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ABSTRACT
We examined perceived self-other differences (self-uniqueness) in appraisals of one’s 
risk of an infectious disease (COVID-19), one’s adherence to behavioural precautionary 
measures against the disease, and the impact of these measures on one’s life. We 
also examined the relationship of self-uniqueness with information seeking and trust 
in sources of information about the disease. We administered an online survey to a 
community sample (N = 8696) of Dutch-speaking individuals, mainly in Belgium and 
The Netherlands, during the first lockdown (late April-Mid June 2020). As a group, 
participants reported that they were less likely to get infected or infect others or to 
suffer severe outcomes than average (unrealistic optimism) and that they adhered 
better than average to behavioural precautionary measures (illusory superiority). Except 
for participants below 25, who reported that they were affected more than average 
by these measures (egocentric impact bias), participants also generally reported that 
they were less affected than average (allocentric impact bias). Individual differences in 
self-uniqueness were associated with differences in the number of information sources 
being used and trust on these sources. Higher comparative optimism for infection, self-
superiority, and allocentric impact perception were associated with information being 
sought from fewer sources; higher self-superiority and egocentric impact perception 
were associated with lower trust. We discuss implications for health communication.
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The COVID-19 crisis has confronted governments with 
the challenge of promoting behavioural precautions. 
Even if people find rules generally useful, however, 
they do not necessarily follow them. Among the 
phenomena that may limit the effectiveness of health 
communication targeting the general audience is the 
belief, arguably held by many, that one differs from one’s 
peers in important manners (Hoorens, 1993). We call 
this belief ‘self-uniqueness’. Self-uniqueness may reduce 
the perceived relevance of available health information 
for the self, and thus discourage information seeking 
and reduce trust in potential sources of information. We 
examined self-uniqueness beliefs in future expectations, 
self-judgments, and perceptions of the impact of 
precautionary measures, and their relationship with 
information seeking and trust in sources of information 
about how to protect oneself and others against an 
infectious disease such as COVID-19. 

SELF-UNIQUENESS IN EXPECTATIONS, 
SELF-JUDGMENTS, AND IMPACT 
APPRAISALS

Comparative optimism is the belief that one’s future will 
be better than other people’s future (Shepperd et al., 2015; 
Weinstein, 1980). In studies on comparative optimism, 
participants typically estimate their likelihood to experience 
each of a list of given events as compared to the average 
other or most others (generally specified as ‘of your age and 
gender’) or estimate absolute likelihoods for themselves 
and others, with the researchers then calculating self-other 
differences. A few researchers have examined comparative 
optimism by having participants judge the severity of 
negative events for them as compared to others (Hevey & 
French, 2012) or generate events that may occur in their or 
other people’s future (Hoorens et al., 2008). 

Self-superiority is the belief that one is or acts 
better than average (Alicke, 1985; Zell et al., 2020). Its 
measurement typically involves asking participants to 
judge themselves relative to others on given traits or 
behaviours or to separately judge the self and others, 
although some researchers have asked participants to 
generate examples of their own and others’ behaviours 
(e.g., Messick et al., 1985).

Finally, egocentric impact perception is the belief 
that external circumstances and events (e.g., adverse 
competition circumstances or laws and regulations) 
affect oneself more than others (Blanton et al., 2001; 
Chambers et al., 2003b). The hypothetical opposite 
of egocentric impact perception is allocentric impact 
perception or the perception that others are more 
impacted than the self. Egocentric impact perception has 
been measured by eliciting relative or absolute impact 
judgments or by inviting people to generate reasons for 
failures in competitions (Davidai & Gilovich, 2016).

At the individual level, it is virtually impossible to 
determine the validity of comparative optimism, self-
superiority, and egocentric or allocentric impact perception. 
Some individuals may truly be more likely than average to 
experience certain outcomes, or less likely to experience 
other ones. Individuals may also engage in specific actions 
more or less than average or be more affected by some 
external circumstance. Yet, at least some individuals must 
err if most members of a group claim that they are less likely 
to experience negative events and more likely to experience 
positive events, that they are or act better, or that they are 
more (or less) affected by some external circumstance 
than average (unless the distribution is extremely skewed). 
For that reason, the general occurrence of comparative 
optimism has been called unrealistic optimism (Weinstein, 
1980), the general occurrence of self-superiority has been 
called illusory superiority (e.g., Hoorens & Harris, 1998), and 
the general occurrence of egocentric impact perception has 
been called the egocentric impact bias (Chambers & Suls, 
2007). We borrow these concepts and, in line with them, 
allocentric impact bias to denote the general occurrence of 
allocentric impact perception. 

Unrealistic optimism has been demonstrated across 
cultures, ages, and genders, and in various domains 
(Harris et al., 2008), including health (Hoorens, 1994; 
Weinstein, 1987). Illusory superiority is also general across 
ages, genders, cultures, and comparison dimensions 
(Sedikides et al., 2003, 2007), including health behaviour 
(Hoorens & Harris, 1998). Fewer studies have focused on 
egocentric impact perception, but it has similarly been 
demonstrated across genders, ages, contexts, and types 
of circumstances (Blanton et al., 2001; Chambers et al., 
2003a; Davidai & Gilovich, 2016).

DIFFERENCES IN SELF-UNIQUENESS 
AND THEIR BEHAVIOURAL 
CONSEQUENCES

Despite the generality of self-uniqueness, research on the 
two most extensively studied phenomena (comparative 
optimism, self-superiority) has identified systematic 
patterns. Unrealistic optimism is greater for events 
that people perceive as being (vs. not being) under 
their control, and comparative optimism is greater in 
individuals who perceived more (vs. less) control (Klein & 
Helweg-Larsen, 2002). Self-superiority is also greater for 
traits and behaviours that seem under people’s personal 
control (vs. uncontrollable; Alicke, 1985) and for morally 
loaded (vs. non-morally loaded) traits and behaviours 
(Zell et al., 2020). In the case of unpleasant events, prior 
experience with events reduces comparative optimism 
for them. This has been found for, among other events, 
relational outcomes (e.g., Helweg-Larsen et al., 2011), 
nature disasters (Burger & Palmer, 1992), and health 
problems (Larwood, 1978; Weinstein, 1987). 
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A large literature exists on the consequences of 
comparative optimism for people’s health and safety 
behaviour. The research of most direct relevance here 
is on seeking and using health information. People high 
on comparative optimism concerning various health 
issues seek and use less information on these risks (Ahn 
et al., 2014; Wong, 2012), accumulate less knowledge 
about them (Davidson & Prkachin, 1997; Lipkus & Klein, 
2006; Radcliffe & Klein, 2002), and find the available 
information less personally relevant (Zlatev et al., 2010). 

SELF-UNIQUENESS CONCERNING 
INFECTIOUS DISEASE: COVID-19

SELF-UNIQUENESS AT THE GROUP LEVEL
There is reason to expect strong unrealistic optimism 
and illusory superiority concerning infectious diseases 
like COVID-19. People arguably perceive getting infected 
or infecting others as a hazard that is, to a large extent, 
controllable (Asimakopoulou et al., 2020). During the 
initial stages of a novel pandemic, moreover, such as 
during the first wave of COVID-19, very few people have 
experienced the disease. It is therefore not surprising 
that a few earlier studies have observed unrealistic 
optimism concerning COVID-19 during the first half year 
of the global pandemic (Asimakopoulou et al., 2020; 
Kuper-Smith et al., 2021; Park et al., 2021). In some 
studies, men showed greater comparative optimism 
concerning the disease than women (e.g., Dolinski et 
al., 2020), although the evidence for these differences is 
inconsistent (e.g., Asimakopoulou et al., 2020).

However, various aspects of infectious diseases such 
as COVID-19 are likely to provoke unrealistic optimism 
to different extents. One reason is the varying degree 
of control that people arguably perceive over them. 
Whereas people are likely to perceive infecting others as 
something that largely depends on how well they adhere 
to the behavioural precautions, the seriousness of the 
symptoms that people develop once they are infected 
arguably seem less controllable (Asimakopoulou et al., 
2020). Thus, more unrealistic optimism is to be expected 
concerning the likelihood of infecting others and getting 
infected than concerning the seriousness of the illness.

There is also reason to expect illusory superiority. 
Public health communicators and policy makers have 
consistently advocated adherence to relatively simple 
behavioural precautions to stay healthy and save lives. 
Thus, adherence to the behavioural precautions has 
been presented as being both under one’s control and 
as morally loaded. Both are factors that contribute to 
illusory superiority (Alicke, 1985; Zell et al., 2020).

