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CHAPTER 15

Meta-Accuracy
Do We Know How Others See Us?

ERIKA N. CARLSON
DAVID A, KENNY

Trust not yoursclf, bnt your defeets to koow,
Make use of every [riew] aned every foe,
— A LEX AR DER FOPE {1823)

ery early in life, we realive thar others have minds, and we attempt 0 understand

what is goiny in those minds. Perhaps mnre than anything else, what we often
want to know is how others perceive us, Intuitively, forming beliefs about how athers
perceive us, called snetapercepiion (Taing, Phillipson, 8 Lee, 1966}, seems (o reguire
a great deal of mind reading and attention to social cucs, Perhaps for this reason,
the dearee to which metaperceptions are correet, called meta-aecuracy (Kenny &
DrePauly, 1993), has generally been viewed as a form of socfal nowledge, However,
in many ways, meta-accoracy is alse a form of seff-knowledge (Vazire & Carlson,
20100, As we show, meta-acouracy often refleces self-knowledge of one’s own per-
sonality and behavior (Albright, Torest, & Reiseter, 2001; Albright & Malloy, 1959,
Kenny & West, 2008), and of how one’s behavior differs across social contexts {Cal-
son 8¢ Furr, 200%; Malloy, Allright, Kenny, Agatstein, & Winguist, 1397).

In this chapter, we provide a summary of the findings for meta-accuracy and
focus on factors that affect meta-accuracy. First, we define three different types of
meta-accuracy and review the resules from 26 studics that highlight the bright spots
{i.e., when people are meta-accurats) and blind spots {i.e., when they are not) of meta-
accuracy research. Noxt, we cxplore how people form metaperceptions, and in doing
so, identify potential moderators that affect meta-aceuracy. Tinally, we consider the
henefits and cnsts of meta-accuracy, speculate about how people might become beteer
mctaperceivers, and provide suggestions for furure research.
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Do People Know How They Are Seen by Others?

When examining meta-accuracy, a basic question is do metaperceivers hold accu-
rate beliefs about how ochers, or fudges, perceive them? Because meta-accuracy can
be eomceptualived as several coneeptually independent questions {Fletcher & Kerr,
2010; Kenny & DePanlo, 1993), the answer is necessarily multifaccted, The frst
type of meta-accuracy, called gemerafized meta-goomrgey (GMA; Keany, 1994),
assesses whoether people know how they are perceived by others in general fi.e,, do
people know cheir repucation?), The second type, called dyadic or differential meta-
acerraey (DMA; Carlson 8¢ Forr, 2009, Kenny, 1994}, assesses whether people know
the impression they nrake on a specific person {e.g., do people know how a romantic
partner sees them differently than a best friend?). The third cype, called smeicperces-
tion enbancement (MIE), assesses whether people comsistently over- or underesti-
mate how paositively others see them (e, do people asseme that others see them more
positively than they really do?),

Our summary focuses exclusively on meta-accuracy for traits and affect in
adults’ face-to-face interactions, Specifically, our surnmary includes studics that have
assessed meta-accuracy in first-impression contexts (ie., laboratory studies in which
people meet for the first time) and acqnainted contexts (i.e., naturalistic contexes,
such as coworkers) but excludes studies that examined metasterentypes fi.c., belicts of
how others stereotype groups of persons; e.g., Frey & Tropp, 20063, hypothetical or
computer-mediated interactions (e.g., Hebort & Vorawer, 2003), and sradies of chil-
dren {e.g., Malloy, Albright, & Scarpati, 2007). Based on these criteria, our summary
included 24 studics that contain 174 estimates of meta-accuracy elleces.! Table 151
summarizes the meta-analytic averages of generalived and dyadic meta-accuracy for
the following traits: the Big Five, leadorship, attractiveness, evalnative traits [positive
anel negative), well-being, needs, and likeability. 'table 15.2 summarizes findings for
MTE for both traits and affece based on the eight studics from Kenny and PePaulo
(1293), and reflect the differences between metaperceptions and the judges’ percep-
thoriy,

Generallzed Meta-Accuracy: Do People Know Their Reputation?

