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Introduction

Humans are social beings with a strong desire to belong (Baumeister & Leary,
1995) and a strong motivation to communicate (Gable & Reis, 2010; Rimé,
2009). The work you will read in this dissertation focuses on the intersection
of these two core human qualities: belonging and communicating. More
specifically, this dissertation is about whether, why, and how people talk about
social exclusion, and how we can encourage researchers and practitioners to
talk about social exclusion more.

In this first chapter I start by presenting the definitions of some concepts central
to the research in this dissertation. Next, I offer a concise argumentation as to
why I think doing research on talking about social exclusion is practically
and theoretically important. Afterwards, I offer a brief overview of the past
research that informed the questions I ask in this dissertation. I finalize the
introduction chapter with a brief overview of the remaining chapters.

What is Social Exclusion?

Broadly defined, social exclusion is “the experience of being kept apart from
others physically (e.g., social isolation) or emotionally (e.g., being ignored or
told one is not wanted)” (Riva & Eck, 2016, p. ix). In this dissertation, I use the
term social exclusion as an umbrella term that encompasses various experiences
of being kept apart from others. Some forms of social exclusion have narrower
definitions such as rejection (i.e., being told one is not wanted) or ostracism
(i.e., being ignored or avoided) (Wesselmann et al., 2016). The context in
which social exclusion takes place (or the field of psychology in which it is
studied) also impacts how it is defined. For instance, social exclusion in the
form of being shunned by peers in educational contexts is oft times referred
to as peer rejection (Beeri & Lev-Wiesel, 2012). Being ignored or excluded
by coworkers in organizational settings, on the other hand, is referred to as
workplace ostracism (Ferris et al., 2008; Robinson et al., 2013). Reflecting
the variety of these experiences, I also relied on various operationalizations of
social exclusion throughout this dissertation in different empirical chapters.
Even though these various forms of social exclusion have somewhat distinct
definitions, these constructs are more similar than they are different. All these
experiences center around a threatened sense of belonging (Baumeister &
Leary, 1995) and low perceived evaluation and/or being relationally devalued
by others (J. P Gerber & Wheeler, 2014; Leary, 2001; Robertson et al.,
2018). Therefore, in this introduction I use social exclusion as an umbrella
term to capture various experiences of being kept apart from others and make
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Chapter 1

arguments on a more general level rather than on the more specific level of
ostracism and rejection.

Being socially excluded negatively influences the targets of exclusion. For
instance, being excluded can make targets more open to social influence such
that targets may become more socially susceptible (Carter-Sowell et al., 2008)
and more likely to conform (Knapton et al., 2015) or obey (Riva, Williams, et
al., 2014). Being the target of exclusion can also have a negative impact on the
individuals’ cognitive functions by, for example, reducing working memory
performance (e.g., Buelow et al., 2015; Hawes et al., 2012) and intelligent
thought (Baumeister et al., 2002). Experiencing social exclusion at a young
age may lead to negative effects ranging from adjustment problems at school
to developing depressive symptoms in later childhood (Platt et al., 2013;
Qualter et al., 2010) or later in life (Lev-Wiesel et al., 2006). Similarly, being
excluded at work settings also has negative consequences for the individual
and the organization at large. The excluded individual can experience
increased emotional exhaustion (Thompson et al., 2019) or psychological
distress (Wu et al., 2012). The organization may suffer too because targets
can exhibit lower performance (Feng et al., 2019; Xia et al., 2019), engage
in more counterproductive behaviors (Yang & Treadway, 2018; Zhao et al,,
2013), or ultimately leave the organization (O’Reilly et al., 2014). Crucially,
if individuals are socially excluded for a long period of time — i.e., chronic
exclusion, they may be at risk for depression (Riva et al., 2017; Rudert et al.,
2021; K. D. Williams, 2009). Taken together, these findings emphasize how
social exclusion is a negative and costly experience both at an individual and
an institutional level.

People try to deal with being socially excluded in various ways. Past research
has identified responses that are more affiliative in nature (i.e., responses
targeted at social affiliation or re-inclusion) such as increased conformity (e.g.,
Heerdink et al., 2015; Knapton et al., 2015), increased attention to social cues
(e.g., C.-C. Lee & Chiou, 2013; Pickett et al., 2004), or higher willingness
to buy products that signal group membership (e.g., J. Lee & Shrum, 2012;
Mead et al., 2011); but also responses that are more antisocial in nature such
as aggression (e.g., Gaertner et al., 2008; Tuscherer et al., 2016), assigning
unappealing rewards or tasks to other participants (e.g., Chow et al., 2008;
Warburton et al., 2006), or engaging in self-promotive behaviors that may
harm others indirectly (e.g., Qi et al.,, 2020; Yang & Treadway, 2018).
Researchers have also examined some strategies that effectively reduce the
negativity associated with social exclusion such as positively appraising the
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Introduction

experience of being socially excluded (Sethi et al., 2013), watching favorite
TV shows (Derrick et al., 2009), or eating comfort foods (Troisi & Gabriel,
2011). Thus, people respond to being socially excluded in various ways, some
more social than others, and certain behaviors have the chance to dampen the
negativity associated with social exclusion.

What About Talking About Social Exclusion?

Another potential way in which targets can deal with being socially excluded
is talking about it. At the time of writing this dissertation there was little
research specifically investigating interpersonal communication about social
exclusion (i.e., talking about social exclusion). In this dissertation I present
my efforts in contributing to the understanding of social exclusion by filling
this gap in two distinct ways. First, I present the results of several studies
addressing various research questions on talking about social exclusion.
Second, I present a new tool to be used in social exclusion research alongside
an example implementation with the goal to stimulate future research
and applications regarding talking about social exclusion. These sections
complement each other in such a way that the first section summarizes our
efforts in understanding the phenomenon of interpersonal communication
about social exclusion. The second section presents our contribution to both
research and practice aimed at understanding and mitigating the negativity of
social exclusion. I will be contextualizing each specific contribution in detail
in relevant empirical chapters. Here I will only offer a concise argumentation
as to why I am convinced that doing research on talking about social exclusion
in general is practically and theoretically relevant.

Why is it Important to Study Talking About Social

Exclusion?

As I mentioned above, social exclusion is a negative experience which, if
continuous, can have long-term psychological effects on the target (Riva et
al., 2017; Rudert et al., 2021). Therefore, it is critical to identify mitigating
factors. Talking about social exclusion can be such a mitigating factor: past
research shows that people can benefit from talking about negative emotions
(Brans et al., 2014; IJzerman et al., 2018; Nils & Rimé, 2012; Zech & Rimé,
2005). Building on this evidence, I propose that talking about social exclusion
constitutes a specific form of interpersonal communication that warrants
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Chapter 1

empirical attention. Let me briefly explain. Talking about social exclusion,
means talking about a belonging threat that is centered around relational
devaluation (J. P Gerber & Wheeler, 2014; Leary, 2001; Robertson et al.,
2018). That is, by talking about an experience of social exclusion, targets are
trying to connect with an audience about their disconnection with others.
They are trying to seek comfort from a relationship about being devalued in
another relationship. A similar challenge arises when one is trying to talk to
the source of their exclusion. In essence, a target who is trying to talk to the
source of exclusion is trying to communicate with a person who disrupted the
lines of communication to begin with. These situations represent a tension
between connection and disconnection. By talking about their experience with
others, targets of social exclusion may reap emotional (Brans et al., 2014) and
social benefits (Collins & Miller, 1994), but they may also incur social costs
such as negative evaluation or rejection (e.g., Caughlin et al., 2005; Derlega
et al., 2004). I argue that investigating this tension between connection and
disconnection is practically relevant. Any structural efforts in mitigating social
exclusion can benefit from knowledge on how targets feel about disclosing
having been excluded to others or understanding what motivates targets to talk
(or not) about social exclusion. After all, knowing the predictors or barriers of
talking about social exclusion can inform any practitioner on if, when, and
how to intervene. Thus, one motivating factor behind this dissertation was the
practical significance of understanding the barriers and predictors of talking
about social exclusion.

I believe that the nature of social exclusion makes research on talking about
it also theoretically interesting. Social psychological work focusing on social
exclusion flourished over the last two decades. In this period, we have learned
important things about the antecedents and consequences of social exclusion.
Besides the plethora of experimental work on social exclusion (for meta-
analyses on said work: Baumeister et al., 2009; J. Gerber & Wheeler, 2009;
Hartgerink et al., 2015) scholars also proposed models about how the effects of
social exclusion unfold over time (Temporal Need-Threat Model of Ostracism:
K. D. Williams, 2009), put forth functional accounts of social exclusion
(e.g., Hales et al., 2016; Kurzban & Leary, 2001), and developed theories
about how individuals have internal mechanisms scanning the environment
for inclusion and exclusion cues (Sociometer Theory: Leary, 2005; Leary &
Baumeister, 2000). This research and theorizing helped us understand social
exclusion better. But understanding a phenomenon like social exclusion
would not be complete without understanding the ways in which targets deal
with this experience. After all, social exclusion does not happen in a vacuum
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Introduction

and humans like to talk about things (Gable & Reis, 2010; Rimé, 2009).
Surprisingly, however, major theories and models of social exclusion are to a
large extent silent about interpersonal communication about social exclusion'.
Thus, understanding how targets deal with social exclusion at large, and,
more specifically, understanding interpersonal communication about social
exclusion can contribute to theorizing on social exclusion.

Previous Work on Talking About Social Exclusion

Within the context of social exclusion, there are a number of studies suggesting
that targets of social exclusion may engage in some form of interpersonal
communication with the sources of their exclusion. For example, one study
(Leary etal., 1998) investigated how people responded to situations where they
felt hurt — the so-called exclusion emotion (Leary, 2015). In this study, Leary et
al. (1998) asked participants to recall and write about incidents in which they
felt hurt in an attempt to understand the antecedents and consequences of hurt
feelings. Of particular interest to this dissertation, authors asked participants
to report on how they responded to such episodes. The results suggested that
assertive responses such as expressing anger or informing the source that
one’s feelings were hurt were among the most common responses. In another
study, authors asked participants to engage in a role-playing scenario either
simulating an argument or an ostracism incident (Zadro et al., 2005). In both
experiences targets tried to partake in the ongoing conversation (by contesting
in the argumentation condition and by trying to strike up a conversation in
the ostracism condition). Importantly, participants in the ostracism condition
gave up their efforts in joining the conversation and fell silent not long after
realizing that they were being ostracized. Two other studies used text message
conversations to exclude participants and recorded their responses. Results
indicated that some excluded participants sent provoking text messages to try
to get others to at least send them a message (Smith & Williams, 2004; K.
D. Williams et al., 2002). Lastly, a recent study showed that when given the
chance to communicate with other players, one third of the excluded targets
wrote messages communicating their unhappiness to the sources when they
were excluded in an online ball-tossing game (Zimmerman et al., 2021).
Across these studies we see that some excluded targets choose to communicate
with the sources of exclusion to express anger or dissatisfaction, or to provoke

1 I come back to how the findings in this dissertation can speak to some major theories and
models in social exclusion literature in more detail in Chapter 7.
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Chapter 1

them in an attempt to get re-included. However, many unanswered questions
remain. For instance, do targets communicate their emotions to the sources
truthfully or do they misrepresent them? What factors predict a target’s
decision to confront the source? In the current dissertation, I raise and try to
answer some of these questions with the aim of contributing to the ongoing
research on communication with the sources of social exclusion.

Another area that was not covered by these prior studies is the communication
with people other than the sources of exclusion. That is, talking about exclusion
with other people in one’s life such as friends, colleagues, or partners who
are not the source of exclusion. What would the targets of exclusion think
about the consequences of disclosing their experiences to others or what would
make them seek support? To answer such questions, I drew from broader work
suggesting that individuals talk about negative emotions and negative emotion-
eliciting events with other people. For instance, people socially share emotions
(Duprez et al., 2015; Rimé, 2009; Rimé et al., 2020), self-disclose personal
and sensitive information to others (Baumeister & Newman, 1994; Bazarova
& Choi, 2014; Collins & Miller, 1994; Omarzu, 2000), or seek support from
others by disclosing things to them (Barbee et al., 1998; S. L. Williams &
Mickelson, 2008). By incorporating insights from these various streams of
literature, I intended to extend current understanding of social exclusion by
investigating how targets talk about being excluded to other people.

Outline of the Dissertation

Behavioral science research has gone through what is a crisis for some, and
an opportunity for reform for others (Wiggins & Christopherson, 2019).
This crisis/reform movement came about after the realization that many
seemingly robust effects in social psychology were not replicable (e.g., Open
Science Collaboration, 2015). What is arguably more troubling was the lack
of transparency and the use of questionable research practices (Fiedler &
Schwarz, 2016; Hardwicke et al., 2022; John et al., 2012). In an attempt to
overcome these issues researchers started adopting practices to increase the
transparency and reproducibility of research and asked other researchers to
do the same (Munafd et al., 2017; Nosek et al., 2018). Responding to these
positive developments, I also tried to increase the reproducibility, replicability,
and the transparency of my work. I have pre-registered the design and
hypotheses of most of the studies throughout this dissertation. When possible,
I conducted power analyses to decide on sample sizes, and at other times I
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Introduction

reported sensitivity analyses and discussed the size of obtained effects in
relation to sample sizes. For all chapters, the data and the associated R scripts,
the materials, and the pre-registration documents (if available) are publicly
available online. Additionally, following university regulations, all studies
that required data collection from participants were approved by the Ethical
Review Board of Tilburg University.

The empirical chapters contain work that I could not have completed without
the contributions of my co-authors. That is why in these chapters I use plural
personal pronouns to highlight our combined efforts. However, since the
rhetoric in the Introduction (Chapter 1) and the General Discussion (Chapter
7) are largely my own, in these chapters I use singular personal pronouns.

I present our work in five empirical chapters that are divided into two sections.
The first section covers the research we conducted that explores various
questions about target perceptions of talking about social exclusion (Chapter
2 and 4) and how targets choose to communicate about social exclusion
(Chapter 3 and 4). Chapter 2 focuses on disclosing a rejection experience
to people other than the source, and Chapter 3 focuses on sharing feelings
with the sources of ostracism. Chapter 4 focuses on several coping responses
that include talking to both sources and other people to cope with workplace
ostracism.

In section 2, I present two other empirical chapters that focus on tools and
programs that could further the research and the conversation around the
topic of social exclusion. Chapter 5 introduces a new paradigm to manipulate
social exclusion via an online ball-tossing game. Chapter 6 describes a training
program that uses a version of the ball-tossing game in Chapter 5 to raise
awareness about social exclusion in schools across the Netherlands.

Section 1: Let’s Talk About Social Exclusion

As I have briefly outlined above, there are various strands of literature such as
social sharing of emotions (Rimé, 2009) and self-disclosure (Omarzu, 2000)
which suggest that people talk about negative emotion-eliciting events or share
such information with others. Yet, social exclusion is an instance in which the
target is relationally devalued (Leary, 2001) and may anticipate costs upon
sharing such sensitive information with others (Caughlin et al., 2005; Derlega
et al., 2004). In Chapter 2, we investigated (N = 1120) perceptions of targets
and audiences about disclosing a hypothetical rejection experience across five
studies. Targets of rejection reported similar levels of urge and reluctance to
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Chapter 1

disclose a rejection experience to others. The reluctance seems to be stemming
from anticipating social costs more than social benefits. Importantly, the
anticipated social costs are grounded in reality in that audiences also evaluated
someone disclosing a rejection scenario (vs control) more negatively. The good
news is that disclosing a rejection experience to a close other seems to resolve
this conflict such that targets anticipated less social costs and more benefits of
doing so.

In Chapter 3, we focused on talking to a different audience, namely the sources
of exclusion. Social functional accounts of emotions (Keltner & Haidt, 1999;
Morris & Keltner, 2000; van Kleef, 2009; van Kleef & Coté, 2018) suggest
that communicating emotions have social impacts. Targets of social exclusion
can truthfully communicate emotions but also alter the social influence of
communication by misrepresenting their emotions. Across three studies, we
investigated (N = 1058) whether targets of ostracism truthfully communicated
their emotional experiences to the sources. Findings revealed that ostracized (vs
included) participants felt more excluded and hurt and that some individuals
changed how they felt when asked to communicate their feelings to sources.
Crucially, we obtained no evidence that ostracized targets did this more or
less than included targets. Indeed, the evidence based on both frequentist and
Bayesian analyses converged to a large extent in providing little-to-no evidence
for misrepresentation of emotions to sources.

Numerous factors may influence the extent to which people talk about social
exclusion. One such factor is one’s appraisal of the event (Lazarus & Folkman,
1984). The influence of targets’ subjective experience of social exclusion (cf.
appraisals) seems especially relevant given that social exclusion is at times
defined based on the perception of the target as being excluded regardless of
the “actual experience” (e.g., Ferris et al., 2008). In Chapter 4 (N = 1251),
across four studies we investigated how targets” subjective experience of social
exclusion (i.e., appraisals) predict various ways of coping with a specific type
of social exclusion: workplace ostracism (i.c., being ignored at work). Our
results revealed that targets were more likely to minimize their experience
(i.e., ignore the experience and tell themselves that it was not important) than
to confront the source or to seek support from others. Crucially, however, if
targets perceived the experience as more intense (and to a lesser extent as more
intentional) they were more likely to talk about the event both with the source
(i.e., confrontation) and with others (e.g., support seeking).

18



Introduction

Section 2: Let’s Encourage People to Talk About Social Exclusion

Besides trying to shed light on talking about social exclusion by conducting
research on the topic, I also focused on projects that would help make people
talk about social exclusion. Some of this work stemmed from an ongoing
collaboration with a Dutch non-profit organization thataims to tackle social and
societal issues. Partnered with the non-profit organization, we have developed
a newer and more immersive version of a traditional online ball-tossing game
used to induce feelings of exclusion and inclusion (i.e., Cyberball: K. D.
Williams & Jarvis, 2006). In Chapter 5, we introduce this new paradigm that
we developed both researchers and participants in mind. From the researchers’
point of view, Social Ball offers many features (some already applied with
Cyberball some novel) which are easily accessible from its graphical user
interface. For the participants, we developed the paradigm to be more visually
and socially immersive to provide a videogame like online environment. We
discuss the features of the paradigm and present a brief tutorial to help users
set up the game and configure some basic games. Additionally, we present data
from two previous implementations of Social Ball and show that it effectively
induces feelings of inclusion and exclusion. We also aid potential users of
Social Ball in their analyses by presenting an annotated R script. In doing so,
we also introduce a specific form of behavior that has received little attention
in ostracism research: nonverbal communication. We did this by allowing
participants to wave their hands during the game. The findings revealed that
people used this form of nonverbal communication when ostracized and this
behavior did not have a significant effect on self-reported need satisfaction and
mood right after being excluded.

Social exclusion research can help mitigate the negative influence of social
exclusion by helping us understand this phenomenon better. Another way to
help mitigate this negativity is to raise awareness about it. Similar efforts to
raise awareness exist for social and societal issues such as sexism (Cundiff et
al., 2014; Zawadzki et al., 2012) or (cyber)bullying (Hall et al., 2009; Heath
et al., 2021). In Chapter 6, we present a training program aimed at raising
awareness about social exclusion across schools in the Netherlands. This effort
was carried out by the same Dutch non-profit organization from Chapter 5.
The training used a version of Social Ball to induce feelings of exclusion and
used these feelings as a basis for a discussion surrounding social exclusion. In
Chapter 6, we describe this training program and highlight some theoretical
and experimental work to discuss its feasibility and validity. To provide a proof-
of-concept, we also present some preliminary evidence based on a secondary
analysis (N = 14,351) of data generated from the program. The results suggest
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Chapter 1

that participants who evaluated the program found it to be insightful, had a
positive experience, and were able to apply the new knowledge to other related
phenomena (e.g., prejudice).

Lastly, in Chapter 7, I discuss the main findings of this dissertation. I do so
by, first, briefly summarizing the main findings from each chapter. Next, I
move on to discussing the theoretical and the practical contributions of the
research presented in this dissertation. In this section, I turn to some of the
major theories on social exclusion such as the Temporal Need Threat Model of
Ostracism (K. D. Williams, 2009), the Sociometer Theory (Leary, 2005; Leary
& Baumeister, 2000), and also on functional accounts of social exclusion
(Kurzban & Leary, 2001) to discuss how the current findings can contribute
to or extend these theories. I close the general discussion by identifying the
major limitations of the current dissertation and the implications for future
directions.
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Chapter 2

Abstract

Social rejection is a negative experience. Disclosing this experience to others
may be beneficial for the target but may also entail costs if the audience reacts
negatively. Across five pre-registered studies (N = 1120) we investigated how
people may feel an urge to disclose a certain hypothetical rejection experience,
however, depending on anticipated costs and benefits, may be reluctant to do
so. The results reveal that: when considering disclosing this rejection experience
(a) targets anticipate social costs rather than benefits, and audiences indeed
devalue such targets who disclose that they were rejected; (b) targets feel the
urge to talk about this experience yet feel reluctant to do so; and (c) targets see
disclosing to a close other as less risky hence mitigating the conflicting urge
and reluctance to talk. These findings suggest that people view disclosing a
rejection experience as risky and perhaps not as the best coping strategy.

24



The anticipated social cost of disclosing a rejection experience

Social rejection is an aversive and painful experience that threatens the
fundamental need to belong (K. D. Williams, 2009). While previous research
documented the aversiveness of this experience, (Z. Chen et al., 2014;
Wesselmann, Williams, et al., 2013; K. D. Williams, 2009), the question of
how people cope with this negative event has received less empirical attention
(see Eck et al., 2016 for a review of coping strategies). Potential ways of coping
include engaging in positive re-appraisal of the situation (Poon & Chen, 2016;
Sethi et al., 2013), enjoying comfort foods (Troisi & Gabriel, 2011), watching
favored television programs (Derrick et al., 2009), or turning to religion
(Aydin et al., 2010; Laurin et al., 2014). No studies to date have addressed an
important social tool that could potentially help in dealing with the negative
consequences of rejection: social sharing of this negative emotional experience.

Social sharing of emotions is a fairly common social tool (see Rimé, 2009
for review). Even though motivations might differ, people often talk about
negative emotion eliciting events with others (Duprez et al., 2015; Rime et
al., 1991). On one hand, when talking about certain emotional events, people
anticipate benefits such as emotional relief (Nils & Rimé, 2012) or experience
benefits such as emotional recovery (Brans et al., 2014). On the other hand,
people can anticipate costs when sharing emotional events with others such
as being socially rejected (Cantisano et al., 2013). Thus, when considering
talking about past rejection experiences, targets similarly might anticipate
both costs and benefits, and this may impact their decision to share their hurt
with others or not. This potential social tool in relation to social rejection has
not yet received any empirical attention. We aim to fill this gap and investigate
how targets of rejection think about socially sharing a rejection experience
with others.

If targets of rejection would share their experiences with others, we believe
they would initially do that during the reflective stage in which the targets deal
with the negativity of the experience. According to the Temporal Need-Threat
Model of Ostracism (K. D. Williams, 2009), the effects of being rejected unfold
in three stages; reflexive, reflective and resignation stages. Targets of rejection
feel the initial hurt in the reflexive stage. They start coping and dealing with
the hurt in the reflective stage and progress to the resignation stage if rejection
becomes prolonged and cannot be overcome. This last stage is characterized
by feelings of depression, helplessness, unworthiness and alienation (Riva et
al., 2017).
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Chapter 2

Imagine a workplace setting in which an individual was rejected by their team
members due to sub-optimal task performance. After the initial pain (i.e., the
reflexive stage), the target may start thinking about sharing their hurt with
others in the reflective stage. They might want to share their hurt and may
receive emotional and social support. However, they may be hesitant to share
if they think that their audience will negatively evaluate them. This presents
a crucial disclosure decision for the target, the outcome of which might help
with or impede their recovery from the rejection experience. This means that
targets may have to evaluate costs and benefits and choose their audience
strategically to receive emotional and social support.

Social Sharing of Social Rejection

The Potential Benefits of Sharing Rejection

Social support (Teng & Chen, 2012) and social connections (Aureli et al.,
2020; Marinucci & Riva, 2020) are potential remedies for the negative impact
of social exclusion. One way targets can tap into these benefits is by sharing
their hurt with others. Previous work on social sharing of emotions (Nils &
Rimé, 2012; Rimé, 2009; Rimé et al., 2020) and on self-disclosure (Afifi et
al., 2017; Collins & Miller, 1994; Tremmel & Sonnentag, 2018) suggests that
people anticipate and experience emotional and social benefits when talking
about emotion-eliciting events and disclosing personally sensitive information.
We set out to test whether these findings also translate to social rejection,
a negative experience that has not been studied in this context. Targets of
rejection might anticipate talking about the experience to be generally
beneficial and useful, and that it might help them cope with the event (Zech
& Rimé¢, 2005). More specifically, they could perceive emotional benefits such
as emotional relief (Brans et al., 2014; Zech & Rimé, 2005) and emotional
recovery from the experience (Nils & Rimé, 2012). Furthermore, there could
also be social benefits such that people could reconnect and strengthen social
bonds with the audience (Collins & Miller, 1994; Manne et al., 2004), or
experience increased relationship quality in the form of feeling more accepted
and secure (Gable et al., 2012) fulfilling the thwarted need to belong. This line
of work suggests that targets may anticipate benefits when socially sharing a
rejection experience. We refer to this as the ralking is good hypothesis.