Finally, the egocentric impact bias may take the 
form of people’s belief that the precautions imposed by 
the government affect them more than other people 
(Sanchez & Gilovich, 2020). However, we are not aware 

of research showing this phenomenon in the context 
of COVID-19 or precautionary measures against other 
infectious disease.

INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES
People show individual differences in the extent to which 
they consider a disease to be controllable. As noted 
above, those who perceive more control are likely to show 
greater comparative optimism than those who perceive 
less control (Hoorens & Buunk, 1993; Klein & Helweg-
Larsen, 2002). Perhaps even more importantly, to the 
extent that individual differences in self-uniqueness 
are based on a realistic appraisal of how one stands 
as compared to others, experience and vulnerability 
should be associated with different levels of comparative 
optimism and self-superiority.

Experience
The effect of experience on comparative optimism 
implies that people who have suffered a disease should 
show lower comparative optimism concerning that 
disease than people who have not suffered it (Larwood, 
1978; Weinstein, 1987). However, the occurrence of 
that ‘classic’ experience effect was, in the case of our 
COVID-19 study, by no means self-evident. One reason 
is that experience with COVID-19 temporarily lowers the 
likelihood of a (re-)infection. Another reason is that we 
did our research relatively early in the pandemic. People 
who by then had survived the disease and had recovered 
well enough to think of filling out a survey may indeed 
on average have experienced relatively mild symptoms. 
Thus, to the extent that comparative optimism is based 
on a realistic appraisal of one’s relative risk, experience 
with COVID-19 could enhance rather than reduce 
comparative optimism for infection and was likely to 
inflate comparative optimism for severity.

Vulnerability
If comparative optimism and self-superiority have a 
kernel of truth, having or suspecting that one has risk 
factors should reduce comparative optimism. It should 
also inspire more precautionary behaviour and thus 
enhance self-superiority.

At the time of our research, several risk factors had 
been identified for worse-than-average severity in case 
of infection. They included old age, male sex, and certain 
health conditions (e.g., Hashim et al., 2020; Jordan et al., 
2020). All these factors quickly became known as factors 
that affected the severity after in infection, but not (or to 
a much lesser extent) the likelihood of infection. When 
people (suspect that they) have risk factors and compare 
themselves to the average person, their enhanced 
vulnerability should be associated with lower comparative 
optimism for severity, but not for infection. It also seems 
plausible that individuals with a vulnerability adhere to 
behavioural precautions more meticulously than others 
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do. To the extent that self-superiority also has a kernel of 
truth, therefore, they should show more self-superiority, 
which in turn would justify greater comparative optimism 
for infection.

Concerning the relationship between vulnerability 
and egocentric impact perception, more meticulously 
adhering to precautions would imply that these have a 
greater impact. However, individuals with a vulnerability 
are likely to already chronically engage in behaviours that 
in times of pandemics become part of the precautions for 
society. Moreover, people are likely to appraise the impact 
of precautions against the background of the impact of 
the disease itself. That may make the precautions seem 
much less impactful for those individuals who are (vs. are 
not) at risk for severe symptoms. We thus predicted that 
having a vulnerability would be associated with more 
allocentric (i.e., less egocentric) impact perception.

Age and gender
The reasoning behind the predictions described above is 
that individual differences in self-uniqueness are to some 
extent realistic. However, a crucial nuance is that the 
reasoning therefore only holds when people who have 
risk factors compare themselves to the average person. 
When they compare themselves with the average person 
having the same risk factors, there is no objective reason 
for these risk factors to affect self-uniqueness. When 
people compare themselves to others of the same age 
and gender, as in many studies on self-uniqueness (e.g., 
Asimakopoulou et al., 2020; DeGagne & Busseri, 2021), 
actual differences between age or gender groups cannot 
explain age and gender effects on self-uniqueness. 

THE PRESENT RESEARCH

We tested the hypothesis that self-uniqueness would 
occur concerning Covid-19. More specifically, we 
predicted that we would at the group level find unrealistic 
optimism, illusory superiority, and an egocentric impact 
bias. We expected greater comparative optimism for 
infection with, than for severity of COVID-19.

Some predictions of our about individual differences 
in self-uniqueness assumed that these individual 
differences are to some extent rooted in actual 
differences. Thus, we predicted that having risk factors 
other than being male or being older would be associated 
with lower comparative optimism for severity, but not for 
infection, with greater self-superiority, and with lower 
egocentric impact perception. In contrast, we predicted 
that experience with COVID-19 would be associated 
with lower comparative optimism for infection, but not 
for severity. We did not predict any effects of experience 
on self-superiority or egocentric impact perception. 
In contrast, the interpretation of any age and gender 
effect that might occur would be qualitatively different 

from vulnerability or experience effects. These effects 
could not have any real basis because we (as is general 
practice in self-uniqueness research) asked participants 
to compare themselves to the average peer of their age 
and gender. 

Finally, we examined the thus far understudied 
relationship between self-uniqueness concerning 
COVID-19 and people’s information seeking and 
evaluation behaviour. Based on earlier research on the 
relationship between comparative optimism and seeking, 
accepting, and using health information (e.g., Ahn et al., 
2014; Wong, 2012; Zlatev et al., 2010), we expected that 
the more self-uniqueness individuals showed, the less 
they would seek information and the less they would 
trust potential information sources. 

METHOD

PARTICIPANTS
The survey was part of a larger, international study on 
COVID-19 for which we received ethical clearance from 
King’s College London and confirmation of that clearance 
as well as privacy clearance through the Social and 
Societal Ethical Committee of KU Leuven. We report data 
on the Dutch-speaking sample because of its size, which 
allowed an analysis of the role of risk factors and, even 
in a relatively early stage of the pandemic, of personal 
experience with the disease. At the time of the study (27 
April to 11 June 2020), the Dutch-speaking part of Europe 
(Flemish part of Belgium & The Netherlands) was greatly 
affected, and a lockdown was in place. 

Participants (8696 adults) were invited through 
researcher contact lists, social media, and news outlets 
to fill out an online survey.1 Demographic and COVID-
19-characteristics appear in Table 1. Participants self-
categorized in 8 age groups, but we combined the 
oldest ones (65–74, 75–85, 85+) to achieve roughly 
equal cell sizes. Our sample size largely exceeds power 
requirements for all involved analyses. For example, to 
achieve a 95% chance to observe a small effect (f = .10) 
in ANOVAs involving age and gender (6 × 2 groups) with 
an alpha of .05, we needed a sample of N = 1302. 

MATERIALS AND PROCEDURE 
Participants went through an on-screen informed 
consent procedure where they saw information about 
the study, advice on what to do in case of symptoms, 
and information about help lines. They consented by 
ticking a box, after which the survey started. We describe 
measures in order of occurrence, except that the section 
about the impact of the precautions appeared between 
the general and specific self-superiority items. This 
was done lest participants took the impact questions 
as pertaining to only the specific actions in the self-
superiority measure. 
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Experience with COVID-19
We asked if participants experienced symptoms 
(persistent cough, temperature) of what might be 
COVID-19 (Yes/No), if they had experienced those 
in the past (Yes, with hospitalization/Yes, without 
hospitalization/No), and if they had been tested (No/Yes, 
but I do not have the result yet/Yes, and I was infected/
Yes, and I was not infected). We scored participants as 
having experience if they said yes to at least one item, 
with the ‘yes’ on the last item having to include the 
specification that the participant was infected. 

Comparative optimism
We measured comparative optimism by asking 
comparative likelihood estimates because COVID-19 was 
at the time of the study so novel that giving absolute 
likelihood estimates for themselves and the average 
other would not have been feasible for most people. 
More specifically, we asked participants how likely each 
of 10 events were to happen to them as compared to the 
average person of their age and gender. 

Five events were about getting infected or infecting 
others: having in the last month infected others, infecting 
others in the next month, infecting others in the next 
year, getting (re-)infected in the next month, and getting 
infected in the next year. Five were about severity in case of 
(re-)infection: getting symptoms, needing hospitalization, 
needing to be in an Intensive Care Unit (ICU), needing 
to be in an ICU and requiring a ventilator or intubation, 
and fully recovering. The items occurred in a roughly 
chronological order that would arguably make most sense 
to participants. First came questions about getting or 
spreading the infection in the last month and next month, 
then questions about severity (in order of severity, which 
corresponds with how the disease may evolved over time 
in any given patient), followed by full recovery and ending 
with re(infection) in the next year. Participants answered 
on 5-point scales from 1 (Extremely /Much more likely) to 
5 (Extremely unlikely/Much less likely).2

We subtracted 3 from the likelihood ratings, such 
that positive scores denoted comparative optimism. A 
factor analysis (see Supplemental Materials) yielded the 
expected two factors; we thus created an infection scale 
and a severity scale (both Cronbach’s α = 0.86).

