 0.2070725

Odds Ratio

f o oesn

Number Needed to Treat (NNT)
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(2) Desirability x perspective:
e Reported: F(3, 261) = 126.74, p < .0001
e Calculated:
o np?=0.59, 95% CI [.52, .65]
o f=1.21,95% CI [1.04, 1.35]

Partial eta-squared (Fixed effects)

Inputs
F-value: y20 74 Confidence Interval: as *
Numerator degrees of freedom: Denomunator degrees of freedom:
3 261
ci

It is recommended that you use the 20% C1if you have an alpha level of 5%,

Entered values, {
012674,
T _eflect™: 3,
"l _error™: 261,
"iconf_int": 95
i

Results (CI using noncentral F distribution)

Lower limit on partial eta-squared:

Partial cta-supared: 05929634 St
Partial omeza-ssuared: Upper limit on partial eta-squared:
05873888 08465524

13. Transformation of the effect sizes d, r, £ Odds Ratio and n?

Please choose the effect size, you want to transform, n the drop-down menu, Specify the magnitude of the effect size in the
text field on the right side of the drop-down menu afterwards, The transformation is done according to Cohen (1988),
Rosenthal (1994, S. 239) and Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, and Rothstein (2009; transformation of d in Odds Ratios).

Effect Size  Eta Square 0.5929634

Odds Ratio

-~

Number Needed to Treat (NNT)
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(3) Perspective x desirability x controllability:
e Reported: F(3, 261) = 25.90, p <.0001
e Calculated:
o np?=.23,95% CI [.14, .31]
o f=.55,95% CI [.40, .66]
Partial eta-squared (Fixed effects)

Inputs

F-value: 2590 Confidence Interval: 9 %

Numerator degrees of freedom: Denominator degrees of freedom:
3 261

) o

It is recommended that you use the 90% CIif yoo have an alpha level of 5%.

Entered values: {
#2259,
“df_effect™ 3.
" _error®: 261,
“eonf_int": 98

}
Results (CI using noncentral F distribution)

Lower limit on partial ¢ta-squared:
0180180

Partial cta-squarced; 0.2204068

Purttal omega-squared. Upper limit on partial eta-squared:

0.2188993 0.3052073

13. Transformation of the effect sizes d, r, f, Odds Ratio and n?

Please choose the effect size, you want to transform, in the drop-down menu. Specify the magnitude of the effect size in the
text field on the right side of the drop-down menu afterwards. The transformation is done according to Cohen (1988),
Rosenthal (1994, S. 239) and Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, and Rothstein (2009; transformation of d in Odds Ratios).

Effect Size  Eta Square 0.2294066

Odds Ratio

Number Needed to Treat (NNT)
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Power Analyses

Using G*Power Version 3.1.9.3, we conducted the below power analysis to derive a
minimum sample size of 71 participants. Below is the protocol of the power analysis:

F tests - ANOVA: Fixed effects, special, main effects and interactions

Analysis: A priori: Compute required sample size

Input: Effect size f = 0511
o err prob = 005
Power (1-B err prob) = 09
Numerator df = 3
Number of groups = 8

Output: Noncentrality parameter A = 18.5395910
Critical F = 2.7505411
Denominator df = 63
Total sample size = 71
Actual power = 0.9528557

Note. We pasted the incorrect power analysis protocol in an earlier version of a pre-
registration, using ANCOVA. However, it did not affect the final sample size.
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Statistical Assumptions and Normality Tests

We conducted a series of tests of statistical assumptions for analyses. These tests include: a)
residual analysis (using residuals versus fitted plot) and normality of residuals (using Q-Q
plot). Below are the plots for the results before and after exclusion.

Before Exclusion

Figure S2. Residuals versus fitted plot for self-minus-other ratings predicted from desirability
and controllability before exclusion.
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o
o130 950
o o
5 o
- - o o O 6COo 5 0() o
Py ¢ 0 ,
= o (?C(‘ o 960 , o ¢ ¥ oo oo © o® 9
-_— lo} ’ 'S ~
© CSReg 0 0 o. o %% o 0L OOCD@(,
= o — —r & (hbg 25— < e — i 00
= 0RO Y &’ © ) o o © o oo
> - © o o o o S 9
P o o 00 g" P o % °© ©
~ () -
o O o J O o O G
NI O 0 o 0 ~
Co
o)
o o
oy Ogg
| ] T T |
-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
Fitted values

Imi{self.minus.other ~ desire.c + control.c + [(desire.c * control.c))



Replication and extension of Alicke (1985): Supplementary

Figure S3. Normal Q-Q plot for self-minus-other ratings predicted from desirability and
controllability before exclusion.
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Figure S4. Residuals versus fitted plot for commonness predicted from desirability and self-

ratings before exclusion

Residuals vs Fitted
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Figure S5. Normal Q-Q plot for commonness predicted from desirability and self-ratings

before exclusion.