Previous work on reactions to social exclusion offer support for the idea that
targets may benefit from disclosing their rejection to others. Observers can feel
the target’s pain after exclusion (Giesen & Echterhoff, 2018; Wesselmann et
al., 2009; Wesselmann, Williams, et al., 2013), suggesting that an audience
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can empathize with the target’s suffering. Moreover, observers rely on available
cues to make attributions as to why exclusion occurs (e.g., Petsnik & Vorauer,
2020; Rudert, Ruf, et al., 2020) and can be sympathetic towards the target
if they think, for example, exclusion is unwarranted or unfair (Rudert et al.,
2018). This work provides further support for the talking is good hypothesis
by showing how observers can sympathize with and help the targets.

The Potential Costs of Sharing Rejection

Social rejection experiences are instances in which people are socially devalued
by others (Eidelman et al., 2006; Heerdink et al., 2015; Rudert et al., 2018;
Sznycer et al., 2016; Wesselmann, Wirth, et al., 2013). Therefore, we think
that targets can incur costs by socially sharing their rejection experience. We
turn to previous work on social sharing of emotions and self-disclosure for
the various ways in which the anticipation of costs can manifest itself. Targets
might feel ashamed about being rejected (Sznycer et al., 2016) and not want
to share it with others (Finkenauer & Rimé, 1998; Rimé, 2009); they might
anticipate to be negatively evaluated upon sharing (Caughlin et al., 2005) or
they might fear future rejection (Cantisano et al., 2013; Derlega et al., 2004).
This line of work supports the idea that targets may anticipate sharing their
rejection experience with others to be costly. We refer to this as the talking is

bad hypothesis.

Work on observer and target reactions to social exclusion provides support
for how targets may incur costs upon disclosure. Work on observer reaction
shows that observers may devalue the target and side with the sources if, for
example, they think that the target violated a norm (Rudert, Ruf; et al., 2020),
was excluded fairly (e.g., because of being a burden to the group, Wesselmann,
Wirth, et al., 2013), or was excluded with a punitive motive (Rudert et al.,
2018; Rudert & Greifeneder, 2019). Targets seem to be aware of this possibility
as well because one study showed that targets experience ostracism more
negatively if there are observers present at the time of exclusion (as opposed
to them learning about it later, Hales et al., 2020). Authors suggest that this
might be due to targets not being able to engage in any sort of reputation
control if audience is there to directly witness the incident. Taken together
these set of studies offer support for the talking is bad hypothesis by showing
how audiences may further devalue a target.

Urge and Reluctance to Share
Above we argued that sharing a rejection experience may be associated with

costs and benefits. Another issue to consider is how the act of sharing may

27

o~
-
o
2
2
5

=

=




Chapter 2

manifest itself. We argue that it is useful to distinguish between having the
need to talk about it (Rimé, 2009; Rimé et al., 1998) and acting on this need
(Afifi & Steuber, 2009, 2010; Cantisano et al., 2013; Derlega et al., 2004).
That is, it may be fruitful to consider the possibility that people may on the
one hand feel an urge to disclose this negative experience and on the other
hand be reluctant to actually share it (Lev-Wiesel et al., 2019; Mueller et al.,
2009).

Of course, one could argue that these two constructs are the opposing ends
of the same construct. That is, one could argue that people who have a high
urge are not reluctant, and those who have a low urge are very reluctant.
This is, however, not what we anticipate. Based on insights from the social
belongingness literature, we anticipate that the experience of being excluded
may induce an urge in people to (re)connect to others and thus share their
experience. However, when considering whether to actually engage in social
sharing (i.e., to act on their urge) people may let their decision depend on the
anticipated costs or benefits of the actual sharing. If so, this could mean that
while the urge itself might not depend on the expected costs or benefits of
sharing, the reluctance to actually share one’s experience might be moderated
by these anticipated cost and benefits. In terms of more traditional theories
of motivation that distinguish between drives and incentives (e.g., Hull and
Spence’s theories on behavior: Black, 1965), one could see the urge to socially
connect to others as a drive that is evoked by being excluded, while the felt
reluctance to actually act on this urge would be determined by the expected
incentive of the actual sharing.

Audience Closeness as a Moderator

Possible reactions of one’s audience might account for the reluctance to talk. It
seems plausible, however, that this process would also be dependent on one’s
relationship with the audience. Therefore, we also tested our reasoning in
settings where we manipulated the closeness of the audience.

Individuals usually engage in social sharing of emotions with persons who
are significantly close to them, such as partners, family members, or close
friends (Duprez et al., 2015; Rime et al., 1991). Relationship closeness acts
as a safety signal (Beike et al., 2016) and may affect to what extent targets
perceive talking about rejection as costly or beneficial. Generally, individuals
anticipate more supportive and less negative reactions when talking to a close
other (Afifi & Steuber, 2009; Greene et al., 2012). Extrapolating from these
findings, we argue that the closeness of the relationship between the rejected
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target and the audience, could moderate the target’s perception of whether
talking about rejection will be good or bad. More specifically, we propose that
targets of social rejection will anticipate higher benefits and lower costs when
sharing their experience with close others, as compared to distant others, and
that this in turn would impact their urge and reluctance to talk.

Overview of the Studies

Drawing from work on belonging (K. D. Williams, 2009), social sharing of
emotions (Rimé, 2009), and self-disclosure (Omarzu, 2000) we propose that
targets can consider disclosing their rejection experiences either as good (i.e.,
talking is good hypothesis) or bad (i.e., talking is bad hypothesis). In five
studies we contrast these hypotheses in relation to anticipated costs/benefits
and urge and reluctance to talk. Our aim is to show whether targets consider
socially sharing their hurt as good or bad.

In all studies participants evaluated an individual who was transferred from
one work group to another. In the rejection conditions, participants were
informed that the reason for the transfer was that the team members did not
want to work with the target anymore. In the control conditions, participants
learned that the transfer was based on a random draw. The reason to use this
rejection manipulation is that it ensured that both conditions are similar on
all possible levels of comparison except the reason for the transfer. This ensures
that we only manipulated social rejection, while keeping constant that the
target is changing groups.

We would like to highlight that in the social rejection condition, the reason for
why the rejection occurred is unclear. That is, we rely on a rejection experience
with an unclear reason (i.e., no clear reason as to why the colleagues did not
want to work with the target) in a performance context (i.e., the workplace)
and compare this to a situation where the target is again removed from the
group, but not rejected. This means that the questions posed, and the evidence
presented should always be viewed from the perspective of this comparison:
unclear social rejection in a work context resulting in removal from a group
versus random draw resulting in removal from a group.

We investigated three main questions: (1) Do people anticipate benefits (Studies
2.1 & 2.4) and costs (Studies 2.2, 2.3 & 2.4) of talking about rejection? (2) Do
people feel the urge and the reluctance to talk about rejection (Studies 2.1-.4)?
Lastly: (3) How does audience closeness impact these anticipations (Study
2.5)? For all the studies, we first report the preregistered confirmatory analyses,
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followed by exploratory analyses. We report all measures, manipulations and
exclusions in these studies. Furthermore, for all the reported studies, we pre-
registered our a priori sample size calculations (conducted by using G*Power:
Erdfelder etal., 2009) to detect medium to large sized effects based on the main
dependent variables for an overall 80% power, and the alpha level corrected
for the number of dependent variables (See Supplementary Material for more
information on all the sample size calculations and full set of measures used in
all studies). We only analyzed the data after the data collection was finalized.
We recruited participants online via Prolific Academic (an academic crowd
sourcing website with comparable participant characteristics to the more
popular alternative Amazon’s MTurk: Peer et al., 2017). Each study had an
independent sample (screening criteria: UK citizens, English as first language,
aged 18-65 years, with approval rates > 80%, did not participate in any other
study reported in this project). All data, pre-registration files and analysis
scripts are available at an online repository (i.e., Open Science Framework:

hteps://ost.io/gntmj/).

Study 2.1

Study 2.1 provided a first test of our theoretical framework, by specifically
focusing on the anticipated positive outcomes of talking about being rejected
and how relates to the urge to talk about it. We contrasted two competing
hypotheses: According to the ralking is good hypothesis, people would anticipate
higher benefits if they would talk about what happened in the rejection
condition than in the control condition. According to the ralking is bad
hypothesis, people would anticipate lower benefits if they would talk about
what happened in the rejection condition than in the control condition.

Our predictions were less clear for the possible effects of the rejection
manipulation on the urge to talk about what happened. The talking is good
hypothesis would imply that the urge could be higher in the rejection condition
than in the control condition, while the ralking is bad hypothesis would suggest
that the urge would be higher in the control condition than in the rejection
condition. However, we also anticipated that people might always — regardless
of the cause — have an urge to disclose the fact that they have transferred from
their original group to a new group. If so, the urge would not be moderated
by the reason (they did not want me vs random decision). Following this
argument, it may thus also be expected that people would anticipate similar
levels of urge across the rejection and control condition.
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Method

Participants and Design

We recruited participants online via Prolific Academic who were randomly
assigned to either rejection or the control condition. After excluding
participants who failed both of the attention checks” (1 = 2) and who did not
complete the survey (7 = 7), the final sample consisted of 220 participants
(153 female, 67 male, M, = 35.59, range 18-65). We conducted a sensitivity
power analysis using G*Power (Erdfelder et al., 2009) with 80% power, for a
two-tailed independent t-test with an alpha level of .05. Results indicated that
the minimum effect size that we can detect with 220 participants would be 4
=0.38.

Procedure
Participants were asked to imagine being the person in the scenario. Participants
in the rejection condition (7 = 110) read:

“I was working in a group of five for a project in my firm. We had to
work as a group and, in the end, give a presentation to the stakeholders.
Halfway through the project we had our project evaluation meeting
and we also learned that there was an opening in a new project.
During the meeting, we were also asked to rate how willing we were
to continue working with our team members as part of the 360-degree
feedback. We were told that if somebody gets a low rating they could
be transferred to the new project. However, they also told us that if
everybody gets similar ratings that the manager could transfer someone
to the new project randomly. After this meeting, I learned that the
other people in the project did not want to work with me anymore.
Therefore, the manager told me that I was assigned to the new project
and the rest of the group continued working without me.”

The scenario presented in the control condition (72 = 110) was almost identical.
The only difference was whether the colleagues wanted to work with the target
and how they were transferred to another group:

[...] After this meeting, I learned that the other people in the project
wanted to continue working with me. However, since everybody got
similar ratings, the manager randomly picked one of us, and it was me.

2 Information on attention checks can be found in the supplementary material.
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I got assigned to the new project, and the rest of the group continued
working without me.

Measures

Anticipated Benefits. Following previous work on emotion sharing (Zech &
Rimé, 2005) we distinguished between two types of benefits: General benefits
and relief. General benefits were assessed with four items (e.g., “Zalking abour
the event would be meaningful’; o = .92). Emotional relief was measured by
four items (e.g., “Talking about the event would allow me ro feel better;,” o = .81;
1 = not at all, 7 = very much).

Urge to Talk. Urge was measured with three statements (e.g., “/ would have the
urge to talk about what happened;” 0. = .95; 1 = not at all, 7 = very much). For
full set of items see Supplementary Material.

Manipulation Check. We checked our rejection manipulation with two items
(“I would feel rejected,” “I would feel excluded;” r = .83; 1 = not at all, 7 = very

much)’.

Results

Confirmatory Analyses

For all results see Table 2.1. Participants in the rejection condition anticipated
to experience less relief when talking about their rejection experience than
those in the control condition. We did not observe significant differences
between conditions regarding perceived general benefits and the urge to talk.

Discussion

The results did not support the walking is good hypothesis. We did not observe
on any of our dependent variables that targets anticipated more benefits in
the rejection condition than in the control condition. The results partially
supported the zalking is bad hypothesis. Participants anticipated less relief about
disclosing what happened to them in the rejection condition than in the
control condition; we did not find statistically significant differences between
the two conditions on the general benefits measurements.

3 In Study 1 we asked the manipulation check questions before the other dependent variables,
whereas in Study 4 at the end of the questionnaire.
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In addition, we explored whether people felt the urge to talk about their
experiences. The pattern of results across benefits, relief and urge to talk did
not provide support for the idea that anticipated benefits are related with the
urge to talk. Indeed, we observed that participants in both the rejection and
the control condition anticipated similar levels of urge to talk. That is, people
anticipated wanting to talk about being removed from a group at similar levels,
regardless of whether this was because they were not wanted by their original
group members or because of a random draw.

Studies 2.2 and 2.3

Study 2.1 suggested that the talking is bad hypothesis is predictive of how
targets of rejection perceive the consequences of sharing their experience with
others. In Studies 2.2 and 2.3, we took a closer look at the underlying concepts
of this hypothesis by assessing the anticipated costs associated with talking
about a rejection experience. We examined this from the perspectives of both
the target (Study 2.2) and the audience (Study 3.2). Study 2.2 investigated
whether targets anticipate this communication to be costly, and Study 2.3
investigated whether the audience’s reaction would be in line with what
targets anticipated. Participants were asked about the reluctance to share the
experience, feelings of shame and devaluation in response to disclosure. Given
that the only difference in the method of these two studies was the perspective
that the participants were asked to take, we report them together.

For both Study 2.2 and 2.3 we predicted that participants would indicate more
(anticipated) reluctance to talk and more (anticipated) shame in the rejection
than in the control condition. Furthermore, we predicted that the participants
would report more (anticipated) negative evaluations and less (anticipated)
willingness to work with the target in the rejection condition than in the
control condition. In short, we expected that targets (Study 2.2) and audiences
(Study 2.3) would have a similar assessment regarding the disclosure.
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Table 2.1 Descriptive and Test Statistics for All Dependent Variables in Studies 2.1
to 2.4

Condition

Control Rejection

M (SD) M (SD) df t d 95% CI

Study  General 436(1.36) 4.19(1.50) 21583  0.86  0.12 [-22,.55]

1 benefits
Relief  429(1.22) 350(1.26) 21510 4.90** 066 [47, 1.11]
Urge 472(1.65) 4.86(1.74) 217.40  -060 008 [-59, .31]
Manipulation ¢ 01 6o 608 (1.14) 19455 -1051%* 142 [-2.38,-1.63]
Check

Study  Negative

. 2.71(1.59) 5.31(1.35) 207.66 -12.91*** 1.76 [-3.00,-2.20]
2 Evaluation

Willingness©o s )31 31y 284(130) 21198 1344 1.84 [2.04, 2.74]

work
Reluctance  2.94 (1.73) 5.10(1.72) 211.97 -9.13** 1.25 [-2.61,-1.69]
Shame 2.43 (1.51) 5.29(1.44) 211.82 -14.20"* 1.94 [-3.26,-2.47]

Neo
Study CBUNC 1 93(1.24) 3.69(1.52) 20576 934 127 [2.13,-1.39]

3 Evaluation

i
Willingness o5 4 (1.07) 408 (131) 20569  9.56** 130 [1.24, 1.88]

work
Reluctance  3.26 (1.59) 5.50 (1.22) 202.33 -11.67*** 1.58 [-2.26,-1.86]
Shame 2.83(1.72) 5.55(1.42) 208.45 -12.66*** 1.72 [-3.13,-2.29]

s“;dy Social benefits  4.41 (1.25)  2.85(1.27) 213.00  9.08"* 124 [1.22,1.90]

Relief 4.51(1.16) 3.26(1.37) 207.73 7.26"* 0.99 [.91,1.60]
Costs 2.86 (1.24) 5.03(1.12) 210.37 -13.55** 1.85 [-2.50,-1.80]

Urge 4.76 (1.42) 4.67(1.39) 212.75 0.42 0.06  [-.30, .46]
Reluctance  2.94 (1.12) 4.40 (1.50) 205.27 -7.88*** 1.07 [-1.83,-1.10]
Manipulation

4.05(1.71) 6.26(1.05) 176.16 -11.39*** 1.56 [-2.59,-1.83]
Check

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

In addition to the pre-registered hypotheses, we also conducted exploratory
analyses. We conducted mediation analyses in both studies. In Study 2.2 we
investigated whether the relationship between the rejection manipulation
and the increased reluctance to talk would be mediated by the anticipated
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overall negative evaluation. In Study 2.3, we explored whether the relationship
between the rejection manipulation and the reduced willingness to work with
the target would be mediated by the audience’s overall negative evaluation of
the target.

Method

Participants and Design

We recruited participants online via Prolific Academic (with the same
recruitment criteria as in Study 1). For Study 2.2 we collected data from 219
participants. After excluding the participants who failed both of the attention
checks (# = 1) or with partial responses (7 = 1), the final sample consisted of
217 participants (154 female, 62 male, 1 other [unspecified], M,, = 35.98,
range 19-62). For Study 2.3, after excluding participants who failed both of
the attention checks (1 participant) or had partial responses (4 participants),
the final sample consisted of 214 participants (131 female, 81 male, 2 other
[one nonbinary, one questioning], M,, = 36.71, range 18-65). In both studies
participants were randomly assigned to either the rejection (742 = 108, 74y
= 1006) or the control condition (742 = 109, 7.qy3 = 108). Sensitivity power
analyses revealed that for a given dependent variable we could detect an effect
size of 4 = .38 and d = .39 for Studies 2 and 3 respectively.

Materials and Procedure

We used the same scenarios as in Study 2.1. In both Study 2.2 and 2.3
participants first read the statements about reluctance to talk, shame, negative
evaluation and willingness to work on the first page and then read the
statements about person perception dimensions on the second page. The order
of the questions on both pages were randomized.

How Do Participants Feel About Sharing? In Study 2.2 participants reported
how reluctant (How reluctant would you feel to talk abour this story?) and
ashamed (How much shame would you feel if you were to talk about this?) they
would feel to talk about the experience. In Study 2.3, participants read the
statements phrased from the perspective of a person who was hearing about
the experience from the target. They were asked to anticipate how the target
would feel about sharing this experience. The full set of items and questions
can be found in the Supplementary Materials.

How Do Others Evaluate Sharing? In Study 2.2, participants reported on
the negative evaluations they would expect from the audience after sharing he
experience ([ think people would negatively evaluate me if I were to talk abour
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this story) and how much the audience would be willing to work with them
(Upon hearing this, how willing people would be to work with you in a similar
situation?). All questions in this study were answered on a 7-point Likert-type
scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much). Items from the audience
perspective (Study 3) asked if the audience would negatively evaluate the
target and if they would be willing to work with the target in the future. Full
set of items can be found in the Supplementary Materials.

Results

Confirmatory Analyses

The descriptive statistics and test results of the confirmatory analyses of Study
2.2 and 2.3 are reported in Table 2.1. Targets (Study 2.2) anticipated to be
evaluated more negatively, expected the audience to be less willing to work
with them, felt more reluctant to talk about the episode, and indicated they
would feel more ashamed in the rejection than in the control condition.

The results were similar for the audience (Study 2.3). Compared to the control
condition, participants in the rejection condition evaluated the targets more
negatively and were less willing to work with them. Moreover, participants in
the rejection condition anticipated the targets to be more reluctant to talk and
feel more shame associated with talking about the episode.

Exploratory Analyses

We ran exploratory mediation analyses to gain more insight into how
devaluation based on talking about being rejected impacts targets’ reluctance
to talk about the issue and the audience’s anticipated behavior towards the
target. In Study 2.2, we investigated if the anticipation of negative evaluations
mediated the relationship between the rejection manipulation and reluctance
to talk. This mediation analysis (lavaan R package; 1000 bootstrap estimates),
in which we dummy coded condition (0 = control, 1 = rejection) and centered
the negative evaluation variable, revealed a significant indirect effect of
condition on reluctance to talk (B = 1.79, SE = .22, 95% CI [1.38, 2.23], p <
.001, see Figure 2.1).
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Figure 2.1 Exploratory Mediation Analysis, Study 2.2

Negative
evaluation
2.60"> 0.69***
Control =0 Reluctance to
Rejection = 1 2157 (36) > talk

Notes. Exploratory mediation analysis investigating the effect of rejection manipulation
on target’s reluctance to talk via perceived negative evaluation. The regression coeflicients
are unstandardized (the measurement scale is the same for all variables across studies). *
2 <.05*p<.01,** p<.001

For the audience, we explored if the effect of rejection on the audience’s willingness
to work with the target was mediated by how negatively they evaluated the
target. We reasoned that one potential reason for the audience being less willing
to work with the target might be the negative evaluation caused by hearing the
episode. The mediation analysis, in which we dummy coded the condition and
centered negative evaluation, revealed a significant indirect effect of condition
on willingness to work with the target through negative evaluation (B = -.62, SE
= .14, 95% CI [-.92, -.36], p < .001, see Figure 2.2).

Figure 2.2 Exploratory Mediation Analysis, Study 2.3

Negative
evaluation

176 _35%

Control =0 Willingness
Rejection = 1 to work

156" (-.94")

Notes. Exploratory mediation analysis investigating the effect of rejection manipulation
on audience’s willingness to work with the target via negative evaluation. The regression
coefficients are unstandardized (the measurement scale is the same for all variables across
studies). * p < .05 ** p < .01, ** p < .001.
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Discussion

The results revealed that targets of rejection (Study 2.2) anticipated that
they would be more negatively evaluated upon sharing the episode, and
their audience (Study 2.3) indeed evaluated them more negatively compared
to a person who was not rejected. This (anticipated and actual) devaluation
supports the talking is bad hypothesis and suggest that sharing an experience of
being rejected might be a risky act for the target. Upon sharing, they might be
devalued by their audience and get rejected again.

Supporting our predictions, targets reported that they would feel more reluctant
to talk about the episode in the rejection condition. Targets’ reluctance to talk
parallels their anticipation of the costs. This provides additional evidence for
the relationship between anticipated costs and the decision to disclose. While
people might have similar levels of urge to talk about both episodes (Study
2.1), they feel more reluctant to talk about the rejection episode — i.e., the
riskier endeavor.

The exploratory mediation analysis of Study 2.2 suggests that people’s
anticipation of the outcome of the disclosure affects how they feel about
sharing the rejection experience with others. This corroborates prior findings
in research on disclosure (e.g., Greene et al., 2012). The exploratory mediation
analysis of Study 2.3 suggests that the negative evaluation of the audience
partially mediates the relationship between rejection and the audience’s
willingness to work with the target. Taken together, these results suggest that
devaluation plays a role in both targets’ and audiences’ appreciation of talking
about an episode of rejection. Targets feel reluctant to share because they
anticipate devaluation, and the audience is less willing to work with the targets
because they indeed devalue them.

Study 2.4

Study 2.4 aimed to replicate and extend Studies 2.1 and 2.2 by simultaneously
testing the ralking is good and the talking is bad hypothesis. We assessed both
the anticipated costs and benefits and replaced a measurement of general
benefits with a more specific measurement of social benefits (e.g., feeling
accepted, feeling closer to the audience). Regarding the costs, support for our
reasoning and replication of Study 2.2’s findings would mean that rejection
information would result in higher anticipated costs, and more reluctance to

talk. Regarding benefits we still had two competing hypotheses. The talking is

38



The anticipated social cost of disclosing a rejection experience

bad hypothesis would predict that participants report lower anticipated social
benefits and relief associated with talking about the rejection experience,
whereas the walking is good hypothesis would predict higher anticipated social
benefits and relief associated with talking about the rejection experience.

Similar to the reasoning we outlined in Study 2.1, for urge we reasoned that
people could report either less or more urge to talk in the rejection condition
than the control condition®. Different from Study 2.1, we now also measured
reluctance to talk. Simultaneously both the urge and reluctance to talk enable
us to explore whether the constructs represent two ends of the same spectrum
or indeed two independent constructs that tap into different conceptualizations
of talking about rejection. While the former would mean that whenever urge
to talk is high, reluctance to talk should be low, the latter would mean that
these constructs could be high or low at the same time, independently from
each other.