Ciengrabized meta-accuracy (GMA) reflects the degree to which people understand
how others generally see them, or whether people know their reputation {Kenny,
1924). GMA is typically assessed in studies thae emplay a rownd-robin dusign, where
cach porson in a ymall group provides ratings for every other group member fie.,
everyone serves both as a metaperceiver and a judge; e.g., Mallov B¢ Janowski, 1992},
or 4 one-with-many design, where a metaperceiver guesses how judges perceive him
o hor and then those judges rate his or her personality {e.g., Carlson & Furr, 2009).
In both cases, GMA is measured as the degree to which metaperceivers’ average
metaperceptions correspoilds to the average impression of their judges,

Theleft three columns of Table 15,1 sumtnarize the GMA findings, GMA is stron-
gest for the Big Five (r=,38}, especially for Extraversion (7 =.58), and weaker for evalu-
ative traits (positive: »=.18; negative: =20 and needs {»=.17}, For Brat-impression
contexts, GMA is especially strong for observable traies, such as Extraversiom {r=,51),
For acquaintances {e.g., friends, family, and coworkers), GMA (s strong for most traits
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TABLE 15.1. Summary ol GMA and DMA

Ghia L A
First First
Trait Owerall impression Avquaineance  Uwerall impresston Acquaintance
Bip Five
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Fmotion stability R P, g A2y 124 Iy 254
Oponucss 240 =12, 1 3y A2y My
Mean S 22 A% .24 7 X
Leadershigp
Leadership 2305 33y 200 L7 7
Assertive Al day, 27
Competent A2 22
Good at public speeling J2 A% 2y
Crondident A%, A8
Likes tos e the center of attention 41,y g g,
Muam 2 22 30 13 13
Attractivercss
Miysically aptractive 3y ZHg F iy Ty A,
Sexn ¥ N 6':2] N 6,:2:, .12.:;4] .12.:“
Mean 14 iyl 37 g i A2
Evaluative—positive
Inrelligene A8 Al 23y dHy Jdg, i
Funoy A7 A2 3, 25y, 20, lirmn
Honest A8 AHhy A3 Ty 03 L3
Meat 18 S 249 g8 A0 .28
TaralnatiTc—ncgative
Exaggerates his or her skills dd s, A%, RiE 1 2, RE
Arropant 22 Ay Sy, 27 Ay 3
Lupulsive A6, A A4 L0 Ay G4
Ievsenpality pathiology g 2y
tlean W20 e an .24 20 A8
Welk-heing
TTappy Sl A1, Ay
Thepre:ssed A0, -0 2T
T.oncly Gy S
High sclf-cstecm 28y M 35
Pelean 2B .14 N
Meeds
Stronp drive to achicre A8, Q2 gy,
Scteong need ro be around others 06, -y, gy
Walues ponwer inoself g uibers 2 A2 L A7 A3, A,
flean 7 M13 W A7 A3 L0
Lileeabilicy
Lileresiing A ATy A5 A
‘Lends v Le likeed by caliers 20, A2y 2
Likeable 2y 29 24 2y A3y 23
Teods oo Iike others 23 gy A
Mean 28 g5 335 35 A3 A

Mate, Mela-aocuracy for individual teaits relleats U mieta- waulytic average coreelation {ie,, the Fonter-3chmidt method;
Field &z {rillec, 2010G). Estimares weee based oo the romber of corredatinns contained in the suhscript. Mean carrelatinng for
Lritil calegories were compured by Gest averaging Lhe Fisher #-co-z-ennstor med meta-analyeic average correlatons and then
transfnrming the averages back into cocrelations. In addition to compoting an averall ind=x of GMA and Ui A for cach
trail (1., Creerall), ve also compulcd indices of GhOA and DA Tor first Dupeession and acguaimanes (e, [eiemls, Tl

and cowailkors] contexts.
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TABLE 15.2. MPE and 5oH-Enhancement for Affect and Trait_s__

MPE Sclt-enhancement

Sinddy Abfect Trait Affect Tt
Andersom [1H4) 0.4 0.50
Clurry & Keony [1974) (h 0
Delfanln eLal. (1387} —ib.3R -8
Kenmy 8 1ePaulo {1490) -8 —-3.08 23 010
tela[liy & Alhrighe {1990} n.03% 0.24
felalloy & Jamensski (19492} 3.27 0.41
Civer [12H%) -1 010 .04 .21
eno & Wenny {19923 -0.23 015 -0.02 0.41

bean 16 {11 .13 .39

Meote. MPL ceflects the mean differenec betwreen meuaperee pricns awd Lhe judges® acvaal perosplivos, A pusitive dil-
lerenge indiciles owverestimeticn or enhancement whereas a negative diference indicates underestimarion or depreca-
tion, Aeasures are transformed to bz on a 7-point seale.

but notahly weaker for undesirable traits (r=.20% Tinally, GMA tends to be weaker
in first-impression contexts than among acquaintances, and the differences between
contexts are especially strong for internal craits such as well-being {first impreasion:
r=.04; acquainted: =33} and needs {Arst impression; = .03; acquainted: »=.30).