Perceived control
We asked to what extent it was in an individual’s own 
hand if they got infected and if they infected others 
(infection items) and if they developed symptoms, 
needed hospitalization, found themselves in an ICU, 
found themselves in an ICU and requiring a ventilator or 
intubation, and fully recover (severity items). Participants 
answered 1 (Not at all), 2 (A little), 3 (Moderately), 4 (A 
lot), or 5 (A great deal). We averaged the two infection 

CHARACTERISTIC N (8696) (%)*

Age 

18–24 872 (10.0)

25–34 1496 (17.2)

35–44 1856 (21.3)

45–54 1805 (20.8)

55–64 1729 (19.9)

65-≥ 85 938 (10.8)

Gender

Women 6030 (69.3)

Men 2633 (30.3)

Other/Neither/Prefer not to say 33 (0.4)

Country

Belgium 8406 (96.7)

The Netherlands 193 (2.2)

Other* 96 (1.1)

Missing value 1 (<0.1)

Ethnicity

European 8560 (98.4)

Asian, Black, African or Caribbean 28 (0.3)

Mixed or multiple groups 32 (0.4)

Not in list* 46 (0.5)

Rather not say / Missing value 30 (0.4)

Current experience with symptoms

No 8438 (97.1)

Yes 256 (2.9)

Missing value 2 (<0.1)

Experience with symptoms

No 7461 (85.8)

Yes 113 (11.0)

Missing value 282 (3.2)

Experience with COVID-19-testing

No 8411 (96.7)

Yes, no result 45 (0.5)

Yes, not infected 193 (2.2)

Yes, infected 47  (0.5)

Risk factors

Absent 5555 (63.9)

Uncertain 1340 (15.4)

Present 1760 (20.2)

Missing value 41 (0.5)

Table 1 Demographic characteristics and COVID-19 status.

* As reported by participants; among countries of origin were 27 
countries with n < 15; a few were regions rather than countries. 
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items (Cronbach’s α = 0.72), and the 6 severity items 
(Cronbach’s α = 0.91).

Self-superiority
In contrast to likelihood estimates concerning infection 
with and severity of COVID-19, participants were 
arguably able to estimate how often they and others 
had in the recent past performed each behaviour. To 
measure self-superiority, we therefore asked how often 
participants and the average other of their age and 
gender had in the last week shown one recommended 
behavior (washing one’s hands with water and soap) and 
four forbidden behaviors: leaving home for fun (other 
than to exercise once a day), meeting a friend or relative 
not living in one’s household, visiting other people at 
home, running an errand that is not necessary. We also 
included two behaviors that in principle were allowed but 
that people were requested to engage in only when they 
were strictly necessary, and not if they experienced any 
COVID-19 symptom: shopping for groceries and going to 
a pharmacy or a physician. Participants answered with 
1 (Never), 2 (Once), 3 (On 2–3 days), 4 (On 4–5 days), 5 
(Almost daily), 6 (Daily), 7 (Several times per day). We 
recoded ratings into a scale from 0 to 6, such that 0 
corresponded to ‘never’. We reverse-coded the hand 
hygiene items, subtracted the rating for the average 
other from the rating for the self, and calculated a 
mean self-superiority score across the seven behaviours 
(Cronbach’s α = 0.66).

Because we also wished to include a self-superiority 
measure that was methodologically comparable to the 
comparative optimism measures, we also used a directly 
comparative approach to measure participants’ general 
appraisal of how well they adhered to the behavioural 
precautions. Participants indicated how well, as compared 
to the average person of their age and gender, they had 
in the last month complied and would in the next month 
comply with social distancing rules (defined as keeping 
one’s distance from others and staying at home). They 
did so on a 5-point scale from 1 (Much better) to 5 (Much 
worse). We reverse-coded ratings and subtracted 3 to 
create self-superiority scores (positive values denoting 
self-superiority). Lest participants interpreted these 
questions as meaning ‘apart from the behaviours 
mentioned in the frequency items’, the general questions 
preceded the items about specific behaviours.

Egocentric impact perception
We measured egocentric impact perception through 
directly comparative questions because participants 
would arguably find it next to impossible to estimate 
how much the precautions affected other people. 
Moreover, we wished to avoid response shift, with labels 
meaning different levels in different groups (e.g., Ogden 
& Lo, 2012). Again, we measured a general appraisal and 
more specific appraisals. 

Participants indicated how complicated it was for 
them to comply with social distancing rules as compared 
to the average person of their age and gender, on a 
5-point scale from 1 (Much more complicated) to 5 (Much 
less complicated). We recoded their responses such 
that positive scores indicated greater impact on the self 
(egocentric impact perception) and negative scores less 
impact on the self (allocentric impact perception).

We also asked how much the rules adversely affected 
aspects of their life, as compared to the average person 
of their age and gender: daily routine, mood, income, 
hobbies, contact with individuals from outside the 
household, and contact with household members. 
Participants answered on a 5-point scale from 1 (Much 
less) to 5 (Much more). We calculated a mean egocentric 
impact score (Cronbach’s α = 0.74).

Information seeking and trust in sources of 
information
To avoid demand effects, social desirability, and 
commonality in methods, we did not measure information 
seeking by asking participants to self-judge how eagerly 
they sought information. Instead, we asked them to 
indicate which information sources they used, and from 
their responses derived an index that reflected how 
broadly their information search was. This index served 
as a proxy for the extent to which participants sought 
information. More specifically, we asked participants if 
they obtained information about COVID-19 from the 
following (non-exclusive) categories: friends, relatives, 
television, newspapers, the government, internet, social 
media, and ‘other’. Participants were asked to tick all that 
applied. We counted the sources and thus obtained an 
information seeking score from 0 to 8. The higher this 
score, the more broadly participants arguably sought for 
information about COVID-19. 

In addition, we asked how well participants trusted 
each of the listed sources to give accurate information 
about COVID-19. They answered this question, per 
source, on a 5-point scale from 1 (A great deal) to 5 (Not 
at all). After recoding, higher scores denoted greater trust. 
We calculated a score for trust in information sources by 
averaging over sources (Cronbach’s α = 0.71). 

Risk factors
Participants indicated if they had a health condition that 
made one more vulnerable to COVID-19: “Yes”, “I am not 
sure”, “No”. We then showed a list of risk factors (see 
Supplemental Materials) and asked participants to tick 
those that applied. From their responses, we derived a 
vulnerability score that took the values low, uncertain, or 
high. Participants were assigned the value ‘low’ if they 
had picked “No”. They were assigned the value ‘uncertain’ 
if they had picked “I am not sure” or had picked “Yes” but 
without selecting any specific factor, as we interpreted 
the latter as indicating a feeling of being at risk without 
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being able to specify why. Participants were assigned the 
value ‘high’ if they had picked “Yes” and had selected at 
least one risk factor other than being over 70 years old. 
We did not count being over 70 years old because the 
measure of comparative optimism required participants 
to compare themselves with people of their age (but not 
with people with the same status on other risk factors), 
such that ‘age’ did not objectively enhance people’s 
relative likelihood to suffer more in case of an infection.

DATA SHARING STATEMENT

The data file, codebook, syntax, output, and research 
materials are available on OSF (https://osf.io/q3ugn/).

RESULTS

We report all significances, but do not follow up on effect 
sizes < .005 to avoid over-interpretation. We round effect 
sizes .005–.009 to 0.01. Confidence intervals (CI) are 95% 
intervals of differences, and ds are Cohen’s ds. We tested 
contrasts for binary variables with t-tests, and for others 
with Tukey tests. The overall means are in Table 2.

UNREALISTIC OPTIMISM, ILLUSORY 
SUPERIORITY, AND EGOCENTRIC IMPACT BIAS
We predicted that, at the group level, we would find 
unrealistic optimism, illusory superiority, and an 
egocentric impact bias. 

We tested the occurrence of unrealistic optimism 
through one-sample t-tests on the mean comparative 
optimism scores. These scores were higher than zero 
for infection, t(8676) = 74.76, p < .001, d = 0.80, CI 
[0.56, 0.59], and severity, t(8659) = 32.89, p < .001, d = 
0.35, CI [0.24, 0.27]. A paired-samples t-test revealed 
stronger unrealistic optimism for infection than for 
severity: t(8657) = 32.31, p < .001, d = .35, CI [0.30,0.34]. 