Method

Participants and Design

We collected data online via Prolific Academic (same recruitment criteria as
in Study 2.1) and had 216 completed responses to the study. After excluding
one person who failed both of the attention checks’, the final sample consisted
of 215 participants (148 female, 65 male, 2 non-binary, M,,. = 34.14, range =
18-65). Participants were randomly assigned to either rejection (7 = 108) or
control (z = 107) condition. A sensitivity power analysis with an alpha of .01
revealed that for a given dependent variable we could detect an effect size of

d = .46.

Materials and Procedure

We used the same rejection and control scenarios as in Study 2.1. After
reading one of the scenarios, participants were presented with benefits and
cost questions in one page and urge and reluctance to talk questions in another
page. We randomized the order of the pages, and the order of the questions
within each page. Lastly, they answered the manipulation check questions

4 We did not update our hypothesis based on the results of Study 2.1 because another differ-
ence between the two studies is the order of the manipulation check questions. In Study 2.1,
we asked participants to report whether they felt excluded and rejected before all the other
dependent variables. Whereas, in this study we asked the MC questions at the very end.

5 We used the same exclusion criteria and attention checks as in Study 2.3.

39

o~
-
o
2
2
5

=

=




Chapter 2

and some basic demographics. All items reported below were answered on a
7-point Likert-type scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very much).

Anticipated Benefits. To assess the potential social benefits one could reap
from disclosing an emotion-eliciting event (Gable & Reis, 2010; Greene et al.,
2012; Sprecher et al., 2013) we measured anticipated social benefits with four
items (e.g., “If I were to talk about this story, I think it would make me feel
accepted.”, o = .88). For relief, we used the same items as in Study 1 (a = .83).

Anticipated Costs. We used questions from Study 2.2 about anticipated
negative evaluation and willingness to work with the target as measures of
anticipated costs. After reverse coding the willingness item, we averaged these
two items into a single anticipated costs variable (7ypeaman-brown = -70).

Urge to Talk. We used the same items as in Study 2.1 and averaged the ratings
of the three items to obtain one urge to talk score (a = .84).

Reluctance to Talk. Instead of using a single-item measure as in Study 2.2, we
measured reluctance with three items (e.g., “I would be hesitant to share this
story with other people;” o = .82).

Manipulation Check. We used the same manipulation check items as in
Study 2.1 (r = .82).

Results

Confirmatory Analyses

Full results can be seen in Table 2.1. Participants anticipated more costs and
felt more reluctant to talk, and also reported lower levels of relief and social
benefits, in the rejection than in the control condition. Similar to the results of
Study 2.3, we did not observe a significant effect of condition on participants’
urge to talk.

Exploratory Analyses

Above we showed that reluctance to talk is moderated and urge to talk is not.
To further investigate the discrepancy in urge and reluctance to talk ratings we
conducted a mixed ANOVA with the condition as the between factor and the
urge and reluctance scores (i.e., sharing preference) as the within factor (see
Figure 2.3). We observed significant main effects of the rejection manipulation
F(1, 426) = 60.09, p < .001, 1712, = .12, and the sharing preference F(1, 426)
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=92.42, p < .001, 7712, = .18, which were qualified by a significant interaction,
F(1, 426) = 33.46, p < .001, 775 = .073. Pairwise comparisons revealed that
people anticipated similar levels of urge and reluctance to talk in the rejection
condition #(107) = -1.12, p = .27, d = .11. However, in the control condition,
the reluctance to talk about the event was less intense than the urge to talk
#106) = -9.07, p < .001 , d = .88.

As a further test of the relationship between urge and reluctance to talk, we

also explored the correlation between these two variables. The results revealed
significant negative correlation between urge and reluctance to talk, » = -.38,

p<.001.

Figure 2.3 Reluctance and Urge to Talk as a Function of the Rejection Manipulation in

Study 2.4.
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Notes. Mean values of reluctance and urge to talk (with standard errors) in Study 4 as a
function of the rejection manipulation. Higher values reflect more reluctance and urge to
talk about the given experience.
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Discussion

Results suggest that targets of rejection anticipate more social devaluation and
less benefits than the people who were not rejected by their teammates. Taken
together, Study 2.4 replicates the results of previous studies in that it offers
further support for the talking is bad hypothesis but not for the talking is good
hypothesis. We also investigated the relationship between urge and reluctance to
talk. While the constructs were negatively correlated, they reacted differently
to our manipulation of rejection. More specifically, while people reported
similar urge to talk for both episodes, they reported more reluctance to talk
about the rejection episode. This provides further evidence that, although
related, these two constructs are independent from each other to a certain
degree. That is, people might always have the urge to talk about a negative
event such as being transferred to a new group but their reluctance to talk will
depend on their assessment of costs and benefits. This particular relationship
between urge and reluctance to talk and the anticipated outcomes resonates
well with the understanding in traditional behavioral theories (Black, 1965) in
that people have the urge (i.e., the drive) but their reluctance will depend on
the costs and benefits (i.e., incentive motivation). Moreover, the similar urge
and reluctance to talk ratings in the rejection condition points to a conflict
between the individual’s desire to share this experience with others and their
simultaneous hesitation to do so.

Study 2.5

Studies 2.1 to 2.4 did not specify the relationship between the target and their
audience. In Study 2.5, we included relationship with the audience as a factor
and manipulated the closeness of the audience by asking people to think of an
either close or a distant other to talk about the experience in the vignettes. By
doing so, we investigate how audience closeness impacts people’s anticipation
of costs and benefits regarding sharing a rejection experience.

We studied the impact of rejection and audience closeness on (a) anticipated
costs and benefits, (b) reluctance to talk and (c) urge to talk. As we argued
before, the predictions for the anticipated costs and benefits and reluctance to
talk should mimic each other. Audience closeness can function as a safety signal
(Beike et al., 2016). This safety signal may affect the benefits and costs targets
associate with sharing their experience. We expected participants to report
higher anticipated social benefits and relief, and lower costs and reluctance to
talk with a close than with a distant other. Aside from the predicted main effect
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of audience closeness, we also expected an interaction effect between audience
closeness and our rejection manipulation. More specifically, we expected
the effect of audience closeness to be more pronounced for targets who had
been socially rejected than for targets in the control condition. Relatedly, we
expected participants to anticipate lower social benefit and relief in rejection
than in the control condition, but especially so when the audience is a distant
other. The rationale for these predictions is that high cost and low benefits
are more pronounced and relevant for those sharing being socially rejected.
Especially under these conditions, the safety signal of talking to a close other
may be impactful.

Note, however, that we expected only a main effect of audience closeness
on urge to talk but not a main effect of the rejection manipulation, nor an
interaction effect. We did not expect a main effect of the rejection manipulation
given that people reported similar levels of urge to talk across conditions in
Studies 2.1, 2.3 and 2.4. We reasoned that the safety signal (Beike et al,,
2016) may increase the urge to talk about being transferred to another group
regardless of the reason. Therefore, we predicted only a main effect of audience
closeness on urge to talk.

Method

Participants and Design

We employed a 2 (Audience closeness: close vs. distant) by 2 (Rejection:
rejection vs. control) between-subjects design. We recruited participants via
Prolific Academic (with the same recruitment criteria as in Study 1). After
excluding the participants who did not complete the survey (z = 9) and who
failed one of the attention checks® (z = 16), the final sample consisted of
254 participants (189 female, 64 male, 1 other, M,,.= 33.77, range = 18-65).
Participants were randomly assigned to one of the four conditions. A sensitivity
power analysis with an alpha of .01 revealed that for a given dependent variable
we could detect an effect size of 7712, = 0.045.

Materials and Procedure

Participants read the scenario that was also used in Studies 2.1, to .4, to
induce the rejection manipulation. The difference was that now participants
considered talking about experience to someone who was not involved in the

6 We used the same attention checks as in study 3 but this time excluded people who failed
one of the attention checks based on our pre-registered exclusion criteria.
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event and either really close to them (close other condition), or not so close to
them (distant other condition). Subsequently, they answered questions about
anticipated social benefits, relief, costs, and the urge and reluctance to talk
about the experiences. We presented the anticipated social benefits, anticipated
relief, and anticipated costs items in one page, and urge and reluctance to talk
ratings in another page. The page order and the question order within each
page were randomized. Lastly, participants answered the manipulation check
questions and demographics before being debriefed.

Measures. We used the same anticipated social benefic (o0 = .91), relief (a
= .90), costs (o = .77), urge to talk (a = .94), and reluctance to talk (o =
.87) measures as in Study 2.4. However, this time the questions and the
instructions were tailored to a specific audience (e.g., instead of “7 would like
to talk about this” for urge, we asked, “I would like to ralk about this with this
person” and instructed participants to answer all the questions with the person
they thought of as the audience in mind).

Manipulation Checks. Right after the audience closeness manipulation we
asked the participants to report the category that would best represent their
chosen audience with a forced-choice question (spouse/partner, friend, family
member, colleague, acquaintance, professional [e.g., a psychologist], stranger).
After responding to all dependent variables, participants answered the same
rejection manipulation check as in Study 2.4 (r, = .85). We then also asked
them to report the closeness level of the imagined audience (“How close was the
person you imagined talking t0?”; 1 = not close at all, 7 = very close).

Results

Manipulation Checks

For the feelings of rejection, we observed a significant main effect of our
rejection manipulation F(1, 250) = 37.93, p < .001, nf, =.13. Compared to
the control condition (M = 4.31, SD = 1.72), participants in the rejection
condition (M = 6.22, SD = 1.11) reported feeling more rejected #220.17)
= -10.54, p <. 001, 4 = 1.32. Neither the main effect of audience closeness
H(1,250) =4.67, p = .032, r]zz, = .018 nor the interaction term was statistically
significant (1, 250) = 3.66, p = .057, 77,2, =.014".

7 One might wonder whether the effect of closeness on feelings of rejection could explain
our findings in other dependent variables. We think this is unlikely for several reasons.
First, we think this pattern of results was inflated given that we asked the participants to
rate manipulation check ratings at the very end of the survey. Second, the interaction on
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For the closeness ratings, we observed a significant main effect of the closeness
manipulation F(1, 250) = 454.67, p < .001, r],z, = .65. In the distant other
condition, participants rated the audience as less close (M = 2.50, D = 1.16)
than in the close other condition (M = 6.57, SD = 0.85), #(236.53) = -32.12,
p <. 001, d = 4.02. Unexpectedly, we observed a significant main effect of
the rejection manipulation on closeness ratings (1, 250) = 6.38, p = .012, rhz,
= .025. Participants in the rejection condition reported that their imagined
contact was more distant (M = 4.30, SD = 2.39) than the participants in
the control condition (M = 4.67, SD = 2.16). The interaction term was not
significant F(1, 250) = 5.05, p = .025, n; = .020.

Moreover, in the close other condition, participants mostly reported imagining
close others (most selected three categories: 64% spouse/partner; 19% close
friend; 17% family member) and in the distant other condition, participants
reported imagining more distant categories (most selected three categories:
64% acquaintance; 21% colleague; 5% stranger).

Confirmatory Analyses

We conducted planned 2 by 2 ANOVAs for all dependent variables. We
followed up each of the significant interaction effects with simple effect
analyses. For the full set of descriptive statistics see Table 2.2 (for graph see
figure 2.4). The pre-registered p value for main effects and interactions was .01,
and for simple effects analyses we used .0025. We also conducted a sensitivity
power analysis with 80% power criterion, and an alpha level of .05, df= 1 and
the results indicated that we could detect an effect with the size of 73 = .027.

the manipulation check of rejection if anything was driven by the difference in the control
condition (M, = 4.05, SDjpee = 1.815 Mjjane = 4.60, SD jigune = 1.55, #(125.02) = 1.84, p
= .068, d = .32) rather than a difference in the rejection condition (M, = 6.30, SD,,,, =
1.05; Mians= 6.16, SD jigyans = 1.17, 1(122.87) = -.73, p = .46, d = .13). Therefore, we do not
think that it can explain an effect that is mainly driven by the differences in the rejection
condition. Lastly, the manipulation check for rejection and closeness did not seem to be
associated, 7 = -.1, p = .10.
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Table 2.2 Descriptive Statistics for Study 2.4.

Condition
Rejection Control
Close Distant Close Distant
(n =58) (SD) (n =67) (SD) (n =66) (SD) (n =63) (SD)
Social benefits 4.95 (1.44), 2.73 (1.44), 5.01 (1.18), 3.75 (1.23),
Relief 5.06 (1.31), 2.90 (1.36), 5.38 (1.03), 3.81 (1.24).
Costs 2.46 (1.22), 4.84 (1.14), 1.87 (.92). 3.00 (1.10)4
Urge 5.87 (1.14), 2.71 (1.66), 5.63 (1.39), 3.06 (1.29),
Reluctance 2.14 (1.19), 4.71 (1.46), 1.89 (1.10), 3.80 (1.39).

Nore. Within each row, the means that significantly differ from each other are indicated

by different subscripts (p < .0025).

Figure 2.4 All Outcome Variables in Study 2.5 as a Function of Rejection and Audience

Closeness
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Notes. Mean values of outcome variables (with standard errors) in Study 5 as a function of
the rejection and audience closeness manipulations. Higher values indicate higher antici-
pated social benefits, relief and costs, and higher urge and reluctance to talk, respectively.

For anticipated social benefits we observed significant main effects of rejection,
(1, 250) = 21.01, p < .001, mz’ =.078, and closeness, (1, 250) = 35.79, p <
.001, 1722, = .13, qualified by an interaction effect, F(1, 250) = 7.53, p = .006,
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15 = .029. As predicted, for participants who imagined talking to a close other,
we observed no significant difference between rejection and control conditions
#110.30) = .62, p = .54, d = .11, 95% CI [-.33, .62]. When considering
talking to a distant other, participants in the control condition anticipated
significantly more social benefits than participants in the rejection condition
did, #(127.90) = 4.69, p < .001, 4 = .82, 95% CI [.59, .1.46]. Additionally, the
effect of audience closeness was larger in the rejection condition #(114.66) =
-9.11, p < .001, 4 = 1.64, 95% CI [-2.71, -1.74] than in the control condition
#126.04) = -6.35, p < .001, d = 1.12, 95% CI [-1.76, -.93].

For anticipated relief we observed a main effect of rejection in the predicted
direction: participants anticipated more relief in the control than in the
rejection condition F(1, 250) = 17.67, p < .001, 7],2, =.055. We also observed
a main effect of closeness in the predicted direction F(1, 250) = 51.41, p <
.001, n3 = .17, participants anticipated more relief in the close other condition
compared to the distant other condition. While the interaction was not
significant /(1, 250) = 3.66, p = .057, 1712, =.014, but the simple effects analyses
seemed in line with our predictions. The rejection manipulation did not have
a significant effect on relief for participants considering talking to a close other
#107.77) = 1.49, p = .14, d = .27, 95% CI [-0.11, .74]. But participants who
imagined talking to a distant other anticipated more relief when talking about
the control experience than the rejection experience #(127.89) = 4.01, p <

.001, d=.70, 95% CI [.46, 1.37].

For anticipated costs we observed main effects of rejection F(1, 250) = 91.04,
p < .001, 7712, = .27, and closeness F(1, 250) = 34.17, p < .001, 77;27 =.12,
qualified by an interaction effect F(1, 250) = 20.57, p < .001, 77;21 = .076.
When considering talking to a close other, about the event, participants in the
control condition perceived this as less costly than participants in the rejection
condition, #104.84) = -2.99, p = .004, 4 = .54, 95% CI = [-.98, - .20]. The
effect was in the same direction for the participants who imagined talking to a
distant other, but much larger, #(127.91) = -9.35, p < .001, 4 = 1.64, 95% CI
[-2.22, -1.45]. Furthermore, as expected, the effect of audience closeness was
larger in the rejection, #(117.57) = 11.20, p < .001, 4 = 2.01, 95% CI [1.96,
2.80] than in the control condition, #(120.83) = 6.32, p <.001, d=1.12, 95%
CI[0.78, 1.48].

For urge to talk we observed a main effect of closeness, F(1, 250) = 109.54, p
<.001, n3 = .31. In line with our predictions, participants in the close other

condition reported higher levels of urge to talk (M = 5.74, SD = 1.28) than the
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participants in the distant other condition (M = 2.88, SD = 1.49). However,
we did not observe an effect of rejection, F(1, 250) = 2.08, p = .15, nzz, =.008,
nor an interaction effect, /(1, 250) = 2.89 p = .091, nzz, =.011.

Lastly, for reluctance ro talk we observed main effects of rejection F(1, 250) =
15.70, p < .001, 17 = .059, and closeness F(1, 250) = 69.49, p < .001, n; =
.22, but these were not qualified by a significant interaction effect at the .01
level, F(1, 250) = 4.06, p = .045, 7],2, =.016. Simple effects analyses did reveal
patterns consistent with our reasoning. When considering talking to a close
other, no significant difference was observed between rejection and control
conditions #(116.87) = -1.18, p = .24, d = .21, 95% CI [-.65, .17]. When
considering talking to a distant other, participants in the control condition were
less reluctant to talk than participants in the rejection condition, #(127.98) =
-3.60, p < .001, d = .63, 95% CI [-1.39, -.41]. Moreover, as predicted, the
effect of audience closeness was larger in the rejection condition #(122.57) =
10.79, p < .001, 4 = 1.92, 95% CI [2.09, 3.03] than in the control condition
#(117.97) = 8.60, p < .001, d = 1.52, 95% CI [1.47, 2.34].

Discussion

The results suggest that audience closeness affects how people view talking
about rejection experiences. More specifically, when being socially rejected (as
compared to just being transferred to a new group), participants associated
talking to a distant other with lower social benefits and higher costs. This
negative effect was not found for those considering talking to a close other.
While people might anticipate talking about rejection to be a costly endeavor
in general, it thus seems that such concerns may be mitigated if the audience
consists of close others, In those cases, the audience may serve as a safety signal
(Beike et al., 2016) and make the communication appear less risky for the
targets of rejection.

Study 2.5 also offers further support to the idea that urge and reluctance to
talk are two distinct constructs. Participants reported a higher urge and lower
level of reluctance to talk to close others compared to distant others. This
suggests that they would feel a need to share these experiences with people
who are close to them, and they would not feel hesitant in doing so. However,
when considering talking to a distant other, the relationship between urge
reluctance to talk was different. While the urge to talk was similar for those
who were socially rejected as for those who were transferred to another group,
the reluctance to talk was especially higher in the case of social rejection.
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We would like to draw the reader’s attention to the effect of the rejection
manipulation on the manipulation check for closeness. Participants in the
rejection condition reported that their imagined contact was more distant
compared to participants in the control condition. one possible explanation
for this effect is dependency regulation: People who are low (vs high) in self-
esteem tend to distance themselves from others (e.g., partners or friends) in
response to threats of rejection (e.g., DeHart et al., 2004; Murray et al., 2002).
That is, for some of the participants in the rejection condition thinking about
how their partners would negatively evaluate them may have resulted in this
slight decrease in perceived closeness. Future work might consider including
measures of self-esteem to test this possibility.

General Discussion

The goal of the present set of studies was to investigate whether people consider
talking about social rejection experiences as good or bad. We investigated this
question by comparing two instances of a person being removed from a work
group: they were either rejected by their colleagues with an unclear reason
or removed by a random draw. Our results more strongly support the idea
that talking about rejection is considered bad: Targets of rejection anticipated
devaluation from the audience upon disclosing their experience, which is in
fact corroborated by our finding suggesting that audiences socially devalue
targets who talk about a rejection experience. Relatedly, targets anticipated
talking about a rejection experience to be less relieving and socially beneficial
than talking about an experience where they are transferred to a new group but
not rejected. Moreover, we present evidence suggesting that while people feel
the urge to talk about rejection episodes, the anticipated costs probably make
them feel reluctant to do so. This suggests a potential conflict with regards to
disclosure preferences and highlights the usefulness to distinguish between a
need to talk about rejection (urge) and actually talking about it (reluctance).
Lastly, our results indicate that audience closeness can help people to resolve
this conflict between urge and reluctance to talk. More specifically, talking to
a close other makes this communication appear less costly.

Our findings contribute to knowledge on belonging and rejection in
multiple ways. First, we contribute to research on rejection by investigating
an interpersonal coping strategy: sharing one’s hurt with others. Previous
work on dealing and coping with rejection mainly focuses on intrapersonal
coping strategies such as enjoying comfort foods (Troisi & Gabriel, 2011) and
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watching favored television programs (Derrick et al., 2009), or psychological
factors that can protect one against the negative impact of social rejection such
as psychological flexibility (Waldeck et al., 2017). Some recent work points to
the potential of interpersonal coping by showing that interpersonal connections
can buffer against the resignation stage (e.g., Aureli et al., 2020; Marinucci &
Riva, 2020). The current work contributes to this growing body of research
on coping with rejection by suggesting that talking to others about being
socially rejected is akin to sharing certain negative emotions such as shame
(Finkenauer & Rimé, 1998) or disclosing personally sensitive information such
as information about a stigmatizing condition (e.g., Cantisano et al., 2013,
2015). That is, when one thinks about sharing a social rejection experience
a cost-benefit analysis is made which indicates that sharing one’s hurt can be
costly unless shared with a close other.

Second, we contribute to research on rejection by showing that sharing one’s
rejection experience with others can indeed be costly. Previous work on
reactions to social exclusion show that audiences can devalue the target, or the
source of exclusion based on their attributions about why the episode took place
(Rudert et al., 2018; Rudert & Greifeneder, 2019). We contribute to this work
by investigating a certain incident of ostracism (i.e., rejection with an unclear
reason in a performance context) and focusing on anticipated devaluation
and support. This line of work suggests that under certain conditions the
individuals can devalue and further reject the target when, for example, they
think the target is burdensome (e.g., Wesselmann, Wirth, et al., 2013) or has
certain unattractive dispositions (e.g., Ren & Evans, 2020; Stavrova et al.,
2021) or when they think the sources had a punitive motive (Rudert et al.,
2018). We extend this line of work by showing that in the context of rejection
in a work context - targets see disclosing a rejection experience more costly
than disclosing an instance where they were removed from the group randomly.
Additionally, audiences evaluated the targets more negatively in the rejection
condition. This suggests that — in the case of rejection in a working context
— such as the one that we used in this project, the audience may conclude
that the rejection was warranted and devalue the target. We think this could
exacerbate the negative effect that rejection has on targets in two potential
ways. First, upon disclosure, targets might be further devalued and rejected. In
this case, the rejection experience would only be intensified by disclosure and
prolong the hurt of rejection. Second, targets might refrain from sharing their
rejection experience due to the anticipated devaluation. This could especially
be detrimental in cases where the target might need help in dealing with the
rejection experience. If targets cannot or are afraid to disclose their experience,
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they might miss out on the help that they need. We believe that in both cases,
being rejected again and not receiving the necessary help, may pave the way for
chronic rejection (Riva et al., 2017).

Our third main contribution is twofold, and it concerns the conflicting urge
and reluctance to talk about rejection experiences and the potential way out of
this conflict. Our results revealed an interesting aspect of talking about rejection
with regards to urge and reluctance to talk. While participants had similar levels
of urge to talk about the situations in both the social rejection and the control
condition, they reported more reluctance to talk about rejection condition.
The relationship between urge and reluctance to talk about rejection episodes
is in line with some of the traditional theories of behavior and motivation
(e.g., Black, 1965) that focused on drives and incentives. People might have
an urge to talk about their experiences following social rejection (high drive)
and based on anticipated costs and benefits they might feel reluctant to do so
(low incentive motivation). This particular relationship poses an interesting
disclosure decision as the individual has to somehow resolve the conflict
between their urge and their reluctance to talk about being rejected.

Our findings highlight a potential way out of the conflict between urge and
reluctance to talk: the results show that targets anticipate more benefits and
less costs when talking to a close rather than to a distant other. This is in
line with previous work on social sharing of emotions suggesting that people
usually share their emotional experiences with close others (Rime et al., 1991)
and they perceive less risks associated with the conversation if the audience is
a close other (Afifi & Steuber, 2009; Greene et al., 2012). This suggests that
targets of rejection could reap the benefits of talking about rejection by selecting
their audience strategically. This further supports the role and importance of
social connections and interpersonal coping strategies in people’s well-being
(Holt-Lunstad et al., 2010, 2015), especially in dealing with social rejection
(e.g., Teng & Chen, 2012).

Functional accounts of exclusion suggest that exclusion serves as punishment
for people who deviate from group norms (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Hales
et al., 2016; Kurzban & Leary, 2001). If rejection signals past punishment
for non-normative behavior, then the target would have a clear motive to not
disclose this information to others and protect their reputation. This motive
to protect their reputation, in turn, may get in the way of receiving social
support from others. In line with what we would expect from the functional
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account, our results suggest that targets (and audiences) tended to interpret
the rejection experience as evidence of devaluation.