Dyadic Meta-Accuracy:
Do Pecple Know the Unique Impressions That They Make?

Drvadic or differential meta-accuracy (DM A} reflects the degree to which people can
deteet how others uniquely see them, There are two ways to conceptualize DMA: a
trait-centered approach and a person-centered approach,? The trait-centered approach
conceptualizes M A as the degree to which people can detect who sees them as par-
ticularly high or low on a given trait. Like GMA, trait-centered DM A i3 often assessed
using a round-robin or a one-with-many design, The right three columns of Table
151 summarize results for trait-contercd TIM A, As shown, DMA is stronper for like-
abifity (r=.35} thao for other traits, such as the Big Five (#=.24). Interestingly, DMA
appears to be strunger for agentic, or “getr ahead” traits {Excraversion: r=,21; Open-
ness: »=42), than for communal, ar “get along” traics (Agrecablencss: v = .09; tends
to like others; r=.04], for new acquaintances in a first-impression context. Tlowever,
the oppasite is true for acquaintances {e.g., friends, family, and coworkers}—DMA s
semewhat stronger for communal raits (Agreeableness; #= . 40; tends to like ochers:
r=.40) than for agentic traits [Extraversion: r=,35; Openness; #=.34),
Person-centered DMA reflects the degree to which people can deteet which traits
a judge perccives as more characteristic of their personality and is penerally measured
as the profile correlation between metaperceptions and actual impressions across a set
of traits (Campbell 8 Fehr, 1990; Carlson, Furr, & Vazire, 2010 Qhtsubo, Takeeawa,
& Fukuno, 2009; Snadgrass, 20001). For instance, person-centered DM A reflects pea-
ple’s ability to guess whether a particular friend sees them as more extraverted than
agreeable and anxicus. After a shore conversation with a new acquaintance, people
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achieve DMA for the Big Five and other traits, such as“honest” (Carlson et al., 20110,
Carlson, Vazire, B Farr, 2009; Ohtsubo et al., 2009). Even more impressive, people’s
comfidenee in their metaperceptions correlates positively wich their meta-accuracy for
a new acquaintance, a8 well as for close others [(Carlsen o al., 2009, 2010), In other
words, prople scem to have some self-knowledge abawet thelr meta-accuracy ot lack
thereof.

Metaperception Enhancemeni:
Do People Qver- or Underestimate How Others See Them?

MPE reflects the degree to which people over- or underestimate how others see them.
For example, <o people think they are perceived more positively than they actu-
ally are? MIPE reflects the mean difference between motaperceptiong and the judgey’
actual percepiions. A positive difference indicates overestisndtion, or enfdncement,
whereas a nogative difforence indicates anderestimation, or deprecagion, 'Ihus, MPE
1s simitar to measures of self-enhancement (SE; Tavlor & Brown, 1988} that compare
the mean difference between sclf-percoptions and some measure of personality.

The positive ilfusions Hterature generally shows that most people view them-
sclves in overly positive ways (l.e., self-enhancement), ‘Lhus, we might expect that
metaperceptions are also positively biased, Table 15,2 swromarizcs the results for
MPE. For affect, metaperceptions are less pasitive than the judses’ perceptions (mean
MPE=-0.16}, suggesting that people underestimate how much others like them.
For traits, metapereeptions were mare positive than the judpe’s perceptions {mean
MPL=0.11), suggesting that people overestimate how positively they are seen by
others, However, rrait MPE was much less than sclf-onhancement fmean SE=0.35)
Thus, it appears that people’s metapereeptions are closer to judges’ perceptions tlan
are their self-perceptions.