Perceived control was also higher for infection than for 
severity, t(8676) = 163.72, p < .001, d = 1.76, CI [1.81, 
1.86]. Participants considered infection moderately to 
‘a lot’ controllable, and severity not all or just a little 
controllable. To examine if the difference in perceived 
control explained (part of) the difference in comparative 
optimism, we calculated difference scores for control 
(over infection minus over severity) and ran a repeated 
measures ANOVA on the comparative optimism scores 
with the difference score as a covariate. Supporting the 
view that differences in perceived control accounted for 
part of the greater comparative optimism for infection 
than for severity, covariate interacted with aspect, F(1, 
8643) = 110.87, p < .001, ηp

2 = .01. The main effect of 
aspect was still significant, F(1, 8643) = 45.95, p < .001, 
ηp

2 = .01, but was much smaller than in a similar analysis 
without the covariate, F(1, 8657) = 1033.18, p < .001, 
ηp

2 = .11. As predicted, we found unrealistic optimism 
for infection and severity; also as predicted, it was 
stronger for the aspect of COVID-19 that participants 
perceived as being relatively controllable (infection) than 
for the aspect that they perceived as being relatively 
uncontrollable (severity).

We tested the occurrence of illusory superiority in 
two manners. One consisted of one-sample t-tests on 
the general self-superiority ratings for the past and the 
future. These scores were higher than zero for both past 
adherence (M = 1.02, SD = 0.84), t(8689) = 113.23, p < 
.001, d = 1.22, CI [1.00,1.04], and future adherence (M 
= 0.75, SD = 0.91), t(8684) = 77.29, p < .001, d = 0.83, 
CI [0.73, 0.78]. However, we unexpectedly found that 
illusory superiority was lower for the next than for the 
past month, as shown by a paired samples t-test, t(8681) 
= 34.88, p < .001, d = 0.83, CI [0.25, 0.28].

The other test involved a one-sample t-test on 
the average self-superiority scores across the specific 
behaviours for which participants had given frequency 
estimates. The mean score was higher than zero (M = 0.60, 
SD = 0.57), t(8493) = 97.32, p < .001, d = 1.06, CI [0.59, 

M SD 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1 CO infection 0.58 0.72 .20** .21** .16** .20** –.27** –.05** .03*

2 CO severity 0.26 0.73 –.01 .11** –.11** .05** .00 .01

3 Control infection 3.32 0.85 .16** .21** –.17** .00 .06*

4 Control severity 1.48 0.75 .10** –.04** –.03** –.01

5 Self–superiority# –.21** –.02* –.05**

6 Egocentric impact# .06** –.04**

7 Information seeking 3.94 1.52 .23**

8 Source trust 3.38 0.73

Table 2 Correlations between comparative optimism (CO), self-superiority, egocentric impact perception, perceived control, and 
information use and trust.
# Based on standardized scores on general and specific items * p < .05; ** p < .005.

https://osf.io/q3ugn/


159Hoorens et al. Psychologica Belgica DOI: 10.5334/pb.1139

0.61]. As predicted, we thus found illusory superiority, 
both in general appraisals of one’s relative adherence 
to the precautionary measures and in estimates of the 
frequency of specific behaviors.

We also tested the occurrence of an egocentric impact 
bias in two manners. First, we conducted a one-sample 
t-test on the general rating of the difficulty of adhering 
to the precautions. The mean score was lower than 
zero (M = –0.27, SD = 1.12), t(8650) = 22.39, p < .001, d 
= –.24, CI [–0.29, –0.25]. Second, we conducted a one-
sample t-test on the mean impact ratings for specific life 
domains. Again, the mean score was lower than zero M 
= –0.07, SD = 0.74), t(8679) = 8.42, p < .001, d = –0.09, CI 
[–0.08, 0.05]. Contrary to prediction, we thus observed an 
allocentric rather than an egocentric impact bias.

The Supplemental Materials include tests of self-
uniqueness per event, behaviour, and life domain. 
Comparative optimism occurred for all events, and 
illusory superiority for all behaviours. However, the life 
domains differed with respect to whether they provoked 
an egocentric impact bias, an allocentric impact bias, or 
no bias at all.

DIFFERENCES IN COMPARATIVE OPTIMISM, 
SELF-SUPERIORITY, AND IMPACT PERCEPTION
Participants who felt that COVID-19 was more under 
one’s personal control showed more comparative 
optimism than participants who felt that COVID-19 
was less under one’s personal control (see the positive 
correlations in Table 2).

Experience and vulnerability
We tested the predictions that being vulnerable due to 
having risk factors other than being male or old would 
be associated with lower comparative optimism for 
severity, greater self-superiority, and lower egocentric 
impact perception, whereas experience with COVID-19 
would be associated with lower comparative optimism 
for infection. We therefore subjected self-uniqueness 
scores to ANOVAs with experience and vulnerability as 
between-subjects variables. In the case of comparative 
optimism scores, we also included aspect as a within-
subjects variable. In the case of general self-superiority 
scores, we included time (self-superiority for the past 
month, for the next month) as a within-subjects variable.

Effects on comparative optimism
Besides the already described effect of aspect, we found 
a main effect of vulnerability, F(2, 8490) = 106.55, p < 
.001, ηp

2 = .02. Most importantly, we found the predicted 
interactions of aspect by vulnerability, F(1, 8490) = 
390.01, p < .001, ηp

2 = .08, and aspect by experience, 
F(1,8490) = 92.50, p < .001, ηp

2 = .01. 
As predicted, participants with experience with 

COVID-19 showed lower comparative optimism for 
infection (M = 0.45; SD = 0.75) than participants without 
(M = 0.60; SD = 0.71), t(1587.89) = 6.65, p < .001, d = 

0.21, CI [0.11, 0.20]. In contrast, they showed higher 
comparative optimism for severity (M = 0.33; SD = 0.74) 
than participants without experience (M = 0.25; SD = 
0.73), t(1617.31) = 3.66, p < .001, d = –.12, CI [–0.13, 
–0.04]. 

Also as predicted, participants high on vulnerability 
showed lower comparative optimism for severity (in fact, 
they showed comparative pessimism; M = –0.29; SD = 
0.82) than ‘uncertain’ participants (M = 0.14; SD = 0.65), 
p < .001, d = –.68, CI [0.39, 0.51], and these showed 
lower comparative optimism than participants low on 
vulnerability (M = 0.46; SD = 0.61), p < .001, d = –.49, CI 
[0.28, 0.37]. In contrast, participants high on vulnerability 
showed greater comparative optimism for infection (M = 
0.71; SD = 0.73) than ‘uncertain’ participants (M = 0.59; 
SD = 0.72), p = .012, d = 0.09, CI [–0.11, –0.01], and these 
participants showed greater comparative optimism than 
in participants low on vulnerability (M = 0.53; SD = 0.71), 
p < .001, d = 0.16, CI [–0.17, –0.05].

Effects on self-superiority
Besides the effect of time, we found a small Time 
× Experience interaction F(1,8515) = 5.91, p = .015, 
ηp

2 < .005. Most importantly, we found the predicted 
effect of vulnerability, F(2, 8515) = 48.99, p < .001, ηp

2 
= .01. Participants high on vulnerability showed more 
self-superiority (M = 1.12, SD = 0.79), than ‘uncertain’ 
participants (M = 0.96, SD = 0.79), and these showed more 
self-superiority than participants low on vulnerability (M 
= 0.80, SD = 0.79), ps < .001. However, the mean self-
superiority score was above zero in all groups, ts > 75.35, 
ps < .001, ds ≥ 0.20. 

The ANOVA on mean self-superiority scores yielded a 
small effect of experience, F(1,8337) = 4.77, p = .029, ηp

2 < 
.005, and the predicted effect of vulnerability, F(2,8337) = 
33.78, p < .001, ηp

2 = .01. Participants high on vulnerability 
showed more self-superiority (M = 0.70, SD = 0.60) than 
‘uncertain’ participants (M = 0.65, SD = 0.60), p = .022, d = 
0.09, and both groups showed more self-superiority than 
participants low on vulnerability (M = 0.55, SD = 0.54), ps 
< .001, ds ≥ 0.18. 