Limitations and Future Directions

We would like to acknowledge certain limitations of the current work. First of
all, in the current study we investigated how people anticipate talking about a
rejection experience. In fields such as self-disclosure both real and hypothetical
disclosure decisions are widely studied and considered informative (e.g.,
Greene, 2009; Greene et al., 2012). Indeed, both in scenario settings and
in real-life disclosure decisions, one can focus on disclosure intentions. In
the current paper we conceptualized these intentions as urge and reluctance
to share, and the anticipated outcome of the disclosure. Given the strong
relationship between behavioral intentions and actual behaviors (Ajzen,
1991), we think that the current work is a crucial first step in understanding
disclosure decisions regarding social rejection experiences. At the same time,
we think that future research would benefit from investigating the extent of
disclosure of actual rejection experiences with paradigms such as recall tasks
(Knowles & Gardner, 2008; Pickett et al., 2004). This could help one gain
insight into the frequency with which people talk about rejection experiences
in real life and if they see it as a potential way to deal with rejection.

In addition, there are some aspects of the current design that merit attention,
most notably the control condition. In all studies, we pit our rejection
condition against a control condition, in which targets were assigned to a new
project, but not socially rejected. In the scenario we used, the target in the
control condition was socially accepted, but randomly picked to be removed
from the group. We refer to this as a control condition because the outcome
(being removed from the project) was identical to the outcome in the rejection
condition; the only difference was in whether the project members wanted to
work with the target. This does not necessarily imply that the control condition
was neutral. One could, for example, argue that the control condition was
positive because the project members indicated that they wanted to work
with the target. Alternatively, one could make the argument that it depicted
a negative setting that describes a form of rejection albeit a more ambiguous
one, and removal was more a case of a misfortune. While our intention was not
necessarily to create a neutral control condition, these possible interpretations
suggest that for future research it may also be worthwhile to also consider more
neutral controls.
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At this point it may be useful to elaborate a bit more on the control setting
that we used, depicting a setting of social acceptance. One could argue that if
our control condition is positive, we would not be able to tease apart whether
our results are due to the positivity in the control condition or the negativity
in the rejection condition. We do not see this as a potential concern for the
interpretation of our findings for two main reasons. First, in our control
condition participants were told that their colleagues wanted to continue
working with them, but they also are told that everybody received similar
ratings. This suggests that the experience of the individual was in fact similar to
the rest of the group and was not overly positive. We believe that the positive
interpretation would be more likely if the participant was the “most popular”
as in an overinclusion situation (K. D. Williams et al., 2000). Second, the
current understanding of social exclusion has been influenced by paradigms
that contrast exclusion/rejection and inclusion/acceptance (examples include
but not limited to: Hartgerink et al., 2015; Pickett et al., 2004, p. 20; Ruff et
al., 2014; Twenge et al., 2001). The underlying assumption in such paradigms
is that acceptance or inclusion is the norm (Rudert et al., 2018; Voelkel et
al., 2021), and the observed effect is due to the negativity of rejection and
not the positivity of acceptance. In fact, a recent study (Dvir et al., 2019)
tested this question with Cyberball (an online ball tossing game widely used
in research on social ostracism and acceptance, K. D. Williams et al., 2000; K.
D. Williams & Jarvis, 2006) and found that the observed effect in belonging
threat was attributable to the exclusion condition and not the inclusion
condition — in which the participant receives the same amount of ball tosses
with the rest. Thus, we think that the interpretation of our control condition
as positive rather than neutral does not pose a major threat to our findings
and conclusions in the current project. At the same time, we think that future
work ruling out such alternative explanations (e.g., by incorporating a neutral
condition) would likely contribute to the field.

One could also interpret the events in the control condition as a negative
experience because the target is removed from the group regardless. This would
imply that the target in the control condition can also benefit from disclosing
their story to others to “clear the air.” In doing so, they can let others know
that they were removed from the group because of a random draw but not
because they were incompetent or disliked. This suggests that the similar levels
of urge to talk we observed across control and experimental conditions may
have different underlying motives. In the control condition the target may
be motivated by reputation control and in the rejection condition the target
may be motivated by support secking. We cannot differentiate these motives
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with the current data as we only focused on anticipated emotional and social
benefits. However, future research can investigate numerous other motives for
a target to talk to others about their experience. For example, such research can
incorporate measures to investigate whether a target’s disclosure is motivated
by reputation control (Vonasch et al., 2017), wanting to warn others about the
source (i.e., prosocial gossip Feinberg et al., 2012), trying to figure out how
to deal with the situation -i.e., instrumental support seeking (C. Carver et al.,
1989) or seeking clarification to make sense of what happened (Duprez et al.,
2015). By incorporating measures of such motivating factors, future research
can shed further light into why targets would want to engage in the seemingly
costly acts of disclosure.

We would also like to acknowledge some factors that may potentially limit
the generalizability of our findings. First, we conducted our studies via a
crowdsourcing platform based in the UK and limited our sample to people
from the UK. In doing so, we relied on a WEIRD (Western, Educated,
Industrialized, Rich and Democratic) sample that may not be representative of
the world population at large (Henrich et al., 2010b, 2010a). This is relevant
because previous work suggests that individuals’ reaction to ostracism may
be related to cultural factors such as whether one is living in independent or
interdependent communities (Over & Uskul, 2016) or whether one is high or
low on interdependent self-construal (Ren et al., 2013). Thus, we think future
work would benefit from investigating disclosure of rejection experiences
in non-WEIRD samples to see the effect of cultural factors on disclosure of
rejection and increase generalizability.

The second generalizability issue concerns our choice of scenarios. Our five
studies all used the same scenario of rejection in a work context (i.e., a team
project). Using the same setting in all studies had some clear benefits in terms
of replicability and comparison between studies. One could also reason, of
course, that generalizability might be served by using different settings. For
example, one might wonder whether our findings also extend to being rejected
in more social settings (e.g., being ignored at a party). Indeed, we feel that this
would be a valuable path for future research. Such research could then also be
used to address potential reasons for rejection.

In the project we used scenarios where rejection happened at work settings,
yet we did not specify the reason why targets were rejected. Due to the work
setting, participants might have inferred that the reason for rejection was work
related and thereby possibly related to the target’s incompetence. Would, then,
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being rejected at a party impact one’s disclosure preferences differently? This
question is important given that previous work suggests that being rejected
for a certain reason is associated with devaluation in relevant domains (e.g.,
Riva et al., 2016). Thus, we believe that future work can investigate various
reasons for rejection (e.g., competence vs sociability) and inspect how they
impact the targets’ disclosure preferences and decisions. That being said, we
investigated if targets would be evaluated differently on these core dimensions
when the reason for rejection was unclear (see Supplementary Materials for
more details on materials and results of this exploratory analysis). We asked
participants to indicate how they think they would be evaluated as targets in
Study 2.2 (or how they would evaluate the target from the audience perspective
in Study 2.3). Participants anticipated more negative evaluations in terms of
competence, sociability, and morality in the rejection than in the control
condition. Similarly, the audience evaluated someone who was rejected more
negatively on all dimensions compared to someone who was not rejected. That
is, the ambiguous reason for rejection resulted in the anticipation of negative
evaluation (and negatively evaluating the target) in all three dimensions.
Future research can incorporate specific reasons for rejection (e.g., negative
evaluation on competence or sociability) and investigate their impact on
disclosure decisions.

One could see the choice of using a general audience in Studies 2.1 to 2.4
(i.e., talking to others about rejection) as a potential limitation. However,
we have purposefully made this choice to study a general effect. Moreover,
with rejection (and other similar mistreatment constructs such as incivility or
bullying) it is not difficult to imagine one having to talk to persons other than
close others. For example, in case of being rejected in the workplace, if one
needs instrumental support (support aimed at altering the situation at hand:
C. Carver et al., 1989) from their colleagues they may need to talk to people
that are not close to them (e.g., other colleagues with a similar experience, HR
departments and so on). We think that the effect we observed in the current
study with a general audience speaks to such situations and highlights the
importance of current findings.

We designed the current set of studies to investigate if targets deem sharing a
rejection experience as good or bad and we showed that they consider it as bad
rather than good. We did not design the current set of studies to test why this
is the case. Future studies should investigate why people feel reluctant to talk
about rejection experiences. Our exploratory mediation analyses in Studies
2.2 and 2.3 shed light on a possible reason: negative evaluation. It is possible
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that targets are more reluctant to talk about their experience because they fear
negative evaluation. Likewise, it is possible that audiences are less inclined to
work with the targets because they negatively evaluate them. These conclusions
are based on exploratory analyses and future research is needed to clarify the
role of negative evaluation. Understanding why people are hesitant to share
their hurt is an avenue for future research.

There are individual differences in sensitivity to rejection which can have
an impact on the extent to which targets anticipate costs or benefits and are
reluctant to share their hurt with others. For example, people who are high on
rejection sensitivity (Downey et al., 2004), experiential avoidance (Tyndall et
al., 2018; Waldeck et al., 2020) or social anxiety (Zadro et al., 2006) might
be more likely to ruminate about the experience, anticipate more negative
outcomes and less likely to share their pain with others. In future studies this
potential influence can be investigated and controlled for when exploring the
social sharing of rejection experiences.

Conclusion

Targets who consider sharing their rejection experiences with others might feel
like they are stuck between a rock and a hard place: If they do not share, they
will not be able to receive benefits, and if they do share, they might be rejected
again. People might see talking to close others as a way out. In the current
research we investigated if people consider disclosing a rejection episode to
others as good or bad. By relying on a set of vignettes manipulating rejection
in a work context, we found that people anticipate talking about rejection
to be a costly endeavor (compared to talking about being removed from a
group based on a random draw). Even though people seem to have an urge
to talk about rejection, they feel reluctant to do so. Selecting a close other as
an audience may mitigate these concerns and thereby provide a remedy to the
conflicting needs and concerns of those who are socially rejected.
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Abstract

Ostracism triggers negative emotions such as sadness, anger, and hurt feelings.
Do targets of ostracism truthfully share their emotions with the sources of
ostracism? Drawing on past research on social-functional accounts of emotions
and interpersonal emotion regulation, we proposed the possibility that targets
may misrepresent their emotions (i.e., gaming emotions). We conducted three
experiments (N = 1058; two pre-registered) using an online ball-tossing game,
in which participants were randomly assigned to be included or ostracized.
Consistent with the literature, we found that ostracized individuals were more
hurt, sad, and angry than included individuals. However, we found little and
inconsistent evidence that ostracized (vs included) individuals misrepresented
their emotional reactions to the sources. Further, Bayesian analyses offered
more support against the gaming emotions hypothesis. These findings suggest
that targets of ostracism truthfully communicated their social pain to the
sources.
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Imagine that you are playing Frisbee with two other people at a park. At one
point, they stop throwing you the disk, excluding you from their game. You
may feel hurt, sad, or even angry. If you had an opportunity to express your
feelings to the two other players, what would you say? Would you disclose your
feelings truthfully or intentionally misrepresent them?

Ostracism, even brief and innocuous instances, can elicit painful feelings,
sadness, anger, and threaten the basic human needs (Baumeister & Leary,
1995; Leary, 2015; Nezlek et al., 2012; K. D. Williams, 2007). The literature
on ostracism has focused on the negative impact of the event on targets; yet
relatively little is known about how targets communicate their emotional
reactions to the source of ostracism. Emotion communication following
ostracism can be functional as signaling social pain to the source may influence
sources’ subsequent treatment of the targets (e.g., see social-functional accounts
of emotions: van Kleef & Coté, 2018, 2022). In this research, we sought to
examine how targets of ostracism express their emotions to sources. Specifically,
we evaluated the possibility that targets may intentionally misrepresent their
emotions (referred to as gaming emotions; Andrade & Ho, 2009) when they
were given a chance to express their emotions to sources.

Interpersonal Communication is a Possible Response to
Ostracism

People respond to ostracism in various ways. Some responses are intrapersonal
in nature such as prayer (Aydin et al., 2010), watching TV shows (Derrick et
al., 2009) or eating comfort foods (Troisi & Gabriel, 2011). Other responses
are interpersonal in nature such as aggression (Ren et al., 2018), seeking
reaffiliation (Maner et al., 2007), or withdrawing from social interactions (Ren
etal,, 2016). Despite the extensive literature on people’s responses to ostracism,
there has been surprisingly little attention to target-source interpersonal
communication as a viable option. Do targets of ostracism communicate their
feelings to the sources of ostracism?

Several areas of research suggest that people may talk about their emotions
or emotion eliciting events with others such as support seeking (e.g., Nagai,
2015; S. L. Williams & Mickelson, 2008), self-disclosure (e.g., Pasupathi
et al., 2009; D. 1. Tamir & Mitchell, 2012) and social sharing of emotions
(Gable & Reis, 2010; Rimé, 2009). People talk about their emotions for
different reasons (Duprez et al., 2015; Pauw et al., 2018, 2019). One reason is
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interpersonal emotion regulation— the regulating of one’s emotions through
social contacts with or without an active response from the communication
partner (e.g., Barthel et al., 2018; W. C. Williams et al., 2018; Zaki &
Williams, 2013). These areas of research suggest that people talk about their
emotions or emotion-eliciting events with others for an array of reasons.

People Truthfully Communicate Emotions

How do targets of ostracism communicate their emotions? It is possible that
sharers may be motivated to truthfully communicate their emotional states.
For instance, if people communicate emotions with certain goals (e.g., eliciting
support) then doing so without misrepresenting these emotions can help
them achieve these goals. Previous work shows that expressing one’s emotions
(instead of suppressing them) can help one receive support, help build new
relationships and increase intimacy in existing relationships (Graham et al.,
2008). In fact, not communicating emotions truthfully may hinder one’s goal
of sharing the emotion. For instance, if one shares their emotions with the
goal of regulating them, not sharing truthfully (e.g., suppressing) may hinder
this goal (e.g., the audience thinking that one is not sad or angry) (e.g., Larsen
& English, 2014). Moreover, individuals may be motivated to communicate
their emotions truthfully regardless of the outcome. For example, one may be
internally motivated to respond to situations honestly (Murphy et al., 2020)
or they may want to maintain a positive self-concept as someone who is honest
(Mazar et al., 2008) also when communicating emotions. In sum, these studies
suggest that individuals may be motivated to communicate their emotions to
others truthfully.

People Game Emotions

At the same time, it is possible that individuals may game emotions. Two
findings from past work support this possibility. First, previous research suggests
that people intentionally misrepresent emotions to achieve instrumental goals.
Social-functional accounts of emotions (e.g., Keltner & Haidt, 1999; Morris &
Keltner, 2000; van Kleef, 2009; van Kleef & Coté, 2018) suggest that emotional
expressions have social impacts. That is, a communicated or expressed emotion
might impact the judgment or behaviors of the observers. To influence others,
one may choose to communicate one’s emotions truthfully. However, past
studies have shown that people regularly engage in strategic communication of
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emotions — i.e., gaming emotions (English et al., 2018; Geddes & Lindebaum,
2020; Hayes & Metts, 2008), to either attain positive outcomes (Andrade
& Ho, 2009; Sasse et al., 2018; van Dijk et al., 2018) or avoid negative
outcomes (e.g., English et al., 2018; van Osch et al., 2019). For example,
participants over-report their anger (reporting higher levels of anger than
they initially report feeling) in order to receive better payoffs in a negotiation
(Andrade & Ho, 2009). The participants in this study not only overreported
their anger, but they also reported doing this to strategically to obtain better
payoffs when prompted about the reason for overreporting. Similarly, another
study investigated how bargainers communicate anger and disappointment
(van Dijk et al., 2018). Their findings revealed that participants overreported
disappointment more so than anger when the other party is in a high-power
position; and that they overreported anger when they are in a powerful position
themselves. It was also investigated whether participants who express pride
due to achievement in varying domains (e.g., academically or sports) would
downplay their pride expressions strategically (van Osch et al., 2019). Results
revealed that participants inhibited both verbal and nonverbal expressions
of pride when the domain of the achievement was relevant to the audience.
Another study revealed that participants were downplaying their sadness and
fear to an antagonistic outgroup in an intergroup conflict situation (Sasse et
al., 2018). In this study, authors argue that participants may have downplayed
to not lose face given that expressing high levels of sadness and fear to an
outgroup could be taken as an admission of weakness. Taken together, these
findings suggest that across a variety of contexts people communicate emotions
strategically -i.e., game emotions.

Second, past studies suggest that individuals may try to alter how they feel
before communicating their feelings. For example people may try to increase
their level of anger before a confrontational interaction (M. Tamir et al., 2008;
M. Tamir & Ford, 2012) or increase their level of fear when they are motivated
by an avoidance goal (M. Tamir & Ford, 2009). Such contra-hedonic emotion
regulation (i.e., increasing negative emotions or decreasing positive emotions)
is a potential regulatory response and people engage in it to the extent that
they think feeling that emotion would have utility (Eldesouky & English,
2019; Riediger et al.,, 2009; M. Tamir, 2016; M. Tamir et al., 2013). This
prior work on instrumental emotion regulation focuses on the regulation of
emotions that one feels. This literature suggests that if one believes in the
utility of communicated emotions, they may try to regulate their emotions in
the desired direction before communicating them. As a result, communicated
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emotions deviate from the actual emotional responses people experienced
initially, supporting the possibility that people game emotions.

Exaggerating or Downplaying?

We propose that ostracized individuals (relative to those that are included) may
strategically misrepresent their emotions for various reasons. Concretely, targets
of ostracism may exaggerate their emotions or downplay them (henceforth
referred to as the exaggeration and downplaying hypotheses respectively). In
the current research, we tested these two competing hypotheses by focusing on
three specific emotions that are well-established outcomes of being ostracized:
hurt-feelings (Leary, 2015; Leary et al., 1998), sadness, and anger (Celik et al.,
2013; Chow et al., 2008; Tuscherer et al., 2016).

The Exaggeration Hypothesis. To the extent that targets have instrumental
motivations or believe that exaggerating their emotions would help goal
attainment, they can exaggerate negative emotions (M. Tamir, 2009). For
example, targets may exaggerate their anger. Displaying anger has been shown
as a way to regain control (Lemay et al., 2012), make the other parties concede
(van Kleef et al., 2004), be ascribed more power (Tiedens, 2001), signal
that a certain outcome was unjustified (Wubben et al., 2011) or that such
an outcome happened outside of one’s control (Berkowitz & Harmon-Jones,
2004). Such functions of anger may be appealing to targets of ostracism who
experience a low sense of control or wish to regulate the sources’ behavior in
the subsequent interaction.

Targets may also exaggerate their sadness and hurt feelings. These two
emotions may elicit empathy and other-concern in the source (Batson et al.,
2007; Lemay et al., 2012; Sinaceur et al., 2015) and subsequently increase
the possibility of sources’ inclusive behavior. Additionally, sadness signals that
targets are in need of help (Graham et al., 2008; Small & Verrochi, 2009) and
hurt feelings may evoke feelings of guilt in the sources (Overall et al., 2014);
both functions may increase target’s future chances of re-inclusion.

The Downplaying Hypothesis. It is also possible that targets of ostracism
downplay their emotions to the sources. For example, targets may be concerned
that sources might instigate reciprocal anger (Lelieveld et al., 2012; Lemay et
al., 2012). Similarly, targets might fear that others might dislike and further
ostracize them if they communicate their anger (van Beest et al., 2008).
Additionally, targets may believe that communicating anger might negatively
impact their already poor relationship with the sources (Sanford & Rowatt,
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2004). Finally, if targets wish to avoid a social conflict, they may choose to
downregulate their anger in service of this goal (English et al., 2018).

Turning to sadness and hurt, targets may downplay these two emotions to
avoid appearing weak (Spokas et al., 2009). Similarly, targets may downplay
their sadness to indicate that they do not want support (Sasse et al., 2018).
Additionally, targets may downplay their sadness and hurt out of self-
presentational concerns to “appear fine” (Bernstein et al., 2013). After all,
targets may not want the other parties to think that they are weak and are
again candidates for ostracism in future interactions.

Studies 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3

We tested the two competing hypotheses regarding the effect of ostracism on
gaming emotions in a series of three experiments. The gaming hypotheses (i.e.,
downplaying and exaggeration) concern the gaming of emotions for ostracized
participants (compared to included participants) when they think that their
answers are being communicating to other players (compared to reporting
answers privately).

To manipulate ostracism, we used an online ball-tossing game: Cyberball (K.
D. Williams & Jarvis, 2006) and another online ball-tossing game which we
developed to model after the structure of Cyberball but has improved visual
features (in Study 3.3). In both games, the participant played with two or three
other players that were in fact computer-controlled avatars. Our reasons for
choosing this paradigm are twofold. First, it is a well-validated experimental
paradigm that has been widely adopted as a manipulation of ostracism (for
a meta-analysis of Cyberball studies, see: Hartgerink et al., 2015) and has
been successfully used in prior research involving communication between
participants (Zimmerman et al., 2021). Second, past studies on gaming
emotions used controlled experimental paradigms in which participants play
multiple rounds of a computer game and then communicate their emotions
via self-report to their interaction partners (Andrade & Ho, 2009; van Dijk et
al., 2018). Building on these past studies, we sought to test the possibility of
gaming emotions using the well-controlled paradigm Cyberball.

We adapted the design used in past studies on gaming emotions (Andrade &
Ho, 2009; van Dijk et al., 2018) to an ostracism context. Specifically, in all

studies participants were told that they would play two rounds of the online
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ball-tossing game with the same players. The first round of ball game served
as the manipulation of ostracism: participants were included or ostracized. To
support our cover story, all participants played a second round of ball game in
which they were all included in the ball-tossing game. Between the two rounds,
we measured participants’ actual emotional responses and the responses they
provided to be shared with other players.

For outcome variables, we focused on the three negative emotions: anger
(Studies 3.1, 3.2, 3.3), sadness (Studies 3.1, 3.2, 3.3), and hurt (Studies 3.2,
3.3). We focused on these three emotions because all three are well established
emotional responses to ostracism (Celik et al., 2013; Leary, 2015; Leary et al.,
1998)°. We also explored the possibility that people game “needs” similarly
as they would game emotions. Past work has established that ostracism
lowers targets’ satisfaction (or increases need threat) with four basic needs of
belonging, control, self-esteem and meaningful existence (K. D. Williams,
2007, 2009). As these are the main outcome variables ostracism researchers
assess, we explored whether people gamed their need threat to the sources of
the ostracism (vs. inclusion).

All three studies are methodologically similar; therefore, we report their
methods together and highlight the differences where needed. For full set of
items and a more detailed breakdown of all the procedures see Supplementary
Materials. We report the results of each study separately. For each study in the
project, we first clarify our research question and pre-registered predictions (if
any); and then present the results of the (confirmatory) analyses. The results
of any mentioned additional analyses can be found in the Supplementary
Materials.

Methods

Data Accessibility Statement

Studies 3.2 and 3.3 were pre-registered. Data, analysis scripts and study materials
for all studies, and pre-registration documents for Studies 3.2 and 3.3 are
available on the Open Science Framework (OSE https://osf.io/7vpqu/2view_
only=672£a997107847b7889¢b514fab8a87d). We report how we determined

8 In Study 3.1, we were only able to measure sadness and anger because the questionnaire
that we implemented in this exploratory study only contained items measuring sadness and
anger, but not hurt. Yet, in studies 3.2 and 3.3 we measured all three emotions.
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our sample size, all data exclusions (if any), all manipulations, and all measures
in the study.

Participants

Across  all three studies there were 1094 complete responses. For Study
3.1, the survey link was distributed in the experimenters’ social network.
For Studies 3.2 and 3.3 we recruited first year psychology students who were
compensated for their time with partial course credit. We pre-registered to
exclude participants who indicated insufficient level of English to comprehend
the study (Study 3.2) and who failed both attention checks implemented
throughout the study (Studies 3.2 and 3.3). Out of the participants who had
complete responses, 36 of them were excluded based on the exclusion criteria
for indicating insufficient English (7 = 35) or failing both attention checks (z =
1), more details can be found in the Supplementary Materials. Demographics
of the final sample (/V = 1058) are reported in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1 Participant Demographics for Studies 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3

Study 3.1 Study 3.2 Study 3.3
Age M(SD) 27.65 (11.61) 20.01 (2.99) 20.48 (3.05)
Women 142 462 204
Men 106 99 40
NA or other 2 2 3
Sample Size 248 563 247
Inclusion 132 Actual: 154 Actual: 65
Shared: 133 Shared: 65
Ostracism 116 Actual:136 Actual:57
Shared:140 Shared:60

The sample sizes in pre-registered studies were determined based on the
availability of facilities (e.g., data collection for two weeks in a shared lab). Thus
we conducted a sensitivity analysis using G*Power 3.1 (Erdfelder et al., 2009)
to identify the minimum effect size that we could detect. Results revealed that
with an alpha significance criterion of .05, 80% power for Study 3.2 (N = 563)
a regression analysis with two predictors would detect a minimum effect size of
£ =.017 (R = .017) and for Study 3.3 (V = 247) it would detect a minimum
effect size off: .039 (R’ = .038). Additionally, for both studies 3.2 and 3.3 we

conducted a sensitivity analysis by plotting the level of power we would have
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for varying effect sizes given our sample size at an alpha level .05 using the
superpower package in R (Lakens & Caldwell, 2021). Investigation of these
plots revealed that across both studies we have reasonable power (>80%) to
detect small to medium sized effects (f'= .18) for the hypothesized interaction
effects (df'= 1). More details about the procedure and the plots themselves can
be found in the Supplementary Materials. The line of studies received ethical
approval from Tilburg University Ethical Review Board (reference number:
EC-2018.2017.103a).