Summary

Cur review revealed several bright spots and blind spots in meta-accuracy, On the
bright side, people have insight into how they are genorally seem by others om core
persenality traits: They know who espoaially likes them, they can detect which traits
athers perceive as cspucially characteristic of their personality, and they seem to have
some self-knowledre about when their metaperception s are accwrate, On the darker
side, people struggle to detect their reputation on ¢valuative traits and, to some extent,
hold overly positive metaperceptions relative to others’ impressions. Next, we exam-
ine the sources of information that people wse to form metaperceptions and how cach
source might be responsible for the bright spots and blind spots in meta-aceuracy that
wi have just revicws],

Causes of Metaperception:
Searching for Moderators of Meta-Accuracy

Kenny and his colleagues (Kenny, 12%4; Kenny 8¢ DePaulo, 1993} have discussed
three potential sources of information people use to form metapercoptinns; feedback
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from others, self-perceptions of personality, and self-chservation of behavior, We
propose a fourth source: the use of heuristics. Tn this stcotion, we tevicw the cxtent to
which cach of the four sources is used to form metaperceptions and how each soarce
mighe aid or hinder meta-accuracy.

Feedbacik from Others

Ituitively, perceptions of verlal or nonverbal feedback from the other should provide
the most diagnostic information about others’ actual impressions {Cooley, 1902 Jus-
sim, Soffin, Brown, Tey, 8 Kohlhepp, 19%2: Kenny & Dellaulo, 1993; Mead, 1934).
For feedback to lzad to meta-accuracy, at least twa things must eccur; (1) The judge
st provide valid Feedback, and (2] the metapercoiver must detoct and correctly
utilize that information. However, both processes are far from perfect. People often
tail to provide fecdbacl (Blomberg, 1972}, or they provide feedback thar is ambigu-
ous or deceptive [e.g., Swann, Stein-Seroussi, & McNuley, 1992), People also have a
difficalt time detecting or utilizing fecdback cven when it is available and unambigu-
ous {Shechtman & Kenny, 1994), For example, generating conversation topics and
responding to others prevents people from observing feedback (Kenny 8¢ DePauln,
1%93; Liberman & Rosenchal, 2001), and even when people do nhserve fecdback, the
motivation to make a desirable impression, to be seen in a positive way, or to be seen
as they see themselves, may prevent people from correctly ineerpreting diagnostic
feedback (Kwang 8 Swann, 2010). These informational and motivational barricry
might explain why people who hase their metaperceptions primarily on their percep-
tioms of fecdbaclk are often less meta-accurate than are people who base their meta-
perceptions on their sclf-perceptions (Kaplan, Santwzzi, 8 Ruscher, 2009}, Thus,
despite the incnitive appeal of feedback, hasing metaporceptions on the feedback from
jndges seems to hurt moce than help meta-accuracy.

Self-Percepiions of Trails

Metaperception seems Lo requine that people somebow pevr into the minds of oth-
¢rs. In fact, symbolic interactionists call metaperceptions reflected appraisals (Felson,
1980), which refers to the process of loeking theough the eves of significant othors
to form self-perceptions (Cooley, 19025 Mead, 1934). Yot several researchers have
voncluded that people assume others see them as they see themselves, instead of the
other way around.

betaperceptions are strongly correlated with sell-percoptions (r=.57; Kenny,
1994), which suggests that meta-accuracy might largely depend on the extent to
which othurs actually share une’s sclf-views (i.e., self-other agreement). There is, we
believe, strong evidence for the role of self-perception in the formation of metaper-
ceptions. First, self-cther agreement is strong frr close others and weaker for new
acquaintances (Connelly & Ones, 2010; Vazire & Carlson, 2010}, GMA and DMA
show the same pattern, perhaps because people (correctly) assume char the anes they
are closest tn see thetn as they see themselves, Secand, self—other agreement is stron-
ger for obscrvable traits but weaker for cvaluative traits {John 8 Robins, 1533}
GM4 is also stronger for observable traits and weaker for evaluative traits, which
provides further evidence that meta-accuracy is streng when self-other agresment
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is also strong. Together, these results supgest that people rely heavily on their self-
perceptions of their personality when forming metaperceptions and that this reliance
leads to meta-accltracy.