As noted in the introduction, greater self-superiority 
among participants high on vulnerability might be 
due to a realistic appraisal of their own adherence to 
the precautions being better than other individuals’ 
adherence. To examine if that was indeed the case, we 
did a follow-up analysis on raw frequency scores with 
target (self, other) as a within-subjects variable and 
vulnerability as a between-subjects variable. We found 
effects of target, F(1,8362) = 7406.50, p < .001, ηp

2 = .47, 
and Target × Vulnerability, F(2, 8362) = 50.64, p < .001, 
ηp

2 = .01. Participants high on vulnerability indeed felt 
that they had violated the rules less often (M = 0.50, SD = 
0.37) than ‘uncertain’ participants (M = 0.54, SD = 0.41), 
p = .007, or than participants low on vulnerability (M = 
0.57, SD = 0.39), p < .001. These groups also differed, p = 
.022. However, participants high on vulnerability also felt 
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that others had violated the rules more often (M = 1.20, 
SD = 0.58) than ‘uncertain’ participants did (M = 1.20, SD 
= 0.55), p < .001, or than participants low on vulnerability 
did (M = 1.13, SD = 0.50), ps < .001. These groups did 
not differ, p = .988. Thus, the finding that participants 
high on vulnerability showed more self-superiority than 
participants low on vulnerability was not only driven by 
their (perhaps accurate) perception that they adhered 
better to the precautions, but also by their perception 
that other people adhered more poorly to them.

Effects on egocentric/allocentric impact perception
Besides a small effect of experience, F(1,8484) = 19.38, 
p < .001, ηp

2 < .005, we found the predicted effect of 
vulnerability, F(2,8484) = 19.54, p < .001, ηp

2 = .01. 
Participants high on vulnerability showed the greatest 
allocentric impact perception (M = –0.47, SD = 1.15), 
followed by ‘uncertain’ participants (M = –0.35, SD = 
1.11), and participants low on vulnerability (M = –0.19, SD 
= 1.10), pairwise comparisons significant at p < .013. An 
ANOVA on the relative impact scores for specific domains 
did not yield any effect, Fs(1, 8514) ≤ 3.77, ps ≥ .052. 

Age and gender differences in self-uniqueness
We subjected self-uniqueness scores to ANOVAs with age 
and gender as between-subjects variables. In the case of 
comparative optimism scores, we again included aspect 
as a within-subjects variable. In the case of general self-
superiority scores, we included time as a within-subjects 
variable. Because participants were asked to compare 
themselves to the average other of their age and gender, 
differences between age and gender groups may 

meaningfully be described as differences in unrealistic 
optimism, illusory self-superiority, and egocentric (or 
allocentric) impact bias.

Effects on unrealistic optimism
Besides the already mentioned effect of aspect, we found 
a main effect of age, F(5,8613) = 14.05, p < .001, ηp

2 = .01; 
and a two-way interaction of aspect by age, F(1,8613) = 
177.84, p < .001, ηp

2 = .09. As shown in Figure 1, older (vs. 
younger) participants showed lower unrealistic optimism 
for severity but more for infection. There were small 
effects of gender, F(1,8613) = 38.42, p < .001, and age by 
gender, F(5,8613) = 3.01, p = .010, both ηp

2 < .005. 

Effects on illusory superiority
Besides the effect of time, the ANOVA on the general self-
superiority score yielded a small Time × Age × Gender 
interaction, F(1,8637) = 4.20, p = .001, ηp

2 < .01. More 
importantly, it yielded a main effect of age, F(5,8637) = 
36.65, p < .001, ηp

2 = .02, and a Time × Age interaction, 
F(1,8637) = 13.61, p < .001, ηp

2 = .01. As Figure 2 shows, 
illusory superiority was greater in older (vs. younger) 
participants, and the past-next month difference in 
illusory superiority was smaller in older (vs. younger) 
participants. The ANOVA on the mean superiority score 
across specific behaviours only yielded a small effect of 
age, F(1,8449) = 6.54, p < .001, ηp

2 < .005; other Fs < 2.44, 
ps ≥ .118. 

Effects on egocentric/allocentric impact bias
The ANOVA on the mean relative impact scores yielded 
effects of age, F(5,8607) = 52.23, p < .001, ηp

2 = .03, 

Figure 1 Mean scores for infection-related and outcome-related comparative optimism (CO), as a function of age. Positive scores 
denote comparative optimism. Error bars denote 95% confidence intervals.
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and gender, F(1,8607) = 16.82, p < .001, ηp
2 < .005. The 

allocentric impact bias was greater in older than in 
younger participants (< 25: M = –0.12, SD = 0.92; 25–34: 
M = –0.12, SD = 0.93; 35–44: M = –0.30, SD = 0.92; 45–
54: M = –0.42, SD = 0.94; 55–64: M = –0.55, SD = 0.94; ≥ 
65: M = –0.69, SD = 0.92); except between the youngest 
groups, all pairwise differences were significant, ps < .01. 
However, the allocentric impact bias occurred at all ages, 
one-sample t-tests (test value = 0): ts ≥ 3.99, ps < .001.

The ANOVA on the mean relative impact scores 
for specific domains yielded small effects of gender, 
F(1,8635) = 19.78, p < .001, ηp

2 < .005, and age by gender, 
F(5,8635) = 3.04, p = .010, ηp

2 < .005. More importantly, it 

yielded a main effect of age, F(5,8635) = 37.10, p < .001, 
ηp

2 = .02. As shown in Figure 3, the older participants were, 
the greater their allocentric impact bias. 

Participants under 25 years old were the only ones 
who showed a significant egocentric impact bias (M = 
0.22, SD = 0.65), t(817) = 10.03, p < .001, d = .34, CI [0.18, 
0.26]. Among those of 25–34 years old the egocentric 
impact bias was not significant (M = 0.03, SD = 0.71), 
t(1494) = 1.63, p = .104, d = .04, CI [–0.01, 0.07]. All older 
age groups showed a significant allocentric impact bias: 
35–44 years olds (M = –0.05, SD = 0.73), t(1854) = 2.74, 
p = .006, d = –.06, CI [–0.08, –0.01]; 45–54 years olds (M 
= –0.13, SD = 0.75), t(1802) = 7.52, p < .001, d = –.18, CI 

Figure 2 Mean self-superiority (ss) scores for adherence to the precautionary rules in the last month and the next month, per age 
group. Positive scores denote self-superiority. Error bars denote 95% Confidence Intervals.

Figure 3 Average egocentric impact score across specific life domains as a function of age and gender. Positive values indicate 
greater impact, and negative scores lower impact on the self than on others.
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[–0.17, –0.10], 55–64 years olds (M = –0.16, SD = 0.74), 
t(1725) = 8.92, p < .001, d = –.22, CI [–0.19, –0.12] and 
above all 65+ years olds (M = –0.23, SD = 0.75), t(928) 
= 9.39, p < .001, d = –.31, CI [–0.28, –0.18]. All pairwise 
comparisons between age groups were significant at p 
≤ .031, except for the difference between the 45–54 and 
55–64 years old, and between the 55–64 and 65+ years 
old.

ASSOCIATION BETWEEN SELF-UNIQUENESS, 
INFORMATION SEEKING, AND TRUST IN 
SOURCES
We examined how self-uniqueness was related to 
participants’ information seeking and trust in information 
sources. For clarity, we calculated overall self-superiority 
and egocentric impact perception scores. The overall 
self-superiority score averaged standardized scores on 
the general ratings (after having pooled general ratings 
for the last and the next month, r = .67) and mean self-
superiority scores for specific behaviours. The overall 
egocentric impact score averaged standardized scores 
on the general item and on the specific scores across 
specific domains.

Comparative optimism for infection and self-
superiority were associated with lower information 
seeking; self-superiority and egocentric impact 
perception were associated with lower trust. In contrast, 
egocentric impact perception was positively correlated 
with information seeking and comparative optimism for 
infection were positively correlated with trust in sources. 

DISCUSSION

Our findings corroborate earlier work on comparative/
unrealistic optimism and self-/illusory superiority for 
health in general (Hoorens, 1994; Hoorens & Harris, 
1998; Weinstein, 1987) and COVID-19 in particular (e.g., 
Asimakopoulou et al., 2020; Park et al., 2021). Participants 
generally felt that they were less at risk to get infected 
with COVID-19 and to suffer severe symptoms in case 
of an infection, and they also felt that they had in the 
last month adhered better and would in the next month 
adhere better than average to the precautions. As in 
research on other risks (Harris, 1996; Hoorens & Buunk, 
1993; Hoorens et al., 2008; Klein & Helweg-Larsen, 
2002), comparative optimism was greater for events that 
participants considered more controllable (infection) 
than for events that they considered less controllable 
(severity), and it was greater among participants who 
perceived more (vs. less) control over both. Although the 
risk of getting infected and the risk of suffering severe 
illness after an infection arguably differ on various 
dimensions other than controllability, it seems that 
perceived control explains at least part of the difference. 
The greater comparative optimism for infection in older 

participants was also consistent with earlier findings 
(e.g., Dolinski et al., 2020), as was the absence of a 
meaningful gender difference (e.g.Asimakopoulou et al., 
2020; Kuper-Smith et al., 2020; Vieites et al., 2021).