Design and Procedure

The first two studies were conducted online, and the third study was conducted
in a lab. The designs and procedures of all three studies are presented in Figure
3.1. Study 3.1 adopted a 2 (belonging status: inclusion vs. ostracism) by 2
(response: actual vs. shared) mixed design, with the latter being the within-
subject factor. Participants completed the study online. Participants were first
randomly assigned to be included or ostracized in a Cyberball game. Next,
participants reported how they felt during the game by completing measures
of emotion and need satisfaction (actual responses). Then, participants were
told that the responses they just provided would be shared with the other
players before the second round of the game. Participants were then presented
with their original responses and were provided an opportunity to freely alter
them before these responses were communicated to the others. The altered
responses they then submitted were recorded as “shared responses.”

Study 3.2 used a similar design. The only deviation from Study 3.1 was that
the response factor was a between-subjects factor. Participants completed the
study online. That is, after playing the first round of Cyberball (included vs.
ostracism), participants were randomly assigned to complete the same measures
we used in Study 3.1 in an actual-response condition or a shared-response
condition. We moved away from the within-subjects manipulation of response-
type as in Study 3.1 for two main reasons. One is demand characteristics. The
within subject design, in which participants went through both conditions
(actual vs. shared condition) may have increased participants’ awareness of
the goal of our research. Our second consideration was that any difference
between the actual vs. shared conditions could be due to the lag between these
two assessments (the actual condition always preceded the shared condition).
To address these two limitations of the within-subject design we used in Study
1, we adopted a between-subjects design in Studies 3.2 and 3.3.
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In Study 3.3, we measured participants’ responses to ostracism after a short delay.
Following past studies assessing delayed responses at a reflective stage (Ren et al,,
2013) we first asked participants to report their emotions and need satisfaction
right after the game (immediate responses) followed by a filler task that lasted
about three minutes’. After the filler task participants reported how they fel
during the game (i.e., delayed responses; our key outcome variable). Like Study
3.2, participants were randomly assigned to provide either their actual (delayed)
responses or shared (delayed) responses. We have measured delayed responses due
to the postulation by the TNT model that that in the reflective stage targets look
back and reflect on their experience (K. D. Williams, 2009). Previous research
on reactions to ostracism show that right after being ostracized participants are
usually overwhelmed and show decreased cognitive capacity or self-regulatory
capacities (Baumeister et al., 2002, 2005). We reasoned that these negative effects
may potentially hinder any strategic considerations to communicate emotions
with instrumental goals in mind. Thus, during a reflexive stage (introduced by a
delay), participants would be more likely to make a strategic decision regarding
how to communicate their emotions.

Figure 3.1 The Visual Depiction of the Procedure for All Three Studies in Chapter 3

Study 1
Emotions + Need Emotions +
Satisfaction Q. [—— Need Sat. Q. —>
(actual) (shared)
(Inclusion vs. exclusion) (Inclusion)
Cyberball
Study 2 Emotions +
Need Sat. Q.
(actual)
N t. Q.
(Inclusion vs. exclusion) eefl Sad Q (Inclusion)
Cyberball (shared)
Study 3 Emotions +
Need Sat. Q.
Emotions + Filler (actual)
Need Sat. Q. Task -
Emotions +
(Inclusion vs. exclusion) Need Sat. Q. (Inclusion)
New Cyberball (shared)
9 For the filler task participants answered questions about the game features (consistent with
p p q &

our cover story that we wanted feedback for a newly developed online game).
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Manipulation

To manipulate belonging status, we used an online ball-tossing game for
all three studies. Studies 3.1 and 3.2 used the original version of Cyberball
(version 4.0; K. D. Williams et al., 2012). Cyberball is an online ball-tossing
game where participants can toss the ball around by clicking on the avatar of
other players. Participants were told that they would be playing this game with
other participants. In reality, participants played the ball tossing game with
computer-simulated players. Included participants received an equal amount
of ball tosses as the other players (33% percent if three players [Studies 3.1
and 3.2], 25% if four players [Study 3]). Ostracized participants received a few
tosses (< 10%) in the beginning and none after.

Study 3.3 used a new version of Cyberball that we developed to study ostracism.
Our version has the same structure as the original Cyberball, but a) allow people
to choose their avatar and their nickname; b) has improved visuals compared
to the original version (K. D. Williams et al., 2000). These new features were
designed to make the game more personalized and promote engagement in the
game (see Figure 3.2). Participants in the original Cyberball game play with
characters that resemble stick figures. In the new version, however, participants
saw more realistic and animated avatars with visual characteristics suggesting
gender representation and race. All participants in Study 3.3 played the game
with three players. Two of these players were female and one player was male.
Moreover, one female player was Black and the other two players were White
(See Figure 3.2 to see these 3 players).

Satisfaction Questionnaire (Ren et al., 2016) that has 3 items per need (12 in
total). All items were averaged to form a single need satisfaction score (Olay =
.96; Ogudy2 = -93; Ogeuays = -93). Need threat is the reverse coded version of need
satisfaction. For ease of interpretation and visual inspection in the graphs we
choose to report need threat rather than need satisfaction.

Note that we did not randomize the order of the items in Study 3.1, because
we intended for participants to receive their original responses in the same
order as they completed them the first time. In Studies 3.2 and 3.3, the order
of the emotion items was randomized. The order of the subscales of the Need
Satisfaction Questionnaire was randomized; and the items within each need
was randomized.
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Figure 3.2 Visuals From the Game Used in Study 3.3

A.

KIES JE AVATAR

Avatar Spelernaam

Leeftijd

Geslacht

® Man Vrouw Anders

Data

Mijn leeftijd en geslacht mogen
opgeslagen worden

Note. Visuals from the modified version of Cyberball used in Study 3.3. Figure A is the
avatar selection screen. Participants can select one of the eight avatars as their avatar.
Figure B is a screenshot from a game with 4 players. In the game, the participant sees
their chosen avatar from the back in the center of the screen and the computer-simulated
players are facing the participant.
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Measures and Materials

Emotion and Need Threat. To measure emotion, we used two items in Study
1: “during the game, I felt angry” and “during the game, I felt sad” (1 = not at
all, 5 = extremely; K. D. Williams, 2009). We used three items in Studies 3.2
and 3.3: “I felt hurt,” “I felt sad,” “I felt angry” (1 = not atall, 5 = extremely)'’.

To measure need threat, we used the Need Satisfaction Questionnaire (K. D.
Williams, 2009). In Study 3.1 we used the full scale with 5 items per need
(i.e., belonging, self-esteem, and meaningful existence and control, e.g., “I felt
rejected (reversed),” “I felt invisible (reversed);” 1 = not at all, 5 = extremely).
In Studies 3.2 and 3.3 we used a short version of the Need

Manipulation Check. Across all studies, we used three manipulation check
items (K. D. Williams, 2009).The first two items (“I was ignored,” “I was
excluded” 1 = not at all, 5 = extremely) were combined (7peaman-brown = -86-90).
The third item asked participants to estimate the percentage of the ball-throws
that they thought they received during the game.

Results

We report the results of each study separately. In each study, we used two
analytic approaches. First, we ran regression analyses for each outcome variable
separately in all three studies (i.e., sadness, anger, hurt feelings, need). Unless
otherwise specified, the predictors in each model were: belonging status
(exclusion = -.5, inclusion = .5), response type (actual = -.5, shared = .5), and
their interaction term. Second, we also used Bayesian tests. For each study,
we tested whether the observed data was more probable under the alternative
hypothesis (i.e., that targets game their emotions) or the null hypothesis (i.e.,
that targets do not game their emotions).

All regression analyses were conducted using R with packages Ime4 (Bates etal.,
2015) and jTools (Long, 2020), for the Bayesian analyses we used bayestestR
(Makowski et al., 2019a) and the rstanarm (Gabry et al., 2020) packages.

Study 3.1 Results

Study 3.1 was exploratory. Our goal was to explore whether targets of ostracism
would misrepresent their emotions to the sources more so than the included
participants.

10 We did not report the reliability scores for our measures of emotion, because these items
(angry, sad, hurt) were single-item indicators of distinct emotions.
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Manipulation Checks. In Study 3.1, we presented manipulation check items
before introducing the response type manipulation and therefore we only
report the effect of belonging status. As expected, ostracized participants felt
more excluded, than the included participants, B=-2.09, r=-17.48, SE = .12,
2 <.001, 95% CI [-2.32, -1.85]. Similarly, ostracized participants reported
receiving fewer ball tosses than the included participants, B = 19.00, r= 11.60,
SE =1.64, p <.001, 95% CI [15.17, 22.23].

Outcome Variables. For both anger and need threat the main effect of
belonging status was significant, such that ostracized participants reported
higher levels of anger and need threat than included participants. Importantly,
the interaction term between belonging status and response type was significant
for both variables as well. We followed up the interaction by conducting two
separate contrast analyses with simple contrasts that looked at the effect of
response type (actual = -.5, shared = .5) on both levels of belonging status.
While checking for the effect of response type on ostracism condition, the
weights of the inclusion condition (for both actual and shared responses) were
set to 0, and vice versa. While actual and shared responses did not significantly
differ from each other in the inclusion conditions (anger: B <.001, SE = .012,
t=-.007, p > .99; need threat: B =-.001, SE = .013, = -.12, p = .91, 95%
CI [-.024, -.021]). Shared responses were significantly less severe than actual
responses in the ostracism conditions (anger: B = -.04, SE = .013, = -3.32, p
=.001, 95% CI [-.069, -.018]), need threat: B = -.036, SE = .012, r=-2.99, p
=.003, 95% CI [-.060, -.012]).

We did not find the same pattern of results for sadness: only the belonging
status manipulation had a significant effect; the interaction term did not
reach significance. The full set of results pertaining to the key dependent
variables can be found in Table 3.2, and a visual summary can be found in
Figure 3.3.
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Table 3.2 Results of Regression Analyses for the Main Dependent Variables in Study 3.1

Outcome & b95% CI
Il’lredictor b [I?Ii /UL] SE 4 Fit
Anger
(Intercept) 2.06 [1.94, 2.19] 45.80 .06 <. 001
Belonging .05 [1.30,-81]  -1172 .13 <001
Response -.04 [-.08, -.01] -.50 .02 016
*B;Z;‘fi:si 09 [02,.16] 46 04 016
Pseudo-R? (fixed
effects) = .219
Sadness
(Intercept) 2.18 [2.06, 2.31] 48.01 .06 <.001
Belonging -1.13 [-1.38, -.88] -12.42 .13 <.001
Response -.01 [-.05, .03] -.16 .02 .54
F;:Efiﬁ 01 [-07,.09] 03 04 82
Pseudo-R? (fixed
effects) = .24
Need Threat
(Intercept) 3.06 [2.99, 3.14] 78.113 .04  <0.001
Belonging -1.36  [-1.51,-1.21] -17.33 .08 <0.001
Response -.04 [-.07,.01] -2.25 .02 .024
*B;Z;f:’i 07 [01,.14] 200 .03 036

Pseudo-R? (fixed
effects) = .54

Note. & represents unstandardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and

upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively. *** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05.
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Figure 3.3 Visual Summary of the Regression Analysis Results of Main Outcome Variables in
Studies 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3

[Study 1 ! Study 2 { [Study 3 :
Belonging S. i x ’
Response T. *
> Need Threat !
Anger B

Bel. S.*Res. T. Sadness A —A——
Z\ Hurt | !

-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 20 -15 10 -05 00 05-20 -1.5 -1.0 -05 00 05
Coefficient Estimates (95% CI)

Note. Visual summary of regression coefficients and associated 95%CI for the regression
analyses investigating the effect of belonging status and response type on reported emo-
tions and need threat (Studies 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3).

Study 3.2 Results

We predicted a significant interaction effect between belonging status
(ostracism vs inclusion) and response type (actual vs shared). More specifically,
we predicted that ostracized participants in the shared response condition
(vs actual response condition) would either exaggerate or downplay their
emotional responses. We had no a priori reasoning about which of these two
hypotheses would be supported. We expected no significant difference between
actual versus shared response type condition for included participants. This
study’s design, hypotheses, and analysis plan were pre-registered.

Manipulation Checks. Ostracized participants reported that they were more
ignored and excluded than the included participants condition, B = -2.46, ¢
=-30.69, SE = .04, p < .001, 95% CI [-2.61, -2.30]. As expected, neither the
main effect of response type nor the interaction term significantly affected the
manipulation check measure, -.011 < Bs < .01, ps > .53.

Ostracized participants reported that they received a smaller percentage of the
ball tosses (than the participants in the inclusion condition, B = 21.44, r =
29.10, SE = .74, p < .001, 95% CI [19.99, 22.89]. Unexpectedly, participants
in the actual response condition reported that they had received higher
percentage of the ball tosses, than the participants in the shared response
condition, B = -1.71, t = -2.32, SE = .74, p = .02, 95% CI [-3.16, -.26]. The
interaction term was not significant, B = .29, = .20, SE = 1.47, p = .84, 95%
CI [-2.60, 3.19]. We return to this finding in our general discussion section.
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Outcome Variables. Both belonging status and response type had a significant
main effect on reported anger. Ostracized participants reported feeling angrier
than the included participants. Moreover, participants in the actual response
condition reported feeling angrier than the participants in the shared response
condition. The interaction term was not significant.

For reports of sadness, only the main effect of belonging status was significant.
Ostracized participants reported feeling sadder, than the included participants.
The main effect of response type and the interaction term were not significant.

Concerning hurt feelings, the main effects of belonging status and response
type were significant. Ostracized participants reported feeling more hurt
than the included participants. Moreover, participants in the actual response
condition reported feeling more hurt than the participants in the shared
response condition. The interaction term was not significant.

Ostracized (compared to included) participants reported higher need threat.
Neither the main effect of response type nor the interaction term had a
significant effect on reported need threat. For a full set of results with regards
to the key outcome variables, see Table 3.3.

Study 3.3 Results

For Study 3.3, we predicted either a main effect of response type or an
interaction between response type and belonging status. More specifically,
based on the results of Study 3.2, in Study 3.3 we predicted that targets would
downplay their emotions instead of exaggerating them. This study’s design and
hypotheses were pre-registered''.

Manipulation Check. Participants in the ostracism condition reported feeling
more ignored and excluded than the participants in the inclusion condition, B
=-2.68,1=-30.40, SE=.09, p <.001, 95% CI [-2.86, -2.51]. The response type
and the interaction term were not significant, Bs > -.03, ps > .68. Moreover,
participants in the ostracism condition thought that they received fewer ball
tosses than the participants in the inclusion condition, B = 14.80, ¢ = 20.53,
2 <.001, 95% CI [13.38, 16.21]. The response type and the interaction term
were not significant, -.002 < Bs < .91, ps > .77.

11 In Study 3.3 we pre-registered using a MANCOVA or an ANOVA to test our hypotheses.
However, in order to be more consistent with Study 3.2 we report multiple linear regression
analyses. Results of a mixed ANOVA yields similar results.
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Table 3.3 Results of Regression Analyses for Dependent Variables of Interest in Study 3.2

0
I S Fi
Anger
(Intercept) 1.74 [1.66, 1.82] 43.18 .04 <.001
Belonging -1.02  [-1.18, -.86] -12.64 .08 <.001
Response -.18 [-.34, -.03] -2.28 .08 .023 o
5
?}iz;ig‘i 17 15,49 1.05 16 Y B
R = 23"
F(3,559) = 54.92
Sadness
(Intercept) 1.85 [1.77, 1.94] 42.98 .04 <.001
Belonging -1.14  [-1.31,-97] -13.23 .09 <.001
Response -17 [-.33,.00] -1.92 .09 .056
Bﬁ:‘;ﬁ;“i 210 [-44, 24 -60 17
R = 24
F(3,559) = 58.99
Hurt
(Intercept) 1.80 [1.71, 1.89] 40.83 .04 <.001
Belonging -1.07  [-1.24,-.89] -12.10 .09 <.001
Response -.19 [-.36, -.01] -2.10 .09 .036
*B;Z;‘(g)zi 14 [20,.49] .80 1 ¥
R= 21"
F(3,559) = 50.04
Need Threat
(Intercept) 3.14 [3.09,3.20] 113.61 .03 <.001
Belonging -1.43  [-1.51,-1.29] -25.36 .06 <.001
Response -.10 [-.21,.01] -1.83 .06 .07
F;le‘:giii 08 [14,300 74 a1 4

R2: 53k
F(3,559) = 215.28

Note. & represents unstandardized regression weights. LL and UL indicate the lower and

upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively. *** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05.
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Outcome Variables. Ostracized participants reported feeling more anger,
sadness, and hurt feelings than included participants. We observed no evidence
that actual and shared responses significantly differed. That is, after a delay,
ostracized participants still felt more negatively than included participants,
but they did not strategically communicate this to others. Replicating the
effects of ostracism, ostracized participants reported higher need threat than
included participants. There was no evidence that actual and shared responses
significantly differed. Full set of results pertaining to the regression analyses
can be seen in Table 3.4.

Bayesian Analyses

The results of the three studies offered little evidence for the idea that targets
would misrepresent their emotions to the sources. However, the frequentist
statistics approach did not allow us to conclude whether the data offers
support for the null hypothesis (i.e., no gaming) or not. Therefore, we
conducted a set of Bayesian analyses. We investigated under which model (i.e.,
one with or one without response type as a predictor) the observed data would
be more probable. To quantify support for our model comparison we relied
on the Bayesian information criterion (BIC) approximation that is used for
comparing frequentist models (Wagenmakers, 2007). This method enabled us
to acquire Bayes Factors (BF) indicating which model is favored more based on
the observed data. The result of this analysis indicates whether the data is more
probable under one model over the other and, thus, provides more information
on how to interpret the null results of the frequentist approach. For each study
we compared the model with only belonging status (M) with the model with
belonging status, response type and their interaction term (). The resulting
Bayes Factor (BF)o) from this analysis informs us on whether the data is more
probable under the latter model including the response type as a predictor or
not. BFjvalues higher than 1 offers more support for M, (i.e., support against
M), and values smaller than 1, offers more support for M, (i.e., support
against M,). If the results reveal more support against M, (or more support in
favor of M,), this means that the observed data was more probable for when
the participants did not game their emotions (i.e., no effect of response type
on how participants reported their emotions).
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Table 3.4 Results of Regression Analyses for Dependent Variables of Interest in Study 3.3

Outcome & b95% CI .
Predictor [LL, UL] d SE P Fit
Anger
(Intercept) 1.65 [1.54,1.75] 30.37 .05 <.001
Belonging -1.05 [-1.26, -.83] -9.65 11 <.001
Response 11 [-.10, .33] 1.03 11 .30
. o
Belonging 10 [-53,.33] 46 2n ¥ S
Response &
R = 28 S
F(3,243) = 31.58
Sadness
(Intercept) 1.66 [1.54,1.77] 29.37 .06 <.001
Belonging -1.11  [-1.33,-.89] -9.86 11 <.001
Response 10 [-.12,.32] .87 11 .38
*Belongi“g 23 [-67,.22] dor 23 !
Response
R2 = QORK*
F(3,243) = 33.11
Hurt
(Intercept) 1.82  [1.70, 1.93] 30.65 .06 <.001
Belonging -1.37 [-1.60,-1.14] -11.56 12 <.001
Response 12 [-.11,.306] 1.05 12 29
Belonging 28 [-75,.19] a4 M
Response
R = .36%*
F(3,243) = 45.61
Need threat.
(Intercept) 3.07 [3.00, 3.13] 96.46 .03 <.001
Belonging .60 [172,-147] 2512 .06 <001
Response -.09 [-.21,.04] -1.38 .06 17
Belonging 01 [-26, .24] o5 a3 °
Response

RZ & S
F(3.243) = 210.83

Note. Here, we report the regression analyses on the delayed measures of reported emo-

tions and need satisfactions. & represents unstandardized regression weights. LZL and UL

indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively. *** p <.001, **

p<.0L,*p<.05
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For Study 3.1, results revealed more support against the model with the
response type for anger BFy, = .002, sadness, BFjo< .001, and for need threat,
BF,y< .001. For Study 3.2, the results similarly revealed more support against
the model with the response type for anger, BF}, = .04, for sadness, BFj,=.014,
for hurt feelings, BFy,=.022, and for need threat, BF;=.012. For Study 3.3,
the results revealed that more support against the model with the response type
for anger, BF,,=.008, for sadness, BFj,=.009, for hurt feelings, BF,,=.014,
and for need threat, BFj,=.011. Taken together, these results offer very strong
evidence against the model including response type as a predictor compared
to the model just with belonging status. Taken together, the results of these
tests across all three studies provide more support against Model 1 — i.e., the
model that includes the response type as a predictor. Therefore, we take this as
evidence for the observed data being more probable for when the participants
did not game their emotions'”.

General Discussion

In the current paper, we investigated whether ostracized targets game their
emotions to sources more than included individuals. We proposed that targets
might exaggerate or downplay their emotions to the sources. We tested these
two competing hypotheses in a series of three experiments using well-validated
experimental paradigm of ostracized (K. D. Williams & Jarvis, 2006), study
designs for researching gaming emotions (Andrade & Ho, 2009), and widely
used measures of the outcome variables (K. D. Williams, 2009). Our results
replicated the large body of work on ostracism: Ostracism hurts more than
inclusion. We found some encouraging evidence, albeit inconsistent, for
our predictions in Study 3.1. Next, we conducted two confirmatory studies.
Opverall evidence coming from frequentist and Bayesian approaches converges
in that across three studies participants did not game their emotions when
communicating with sources.

On average we did not observe consistent evidence that ostracized participants
g p p
gamed their emotions more than included participants. However, it is
possible that some participants might have exaggerated their feelings while

12 We conducted an additional set of Bayesian analyses in which we ran the Bayesian alterna-
tive of the regression analyses reported in each study. Results of these analyses also offered
more support for the hypothesis that the observed data was more likely under the assump-
tion that targets did not game their emotions. More details and full set of results can be
found in the supplementary materials.
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others downplayed them (i.e., differentiated gaming). We explored this
possibility using the data from Study 3.3 but found no evidence in support
of differentiated gaming (see Supplementary Materials for the results of this
analysis). We thus conclude that the overall pattern of results does not support
that ostracized individuals alter their experienced emotions and level of need
threat to sources of ostracism.

Results of Study 3.2 suggested that participants in the shared response
conditions reported less severe hurt and anger regardless of whether they were
ostracized or included. Participants in the shared response condition (vs actual
response) also reported receiving less ball tosses across both inclusion and
ostracism conditions. Yet, these effects were not qualified by an interaction
with their belonging status. Therefore, although these pieces of evidence point
to some sort of gaming (i.e., participants telling others they received fewer balls
or saying that they did not feel that bad) it does not suggest that participants
game after being ostracized more/less than after being included, providing no
evidence for our gaming hypotheses.

Lastly, we conducted a set of Bayesian analyses. Results of these analyses
provided strong evidence against the model that incorporates response type as
a predictor. That is, the current data is more probable under the assumption
that participants just communicated how they felt after being ostracized (vs
included) to the sources (or privately) without strategically misrepresenting
their emotions and needs regardless of how (between- versus within-subject)
or when (immediate or delayed) they were asked to do so. We think that the
combination of the frequentist and Bayesian approaches produces strong
evidence that targets of ostracism choose to communicate their emotions and
needs truthfully.

Implications

Across three studies we observed no consistent evidence of gaming for ostracized
participants. That is, the targets of ostracism (vs included participants) were
not more likely to exaggerate or downplay their emotions when they thought
this would be communicated to the other players. One potential interpretation
of this finding is that participants did not feel the need to alter their emotions
and that they wanted to communicate truthfully. This would mean that when
people are ostracized in a setting such as Cyberball, they might want to tell
the others, truthfully, how they felt during the game. This has implications for
how targets of ostracism are perceived and treated when they talk about their
experience. People tend to think that ostracism is less harmful than other types
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of mistreatment (O’Reilly et al., 2014) and underestimate the social pain of
the targets (Nordgren et al., 2011). Our results, then, might suggest the plight
of the target to be taken as truthful and not as a misrepresentation of their
emotional state.