In general, sclf-perception appears to be a valid source of information, especially
for close others and for observable, nonevaluative traits, However, hasing metaper-
ceptions on self-perceptions of personality alse explains some inaceuracies of meta-
perception in several domains, First, even if our global self-perception reflects how we
are generally seen, some people are particularly harsh or lenient judges of personality
{Srivastava, Cugliclme, & Beer, 2000; Waod, TTarms, & Vaxire, 2000). Thus, bas-
ing metaperceptions on self-perceptions prevents people from detecting the unique
impressions they make (Kenny & Delfaulo, 1253} This might also explain why DMA
is generally weaker than GMA, Sveond, self—other agrcement s often wealr for
internal traits becaose others do not have aceess to thoughts and emotions, suggest-
ing that meta-accuracy should alse be weaker for internal traits than for observable
traits when metaperceptions are lased on seli-perceptions. This might explain why
meta-accuracy is relatively weak for traits such as depression and cmotional stability.
Third, people are generally motivated to see themselves in a positive light, especially
on evaluative traits {John & Raobins, 1923; Vazire, 20100, This might explain why
GMA is weaker for personality pathology than for the Big Five traits,

Self-Qhservalion of Behavipr

Although self-perceptions are strongly correlated with metaperceptions, metapercep-
tions and meta-accuracy are not entircly due to sclf-perceptions. Specifically, peo-
ple make valid distinctions berween how they see themselves and how others see
then1, a form of selé-knowledpe called seta-insight (Carlson, Yazire, & Furr, 2011),
Mareover, if people relied exclusively on sclf-perception, they would never detect the
unigue Impressions they made {i.e., there wounld be no DMA). Instead, it appears that
people also use self-perceptions of their hehavior to guess hosw they are seon by othors
{Felson, 1980), Given that judges generally base their personality judgments on their
observations of metaperceivers” behavior, and thar judees tend to agree about which
behaviors reflect which traits (Funder 8¢ Sneed, 1993; Mehl, Gosling, & Pennebaker,
2004}, metaperceptions are likely to be correet il they are also based on observing
ome’s own {e, the meltaperceiver’s) behavior, Tondeed, there is strong evidence that
when we attend to aur behavior (Albright et al., 2001} or when we have special access
to our behavior (e.g., videotape feedback: Albright & Malloy, 1999, meta-accuracy
1% strong,

Self-ubservation of behavior might explain why GMA and DMA are strong for
ohservable traics like extraversion. Self-observation might also explain an interesting
pattern of (indings for DMA net reported in Table 15,1, Specifically, DMA tends
to be weale when assessed for judges who know metaperecivers from a single social
context (e.., roommates; Malloy & Albright, 1990 but stronger when assessed for
judges whe know metaperceivers from different social contexts (e.g., collepe friends
vs. hometown friends vs, parents; Carlsen & Furr, 2009, People tend to behave dif-
ferently in different situations (Furr & Funder, 2004) and malke different impressions
on those who know them from different social contexts (Funder, Kolar, & Blackman,
1995}, Carson and Forr {200%) found that people can detect the unique impressions
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they make across social contexts, suggesting thar perhaps people understand how their
behavior varies across social contexts. However, the rescarch examining meta-insight
discossed carlicr found that people du not base their metaperceptions exclusively on
their behavior or on context-specific self-perceptions {Carlson et al., 2011). In other
woeds, metaperceptions incorporate valid information other than self-perception of
porsomality and self-obscrvation of bohaviar,

Despite the apparent boost in meta-accuracy, self-observation of behavior might
not always be a path to meta-accuracy because people do not always know very
well how they behave {Gesling, John, Craik, & Robins, 19%8; Leising, Rehbein,
& Sporberg, 2006; Vazire & Mcehl, 2008} Motaporceivers and judges have umigue
perspectives, such that metaperceivers tend to notice and remember more informa-
tion abourt cheir internal experiences {e.g., feclings of nervousness), past behavior, or
the judge’s hehavior, than about thoie own current behavior (Albright ot al., 2001;
Chambers, Epley, Savitsky, & Windschicl, 2008; Del’aulo, 1992; Malle & Pearce,
2001} For example, a shy person might assume Lthat others perceive his or her lack of
talkativeness as shyness when others actually pescoive him or bor as cold. Thus, we
often mistakenly assume that the thoughts and intentions underlying our behavior
are apparent to uthers {Cameron 8¢ Vorauer, 2008; Gilovich, Saviesky, & Medvec,
1258; see also Hansen & Pronin, Chaprer 21, this velume), We also often fail to
notice the extremity of nur hehavior becanse we have become accustomed to our
own behavioral style {Teising ot al., 2006). Additionally, our ability to accurately
observe our behavior may also be hindered by self-enhancement motives {Gosling et
al., 1228; Hail, Murphy, & Mast, 2007),