Our findings extend knowledge about self-uniqueness 
beliefs/biases concerning an infectious disease in various 
manners. Instead of the expected general egocentric 
impact bias, we observed an allocentric impact bias. 
Participants of all ages felt that it was, overall, easier for 
them to adhere to the rules, and participants of 35 years 
or older felt that the precautionary rules affected specific 
domains of their lives less than those of their peers. There 
was one notable exception: participants under 25 years 
old felt that the rules affected their lives more than those 
of their peers. One explanation for the general pattern 
might be that participants interpreted the general 
question (and from a given age on also the more specific 
questions) as probing into their resourcefulness, such that 
allocentric impact perception reflected self-superiority. 
Supporting this interpretation, egocentric impact 
perception was negatively correlated (i.e., allocentric 
impact perception was positively correlated) with self-
superiority and comparative optimism for infection. 

The more comparative optimism for infection and 
the more self-superiority participants showed, the 
fewer information sources they used. In addition, the 
more self-superiority and egocentric (less allocentric) 
impact perception they showed, the less they trusted 
information sources. Earlier research showed that 
comparative optimism is associated with lower use of 
health information (e.g., Zlatev et al., 2010). We showed 
that this is specifically true for comparative optimism for 
infection, but not for severity, and that it is also true for 
other self-uniqueness phenomena. 

We also found more information seeking in participants 
who were high on egocentric impact perception, and 
higher trust in sources in participants high on comparative 
optimism for infection. Although these findings are 
counterintuitive, they can be explained. The more people 
feel that behavioural precautions are likely to affect them, 
the more important it may be for them to learn all possible 
details of the precautions. Seeking information from 
multiple sources may help them to do so. Comparative 
optimism for infection may render the information that 
various sources provide less threatening than it otherwise 
would be, and thus enhance people’s openness to it. 

Of course, we do not claim that self-uniqueness is the 
sole correlate of trust in information or its sources. For 
example, one study showed that complex language in 
public health messages may in some individuals (those 
believing in conspiracy theories) negatively affect trust 
(Schnepf et al., 2021). However, we did show that self-
uniqueness is associated with individual differences in 
use of and trust in information sources.

Our findings furthermore extend earlier research by 
showing the importance, in the case of a contagious 
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illness, to measure comparative/unrealistic optimism 
for infection and for severity separately. Different 
levels of comparative/unrealistic optimism occurred 
for infection and severity. In addition, individual 
differences in comparative optimism and self-
superiority were differently related to vulnerability 
and personal experience with COVID-19. Being older 
or having health-related risk factors was associated 
with lower comparative optimism for severity, but 
higher comparative optimism for infection. Experience 
was associated with lower comparative optimism for 
infection and higher comparative optimism for severity. 
In addition, comparative optimism for infection and for 
severity were differently associated with self-superiority, 
use of information sources, and trust in these sources. 
Thus, studies that measure relative likelihoods of getting 
infected only (e.g., Attema et al., 2021; Dolinski et al., 
2020) may not only lead to distorted estimates of the 
extent to which people are comparatively optimistic about 
infectious diseases, but also obscure the relationship 
between comparative optimism, its determinants and 
consequences, and other self-uniqueness beliefs.

THE KERNEL OF TRUTH AND THE BIAS IN SELF-
UNIQUENESS
We found indications that individual differences in 
comparative optimism, self-superiority, and egocentric 
and allocentric impact perception had a kernel of truth. 
Participants with health-related risk factors were less 
comparatively optimistic (more pessimistic) about the 
severity of their symptoms should they get infected 
than participants without such risk factors. Greater 
comparative optimism concerning the severity of 
COVID-19 after having suffered from the disease (vs. not 
having suffered from it yet) may also have been justified. 
Patients who before early May 2020 had recovered 
enough to participate must indeed have suffered 
relatively mild symptoms. 

However, three (sets of) findings cannot reflect 
‘objective’ differences. First, we observed age differences 
even though participants compared themselves to 
people of their own age. Second, we found lower 
comparative optimism for infection with COVID-19 in 
participants with (vs. without) personal experience with 
it. Lower comparative optimism for an event after having 
experienced it is consistent with earlier research (Burger 
& Palmer, 1992; Helweg-Larsen et al., 2011; Weinstein, 
1987), but it is surprising in the case of a disease that 
entails (temporary) immunity. Third, the greater self-
superiority among participants with (vs. without) risk 
factors occurred because they claimed to adhere better 
to the rules than participants without risk factors (which 
intuitively makes sense) but also because they claimed 
more than participants without risk factors that others 
to some extent failed to adhere to them (which cannot 
have any objective basis). 

STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS
Measuring different self-uniqueness phenomena 
allowed us to examine relationships between them. 
Moreover, we went beyond a demonstration of self-
uniqueness by examining its relationship with people’s 
stance towards information sources. Our multi-item 
measure of comparative optimism allowed us to show 
that comparative optimism for infection and severity 
are distinct phenomena. It thus points at the desirability 
of examining comparative optimism concerning various 
aspects of risks. We are not the first to separately 
measure comparative optimism for the severity of 
illness should one get infected, but earlier studies that 
also did so used fewer and arguably more ambiguous 
items than we did; for example, by asking participants 
how likely they were to experience ‘serious’ symptoms 
and leaving it up to them which symptoms counted as 
serious, or broadly defining ‘serious’ as any symptom 
that entailed hospitalization (cf. Vieites et al., 2021; 
Wise et al., 2020). 

Our large sample size ensured that the sample 
included individuals with different levels of experience 
with and risk factors for COVID-19, which allowed us to 
examine their role in self-uniqueness. Another positive 
consequence was that small effects could be identified. 
That was particularly the case for the correlations 
between self-uniqueness beliefs and stances towards 
information sources. 

However, the smallness of correlations is at the same 
time a limitation, particularly when they are evaluated 
with the traditional ‘variance explained’ standard. 
However, even small effects may be consequential 
(Prentice & Miller, 1992), particularly when their 
consequences accumulate (Funder & Ozer, 2019). 
Still, the replicability of the relationship between self-
uniqueness beliefs and stance towards information 
sources will be an issue to evaluate in follow-up research.

Our sample was diverse in terms of age, but like in 
many online health surveys, predominantly White and 
female (Bethlehem, 2010). The large sample size allowed 
meaningful comparisons across genders, but not across 
ethnicities. Caution is in order while generalizing to other 
groups. However, it should be noted that most people in 
Dutch-speaking Belgium and The Netherlands identify as 
white. Thus, a sample like ours implies not such a strong 
selection effect as it would in many other countries.

We examined differences in self-uniqueness as a function 
of participants’ personal experience with COVID-19, 
but not as a function of their vicarious experience, e.g., 
through relatives, friends, and acquaintances who had 
been infected, had fallen ill, and has perhaps died of the 
disease. It should be noted that even personal experience 
played a meaningful role in comparative optimism only. 
Moreover, earlier research found no systematic effect of 
vicarious experience on comparative optimism (Kuper-
Smith et al., 2021). However, future research may 
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compare the role of personal and vicarious experience in 
self-uniqueness phenomena.

Our study was cross-sectional and thus did not allow 
causal conclusions. Yet, some relationships are arguably 
more likely than others. For example, it is more likely that 
risk factors affect self-uniqueness than that the latter 
contributes to risk factors. Still, the observed associations 
should be considered with caution. A related issue that 
the age effects may reflect a developmental effect, a 
cohort effect, or both. 

Our comparative optimism and egocentric impact 
measures asked participants to give comparative ratings 
rather than absolute ones for them and the average other. 
Although we had good reasons to do so (see Methods 
section), the downside was that we could not determine 
if observed effects could be decomposed as subgroups 
having a more positive view of their own risks and 
behaviors and the precautions’ impact on the self, a more 
negative view concerning the risks, behaviors, and impact 
on/for others, or both. Yet, our self-superiority findings 
suggest that the third option is the more likely one. 

IMPLICATIONS FOR PUBLIC HEALTH 
COMMUNICATION
We limit ourselves to two take-home messages: that 
messages should avoid activating self-uniqueness, and 
that a tailor-made approach targeting groups differing in 
self-uniqueness may be called for rather than a ‘one size 
fits all’ approach.