What does the evidence against gaming of emotions after ostracism mean
for emotion-regulation goals in this context? In the introduction we laid out
several reasons as to why people may want to downplay or exaggerate their
emotions to sources which were centered around targets wanting to avoid
negative outcomes (e.g., reciprocal anger or looking weak) or attain positive
outcomes (e.g., re-inclusion or instilling empathy). We interpret the evidence
against gaming emotions in the current study as evidence for participants not
being motivated to game their emotions to the sources. Previous work suggests
that people are motivated to regulate their emotions with instrumental goals
to the extent that they think this would be beneficial for them in some way
(Eldesouky & English, 2019; Riediger et al., 2009; M. Tamir et al., 2013; M.
Tamir & Ford, 2012). Following that logic, the evidence against gaming in
the current study can be interpreted as people not seeing utility in gaming
emotions within the current study.

Why did participants in the current project not see utility in gaming emotions?
We speculate this may have happened for at least three different reasons. First,
participants may have thought that the sources would be unresponsive and not
be concerned about the their emotional state. That is, even if participants think
gaming emotions is useful in general, they may have thought that the sources
would be unresponsive to their communication. This may have diminished
their motivation to increase the effectiveness of communicated emotion by
gaming it. Second, participants themselves may have been less concerned
about the social outcomes of shared emotions. Previous research suggests that
individuals tend to inhibit less and self-disclose more when online compared
to in-person social interactions (e.g., Suler, 2004). Finally, a third possibility
is that participants may have felt that they would be able to convey whatever
they wanted to convey without gaming their emotions That is, they may have
thought that the level of emotion they experienced would be enough to signal
what they think about the situation to the sources. This may also result in no
motivation to game. Future work can investigate these various possibilities
further by incorporating measures that tap into people’s beliefs surrounding
the impact of communicated emotions on the desired outcomes (e.g., the
belief in that they would be re-included if they make the sources believe that
they were not hurt).
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We have measured the gaming of emotions both at the immediate (Studies
3.1 and 3.2) and the delayed stage (Study 3.3). The results of the three studies
converged to a large extent in that participants did not game their emotions,
regardless of the stage in which they were given the possibility to do so. This
pattern of results rules out the explanation that targets did not game their
emotions in Studies 3.1 and 3.2 because they were still dealing with the initial
hurt of ostracism and could not focus on instrumental or social motives that
could help them communicate a certain message to the sources. Rather, these
patterns of results further support the conclusion that participants in this
online ball-tossing game did not choose to game their emotions and instead
communicated to the sources truthfully.

Our design choices with regards to communication of emotions paralleled
previous work on gaming emotions that showed that people game their
emotions to attain better financial payoffs (Andrade & Ho, 2009; van Dijk et
al., 2018). One main difference between these prior studies and the current
study is that while these prior studies focus on people’s financial standing
(i.e., not being satisfied with the payoff and trying to attain a better financial
payofl), the current study focuses on people’s social standing (i.e., not being
satisfied with one’s inclusion status and potentially trying to attain a better
social outcome — inclusion). It is possible that the financial incentive inherent
in negotiation studies may be the motivating factor for observed gaming of
emotions in such studies. The incentive of inclusion in the online ball-tossing
game may not be enough for people to engage in strategic considerations
with regards to how they express their emotions. Future work can test this
possibility by incorporating financial incentives in this online ball-tossing
game (for example by using €yberball: van Beest & Williams, 2006).

Moreover, ostracism is an experience that is painful (K. D. Williams, 2007)
and has a myriad of negative consequences that might potentially impact
one’s ability to game their emotions. For example, targets might not be
able to consider how their communication may impact others due to
impaired cognitive abilities (Baumeister et al., 2002), or they might not be
able to engage in strategic communication due to impaired self-regulation
(Baumeister et al., 2005). This makes the experience of ostracism and the
following communication of emotions a more complex social interaction than
communication emotions with regards to an unfavorable financial outcome.
Ostracized targets might not exactly know how to regain inclusion, and this
might inhibit their ability to strategically misrepresent their emotions to attain
social inclusion.
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Limitations and Additional Future Directions

One limitation is that we focused on how targets communicated with sources.
Even though ostracized targets might be motivated to game their emotions,
they might not be motivated to do so to the sources of their suffering. If
participants do not think that the others will care, they might just be unwilling
to engage in any emotional communication (Von Culin et al., 2018). Would,
then, the targets of ostracism be more likely to game their emotions to people
other than the sources —i.e., an innocent bystander, or their therapist? Future
research can investigate this question by including an observer in the Cyberball
paradigm (i.e., a player that is present during the game but is not expected to
participate in the game).

Another limitation is that we studied ostracism by strangers. In all studies
participants played the game with other randomly selected participants whom
they had no chance of meaningful face-to-face interaction. This meant that they
played the game and were ostracized by total strangers which targets may not
see as likely affiliation partners (DeWall & Richman, 2011). However, people
also get ostracized by people they know, i.e., their friends, family members,
and their colleagues. Would people be more motivated to misrepresent their
emotions to people whom they know beforehand? For example, if a target
exaggerates how sad they feel about being ostracized to their friend would this
be more likely to instill empathetic concern (Batson et al., 2007)? Alternatively,
would targets be more likely to downplay their sadness so as not to appear
weak (Spokas et al., 2009) when they are sharing their hurt to a friend? Future
research can investigate this question using paradigms that allow for observing
daily interactions (e.g., a diary study) to gain further insights into the various
audiences and how they impact the target’s motivation to communicate their
emotions.

While designing our studies we paid close attention to incorporating previously
established paradigms and measures. We aimed to test the established gaming
emotions hypothesis as a response to not financial but social outcomes. To
that end, we modeled our design based on previous work on gaming emotions
(Andrade & Ho, 2009; van Dijk et al., 2018) and used a well-established
ostracism paradigm with associated measures (K. D. Williams, 2009). By
doing so, we ensured that our design and paradigm were similar to previous
work that investigated gaming emotions and ostracism. This ensured that the
findings we obtained are valid and relevant to researchers who rely on these
typical operationalization and methods of ostracism and gaming emotions.
Nevertheless, we feel future research might also benefit from studying
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emotional communication after ostracism in other settings as discussed above.
Additionally, although using single-item measures of distinct emotions is not
uncommon in ostracism research (Celik et al., 2013; Petsnik & Vorauer, 2020),
future research could also benefit from relying on multiple-item measures of
distinct emotions (for example, see: Harmon-Jones et al., 2016) to increase the
reliability of measured emotions.

Conclusion

Past work shows that people game their emotions to improve their outcomes in
a variety of contexts (e.g., in a financial negotiation, at work, or during social
interactions in daily life). In the current paper, we evaluated the possibility
of gaming emotions in the context of ostracism. Using well-established
paradigms and measures in ostracism research, we conducted three studies
investigated whether ostracized individuals would game their emotions to the
sources of ostracism. Across studies, we found little evidence that people game
their emotions to the sources after being ostracized, suggesting that people
truthfully communicate their emotions with the sources.
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Abstract

Using both correlational and experimental designs across four studies (/V =
1251 working individuals), the current project aimed to contribute to the
understanding of workplace ostracism by studying two research questions.
First, we tested whether the subjective experience of targets reflects the current
theorizing of ostracism. Second, drawing from the transactional theory of
stress and coping (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), we investigated whether this
subjective experience impacts targets’ coping responses. Findings based on
exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses supported the current theorizing
of workplace ostracism such that perceived intensity, intent, and ambiguity
were reflected in how targets appraised being ostracized at work. The appraisals
were also related to coping responses. Perceived intensity predicted more
approach-oriented (e.g., confrontation) and less avoidance-oriented coping
responses (e.g., minimization). While attributions of intent also predicted
some coping responses (e.g., instrumental support seeking), the explanatory
power of perceived ambiguity was lower than the other two appraisals.
Although these researcher-defined dimensions may be reflective of targets’
experience, we propose that predictions made based on these dimensions need
further refinement. The theoretical and practical significance of these findings
are discussed in relation to how workplace ostracism is typically studied in the
literature.
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Imagine going to work and greeting your colleagues and receiving no answer,
having to sitalone during lunch or realizing that your colleagues are not inviting
you when they go for a coffee break. These seemingly subtle occurrences
are just a few examples of workplace ostracism. Being ostracized at work is
associated with a multitude of negative outcomes such as increased turnover
intentions and rates (O’Reilly et al., 2014), lower job performance (Feng et
al., 2019; Xia et al., 2019), increased emotional exhaustion (Thompson et al.,
2019) or psychological distress (Wu et al., 2012) to name a few. Therefore,
considerable research up to date has focused on identifying antecedents and
outcomes associated with workplace ostracism (for recent meta-analyses, see:

Bedi, 2021; Howard et al., 2020).

Yet, how people appraise ostracism and how this appraisal shapes their
coping strategies has received relatively less attention. This is an issue because
effective mitigation or prevention of ostracism would be challenging without
understanding how targets (i.e., those who are ostracized) deal with such
instances. Therefore, in this project we study how targets cope with workplace
ostracism by drawing from transactional theory of stress and coping (Lazarus
& Folkman, 1984) and investigating how targets’ subjective appraisals relate
to coping responses. We aim to gain a refined understanding of workplace
ostracism by (1) assessing whether targets’ subjective appraisals reflect the
current theorizing of ostracism and (2) whether their subjective appraisals
impact coping responses.

This study has several theoretical and practical contributions. First, this
project can contribute to the understanding of workplace ostracism as a
theoretical construct. What differentiates workplace ostracism from other
workplace aggression constructs is that it is defined as an act of omission that
is characterized by low intensity, lack of clear intent to harm, and ambiguity
(Ferris et al., 2017; Robinson et al., 2013; Robinson & Schabram, 2017).
However, it is currently unclear whether targets’ appraisals of ostracism really
encompass these three appraisals. We fill this gap by testing whether targets’
appraisals are in line with how workplace ostracism is defined. By doing so,
this study also contributes to the discussion on the distinctiveness of how
workplace aggression constructs are defined (Hershcovis, 2011; Hershcovis &
Reich, 2013).

Second, it is often implied that appraisals of ostracism influence how people
respond to being ostracized at work (e.g., Ferris et al., 2016; Robinson et al.,

2013). Yet, researchers rarely measured or manipulated appraisals of ostracism
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to study their effects. In the current project we examined if the researcher-
defined criteria surrounding intensity, intent, and ambiguity determined
coping responses to workplace ostracism. As such this can help refine
predictions regarding behavioral outcomes associated with ostracism at work.

Finally, our project has important practical implications. Knowing how people
cope with workplace ostracism may help organizations identify how to help
and assist ostracized employees. For instance, previous studies on coping
show that not all strategies are equally constructive or beneficial (e.g., J. P.
Baker & Berenbaum, 2007; Biggs et al., 2017; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).
Because poor coping with this prevalent organizational stressor can affect both
individual and organizational effectiveness (e.g., due to loss in productivity),
identifying factors contributing to it carries both individual and organizational

benefit.

Defining Workplace Ostracism

In the current project we rely on a dominant stream and define ostracism
as “the extent to which an individual perceives that he or she is ignored or
excluded by others” (Ferris et al., 2008, p. 1348). We rely on this definition
also because of its emphasis on the targets’ subjective experience. This variance
in subjective experience can be consequential for how targets deal with being
ostracized at work. For instance, while one person may consider not being
invited for coffee as ostracism, another person may not interpret the event
as such. Due to varying interpretations of the same situation (cfr. appraisal;
Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) people will react differently to the same types of
occurrences. Therefore, relying on a definition of workplace ostracism that
incorporates the subjective experience of the targets is more valuable for the
purposes of the current project than looking at workplace ostracism solely as
an act of omission (Robinson et al., 2013).

Past decades witnessed a proliferation of workplace aggression constructs
which was met by a call for integration (e.g., Hershcovis, 2011), and more
rigorous investigation of individual constructs to identify antecedents and
outcomes associated with these specific constructs (e.g., Ferris et al., 2008,
2017; O’Reilly et al., 2014; Robinson et al., 2013). In comparing workplace
ostracism to other constructs, researchers have characterized workplace
ostracism by appraisals of low intensity, low intent, and ambiguity (Ferris et
al., 2017). Specifically, the appraisal of low intensity refers to the fact that
ostracism, in comparison to other workplace mistreatment constructs such
as harassment or bullying, would be perceived as less intense or severe by the
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targets (e.g., O’Reilly et al., 2014). Next, the appraisal of low intent captures
how targets of ostracism may attribute low levels of harmful intentions to acts
of ostracism or that they may have a hard time deciphering intent. Finally,
the appraisal of ambiguity refers to how ostracism is ambiguous as to whether

it happened or not mainly due to being an act of omission (Robinson et al.,
2013).

Appraisals of Workplace Ostracism and Coping

Coping refers to any cognitive or behavioral effort aimed at managing or
tolerating a specific stressor (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). The transactional
theory of stress and coping (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) categorizes coping
responses into two higher-order categories, emotion- and problem-focused
coping. While problem-focused coping responses are classified as responses
focusing on solving the issue at hand (e.g., confrontation or instrumental
support seeking), emotion-focused coping responses deal with the emotional
aftermath instead of trying to resolve the problem (e.g., emotional support
seeking or avoidance). This also relates to the approach and avoidance
orientation for dealing with stress (Roth & Cohen, 1986). Coping responses
that orient oneself towards the source of the problem (i.e., the ostracizer or
the feelings associated with being ostracized) can be classified as approach-
oriented, whereas coping responses that move away from the source of the
problem can be classified as avoidance-oriented (also akin to engagement-
disengagement coping put forth by D. L. Tobin et al., 1989). According to the
transactional theory of coping and stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), people
determine whether and how to cope with a stressful event based on their
appraisals of this event. People assess how threatening an event is, and whether
they have sufficient resources to deal with it. Empirical studies examining the
relationship between workplace ostracism appraisals and coping are lacking,
but prior literature did theorize about the relationship between these appraisals
and target’s responses to ostracism.

Regarding intensity, scholars suggest that workplace ostracism is perceived as
less intense than some other forms of workplace aggression both theoretically
(Ferris et al., 2017; Scott & Dufly, 2015) and empirically (O’Reilly et al.,
2014). For example, O’Reilly et al. (2014) suggest that individuals perceive
ostracism as more acceptable and less socially inappropriate than harassment.
Consequently, low intensity may relate to subdued coping responses. Appraising
workplace mistreatment as more or less negative (Marchiondo et al., 2018),
stressful (Bunk & Magley, 2013; Cortina & Magley, 2009), or intense (Nixon
etal., 2021; Nixon & Spector, 2015) is related to how targets response to being
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mistreated. More specifically for coping, Cortina and Magley (2009) found
that when people did not perceive incivility to be very stressful, they engaged
more in minimization or detachment as a way of coping. In contrast, when
incivility was perceived as stressful, people responded with support seeking or
more assertive coping strategies. Drawing from these findings, we expect that
targets of workplace ostracism may also engage in more approach-oriented
and less avoidance-oriented coping to the extent that they appraise workplace
ostracism as intense.

Attributions of intent can also relate to how targets cope with being ostracized
at work. Liu (2019) suggested that when attributions of harmful intent are
low, targets of ostracism make more internal attributions (i.e., self-blame)
about why ostracism took place (e.g., “I was socially awkward”) instead of
external attributions (e.g., “The perpetrator tried to hurt me”). This self-blame
may in turn lead to more rumination (He et al., 2020; Rime et al., 1992) and
distress by being reminded of negative information about oneself (Kim et al.,
2020). Seeking support from others or confronting the perpetrator — approach-
oriented responses — may be unpopular strategies when one thinks that they
are the root of the problem. Alternatively, the perception that one is being
intentionally harmed or hurt may lead to anger (DeWall et al., 2009; Reijntjes
et al., 2011). This anger may lead to more approach-oriented coping given
that anger is an emotion associated with approach behaviors (C. S. Carver &
Harmon-Jones, 2009; Reiter-Scheidl et al., 2018). Taken together, we expect
that attributing harmful intent to the sources will be positively related to
approach-oriented coping and negatively related to avoidance-oriented coping.

Regarding appraisals of ambiguity, Robinson et al., (2013, p. 208) argue that
this characteristic of ostracism “makes ostracism much more difficult to cope
with and respond to than incivility, aggression, harassment, bullying, and the
like.” Moreover, Robinson et al. (2013) suggest two reasons as to why the
ambiguity may lead to less approach-oriented coping responses. First, they
suggest that confronting someone about an act of omission (i.e., something
they have not actively engaged in) may be more difficult than confronting
someone about a more tangible act, like an act of commission. Second,
they argue that ambiguity may enable the perpetrator to deny wrongdoing,
making it difficult for the targets to approach the source of the stressor. On
a similar note, Ferris et al., (2016) argue that the uncertainty and ambiguity
surrounding ostracism may lead the targets to feel anxious and consequently
respond with avoidance-oriented responses. Taken together, these insights
suggest that ambiguous nature of ostracism will lead to more avoidance-
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oriented behaviors. Building on these studies, we propose that an increase in
perceived ambiguity of workplace ostracism will lead to less approach-oriented,
and more avoidance-oriented coping responses.

Current Research

In this project, we investigate (1) whether the researcher-defined criteria for
workplace ostracism are reflected in the subjective experience of the targets and
(2) whether this subjective experience relates to coping responses. To address
these questions, we conducted four studies. Given the scarcity of empirical
work on the topic we started with an exploratory study. Following past work
(Hershcovis et al., 2018; Marchiondo et al., 2018) in Study 4.1 we used a
critical incident approach and aimed to provide insights into how people
appraised and coped with a lived experience of workplace ostracism. Note,
however, that the memory of a stressor is related to how one copes with this
stressor (e.g., Levine et al., 2012). It follows that any relationships we observe
between targets’ appraisals and coping with a critical incident approach may
be prone to memory biases. To overcome these biases, we conducted three
vignette experiments (Studies 4.2.1 to 4.2.3) and manipulated appraisals of
intensity, intent, and ambiguity (all high vs. low) to test how each relates
to coping responses. Relying on this method also allowed us to test causal
relationships between appraisals and coping responses.

All studies were pre-registered. For Study 4.1 (exploratory) we pre-registered our
measures, sample size and exclusion criteria; and for Study 4.2 (confirmatory),
we also pre-registered our hypotheses. Hypotheses for Study 4.2 are in the
relevant introduction section. All data, analysis scripts and pre-registrations
can be found in a publicly accessible repository at https://osf.io/qnukh/.

Study 4.1

Using a critical incidents approach, we examined whether targets’ subjective
appraisals reflect the current theorizing of ostracism at work and whether
these appraisals related to specific coping strategies for dealing with workplace
ostracism.

93

-
-
o
2
B
5
]

=)

-




Chapter 4

Methods

Participants

Based on our a priori determined sample size, we recruited 300 participants
online (screening criteria: UK citizens, English as first language, with approval
rates > 95%, employed fulltime or parttime, always or sometimes works from
a central place of work [also during Covid-19]) via Prolific UK (Peer et al.,
2017). We paid participants 1.70 pound for their efforts. We pre-registered to
exclude participants who wrote a memory in less than 30 seconds (7 = 1) or
failed two of the three attention checks (# = 0). We also excluded participants
who did not write a memory of workplace ostracism or indicated that they
were never ostracized at work (7 = 41). The final sample consisted of 258
participants (127 female, 131 male). The age ranged from 18 to 69 (M =
35.96, SD = 11.92). Most participants were employed full time (7 = 203),
followed by part-time employees (7 = 46), few were unemployed and looking
for work (# = 3) and lastly, one participant was a student (7 = 1) at the time
of the study". All participants approved the informed consent before starting
the study.

Procedure

First participants completed the 10-item Workplace Ostracism Scale (WOS:
Ferris et al., 2008) reflecting on the past year. Then we asked all participants
to describe a recent workplace ostracism experience in detail. We provided
the items from the WOS (Ferris et al., 2008) as examples and did not provide
a detailed description of workplace ostracism. Next, participants rated their
perception of the experience on perceived intensity, intent, and ambiguity. The
items pertaining to these constructs were presented on three separate pages.
Afterwards, participants saw the coping scale on a single page. We randomized
the order of constructs and the order of items within each construct except
coping responses due to a technical error. Next, participants described the way
in which they coped with the event in their own words followed by questions

13 We choose not to exclude the four participants who were “unemployed” at the time of the
study for several reasons. First, we only presented them with a limited number of employ-
ment options (e.g., we did not have an item tapping to being “in-between jobs”). Second,
participants could only select one answer option. If a participant was a student who was
working, they might have chosen “student.” Lastly, recently unemployed participants could
also have had recent experiences of workplace ostracism. Thus, we opted for including the
participants if they reported a recent ostracism incident regardless of their current employ-
ment status.
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on general self-efficacy. Finally, participants answered some demographic
questions and were debriefed.

Measures and Materials

Workplace Ostracism. The WOS (Ferris et al., 2008) is a 10-item measure of
workplace ostracism assessing the frequency of experienced ostracism for the
past year (e.g., “Others ignored you at work,” 1 = never, 7 = always, Cronbach’s
a =.90).

Perceived Intensity. Similar to previous work (e.g., Nixon et al., 2021) we
wanted to stay close to definitional criteria and directly asked participants to
assess the intensity of the episode by three items we devised (e.g., “70 whar
extent do you think what happened to you was intense?” 1 = not at all, 5 =
extremely; Cronbach’s a = .90).

Perceived Ambiguity. Based on our theoretical conceptualization of ambiguity
and previous work on various forms of ambiguity (e.g., Breaugh & Colihan,
1994; McLain et al., 2015) we constructed three items (e.g., “I am certain [
was excluded (R),” 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree; Cronbach’s a = .80).
Higher scores reflect more perceived ambiguity.

Perceived Intent. We measured perceived intent by utilizing nine items
from past research (Marchiondo et al., 2018) that asks the extent to which
participants attributed intent to the source (e.g., “ The primary person(s) planned
this behavior,” 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree; Cronbach’s a = .89).

Coping Responses. While choosing the coping strategies we relied on
previous work on coping with stressors (e.g., C. Carver et al., 1989; Lazarus
& Folkman, 1984) and work investigating coping with various forms of
workplace mistreatment (e.g., Cortina & Magley, 2009; Hershcovis et al.,
2018). We asked participants about confrontation (e.g., “I confronted the
primary person(s),” Cortina & Magley, 2009), seeking instrumental support
(e.g., I talked to someone to find out more about the situation,” C. Carver et
al., 1989), seeking emotional support (e.g., “I asked people who have had
similar experiences what they did,” C. Carver et al., 1989), minimization and
conflict avoidance (e.g., “I told myself that what happened wasnt important,”
Cortina & Magley, 2009). When needed, we adopted the wording of certain
items to fit the context of workplace ostracism. In addition, we included
a number of items to assess mild forms of confrontation for a subscale we
called “soft-confrontation.” We opted to include mild forms because previous
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research reported low rates of confrontation to cope with subtle instances of
workplace mistreatment (Cortina & Magley, 2009; Hershcovis et al., 2018).
Additionally, Hershcovis et al. (2018), argued that confrontation might be too
direct and strong for a subtle workplace mistreatment. We used three items
(e.g., I asked the primary person(s) why I was excluded.”). This set of coping
responses differed based on whether they are emotion- vs problem-focused
(e.g. emotional support seeking vs confrontation, Lazarus & Folkman, 1984);
and whether they are approach- or avoidance-oriented (e.g., confrontation
vs avoidance, Roth & Cohen, 1986). Participants indicated to what extent
each statement describes how they dealt with the situation (1 = not at all, 5
= a great deal). We ran exploratory factor analyses (EFA) to understand the
factor structure of the coping responses The final EFA with 16 items and a
four-factor solution provided acceptable fit x? (87, N = 258) = 278.68, p
< .001, CFI = .94, TLI = .90, RMSEA = .092, 95% CI (.078, .107). More
details about the factor analysis and the factor loadings can be found in the
Supplementary Materials. Based on the factor analysis we created subsets for
the coping responses as confrontation (combination of confrontation and
soft-confrontation items; Cronbach’s @ = .94), emotional support seeking
(Cronbach’s @ = .91), instrumental support secking (Cronbach’s @ = .89),
and minimization (three minimization items and one item from the initial
avoidance subscale: Cronbach’s a = .75).

Self-Efficacy. We measured self-efficacy by using the eight-item New General
Self Efficacy Scale (G. Chen et al., 2001) with items such as “7 will be able to
overcome many challenges” (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree, Cronbach’s

a=.91).

