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Measurement of mentalizing (EQ-8)
The items of EQ-8 (Loewen et al., 2010) are derived from the results of principal component analysis reported in Wakabayashi et al. (2006, Table 2) which developed the short version of the 40-item EQ scale (Baron-Cohen & Wheelwright, 2004). Loewen et al. chose the four affirmative and the four reversal items with the highest principal component factor loadings from the 40 items EQ scale. The items are shown in Table S1. This scale was validated in relation to sex differences (women were higher than men in the EQ-8 score) and altruistic behavior (the EQ-8 score was positively related to the amount of charitable giving in the past two years) among a general population sample in Canada (N = 4682).

Table S1. EQ-8 items (adapted from Loewen et al., 2010).
	No.
	Item

	1.
	I find it easy to put myself in somebody else’s shoes. 

	2.
	I am good at predicting how someone will feel. 

	3.
	I am quick to spot when someone in a group is feeling awkward or uncomfortable. 

	4.
	Other people tell me I am good at understanding how they are feeling and what they are thinking. 

	5.
	I find it hard to know what to do in a social situation.*

	6.
	I often find it hard to judge if something is rude or polite.* 

	7.
	It is hard for me to see why some things upset people so much.* 

	8.
	Other people often say that I am insensitive, though I don’t always see why.* 


* Reversal items.



Sample heterogeneity
We found an unexpected significant negative correlation between age and the active network size (Tables 1 and 3). Our sample consisted of students from two departments of one university (Department of Education and Engineering), suggesting sample heterogeneity in our data. If students in one department were younger and had larger active networks than those in the other department, a pooled sample would show a spurious negative association between age and active network size. We conducted supplementary analyses to test this possibility. Descriptive statistics of each department are presented in Table S2. We found significant differences in age, mentalizing, and extraversion between the two departments. Active network size (and the other two network indices) did not differ significantly between the departments. These results suggested sample heterogeneity, so we conducted a regression analysis including the interactions of the department (dummy variable) and the network indices. As reported in Table S3, none of the interactions were significant and the main findings reported in Table 3 in the main text did not change. We concluded that the heterogeneity of the sample was not problematic in performing pooled sample analyses.

Table S2. Descriptive statistics for each subsample.


Table S3. Results of regression analysis including interaction terms of department.

Result of negative binomial regression on the number of dyads
[bookmark: _Hlk110849884]The number of dyads was positively skewed (see Figure 1, panel A); thus, we conducted a negative binomial regression on the size of the dyads. The result is shown in Table S4. Mentalizing and extraversion significantly predicted the number of dyads, consistent with Table 3.

Table S4. Result of negative binomial regression on the number of dyads.
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Department of Engineering (n = 114) Department of Education (n = 61)
Mean SD Min Max Mean SD Min Max 1(162) p Cohen's d

Age 18.45 0.58 18 20 18.20 0.44 18 20 2.94 0.00 0.47
Mentalizing 0.74 0.41 0.13 1.75 0.85 0.37 0 1.75 -1.83 0.07 -0.29
Extraversion 3.86 1.49 1 7 4.45 1.27 1.5 7 -2.63 0.01 -0.42
Agreeableness 4.98 1.03 2 6.5 5.15 0.95 3 7 -1.06 0.29 -0.17
Conscientiousness 3.18 1.27 1 6 343 1.26 1 6.5 -1.27 0.21 -0.20
Neuroticism 4.39 1.20 1 7 4.43 1.16 1.5 7 -0.23 0.82 -0.04
Openness 4.04 1.26 1 7 3.95 1.17 1.5 6.5 0.43 0.67 0.07
Number of dyad 11.45 7.12 0 31 12.57 8.79 0 43 -0.92 0.36 -0.15
Number of community 8.78 3.52 1 20 8.34 342 1 17 0.79 0.43 0.13

Size of active network 175.94  89.67 23 390 171.38  84.52 9 368 0.33 0.74 0.05
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B SE

Intercept 177.34 6.36
Department (O=Education, 1=Engineering) 17.52 16.54
Gender (0O=male, 1=female) -12.57 16.30
Age -34.48 ** 11.88
Mentalizing 18.59 17.83
Extraversion 22.42 ** 4.63
Agreeableness -2.81 6.69
Conscientiousness 1.88 5.16
Neuroticism 10.86 * 5.47
Openness 0.28 5.15
Department*Age -38.08 27.34
Department*Mentalizing -30.12 35.70
Department®Extraversion 11.89 9.97
Adj. R* 18Hx*

¥ p <.01.* p <.05.
SE : Standard error. Coefficients B's are unstandardized. All exploratory
variables are mean centered.
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Dyad

Estimate SE
Intercept 2.72 1.56
Gender (ref.: male) 0.16 0.10
Age -0.05 0.08
Mentalizing 0.28 * 0.13
Extraversion 0.15 *** 0.03
Agreeableness -0.08 0.05
Conscientiousness -0.03 0.04
Neuroticism 0.03 0.04
Openness 0.00 0.04

*Ex p <.001. * p <.05.
SE : Standard error. Coefficients are unstandardized.
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