Standardized residuals

Normal Q-Q

T T T l
-2 -1 0 1 2

Theoretical Quantiles
Im{common ~ desire.c + self.c + |(desire.c * self.c))

33



Replication and extension of Alicke (1985): Supplementary

34

Figure S6. Residuals versus fitted plot for commonness predicted from desirability and other

ratings before exclusion.
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Figure S7. Normal Q-Q plot for commonness predicted from desirability and other ratings
before exclusion.
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After Exclusion

36

Figure S8. Residuals versus fitted plot for self-minus-other ratings predicted from desirability
and controllability after exclusion.
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Figure S9. Normal Q-Q plot for self-minus-other ratings predicted from desirability and
controllability after exclusion

Normal Q-Q
[
(0]
1300

@ ™~N
T
=
T -
wn =
@
T
3
N 9T
©
T
T
g
T
7]

N

'

o
o <4 99

| T | |
-2 -1 0 1 2

Theoretical Quantiles
Imiself.minus.other ~ desire.c + control.c + [(desire.c * control.c))

37



Replication and extension of Alicke (1985): Supplementary

38

Figure S10. Residuals versus fitted plot for commonness predicted from desirability and self-

ratings after exclusion.
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Figure S11. Normal Q-Q plot for commonness predicted from desirability and self-ratings
after exclusion.
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Figure S12. Residuals versus fitted plot for commonness predicted from desirability and other
ratings after exclusion.
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Figure S13. Normal Q-Q plot for commonness predicted from desirability and other ratings
after exclusion.
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Exploratory Analyses

The correlation comparison between desirability and self, and desirability and other was pre-
registered as one of the main analyses, whereas the remaining two correlation correlations
were beyond our pre-registration. We report the results and the effect sizes of all three
comparisons in this section, so that readers can compare the strengths of these differences.

We compared correlations between the study variables, using the R package cocor
(Diedenhofen & Musch, 2015). Since the package is limited to comparisons of only two
correlations, we focused on only the main effects for the hypotheses involving more than one
predictor. Comparisons were based on dependent groups with overlapping variables. Using
the results, effect sizes were computed using Lakens’ (2013) spreadsheet calculator. Results
are summarized in Table 19.

Table S14. Summary of correlation comparisons and effect sizes

Correlations rjk—r.jh t p q

Desire, self | 311[.22,.42) 10.67 <.001 (one-tailed) 0.88

Desire, other***

Self-minus-other, desire | .79 [.62,.96] 10.72 <.001 (one-tailed) 1.04
Self-minus-other,

control***

Common, desire | 421[.32,.53] 11.34 <.001 0.76

Common, self-minus-

other***

Observations: 149

Note. r.jk — r.jh refers to the difference between the correlations. r.kh refers to the related
correlation. *** indicates p <.001. Hendrickson, Stanley, and Hills' (1970) t values are
reported. Hittner, May and Silver’s (2003) z values are reported. g indicates Cohen’s g, an
effect size used for measuring correlational difference.
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Results after Exclusion

The below tables summarize the results after excluding data that met our pre-registered
criteria. For details of the criteria, please refer to the Replication Recipe.

The full exclusion criteria apply to all conditions, except the “Other ratings” condition in the
second-wave sample. For this condition, we removed failure to pass attention checks from the
criteria given an error in the Qualtrics survey. For the attention checks of this condition,
“very common” and “not at all common” were used instead of “very characteristic of the
average American” and “not at all characteristic of the average American”. Since this error
undermined the attention checks, participants were only excluded if they met the other
exclusion criteria, such as English proficiency and seriousness towards the survey.

Table S15. Summary of demographics of the first-wave and second-wave samples after
exclusion

First-wave Second-wave
(n = 607) (n=1771)
Gender
Male 309 (50.9%) 346 (44.9%)
Female 294 (48.4%) 423 (54.9%)
Missing 4 (0.7%) 2 (0.3%)
Age
Mean (SD) 39.3(12.1) 39.5 (12.4)
Median [Min, Max] 36.0[18.0, 77.0] 37.0[18.0, 87.0]

Missing 4 (0.7%) 2 (0.3%)
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Table S16. Means, standard deviations, and correlations with confidence intervals after exclusion

Variable M SD Desirability ~ Controllability Commonness Self-ratings Other-ratings
Desirability 3.73 1.78
Controllability 4.94 0.91 .01
[-.15,.17]
Commonness 4.07 0.54 .64** 21%*
[.54,.73] [.05, .36]
Self-ratings 3.73 1.28 92** .02 61**
[.89, .94] [-.14, .18] [.50, .70]
Other-ratings 4.23 0.85 .02 .06 52** .01
[-.14, .18] [-.10, .22] [.39, .63] [-.15, .17]
Self-minus-other ratings -0.50 1.53 76** -.02 22%* 83** -.55**
[.68,.82] [-.18,.14] [.06,.37] [.77,.88] [-.65, -.42]