Results

Appraisals of Workplace Ostracism

To establish whether the definitional characteristics of workplace ostracism
(i.e., intensity, intent, and ambiguity) were distinguishable in our sample we
conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA). We used parallel analysis (PA)
for factor extraction; principal axis factoring method with oblique (Oblimin)
rotation and conducted the analysis using the fa() function of the R package
psych (Revelle, 2021). We excluded one item from the perceived intent
subscale because it did not load on any of the three factors. The final three-
factor solution provided a good fit for the data with the remaining set of items
x%(52, N = 258) = 126.46, p < .001, CFI = .97, TLI = .94, RMSEA = .074,
95% CI (.055, .094). Factor loadings of the final model can be seen in Table
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4.1. Based on the results of the EFA we created separate indices for perceived
intensity (@ = .90), intent (@ = .91), ambiguity (@ = .80) by calculating the
means of respective items into single scores. We report the best fitting one here,
but we also explored other factor solutions (see Supplementary Materials).

Table 4.1 Factor Loadings of the EFA on Perceptions of Workplace Ostracism in Study 4.1

Factor1 Factor2  Factor 3

Ambiguity

1. I am certain I was excluded. .00 -.02 90
2.1 clearly know that I was ignored or excluded. -.02 -.04 .86
3. I am not sure if [ was left out. (R) -11 .07 48
Intensity

1. To what extent do you think what happened to you was -.01 .90 .01
severe?

2. To what extent do you think what happened to you was .02 .80 -.03
intense?

3. To what extent do you think what happened to you was .03 .85 -.05
serious?

Intent

1. The primary person(s) committed this behavior on .84 -.05 -.04
purpose.

2. The incident was accidental. (R) 71 .00 -.13
3. The primary person(s) did not intend for this incident to .80 -.15 -.08
happen. (R)

4. The primary person(s) intended to hurt me in some way. 71 13 .01
5. The primary person(s) was unaware of the implications of 75 -.04 .09
their behavior. (R)

6. The primary person(s) was intentionally being rude. .70 .07 -12
7. The primary person(s) planned this behavior. 77 14 .09
8. The primary person(s) used their behavior to get 51 .18 .08

something that they wanted.

Note. The factor loadings higher than .30 are shown in bold. Letter “R” indicates items
that are reverse coded
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Which Factors Predict Coping Responses?

See Table 4.2 for descriptive statistics and intercorrelations for all the variables
in Study 4.1. We first examined the frequency of using different strategies
by comparing the mean score for each coping type. The results of a one-way
within subjects ANOVA testing the effect of coping type on mean coping
responses revealed a significant effect of coping type on the use of coping
response, F(1.98, 520.98) = 175.10, p < .001. To compare all coping types to
each other we ran several pair-wise t-tests with a Bonferroni correction. See
Figure 4.1 for a visual depiction of the results of these analyses. The least used
coping response was confrontation, and the most used coping response was
minimization. Participants reported using instrumental support seeking and
emotional support seeking also less than they reported using minimization.
The results suggested that avoidance-oriented coping responses — in this case
minimization — are more frequently adopted than more approach-oriented
coping responses such as confrontation or instrumental support seeking.

Figure 4.1 Mean Coping Response for Each Coping Type

L s
z <.001
©
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5 <.001
@ |
o 4 | <.001
=3
£
§ <.001 =
I |
= <.001
.005
I
2
1
Confrontation Instrumental Sup. Emotional Sup. Minimization

Type of Coping Response

Note. The error bars indicate the standard error of the mean. The p values are based on the
results of pairwise t-tests with Bonferroni correction.
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We then investigated what predicts coping responses. We used the sem()
function in the R package lavaan (Rosseel, 2012) to conduct the SEM analyses
(with Maximum Likelihood estimation with robust standard errors, i.e.,
“MLR” estimator method) and report 95% BCI standard errors and p values
(1000 bootstrap). For each endogenous variable an error term was automatically
created by lavaan and its error variance was estimated while constraining the
path loading to 1.0. The endogenous variables were allowed to covary. Here
we present models built with manifest variables since we already investigated
the underlying factor structures of the relevant constructs. In testing the
relationship with appraisals and coping responses we controlled for the effect
of gender and age on coping responses because one’s gender and age may relate
to their experience of and coping with mistreatment in the workplace (e.g.,
Cortina et al., 2002; Hobfoll et al., 1994; Olafsson & J6hannsdéttir, 2004).
Additionally, given that previous experience of mistreatment can impact how
one copes with it (e.g., Cortina & Magley, 2009), we also controlled for the
effect of previous experience of workplace ostracism on all coping responses.
Finally, given its influence on coping responses (e.g., Haney & Long, 1995;
Herman et al., 2018; Schaubroeck et al., 2000), we also controlled for the
effect of general self-efficacy (G. Chen et al., 2001).

In our model we included direct paths from perceived intensity, intent, and
ambiguity to each of the coping responses (see Figure 4.2 for the simplified
visual depiction of the model with loadings) and paths from the control
variables (i.e., gender, age, self-efficacy, WOS) to coping responses. Since we
identified every possible relationship there were no degrees of freedom, and
the model was overidentified, x? = 0.00, df=0.00, p = NA, CFI = 1.00, TLI
= 1.00, RMSEA = .000, SRMR = .000, AIC = 8084.23, ECVI = .512. The
results pertaining to paths between appraisals and coping responses revealed a
complex pattern of relationships between the constructs. Perceived intensity
was directly related to all coping responses. Attributions of intent was directly
related only to confrontation and instrumental support seeking, and to
perceived intensity. Finally, perceived ambiguity was not directly related to
any of the coping responses. The results also revealed that perceived intensity
and intent were positively correlated, and both were negatively correlated with
perceived ambiguity.
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Figure 4.2 Manifest Model with Direct Effects from Appraisals of Workplace Ostracism to
All Coping Responses

| Confrontation
Perceived
intent
Sleee Instrumental
Support S.
0% Percei\"ed
Intensity
-39 ** Emotional
Support S.
Perceived
ambiguity
Minimization

Note. For sake of simplicity, we left out the paths from control variables to the outcome
variables (age, gender, self-efficacy, and WOS). *** p <.001, **p < .01, *p < .05.

Discussion

The results of the EFAs on appraisals suggested that the best solution was a
three-factor one differentiating perceived intensity, intent, and ambiguity. This
supports previous theorizing such that targets seem to be able to distinguish
the researcher-defined dimensions in appraising their experiences of being
ostracized at work. We also used SEM to understand the relationship between
targets’ appraisals and their coping behavior. Perceived intensity had the
largest (and direct) relationship on all coping responses. Although participants
reported mostly using minimization (an avoidance-oriented coping response),
the targets who appraised the situation as more intense and (to a lesser extent)
as more intentional were more likely to also use other, more approach oriented,
coping responses such as confrontation.

Studies 4.2.1, 4.2.2, and 4.2.3

In Studies 4.2.1 to 4.2.3, we manipulated all three of the appraisals —intensity,
intent, and ambiguity, in three separate vignette studies and asked participants
to indicate how they would cope with these situations. We relied on an
experimental method for two main reasons. First, we wanted to test the
relationship between appraisals and coping responses without the potential
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memory biases of a recall paradigm. Second, we wanted to investigate causal
relationships between appraisals of workplace ostracism and coping responses.

Each participant saw a single vignette depicting an incident of workplace
ostracism. In separate studies, we manipulated the extent to which the
experiences in the vignettes varied (high vs. low) on intensity (Study 4.2.1),
intent (Study 4.2.2), and ambiguity (Study 4.2.3). The methods of the studies
are identical except for the type of appraisal that is manipulated, and thus,
we present these three studies together and highlight the differences when
necessary. We investigated how each appraisal (high vs low) relates to each
coping response (i.e., confrontation, instrumental and emotional support
seeking, and minimization). We also investigated how manipulating each
appraisal influences the other two appraisals.

Hence, we were able to investigate three questions in Study 4.2. First, we
investigated whether the three-factor solution for appraisals which was
observed in Study 4.1 would also be observed in a series of confirmatory factor
analyses (CFAs) in Study 4.2. Second, we investigated whether appraisals of
workplace ostracism predicted coping responses in ways as we proposed (and
in line with Study 4.1). And third, we explored how the manipulation of one
appraisal impacted the other two appraisals. We pre-registered our predictions
about how the manipulated appraisals would impact coping responses based
on the results of Study 4.1 and prior theorizing about coping with workplace
ostracism (e.g., Ferris et al., 2016; Robinson et al., 2013; Robinson &
Schabram, 2017):

Hypothesis 1: Participants in the low intensity condition will report using less
confrontation (1a), less instrumental support (1b), less emotional support (1¢)
and more minimization (1d) as a potential coping response.

Hypothesis 2: Participants in the low intent condition will report using less
confrontation (2a), less instrumental support (2b), less emotional support (2¢)
and more minimization (2d) as a potential coping response.

Hypothesis 3: Participants in the low ambiguity condition will report using

more confrontation (3a), more instrumental (3b) and emotional support
seeking (3c), and less minimization (3d) as a potential coping response.
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Methods

Participants and Design

We powered Study 4.2 based on the smallest significant correlation we observed
in Study 4.1 between appraisals and coping (r = -.18, or a Cohen’s & = .37).
A priori power analysis conducted using G*Power (Faul et al., 2007) for a
two-tailed t-test with a p = .0125 (p = .05 Bonferroni corrected for 4 outcome
variables), and 80% power revealed that we needed at least 330 participants to
detect 4 = .37. Based on this analysis, we recruited 330 participants online for
each study (screening criteria: English as first language, with approval rates >
95%, participated in at least 10 studies on the platform, employed fulltime or
parttime) via Prolific UK (Peer et al., 2017). We pre-registered our exclusion
criteria as failing 2 of the 3 attention checks or giving the wrong answer
to both comprehension checks'. Across three studies we excluded some
participants because they started the study but did not continue (z = 21), no
participant failed the attention checks or comprehension checks. Participants
were randomly assigned to either high or low appraisal conditions in each
study. The final sample size for Study 4.2.1 was 333 (165 male, 164 female,
4 other, M, = 33.71, SD,, = 14.48), for study 4.2.2 330 (162 male, 163
female, 5 other, M, = 35.70, SD,, = 10.24), and for Study 4.2.3 it was 330
(166 male, 162 female, 2 other, M, = 36.10, SD,,. = 11.41). All participants
approved the informed consent before starting the study.

Procedure

Each vignette in Study 4.2 started with the same workplace ostracism situation
that was adapted from previous work (Fiset et al., 2017). The vignette described
a workplace ostracism incident with a colleague named “Alex” as the source.
We appended the specific appraisal manipulation (high or low) based on the
study (intensity, intent, or ambiguity). For a full list of how we manipulated
each appraisal see the Supplementary Materials. An example vignette from the
condition of high intensity appraisal (Study 4.2.1) read:

“You have been working at a new company for a while. One of your
colleagues — Alex — is roughly the same age as you, and you both work
in similar positions within the organization. After working together
with Alex for a while you realize that Alex rarely answers your phone
calls or emails. Alex also seems to give you the cold shoulder when you

14 We mistakenly included only two attention checks in Study 4.2.1. We opted to only exclude
participants who failed both attention checks in that study.
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meet, and you feel like Alex does not usually invite you to after-work
events.

This makes you feel ignored and excluded and you think that these behaviors
are kind of a big deal. You are bothered by these behaviors.”

Measures and Materials

Coping Responses. For coping responses, we used the coping items from
Study 4.1 which were retained after the EFA (1 = nor at all, 5 = extremely).
We randomized the order of all coping responses. We changed the “primary
person(s)” placeholder in Study 1 to “Alex.” Finally, we also changed the
wording of one of the items (from “I would make a joke about it to primary
person(s)” to “I would jokingly say something about it to Alex.”).

Appraisals. We used the same items as in Study 4.1 for perceived intensity
and perceived ambiguity as in Study 1'°. For attributions of intent, we selected
three items from the set of items in Study 4.1 (e.g., 7 would think that the
primary person(s) committed this behavior on purpose,” a’s = .70 to .90, full
results in the Supplementary Materials). We asked about all three appraisals
in each study.

Manipulation Checks. The appraisal questions served as manipulation checks
in each study according to which appraisal was manipulated. For example, for
Study 4.2.1, perceived intensity ratings served as manipulation checks for the
intensity manipulation (high vs low).

Results for Studies 4.2.1, 4.2.2, and 4.2.3

We first ran CFAs to validate the factor structures that we observed in Study
1 both for the appraisals and the coping responses. For the CFAs we used the
R package lavaan (Rosseel, 2012) with maximum likelihood estimation. We
report both absolute and incremental fit indices for the CFAs and interpret the
results based on the cutoff values proposed by previous work (Hu & Bentler,
1999). Due to the similar pattern of results observed across all three studies,
we report the results of the CFAs together. For appraisals of intensity, intent
and ambiguity, the three-factor solution observed in Study 1 (see Table 4.1)
provided good fit across all three studies (CFIs > .97, RMSEA < .068). For

15  Due to a typo in Study 2.3 in one of the perceived ambiguity items, we relied on two items
on that study instead of three. And we calculated a spearman-brown correlation coeflicient

than Cronbach’s alpha (REF).
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coping responses, the 4-factor solution also provided good fit across all three
studies (CFIs > .95, RMSEA < .066). These findings validated the results of
the EFAs conducted in Study 1. Therefore, we retained the factors structure
we observed in Study 1 in Study 2 both for appraisals and coping responses.

Manipulation Checks

The manipulation was successful for intensity (#(330.8) = -6.76, p <. 001, &
= -.74, 95% CI [-.96, -.52])', intent (#303.76) = -9.14, p <. 001, 4 = -1.01,
95% CI [-1.24, -.78]), and ambiguity (#(324.75) = -6.96, p <. 001, d = -.77,
95% CI [-.99, -.54]).

Relationship Between Appraisals and Coping Responses

The full set of descriptive and test statistics can be found in Table 4.3.
Participants in the high intensity condition reported that they would
engage in more confrontation, more instrumental support, more emotional
support, and less minimization supporting hypotheses la through 1d.
Further, when participants read a high intent (vs low intent) ostracism
vignette they indicated that they would engage in more instrumental and
emotional support seeking and less minimization. Intent to harm did not
have a significant effect on confrontation. These results offer support to
hypotheses 2b through 2d but not for hypothesis 2a. Finally, participants
in the low ambiguity condition reported using more confrontation and
more instrumental support seeking. These results support hypotheses 3a and
3b. The level of ambiguity did not have a statistically significant effect on
participants’ emotional support seeking and minimization response, failing
to offer support for hypotheses 3¢ and 3d.

16 There was a technical error in the perceived intensity and perceived ambiguity question
blocks in Study 4.2.1 — intensity. The anchors “slightly” and “moderately” were switched
such that “moderately” came before “slightly” instead of the other way around. We report
the analyses as if there were no mix up with the anchors. The direction of the results and the
statistical significance of the tests remain the same when we recode the variables to reflect
the correct ordering of the anchors.

105

-
-
o
2
B
5
]

=)

-




Chapter 4

Table 4.3 Descriptive and Test Statistics for Studies 4.2.1, 4.2.2, and 4.2.3 on All Coping
Responses

Low High
Study 2.1 - intensity M (SD) M (SD) t df ? d 95%CI
Confrontation 2.37 (1.00) 2.82(1.03) -4.09 330.60 <.001 -.45 [-.67,-.23]
Instrumental Support 2.57 (.98)  3.06 (.99) -4.57 330.90 <.001 -50 [-71,-.28]
Emotional Support 2.48 (1.02) 2.94 (1.10) -4.00 329.09 <.001 -.44 [-.66,-.22]
Minimization 2.92 (.96) 2.51 (1.01) 3.81 330.12 <.001 .42 [.20, .63]
Study 2.2- intent M (SD) M (SD) t df ? d 95%CI
Confrontation 2.49 (.94) 2.74 (1.06) -2.34 323.10 .02 =26 [-.47,-.04]
Instrumental Support 2.75 (1.06) 3.10 (1.06) -3.00 328 002  -33  [-.55,-.11]
Emotional Support 2.70 (1.07) 3.02 (1.11) -2.71 327.57 .007 -30  [-.52,-.08]
Minimization 2.82 (.93) 2.53(1.03) 2.65 324.76 .009 .29 [.07,.51]
Study 2.3 -
ambiguity M (SD) M (SD) t df ? d 95%CI
Confrontation 2.86 (1.14) 2.56 (.97) 2.57  322.06 .011 .28 [.07,.50]
Instrumental Support 3.28 (1.08) 2.94 (1.03) 2.99 327.87 .003 .33 [.11,.55]
Emotional Support 3.12 (1.02) 2.86 (1.05) 2.34 327.19 .02 .26 [.04, .47]
Minimization 2.44 (1.03) 2.61 (.99) -1.53 327.96 .13 -17  [-.38,.05]

Note. The critical alpha value for the confirmatory tests in Studies 4.2.1, 4.2.2, and 4.2.3
is .0125.

Relationship Between Different Appraisals

We also wanted to know how different appraisals were related to one another
in the three studies. In Study 4.2.1, participants in the low intensity condition
perceived the situation as less intentional (#(330.16) = -4.38, p <. 001, 4 = -.48,
95% CI [-.70, -.26]), and less ambiguous (#(330.44) = 3.45, p <. 001, 4 = .38,
95% CI [.16, .59]) than participants in the high intensity condition. In Study
4.2.2, participants who read the low intent vignette perceived the situation as
less intense (#(323.41) = -5.65, p <. 001, d = -.62, 95% CI [-.84, -.40]) and
more ambiguous (#(326.88) = 5.65, p <. 001, 4 = .62, 95% CI [.40, .84])
than participants who read the high intent vignette. Finally, in Study 4.2.3,
participants in the low ambiguity condition perceived the situation as more
intense (#(327.85) = 5.06, p <. 001, 4 = .56, 95% CI [0.34, 0.78]) and more
intentional (#(327.97) = 3.50, p <. 001, 4 = .39, 95% CI [0.17, 0.60]) than

participants in the high ambiguity condition.
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Discussion

We conducted Study 4.2.1 to 4.2.3 to confirm and validate the results observed
in Study 4.1 and to investigate the causal links between the appraisals and
coping responses. First, we confirmed the three-dimensional nature of the
ostracism appraisals. Next, most of our confirmatory hypotheses with regards
to the relationship between appraisals and coping responses were supported.
Participants reacted to high (vs low) intensity and intent in similar ways in
terms of most coping responses. More specifically, participants indicated
that they would seek more support (both emotional and instrumental) and
engage in less minimization both when the situation was characterized by
high (vs low) intensity and intent. While high intensity (vs low) also predicted
higher confrontation rates, high intent (vs low) did not have a statistically
significant effect on confrontation. The level of ambiguity was also related to
confrontation and instrumental support seeking but not emotional support
seeking and minimization. Intensity appraisals had the largest effect on coping
responses overall (average d = .43), followed by intent (average & = .30), and
lastly by ambiguity (average o = .26). This pattern is in line with Study 4.1,
where only perceived intensity had significant direct relationships with all four
coping responses and the sizes of these effects were larger than for the other
two appraisals.

General Discussion

To further the understanding of coping with workplace ostracism we conducted
four pre-registered studies and studied two questions. First, we asked whether
the criteria that are used to define workplace ostracism as a separate construct
(i.e., intensity, intent, and ambiguity) would be reflected in targets’ appraisals.
The findings that people distinguish between the three appraisals related
to workplace ostracism offer empirical support for the previously theorized
defining features of workplace ostracism (Ferris et al., 2017; Robinson et al.,
2013; Robinson & Schabram, 2017). By translating researcher-defined criteria
into targets’ subjective experience, these findings also contribute to the broader
issue of refining the defining criteria of workplace mistreatment (Hershcovis,
2011; Hershcovis & Reich, 2013). Second, we asked how targets’ subjective
experience of ostracism would relate to these coping responses. The results
across both studies revealed that targets engage in more approach-oriented
coping (e.g., confrontation) and less avoidance-oriented coping responses
(e.g., minimization) when they perceive the ostracism experience as more
intense (on all coping responses) and to a lesser extent as more intentional. The
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perceived ambiguity of workplace ostracism experience was a weaker predictor
of coping responses in relation to perceived intent and more so perceived
intensity.

To our knowledge, there was no empirical work on how targets’ appraisals
of workplace ostracism relate to coping responses at the time of conducting
this study. One reason for the lack of such studies may be related to the way
in which workplace ostracism is frequently studied. Most often, researchers
rely on the very popular Workplace Ostracism Scale (Ferris et al., 2008) to
measure the frequency in which various incidents of workplace ostracism were
experienced by the participants in the recent past. While this is undoubtedly
a valuable method for studying antecedents and outcomes of being ostracized
at work, using an alternative approach (i.e., critical incident approach and
vignettes) may be more informative for understanding targets’ subjective
experiences of workplace ostracism and how they cope with such instances.
Future work can adopt similar methods to continue investigating how the
experience of being ostracized can lead to various behavioral or psychological
responses. Alternatively, researchers can also integrate WOS (Ferris et al.,
2008) and measure the subjective experience by asking participants to appraise
each questionnaire item individually (similar to Nixon et al., 2021).

Previous theorizing about workplace ostracism focused on perceived ambiguity
as a defining feature of workplace ostracism (Ferris et al., 2017) that relates to
how targets would respond to being ostracized (Ferris et al., 2016; Robinson
etal., 2013). Our results paint a slightly different picture. Although perceived
ambiguity seems to be a part of how people experience workplace ostracism (as
evidenced by the factor structure observed across all studies) its predictive value
is lower compared to other appraisals. Knowing for sure that one is excluded
may not be sufficient to motivate targets to engage in various coping responses.
Instead, targets’ coping responses seem more dependent on appraisals of
intensity and intent. Coping with workplace ostracism may thus be better
understood as stemming from not just ambiguity but also from appraisals of
intensity and intent.

Finally, our study results also provide some insights into how targets generally
cope with workplace ostracism. In this project targets of workplace ostracism
reported coping more with avoidance-oriented coping responses like
minimization than approach-oriented coping responses such as confrontation
or support seeking. These results suggest that targets usually refrain from talking
about being ostracized to others (e.g., confrontation, support seeking) unless
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they think the incident was intense or severe. This paints a potentially grim
picture given that targets anticipate social costs upon sharing such ostracism
experiences with others (Meral et al., 2021). If targets of workplace ostracism
choose to minimize and think that talking about it to others is not the best
outcome, they could potentially suffer in silence and progress into the so-called
resignation stage of ostracism which is characterized by feelings of alienation,
depression and loneliness (Riva et al., 2017; Riva, Wesselmann, et al., 2014;
K. D. Williams, 2009). Coupled with the fact that workplace ostracism is seen
as more socially appropriate than other forms of mistreatment (O’Reilly et al.,
2014), these findings highlight the need for organizational policy and practices
aiming at dealing with ostracism proactively instead of waiting for targets to
speak up.

Limitations and Additional Future Directions

Alimitation of the current study is the use of self-report measures in combination
with a cross-sectional design in Study 4.1. However, since the current project
focuses on targets’ subjective experiences, we deemed self-report measures as
a viable option (Spector, 1994). Furthermore, in Study 4.2 we have tested the
relationships that were observed in Study 4.1 by employing an experimental
design. That said, future work can undoubtedly build on these findings by
adopting different data sources (e.g., coworkers) or alternative designs such as
longitudinal designs to establish causal relationships in alternative ways.

Here we have not compared workplace ostracism to other aggression constructs.
For instance, research still must determine whether workplace ostracism is
perceived as less intense, or more ambiguous than other forms of mistreatment.
There is some relevant evidence (O’Reilly et al., 2014) and theorizing (Ferris
et al., 2017) on these differences but a more comprehensive investigation
remains to be conducted (for a similar call, see: Robinson & Schabram, 2017).
We propose that future work can compare workplace ostracism to other forms
of mistreatment to investigate whether (a) whether constructs differ as they
are suggested, and (b) whether targets cope with them differently. This could
help refine predictions about how targets respond to being the target of various
forms of mistreatment at work.

We tested how targets would cope with workplace ostracism by relying on
a set of coping responses that differ based on whether they are emotion- vs
problem-focused and whether they are approach- or avoidance-oriented. This
is not an exhaustive list of coping responses one could engage in after being
ostracized at work. Targets could also turn to religion (Aydin et al., 2010), may
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resort to eating comfort foods (Troisi & Gabriel, 2011) or watching favorite
tv shows (Derrick et al., 2009) to name a few options. Future work can build
on our findings and incorporate more coping responses (e.g., C. Carver et
al., 1989) to obtain a more comprehensive understanding of coping with
workplace ostracism.