Counteracting self-uniqueness
Public health communication may be more effective 
if it focuses on the severity of a disease rather than its 
prevalence, given that people show less comparative 
optimism for the latter than the former (Blanton et al., 
2013). However, people’s resistance against behavioural 
precautions may also derive from the perception that 
they comply better than others (self-superiority bias). It 
is therefore important to raise awareness that feelings of 
doing better are normal but often erroneous. 

Public health messages should at the very least 
mention self-uniqueness and explain why it is misleading, 
if only by raising awareness that it is widely shared. Recent 
work has shown that it is possible to reduce comparative 
optimism through media messages about the extent to 
which other people follow medical recommendations 
Dolinski et al., 2021). Thus, reducing self-uniqueness is 
not impossible.

Tailoring messages to audiences
Societal groups differ in self-uniqueness, and public 
health messages should take those differences into 
account. For example, we found more comparative 
optimism and self-superiority in older people, but more 
egocentric impact perception in younger ones. These 
differences suggest that messages for different groups 

should consider different self-uniqueness phenomena to 
different extents. 

Young people seem to believe that behavioural 
precautions affect them more than their average peer. 
Besides being stressful, this relative deprivation may entail a 
lower willingness to adhere to the rules. In older groups, the 
main problems are comparative optimism for infection and 
self-superiority. It may thus be useful to raise awareness 
among young people of what the rules mean for their peers, 
and among older people of their relative risk of infection, 
and of how dutifully their peers adhere to the rules.

CONCLUSION

People show self-uniqueness beliefs concerning 
COVID-19. It may be a good idea for public health 
communicators to tailor their messages such that they 
minimize comparative optimism, self-superiority, and 
egocentric impact perception. While doing so, they 
should consider the self-uniqueness phenomena that 
are dominant in their target audience. 

NOTES
1 N = 2483 partially filled out the survey. We used complete 

records only as the demographic questions were at the end.

2 After the data collection in other languages had started, 
we discovered that the (absolute) labels differed from the 
(comparative) labels in earlier comparative optimism research. 
We used the Dutch sampling, which began later, to test if that 
affected the results. As Supplemental Materials show, that was 
not the case. We present results for pooled data; using label as a 
covariate did not alter them.

FUNDING INFORMATION

The authors received no financial support for the research, 
authorship, and/or publication of this article.

COMPETING INTERESTS

The authors have no competing interests to declare.

AUTHOR AFFILIATIONS
Vera Hoorens  orcid.org/0000-0002-4855-9861 
Laboratory for Experimental Social Psychology, KU Leuven, 
Leuven, BE

Sasha Scambler  orcid.org/0000-0002-7232-3277 
Faculty of Dentistry, Oral and Craniofacial Sciences, King’s 
College, London, UK

Eliane Deschrijver  orcid.org/0000-0003-0387-3539 
Department of Experimental Psychology, University of Ghent, 
BE; School of Psychology, University of New South Wales, 
Sydney, NSW, AU

Neil S. Coulson  orcid.org/0000-0001-9940-909X 
School of Medicine, University of Nottingham, Nottingham, UK

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4855-9861
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4855-9861
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7232-3277
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7232-3277
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0387-3539
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0387-3539
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9940-909X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9940-909X


165Hoorens et al. Psychologica Belgica DOI: 10.5334/pb.1139

Ewen Speed  orcid.org/0000-0002-3850-922X 
School of Health and Social Care, University of Essex, Colchester, 
UK

Koula Asimakopoulou  orcid.org/0000-0003-3420-8523 
Faculty of Dentistry, Oral and Craniofacial Sciences, King’s 
College, London, UK

PUBLISHER’S NOTE

This paper underwent peer review using the Cross-Publisher

COVID-19 Rapid Review Initiative.

REFERENCES

Ahn, H. Y., Park, J. S., & Haley, E. (2014). Consumers’ optimism 

bias and responses to risk disclosures in direct-to-consumer 

(DTC) prescription drug advertising: The moderating role 

of subjective health Literacy. Journal of Consumer Affairs, 

48(1), 175–194. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/joca.12028

Alicke, M. D. (1985). Global self-evaluation as determined 

by the desirability and controllability of trait adjectives. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 49(6), 1621–

1630. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.49.6.1621

Asimakopoulou, K., Hoorens, V., Speed, E., Coulson, N. S., 

Antoniszczak, D., Collyer, F., Deschrijver, E., Dubbin, L., 

Faulks, D., Forsyth, R., Goltsi, V., Harsløf, I., Larsen, K., 

Manaras, I., Olczak-Kowalczyk, D., Willis, K., Xenou, 

T., & Scambler, S. (2020). Comparative optimism about 

infection and recovery from COVID-19; Implications for 

adherence with lockdown advice. Health Expectations, 

23(6), 1502–1511. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/hex.13134

Attema, A. E., L’Haridon, O., Raude, J., & Seror, V. (2021). 

Beliefs and risk perceptions about COVID-19: Evidence 

from two successive French representative surveys during 

lockdown. Frontiers in Psychology, 12. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.619145

Bethlehem, J. (2010). Selection bias in web surveys. 

International Statistical Review, 78(2), 161–188. DOI: 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-5823.2010.00112.x

Blanton, H., Axsom, D., McClive, K. P., & Price, S. (2001). 

Pessimistic bias in comparative evaluations: A case of 

perceived vulnerability to the effects of negative life events. 

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27(12), 1627–

1636. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672012712006

Blanton, H., Gerrard, M., & McClive-Reed, K. P. (2013). 

Threading the needle in health-risk communication: 

Increasing vulnerability salience while promoting 

self-worth. Journal of Health Communication, 18(11), 1279–

1292. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/10810730.2013.778359

Burger, J. M., & Palmer, M. L. (1992). Changes in and 

generalization of unrealistic optimism following 

experiences with stressful events: Reactions to the 

1989 California earthquake. Personality and Social 

Psychology Bulletin, 18(1), 39–43. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1177/0146167292181006

Chambers, J. R., Windschitl, P. D., & Suls, J. (2003a). 

Egocentrism, event frequency, and comparative 

optimism: When what happens frequently is “more 

likely to happen to me.” Personality and Social 

Psychology Bulletin, 29(11), 1343–1356. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1177/0146167203256870

Chambers, J. R., Windschitl, P. D., & Suls, J. (2003b). 

Egocentrism, Event Frequency, and Comparative 

Optimism: When What Happens Frequently Is “More 

Likely to Happen to Me.” Personality and Social 

Psychology Bulletin, 29(11), 1343–1356. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1177/0146167203256870

Davidai, S., & Gilovich, T. (2016). The headwinds/tailwinds 

asymmetry: An availability bias in assessments of barriers 

and blessings. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

111(6), 835–851. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000066

Davidson, K., & Prkachin, K. (1997). Optimism and unrealistic 

optimism have an interacting impact on health-promoting 

behavior and knowledge changes. Personality and Social 

Psychology Bulletin, 23(6), 617–625. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1177/0146167297236005

DeGagne, B., & Busseri, M. A. (2021). The impact of better-‐

versus worse-‐than-‐average comparisons on beliefs about 

how life satisfaction is unfolding over time, affect, and 

motivation. European Journal of Social Psychology, 51(3), 

610–626. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2765

Dolinski, D., Dolinska, B., Zmaczynska-Witek, B., Banach, M., 

& Kulesza, W. (2020). Unrealistic optimism in the time of 

coronavirus pandemic: May it help to kill, if so—whom: 

Disease or the person? Journal of Clinical Medicine, 9(5), 

1464. DOI: https://doi.org/10.3390/jcm9051464

Funder, D. C., & Ozer, D. J. (2019). Evaluating effect size in 

psychological research: Sense and nonsense. Advances in 

Methods and Practices in Psychological Science, 2(2), 156–

168. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245919847202

Harris, P. R., Griffin, D. W., & Murray, S. (2008). Testing the 

limits of optimistic bias: Event and person moderators 

in a multilevel framework. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 95(5), 1225–1237. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1037/a0013315

Hashim, M. J., Alsuwaidi, A. R., & Khan, G. (2020). Population 

risk factors for COVID-19 mortality in 93 countries. Journal 

of Epidemiology and Global Health, 10(3), 204–208. DOI: 

https://doi.org/10.2991/jegh.k.200721.001

Helweg-Larsen, M., Harding, H. G., & Klein, W. M. P. (2011). 