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval

for each correlation. The confidence interval is a plausible range of population correlations that could have caused the sample correlation
(Cumming, 2014). * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Figure S14. Scatterplot showing the relationship between desirability and self-minus-other ratings with 95% confidence interval after exclusion.
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Table S17
Regression results using self-minus-other ratings as the criterion after exclusion
b beta sr?
Predictor b 95% CI beta 95% ClI sr? 95% ClI Fit Difference
[LL, UL] [LL, UL] [LL, UL]
(Intercept) -0.24*** [-0.36, -0.13] R2 = 5g***
Desirability 0.46*** [0.40,0.53]  0.77 [0.66, 0.87] 59  [48,.69]  95% CI [.48,.66]
Controllability -0.07  [-0.19,0.05] -0.06  [-0.16, 0.04] 00 [-.01,.02]  F(2, 146) = 104.7***
(Intercept) -0.25%** [-0.35, -0.14] RZ = 66*** ARZ = Q7***
o 95% CI [.56,.71] 95% CI [.02, .12]
Desirability 0.45***  [0.39, 0.51] 0.74 [0.64, 0.84] .54 [.43, .65]
F(3, 145) = 91.9%** F(1, 145) = 27.88***
Controllability -0.12*  [-0.24,-0.01] -0.11  [-0.20, -0.01] 01 [-.01,.03]
Interaction 0.17*** [0.10,0.23] 0.26  [0.16, 0.36] 07 [.02,.12]

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight and semi-partial correlation are also significant. b represents unstandardized regression
weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. sr? represents the semi-partial correlation squared. r represents the zero-order
correlation. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.

* indicates p <.05. ** indicates p < .01. *** indicates p < .001.
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Table S18. Regression results using commonness as the criterion after exclusion

b beta sr?
Predictor b 95% ClI beta 95% CI sr? 95% CI Fit Difference
[LL, UL] [LL, UL] [LL, UL]
(Intercept)  4.07***  [3.99, 4.15] R? = 39**=
Desirability 0.17**  [0.05, 0.28] 0.47 [0.14, 0.79] 03 [-01,.08]  95% CI [.27, .49]
Self-ratings 0.08 [-0.08, 0.24] 0.17 [-0.15, 0.50] .00 [-.01,.02] F(2, 146) = 47.35***
(Intercept)  4.07***  [3.93, 4.20] R? = .39*** AR? =.000
o 95% ClI [.26, .49] 95% CI [-.00, .00]
Desirability 0.17**  [0.05, 0.28] 0.47 [0.14, 0.80] .03 [-.01,.08]
F(3, 145) = 31.35*** (1, 145) = 0.002
Self-ratings 0.08 [-0.08, 0.24] 0.17 [-0.16, 0.50] .00 [-.01,.02]
Interaction -0.00  [-0.05, 0.05] -0.00  [-0.13,0.13] .00 [-.00,.00]

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight and semi-partial correlation are also significant. b represents unstandardized regression
weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. sr? represents the semi-partial correlation squared. r represents the zero-order
correlation. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.

* indicates p <.05. ** indicates p < .01. *** indicates p < .001.
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Table S19. Regression results using commonness as the criterion after exclusion

b beta sr?
Predictor b 95% ClI beta 95% CI sr? 95% CI Fit Difference
[LL, UL] [LL, UL] [LL, UL]
(Intercept)  4.07***  [4.02, 4.11] R? = .81**
o 95% CI [.75,.84]
Desirability 0.04**  [0.01, 0.08] 0.13 [0.04, 0.22] .01 [-.00,.02]
F(2, 146) = 309.7***
Other ratings 0.89***  [0.79, 0.99] 0.82 [0.73,0.91] 42 [.31, .53]
(Intercept)  4.03***  [3.97, 4.09] R? = .81** AR? =.003
o 95% ClI [.76,.85] 95% CI [-.00, .01]
Desirability 0.04* [0.00, 0.07] 0.10 [0.01, 0.20] .01 [-.00,.02]
F(3, 145) = 209.5*** F(1, 145) = 2.53
Other ratings 0.92***  [0.81, 1.02] 0.84 [0.75, 0.94] 40 [.29, .51]
Interaction 0.05 [-0.01,0.11] 0.06 [-0.01, 0.14] .00 [-.00,.01]

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight and semi-partial correlation are also significant. b represents unstandardized regression
weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. sr? represents the semi-partial correlation squared. r represents the zero-order
correlation. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.

* indicates p <.05. ** indicates p < .01. *** indicates p < .001