Heuristics

A fourth source of information that might drive metaperceptions is the asce of heu-
ristics or assumptions that the perceiver makes to guess the judge’s metaperception.
We discuss three heuristics that drive metaperception: assumed reciprocity, assumed
similarity, and normativeness, Assumed reciprocity reflects the tendeney o assume
that others see us as we see them, and it probably hax mixed cffects on meta-accuracy,
Assurmed reciprocity should have positive effects for DMA, specifically for traits thar
tend tw show actual reciprocity, such as likeability [e.g., if I think that you are like-
able, vou are more likely to see me as likeable as well). Yet, for the same traies,
assurned reciprocity may have negative coffects for GMA becase actual reciprocity of
liking at the rroup level tends to be low or even negative {Eastwick, Finkel, Mochon
& Ariely, 2007, Kenny, 1994),

Agsumed sémslarity reflects the tendeney to assome that othbers share our per-
somality traits. This can atfeet meta-accuracy in two ways. First, it can affect the
positivity of metaperceptions: 1If we think chat others are similar to us, we assume
that athers will like us (Newcomb, 1253), and that others will rate us positively. This
might explain why mutual liking tends to result in meta-accuracy (Ohtsubo ct al,,
2009 —the positivity of metapereeptions and judges® actual ratings probably covary
with liking. 5Second, assumed similarity might increase the chance that people base
their metaperceptions on self-perceptiong: 1f we think others are like us, we assume
that others see us as we sce ourselves, Becaose close othors are actually Tikely to see
us similarly to how we see ourselves, assumed similarity likely has positive effects for

Wprimindh 240 (i_:_i} SERIE 1S AN



Wazing. ndk 250

250 DOMAINS OF SELF-KNOWLEDGE

meia-accuracy among close others but may hinder meta-accuracy in Arst-improssion
contexis,

MNormativeness reflects information about the typical person. For example,
before meeting someone for the frst time, we might assumc that he or she iz more
kind than crucl, which is truc of most people. Normativeness Tlikely has its great-
est effect on meta-accuracy in fist-impression contexts because people have liitle
informatien about judpes and believe that judges have little infarmation about them
{Armcs, 2004 Bicsans, West, & Millovol, 2007; Kenny, 1994}, One way to asscss the
rule of normativeness is to remove the average rating from all observations {i.e., meta-
perceptions and actual Impressions) before computing mets-accuracy, which removes
any potential agreement about what the typical person s like [Cronbach, 19585; Furr,
2008; Kenny & Acitelli, 1924}, In first-impression contexts, person-cerrered DMA
decreases substantially when nermativeness is removed, supgesting that information
about the typical person is a major source of information driving metaporeeptions
in these sicuations {e.g., Carlson et al, 2010; Kenny, Snook, Boucher, & TTancack,
2010}, We hupe that future work will investigate the role of normative information in
metaperceptions for close others.

Summary

Owerall, it appears that we rely heavily on self-perceptions when ferming metaper-
ceptions, and that this strategy scems to help more than hurt meta-accuracy. Yet
self-perception is not the whole story, suggesting that self-chservations of behavior,
feedbaclk, and heuristics are also paths to meta-accuracy, Regardless of the source of
infermation, the two major olbstacles we face when it comes to lezrning how othoers
see us are informational and mativational barriers, For instance, we do not always
have access to a judge’s reaction to us or to our vwn behavior (informational barri-
ers), and our desire to be seen in certain ways often lead us to look for certain types
of feedback, to see our personality and behavior fn certain ways, and to ussume that
others feel the same way abont us as we feel about them {motivational barriers).
In summary, the path to meta-acouracy is much more complicaied than we might
naively think,