Will I divorce or have a happy marriage?: Gender 

differences in comparative optimism and estimation of 

personal chances among u.s. college students. Basic and 

Applied Social Psychology, 33(2), 157–166. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1080/01973533.2011.568874

Hevey, D., & French, D. P. (2012). Comparative optimism for 

severity of negative health outcomes. Psychology, Health 

and Medicine, 17(4), 417–426. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080

/13548506.2011.613940

Hoorens, V. (1993). Self-enhancement and superiority 

biases in social comparison. European Review of 

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3850-922X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3850-922X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3420-8523
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3420-8523
https://oaspa.org/scholarly-publishers-working-together-during-covid-19-pandemic/
https://oaspa.org/scholarly-publishers-working-together-during-covid-19-pandemic/
https://doi.org/10.1111/joca.12028 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.49.6.1621 
https://doi.org/10.1111/hex.13134 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.619145 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.619145 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-5823.2010.00112.x 
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672012712006 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10810730.2013.778359 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167292181006 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167292181006 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203256870 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203256870 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203256870 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203256870 
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000066 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167297236005 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167297236005 
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2765 
https://doi.org/10.3390/jcm9051464 
https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245919847202 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013315 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013315 
https://doi.org/10.2991/jegh.k.200721.001 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2011.568874 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2011.568874 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13548506.2011.613940 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13548506.2011.613940 


166Hoorens et al. Psychologica Belgica DOI: 10.5334/pb.1139

Social Psychology, 4, 113–139. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1080/14792779343000040

Hoorens, V. (1994). Unrealistic optimism in social comparison 

of health and safety risks. In D. Rutter (Ed.), The Social 

psychology of health and safety: European perspectives (pp. 

175–191). Aldershot.

Hoorens, V., & Buunk, B. P. (1993). Social comparison of 

health risks: Locus of control, the person-positivity 

bias, and unrealistic optimism. Journal of Applied 

Social Psychology, 23(4), 291–302. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1993.tb01088.x

Hoorens, V., & Harris, P. R. (1998). Distortions in reports 

of health behaviors: The time span effect and illusory 

superiority. Psychology and Health, 13, 451–466. DOI: 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08870449808407303

Hoorens, V., Smits, T., & Shepperd, J. A. (2008). 

Comparative optimism in the spontaneous 

generation of future life-events. British Journal of 

Social Psychology, 47(3), 441–451. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1348/014466607X236023

Jordan, R. E., Adab, P., & Cheng, K. (2020). Covid-19: risk 

factors for severe disease and death. BMJ, 368: m1198. 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.m1198

Klein, C. T. F., & Helweg-Larsen, M. (2002). Perceived 

control and the optimistic bias: A meta-analytic review. 

Psychology and Health, 17(4), 437–446. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1080/0887044022000004920

Kuper-Smith, B. J., Doppelhofer, L. M., Oganian, Y., Rosenblau, 

G., & Korn, C. W. (2021). Risk perception and optimism 

during the early stages of the COVID-19 pandemic. Royal 

Society Open Science, 8(11). DOI: https://doi.org/10.1098/

rsos.210904

Larwood, L. (1978). Swine Flu: A field study of self-serving 

biases. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 8(3), 

283–289. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1978.

tb00783.x

Lipkus, I., & Klein, W. (2006). Effects of communicating 

social comparison information on risk perceptions 

for colorectal cancer. Journal of Health 

Communication, 11(4), 391–407. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1080/10810730600671870

Messick, D. M., Bloom, S., Boldizar, J. P., & Samuelson, C. 

D. (1985). Why we are fairer than others. Journal of 

Experimental Social Psychology, 21(5), 480–500. DOI: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(85)90031-9

Park, T., Ju, I., Ohs, J. E., & Hinsley, A. (2021). Optimistic bias 

and preventive behavioral engagement in the context of 

COVID-19. Research in Social and Administrative Pharmacy, 

17(1), 1859–1866. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

sapharm.2020.06.004

Prentice, D. A., & Miller, D. T. (1992). When small effects are 

impressive. Psychological Bulletin, 112(1), 16–164. DOI: 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.112.1.160

Radcliffe, N. M., & Klein, W. M. P. (2002). Dispositional, 

unrealistic, and comparative optimism: Differential 

relations with the knowledge and processing of risk 

information and beliefs about personal risk. Personality 

and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28(6), 836–846. DOI: https://

doi.org/10.1177/0146167202289012

Sanchez, C., & Gilovich, T. (2020). The perceived impact of tax 

and regulatory changes. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 

50(2), 104–114. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12643

Schnepf, J., Lux, A., Jin, Z., & Formanowicz, M. (2021). Left 

out—Feelings of social exclusion incite individuals with high 

conspiracy mentality to reject complex scientific messages. 

Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 40(5–6), 627–

652. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1177/0261927X211044789

Sedikides, C., Gaertner, L., & Toguchi, Y. (2003). 

Pancultural self-enhancement. Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology, 84(1), 60–79. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.1.60

Sedikides, C., Gaertner, L., & Vevea, J. L. (2007). Evaluating the 

evidence for pancultural self-enhancement. 201–203. DOI: 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-839X.2007.00227.x

Shepperd, J. A., Waters, E. A., Weinstein, N. D., & Klein, W. 

M. P. (2015). A primer on unrealistic optimism. Current 

Directions in Psychological Science, 24(3), 232–237. DOI: 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721414568341

Vieites, Y., Ramos, G., Andrade, E. B., Pereira, C., & Medeiros, 

A. (2021). Can self-protective behaviors increase 

unrealistic optimism? Evidence from the COVID-19 

pandemic. SSRN Electronic Journal. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.2139/ssrn.3852013

Weinstein, N. D. (1980). Unrealistic optimism about future life 

events. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 39(5), 

806–820. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.39.5.806

Weinstein, N. D. (1987). Unrealistic optimism about 

susceptibility to health problems: Conclusions from 

a community-wide sample. Journal of Behavioral 

Medicine, 10(5), 481–500. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/

BF00846146

Wise, T., Zbozinek, T. D., Michelini, G., Hagan, C. C., & Mobbs, 

D. (2020). Changes in risk perception and self-reported 

protective behaviour during the first week of the COVID-19 

pandemic in the United States: COVID-19 risk perception 

and behavior. Royal Society Open Science, 7(9). DOI: 

https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.200742

Wong, N. C. H. (2012). Interaction of comparative cancer 

risk and cancer efficacy perceptions on cancer-

related information seeking and scanning behaviors. 

Communication Research Reports, 29(3), 193–203. DOI: 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08824096.2012.684808

Zell, E., Strickhouser, J. E., Sedikides, C., & Alicke, M. D. (2020). 

The Better-Than-Average Effect in comparative self-

evaluation: A comprehensive review and meta-analysis. 

Psychological Bulletin, 146(2), 118–149. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1037/bul0000218

Zlatev, M., Pahl, S., & White, M. (2010). Perceived risk and 

benefit for self and others as predictors of smokers’ 

attitudes towards smoking restrictions. Psychology 

and Health, 25(2), 167–182. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1080/08870440802372449

https://doi.org/10.1080/14792779343000040 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14792779343000040 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1993.tb01088.x 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1993.tb01088.x 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08870449808407303 
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466607X236023 
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466607X236023 
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.m1198 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0887044022000004920 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0887044022000004920 
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.210904 
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.210904 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1978.tb00783.x 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1978.tb00783.x 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10810730600671870 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10810730600671870 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(85)90031-9 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sapharm.2020.06.004 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sapharm.2020.06.004 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.112.1.160 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202289012 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202289012 
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12643 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0261927X211044789 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.1.60 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.1.60 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-839X.2007.00227.x 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721414568341 
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3852013 
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3852013 
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.39.5.806 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00846146 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00846146 
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.200742 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824096.2012.684808 
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000218 
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000218 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08870440802372449
https://doi.org/10.1080/08870440802372449


167Hoorens et al. Psychologica Belgica DOI: 10.5334/pb.1139

TO CITE THIS ARTICLE:
Hoorens, V., Scambler, S., Deschrijver, E., Coulson, N. S., Speed, E., & Asimakopoulou, K. (2022). Comparative Optimism, Self-
Superiority, Egocentric Impact Perception and Health Information Seeking: A COVID-19 Study. Psychologica Belgica, 62(1), 
pp. 152–167. DOI: https://doi.org/10.5334/pb.1139

Submitted: 29 October 2021     Accepted: 21 March 2022     Published: 13 April 2022

COPYRIGHT:
© 2022 The Author(s). This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 
International License (CC-BY 4.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original 
author and source are credited. See http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

Psychologica Belgica is a peer-reviewed open access journal published by Ubiquity Press.

https://doi.org/10.5334/pb.1139
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	_Hlk92191129
	_Hlk55308287
	_Hlk55308209
	_Hlk55550723
	_Hlk55310634
	_Hlk92397030
	_Hlk86414357