Improving Mefa-Accuracy: Implications and Future Directions

How might we become better metaperceivers? Given that meta-accuracy s mostly
hindercd by informational and motivational barriers, improving meta-accuracy might
simply require that we process {moere) informacion in an unhiased and nonjudgmen-
tal manner, A recent study provides initial support for this possibility, Spoecifically,
people high in trait mindfulness had better meta-accuracy for evaluative traits such as
attractiveness and agreeableness {Carlson, Vazire, 8 Livingston, 2011}, Mindfulness
refers to awareness and attention to the present moment, and nonjudgmental ohser-
vation of on¢’s expericrice (Brown & Ryan, 2003). Why might individuals higher in
mindfulness be more meta-accurate? One possibilicy is that these individuals pay
more attention in social inreractions and, consequently, notice more of their own or
others’ behavior. Another possibility is that these individuals respond to ohservations
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of themselves or others in less defensive or ego-protective ways {see Leary & Toner,
Chapter 25, this volume). Furure research might identify other moderators of meta-
accuracy by taking an approach similar to Funder’s (1995} realistic accuracy model
(RAM) of personality; that is, like mindfulness, there may be other types of “gnnd
metaperceivers,” as well as “good judges™ (e, individuals who are casy to read),
“good information™ (e, less ambigooos feedback), or “cood traits.” There may
also be important interactions between these moderators (e.g., interactions hetween
metaperceivers and teaits). For example, narcissists are aware that othoy see them
as narcissigtic {Carlson, Vazire, & OQltmanns, 2011} sugyesting that perhaps certain
types of metaporecivers are skilled at detecting the impressions they make about cer-
tain traits.

Interestingly, one relatively unexplored cmpirical guestion is whether meta-
accuracy is heneficial or costly, There are a few reasons to believe that meta-accuracy
is beneficial. First, meta-accuracy probably improves our ability to make important
decisions. For example, DMA allows us tu seloet the best person for a professional
recomnmendation and to pursue relationships with people whe see us positively, or
sce us as we see ourselves (Kwang & Swann, 2000). Second, mete-accuracy provides
an opportunity to improve self-knowledge, Others know more than we know about
certain aspects of our personality {e.5., cvaluative traits; Vazire, 2010). Thus, ane
way to learn mone about what we are like is to learn more about how others see us
{Varire & Carlson, 2011; Wilsen & Dunn, 2004} This type of self-knowledge allows
us tu make positive chanpes [n our behavior (e.z., learning that others sec us as cold
and aloof might prompt us to show more warmth), Of course, meta-accuracy about
negative information might initially be costly, Tor example, the sociometer theory of
self-csteem argues that we experience low self-esteem when we helieve that we have
made negative impressions (Leary, 2005). However, the ternporary blow to one’s cgo
is likely ontweighed by the fact that meta-accuracy prurects us from larger, more neg-
ative conseguences (o8, asking the wrong person for a letter of recommendation),

Drespite these potential benefits, there are some situations in which people might
benefit more from being inaccurate about the impressions they make, We can think of
two such examples, First, In roany cases, 1t may be best for people to use role prescrip-
Linng to guess how they are seen by others than to be accurate (e.2., a supervisor ray
be better off using a role prescription when guessing how subardinates see him or her;
Steiner, 1955} Indeed, individuals in 2 supervizor role are less meta-accnrate than
individualy in a suburdinate role (Snodgrass, 1992). Second, several findings in the
close relationships literature suggest that knowing ma well what is going om in one's
partner’s mind can be harmful to the refationship. Tor instance, accurately perceiving
relationship-threatening thoughts during discussions abeout relacionship prablems ar
accurately inferring romantic partners’ thoughts abour alternatve dating partners
results in reduced feelings of closeness (Simpson, Tekes, & Crich, 1992; Simpson,
Oriiia, & Ickes, 2003; see also Simpsom, Fillo, & Myers, Chapter 14, this volume). In
fact, being deluded about how much a partner cares abont the self (i.e., inferring that
he: or she cares more than he or she does) is associared with greater relationship satis-
faction, as well as more positive thoughts and emations, and these consequences may
actually bolster the partner’s caring over time {Lemay & Clark, 2008; Lemay, Clark,
& Teeney, 2007} We hope that futore research will explore the short- and long-term
consequences of meta-accuracy.
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In conelusion, although meta-accuracy is often considered to be a form of social
knowledge, we sugprest that understanding how athers perceive us reflects a form of
self-knowledge, Our review has revealed that although we have a great deal of setf-
knowledye about how our personality manifeses itself in different contexts, meta-
accuracy is far from perfect. Given the role meta-accuracy might play in shedding
light e the blind spots in self-lknowledge, we hope that furnre research will explore
how meta-accuracy might be improved,
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NOTES

1, Seudies included in the review are noted in the reference seedon (%),

2. As discussed in Kenuy and Winguist (2001), what we call person-contered DM A is
essentially che same as reali-centered DA, W alwo note that GMA corrclations tend o he
larger ihan DMA corteladon because GMA correlations bencfit from the aggrogation across
indges.
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