Conclusion

This study aimed to offer an empirical investigation of what has long been
theorized about the nature of workplace ostracism and the responses of targets.
In line with previous theorizing, targets’ subjective experience suggested a three-
dimensional structure based on perceived intensity, intent, and ambiguity.
Crucially, these dimensions were related to how targets choose to cope with
workplace ostracism. While intensity, and to a lesser extent, intent emerged
as direct predictors of coping responses, the explanatory power of perceived
ambiguity was lower than the other appraisals. These findings suggest that the
researcher-defined dimensions of workplace ostracism do indeed resonate with
targets, but also stress that explicitly measuring these dimensions is necessary
to refine predictions on behavioral outcomes.
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Abstract

We introduce “Social Ball,” a new research paradigm to study ostracism via an
online ball tossing game based on Cyberball (K. D. Williams & Jarvis, 2006)
designed with both researchers and participants in mind. For researchers, the
game incorporates a variety of features which are easily accessible from the
software’s interface. Some of these features have already been studied with
Cyberball (e.g., tossing different objects) but some are novel (e.g., end-game
communication or hand-waving during the game). From the participants’
perspective, the game was designed to be more visually and socially immersive
to create a more video-game-like online environment. We discuss two previous
implementations. Study 1 showed that Social Ball successfully induced need
threat and negative affect among ostracized (vs included) participants (7 =
247). Study 2 empirically demonstrated how a new feature of the game (i.e.,
hand-waving) can be used to answer various questions. The results suggested
that people waved their hands to varying degrees yet the frequency of which
was not associated with post game need satisfaction (n = 2578). Besides
describing the features of the game, we also provide a configuration manual
and an annotated R code (both as supplementary materials) to make the
paradigm and associated analyses more accessible, and in turn, to stimulate
further research. In our discussion, we elaborate on the various ways in which
Social Ball can contribute to the understanding of belonging and ostracism.
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People have a strong need to belong and thwarting this need is a negative
experience (Baumeister et al., 2007; Baumeister & Leary, 1995; K. D.
Williams, 2007). Ostracism happens when an individual (i.e., the target) is
ignored or left out by others (i.e., the sources) (K. D. Williams, 2007) and
it threatens the needs for belonging, control, self-esteem, and meaningful
existence (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; K. D. Williams, 2007, 2009). Besides
the threatened needs, researchers have identified various negative effects of
being ostracized throughout one’s lifespan from childhood (Buhs & Ladd,
2001; Hawes et al., 2012) well into adulthood (Abrams et al., 2011; Rudert,
Janke, et al., 2020) including it being a risk factor for depression (Riva et al.,
2017; Rudert et al., 2021).

Drawing causal conclusions of the impact of ostracism requires experimental
methods. And to experimentally induce feelings of ostracism, researchers need
effective, valid, and easy-to-implement paradigms. In the current paper, we
present such a paradigm. Our experimental paradigm, Social Ball, builds on
the widely used paradigm, Cyberball, while addressing its several shortcomings.
Social Ball is open-access and freely accessible via a web application. We
introduce Social Ball in two steps: first, we describe the features of the program.
Second, we present analyses from two data sets to showcase the effectiveness of
the paradigm and its potential for investigating open questions in the field of
ostracism. Additionally, to increase the program’s accessibility to researchers,
we provide a manual for configuration of various scenarios within the game,
and an annotated R script data formatting and commonly conducted analyses
(supplementary Material 2 [SM2] and 3 [SM3] respectively at: hteps://osf.io/
zfqax/).

Why is Ostracism Negative

In the past couple decades, researchers identified many negative outcomes of
various belonging threats such as ostracism. These threats to belonging can
induce social susceptibility (Carter-Sowell et al., 2008); increase conformity
(Knapton et al., 2015; Riva, Williams, et al., 2014), and openness to extremism
(Hales & Williams, 2018); impair self-regulation ( Baumeister et al., 2005) and
cognitive functioning (e.g., Buelow et al., 2015; Hawes et al., 2012), reduce
intelligent thought (Baumeister et al., 2002); and increase financial risk-taking
(Duclos et al., 2013). Being ostracized negatively impacts individuals in various
contexts, for example at work and in school. For example, organizational
researchers showed that being ostracized at work is associated with poor job
satisfaction (De Clercq et al., 2019; Ferris et al., 2015), increased job turnover
(O’Reilly et al., 2014); increased likelihood to engage in unethical (Kouchaki
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& Wareham, 2015) and counterproductive behavior (Yang & Treadway, 2018;
Zhao et al., 2013). In a similar vein, research in academic contexts shows that
threats to belonging can lead to poorer academic performance (Cursan et al.,
2017), impaired school adjustment (Buhs & Ladd, 2001), and behavioral or
emotional problems (Hoglund et al., 2008). Experiencing belonging threats for
extended periods of time is generally considered a risk factor for psychological
distress (Beeri & Lev-Wiesel, 2012), and can have long-term psychological
effects that stretches into later in life (Lev-Wiesel et al., 2006). To summarize,
threats to belonging can have negative, serious, and long-lasting effects on the
targets thus demonstrating the need for understanding the phenomena further.

The Existing Research Paradigms to Study Ostracism

Past research utilized various paradigms to manipulate people’s belonging
status (for a review, see: Wirth, 2016). Examples include asking participants to
recall past incidents of being rejected (e.g., Knowles & Gardner, 2008; Pickett
etal., 2004), giving participants bogus feedback about how one will lead a lone
life (e.g., Baumeister et al., 2002; Twenge et al., 2001), leaving participants out
of conversations in chat rooms (e.g., Rudert et al., 2018; Smith & Williams,
2004), liking participants’ posts on social media less (e.g., Ruff et al., 2014), or
using hypothetical scenarios where people are asked to imagine being excluded
(e.g., Hales et al., 2020; Meral et al., 2021).

To experimentally study and induce belongingness threats, many researchers
employ an online ball-tossing paradigm called Cyberball (K. D. Williams
& Jarvis, 2006). Each person plays the Cyberball game on an individual
computer and toss a ball around with others. In most cases the game is
presented as a mental-visualization exercise and participants are encouraged to
imagine tossing the ball around with other people in real life. This setup is then
used to make participants feel included or ostracized based on the number
of ball tosses they (do not) receive from the other players. For this purpose,
participants — while believing they play the game with other human players —
play the game with pre-programmed avatars that throw the ball based on the
experimental manipulation. In the inclusion version of the game each player
receives the ball an equal number of times; and in the exclusion version of the
game excluded players receive the ball a few times in the beginning and never
after. This paradigm has been used extensively in ostracism research to induce
feelings of inclusion or exclusion. A meta-analysis based on 120 Cyberball
studies showed that the average effect size for studies comparing the inclusion
and ostracism conditions were |4 |= 1.4 (Hartgerink et al., 2015).
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Opver the years, researchers have applied variations to this online ball-tossing
game to adopt it to their research questions. For instance, researchers have
used a version where getting the ball costs money to see if participants still feel
hurt when inclusion is costly and ostracism is rewarding (€yberball, van Beest
& Williams, 2006). In other variations the ball that was tossed around was
visually depicted as a bomb to investigate the impact of exclusion when being
included in the game implied survival threats (van Beest et al., 2011), or as a
virus to examine the effect of ostracism when cues of infectious disease were
present (Ren et al., 2022). Yet another version enabled participants to claim
the ball by clicking on other player’s avatars, which allowed the researchers
to study the effects of claimed (vs granted) inclusion (de Waal-Andrews &
van Beest, 2012). Additionally, researchers have used versions in which they
manipulated the social information participants received about the other
players in the game, allowing them to study the effects of group membership
or stigmatization on belonging (e.g., Goodwin et al., 2010; Sacco et al., 2014).
Taken together, these studies illustrate how variations to this online ball-tossing
game can help researchers study a broad range of variables that may impact the
processes involved in ostracism and inclusion.

However, there are only limited features that users could quickly implement
using Cyberball such as the number of players, the tossing schedule, changing
character names and so on. Beyond these features, users are required to take
some extra steps to modify the game to meet their needs. To illustrate, to
incorporate different objects or avatars to the game, the user would need to
have a picture of the objects or six different avatar pictures (to be used for the
different positions of the avatar such as throwing, catching etc.). This method
could offer more flexibility to the user who has access to such pictures (e.g.,
six different pictures for the potential avatar). That said, if a user wants to
incorporate multiple different avatars, the number of different pictures the
user needs would quickly increase. Moreover, adopting some of the features
that were used in previous versions of Cyberball would require the researcher
to program these features into the software themselves (e.g., throwing multiple
objects).

Introducing Social Ball

Here, we introduce a novel paradigm to study social ostracism: Social Ball.
Social Ball builds on the structure of Cyberball (i.e., an online ball-tossing
game), but improves Cyberball in two important ways. First, from the
perspective of researchers, Social Ball is designed to provide researchers with
great accessibility and flexibility with user-specific modifications. Researchers
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who do not have any programming skills are able to easily implement a range
of features simply using the software’s interface. These features include the
small variations which have been implemented in past studies. For instance,
researchers can select to create a group of avatars (or let participants choose
their avatars) from the set of available 12 avatars to study group membership
(e.g., Goodwin et al., 2010; Sacco et al., 2014). Alternatively, researchers can
select from three available objects (a bomb, a banana, or a ball) to be thrown
around to study the effects of inclusion or exclusion from different objects (van
Beest et al., 2011). Importantly, besides incorporating some variations studied
in prior research, Social Ball also includes new features that allow researchers to
investigate novel research questions. For example, Social Ball enables players to
wave their hands during the game and has a post-game communication screen.
These features can enable researchers to study the effects of interpersonal
communication both during (non-verbal via hand-waving) and after the game
(verbal via the communication screen). In brief, the modifications researchers
often look for and have yet to implement in Cyberball are straightforward and
simple to implement in Social Ball. Thus, Social Ball presents a great potential
for exploring new research questions while improving the user experience of
the researchers.

Second, from the perspective of participants, Social Ball is designed to
improve their experience by creating an immersive, video-game-like online
environment. Compared to Cyberball which was purposefully designed to be a
minimal paradigm, Social Ball creates an immersive environment both visually
and socially. Visually, Social Ball has 3D graphics, different backgrounds to
choose from (school yard and beach) and animated character avatars which
make it a more visually immersive experience than Cyberball which has 2D
graphics. Socially, the software allows researchers to create lobbies in which
participants can seemingly play the game together (i.c., see each other’s avatars
and nicknames in the same game). We believe that this lobby feature makes the
game more socially immersive by increasing the credibility of the (simulated)
multiplayer aspect of ball-tossing than other versions that solely rely on telling
participants that they play the game together. Taken together, with a variety of
features and a more immersive experience (both visual and social), Social Ball
can provide participants with a more video-game-like online environment and
potentially improve their engagement in studies.
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Features of Social Ball

Number of Players and Avatar Choice

A participant can play the game with two to five more players (i.e., three to
six players in one session). Upon following the link to the game, participants
first see the entry screen in which they are asked to choose from eight different
avatars (see Figure 5.1). The avatar selection can also be disabled so that
the participants play the game with pre-assigned avatars. As opposed to the
minimal nature of Cyberball (K. D. Williams & Jarvis, 2006), the avatars
in Social Ball are fully animated characters that vary in terms of race and
gender representation. We also incorporated an avatar that is devoid of such
characteristics to allow for researchers to manipulate belonging status without
referring to the race or gender of the other players in a method more akin to
the traditional use of Cyberball.
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Figure 5.1 The Avatar Selection Screen of Social Ball

CHOOSE YOUR AVATAR

Avatar Player name

Age

<>

Gender

s

'\9) Male Female Other
Data

My age and gender can be

registered
NEXT

Note. The introduction screen of the game in which participants are asked to select their
avatar, indicate their name, age, and gender.
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These avatars are then displayed within the game in a circle. The participant’s
avatar is displayed at the bottom of the screen in the center (See Figure 5.2
for an example configuration). The Admin (e.g., the researcher) can also
predetermine the name and the avatars of the other (simulated) players that
will be displayed in the game.

Figure 5.2 Screenshor From an Example Game

Name2

HumanPlaye

[le}
s
3
=
5
=
=

e ball! Click on a player to pass it

Note. A screenshot from an example game. The participant’s avatar is at the center of the
screen with their back to the camera. Their name (“HumanPlayerName) is displayed
within the black rectangle. The other avatars belong to the other (simulated) players with
names displayed within white rectangles above their heads. These avatars are created by
the admin and are displayed in a counterclockwise manner. The numbers below the ava-
tars are counters, indicating how many times the avatar has received the object. The game
depicted here uses the beach background. The red line at the bottom appears after a while
if the participant does not throw the object around to alert them that they have the object
and can click on a player to throw it.

Lobby Feature

Most paradigms aiming to manipulate belonging status, including various
versions of Cyberball, rely on a certain level of deception. In these versions
participants are usually led to believe that they are logging into the game with
other participants. In the Social Ball game, we added a Lobby feature that can
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increase the belief of actually playing with other players, thus creating a more
socially immersive environment. In this version, participants are first directed
into a lobby. In this lobby, participants see the list of other participants that are
waiting for the game to start. When there are enough participants in the lobby,
the experimenter or the session leader can start the game. Then participants
that are in the lobby are randomly matched together to play the game. The
participants that are directed into a game, in turn, see the nicknames and
avatar choices of each other. If there is a lack of participants (e.g., there are
only four participants for a six-person game), the game automatically fills
in those spots with avatars pre-created by the admin. In the lobby version
participants see the names and avatars of the other participants but they still
play the game configured by the admin (i.e., there is only one actual human
player per game). To illustrate, think of a researcher creating an ostracism
scenario with four players (i.e., the participant gets the ball only for the first
few rounds and never after) using the lobby feature. If the researcher were
to recruit four participants to play the game, they would all see the actual
avatar choices and nicknames of other participants displayed on their screen.
The toss sequence of the objects, however, would follow the schedule set by
the admin instead of participants actually playing a multiplayer ball-tossing
game. Thus, each participant would play a scenario in which their own avatar
is ostracized from the ball tossing game by the other participants in the game.
We believe that this setup may increase credibility and involvement, especially
when participants already know each other (e.g., students in a classroom) or if
they go through a get-to-know paradigm beforehand.

Post- Game Communication Screen

There is a post-game communication screen that simulates a situation in which
all players are seemingly allowed to send each other a one-shot text message.
In reality, only the participant can send a message but the messages from other
players are configured by the admin. After the game, participants first see a
screen in which they are asked to send a message either individually to each
player or to the whole group as a broadcast (a text message and/or emoticons).
Note, however, that there is no actual communication between players because
itis not a real multiplayer game. The purpose of this screen is to simulate a post-
game communication situation in which the admin can set the features that are
enabled in this communication. The instructions in the communication screen
can be adjusted. This chat simulation is also pre-programmable such that the
admin can determine what, if any, text messages and emoticons other players
will send (Figure 5.3). Any message sent by participants will automatically be
recorded in the game data.
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Figure 5.3 Screenshots From the Post-Game Communication Screen

nice game!
erdem @
- e

bad game!
loes
loes
Write your message

Choose an emoticon

©e8680

Send

Communication page header (can be adapted)

Send a message to:

Note. The screenshot on the left (5.3.a) is the screen in which the participants can send
messages to other players. Participants can also choose one emoji to send. After sending,
participants see the second screen (on the right 5.3.b.) in which they see the messages
sent by other players.

Waving and the ‘“Anxiety” Function

During the game participants can wave to other players as a signal that they
would like to receive the ball, by clicking on other players (akin to Claimball,
de Waal-Andrews & van Beest, 2012). Researchers can also determine the
waving frequency of other players in the game by setting the Anxiery function
to a number between zero (no waving) and one (frequent waving). Participants’
waving behavior is recorded in the data and can be utilized to investigate
various questions such as whether asking for the ball impacts need satisfaction
in post-game measures.

The Exit Button

Previous research shows how some individuals choose to seck solitude after
being excluded (Ren et al., 2016, 2020). Such a withdrawal response can be
enabled in Social Ball through the exit button. Admin can choose to activate
an exit button which then will be shown on the upper-left corner of the screen
(see the upper-left corner of Figure 5.2). If activated, participants can leave
the game before the game ends by clicking this button. The time at which a
participant leaves the game is recorded in the dataset. Participants who exit
will be directed to whichever is the next stage set by the admin (e.g., the
communication screen, questionnaires, etc.).
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Object Type, Number, and Counter

Researchers can determine if participants will be throwing around a ball like the
Cyberball game (K. D. Williams & Jarvis, 2006), a bomb like the Cyberbomb
game (van Beest et al., 2011) or a banana. Additionally, researchers can also
choose to incorporate two objects to be tossed around simultaneously in the
game with various throw schedules. Moreover, researchers can also activate an
object counter that will be displayed underneath the avatar of each participant
(See Figure 5.2). This counter will count each object toss that the participant
receives.

Linking In- Game Behavior to Post-Game Measures

In Social Ball, researchers can choose to create a unique ID for each participant
which is then presented to the participant on screen at the end of the game.
In a previous implementation of Social Ball (the study on manipulation
effectiveness below), we asked participants to manually enter this code to a
survey software after playing the game. This ensured that all participants were
playing the game until the end even if they were not getting the ball. This
feature also enables researchers to link in-game behavior of participants to
any post-game measures. We also share the JavaScript code that would enable
researchers to seamlessly pipe this unique ID into a new variable in Qualtrics
(a common survey software). This can minimize participant errors that could
occur when copy-pasting IDs.

Other Customization Options

The software has some features that would allow further customization. The
user can incorporate an intro and an exit page with customizable text. The
introduction page would then be the first page that the participants will see
upon following the link to a specific scenario. Similarly, if enabled, the exit page
can also be customized and would be displayed to the players at the end of the
game. Importantly, the object throw sequence can be fully customized. Besides
being able to customize the throwing sequence between simulated players
(e.g., player 2 throws to player 3, then player 3 throws to the participant), the
admin can also change the delay for each toss individually or on average for
all tosses within the game. More information about customization and related
visuals can be found in the configuration manual.

Accessibility

Social Ball is a web app, and once the game is hosted on a server, researchers can
use it simply through a web browser both to create scenarios (e.g., inclusion vs
ostracism) but also to start a game or to lead participants to a certain scenario.
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The version that a participant will see can be embedded in a web page through
an iFrame (thus also in a survey software like Qualtrics). To be able to use the
game in full capacity, researchers will need to host the game on the servers of
their institution or via private hosting companies. Hosting the game gives full
control and access to the researchers and enables them to have access to the
data that is generated within the game (i.c., the ball tosses and so on).

There are several basic versions of the game that are publicly available.
Researchers can go to the OSF page associated with this manuscript (in the
configuration manual at https://osf.io/zfqax/) to access a 3- or 4-player version
with the minimalistic avatar (i.e., the alien avatar). These versions can be used
by researchers who are interested in just manipulating the belonging status
(inclusion vs ostracism) in a way that is commonly done so with Cyberball (K.
D. Williams, 2009; K. D. Williams & Jarvis, 2006). Researchers can use these
basic versions to manipulate ostracism/inclusion within their own research
without hosting the game on a server.

In our configuration manual (see SM2), we also share information that would
helpfully make it easier to (a) host the game on a server, (b) set up an iFrame
on Qualtrics, and (c) link the survey with the game to make using the game
easier.

Overview of Previous Implementations

In the current paper we discuss two previous implementations of Social Ball.
First, we use a data set from a study previously conducted in our lab which
used Social Ball to make participants feel ostracized and included for another
project. We used this dataset to test the effectiveness of Social Ball and show
that the paradigm can be used to induce feelings of ostracism and inclusion
reflected by participants’ post-game need satisfaction and affect. Second, we
report a secondary analysis of data provided to us by a Dutch non-profit
organization (Critical Mass) that used Social Ball in a social skills training
program. We used this data set to demonstrate how certain features of the
paradigm (e.g., hand-waving) can be used to answer various research questions.
Additionally, we created the annotated R code based on the formatting and
analysis of this data (SM3).
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Study 5.1: Manipulation Effectiveness

Here we presented an implementation of Social Ball in which we compare
an ostracism (i.e., only getting the ball a few times in the beginning) and an
inclusion condition (i.e., getting the ball a similar amount with the rest of the
players). We compared the experiences of participants in these two conditions
to see if Social Ball could effectively manipulate ostracism and inclusion.

Methods

Participants and Design

Participants were psychology students at a major Dutch university and were
recruited as part of a larger study using Social Ball. Following the preregistration
of the original study (Study 3.3 in Chapter 3), we removed participants from
the analysis who failed both attention checks that were embedded in the
survey (7 = 3). The final sample consisted of 247 participants (204 E, 40 M, 3
other; M. = 20.48, SD,,. = 3.05, range = 18-41). Participants were randomly
assigned to an inclusion (z = 130) or an ostracism condition (z = 117) in a
four-player version of Social Ball.

Procedure

Participants arrived at the laboratory for the experimental session that they
registered for online. When all the registered participants arrived at the lab
(group size up to 12), the session leader followed a script to deliver a cover story.
Specifically, we told the participants that we developed a new web game (i.e.,
Social Ball) to be used in a social skills training and that they would be testing
it and providing us with feedback. We explained that the game was interactive
and that they would be playing it with other participants. We provided each
participant with a randomly generated numerical code printed on a small
piece of paper (i.e., the matching code) and explained that this would be
used to match participants with each other to play the game together'. After
describing the study, we asked each participant to take a seat in an individual
cubicle with a computer in which the informed consent page of the survey
was on the screen. After providing their consent, participants needed to enter
the matching code that supposedly linked them with another participant.
Next, participants played the Social Ball game with three other players and,
depending on the condition, they were either included or ostracized by other

17 'This process can now easily be carried out by using the lobby feature of the game. At the
time of the experiment, the version of the Social Ball did not yet have the lobby feature.
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players. We told them that they were playing with other participants but, in
reality, the other (simulated) players were pre-programmed to either include
or ostracize the participant. Following the Social Ball game, participants
reported their need satisfaction and affect. Next, we asked participants to
evaluate the Social Ball game as part of our cover study. Finally, participants
answered demographics questions and were debriefed before leaving the lab'.
Participants were able to take the complete survey either in Dutch (7 = 132),
or in English (z = 115).

Materials

Manipulation Check. Following previous work (K. D. Williams, 2009) we
used two sets of items to serve as the manipulation check. First, we used two
items to check whether participants felt more ostracized in the ostracism
condition than in the inclusion condition (7 was ignored,” “I was excluded;” 1
[not at all] to 5 [extremely], 7ipearman-brown = -89). Second, we asked participants
to indicate what percentage of the ball tosses they thought they received during
the game and participants indicated their answers by writing down the answer
in numbers to the provided text box.

Shortened Need Satisfaction Questionnaire. We used the shortened version
of the Need Satisfaction Questionnaire (Ren et al., 2016) which contained
12 items in total. The scale consists of three items for each need which were
then averaged to a single need score, namely: need for belonging (e.g., “7 felr
disconnected (R),” a = .92), need for self-esteem (e.g., “I felt liked)” a = .86),
need for meaningful existence (e.g., “I felt invisible (R),” a = .89) and finally,
need for control (e.g., “7 felt powerful,” a = .79). Participants indicated their
answers on a rating scale ranging from 1 (nor at all) to 5 (extremely). Finally, we
also calculated the mean score for all responses based on 12 items to a single
overall need satisfaction score (a = .93).

Emotions. We asked participants to indicate how they felt during the game
with three items. Participants indicated how hurt (7 felt hurt”), angry (“I felt
angry”), and sad (“I felt sad’) they felt on a rating scale ranging from 1 (not ar
all) to 5 (extremely).

Attention Checks. We used two attention check items. One item was
asking participants to select a specific answer (“Please select three”). The other

18  As mentioned, Study 5.1 was part of a larger study for another project. We report all the
measures and manipulations relevant for this project here.
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attention check item was a paragraph explaining participants to ignore the
question at the end of the paragraph and select another answer instead, akin to
instructional manipulation checks (Oppenheimer et al., 2009).

Results and Discussion

Studies using Cyberball and relying on the Need Satisfaction Questionnaire as
a post-game measure (e.g., Bernstein Dr. & Claypool, 2012; de Waal-Andrews
& van Beest, 2012; Sleegers et al., 2016; K. D. Williams et al., 2000; Zadro
et al., 2004) find that, compared to the inclusion condition, participants in
the ostracism condition (a) feel more rejected, (b) perceive to have received
less ball tosses, (c) experience less need satisfaction in each separate need and
(d) experience overall less need satisfaction. Additionally, work on various
forms of ostracism and rejection also highlight (e) sadness, anger, and hurt as
emotions as a result of being ostracized (e.g., Celik et al., 2013; Chow et al,,
2008; Leary, 2015; Leary et al., 1998).

The results are consistent with these findings and the full set of results, and the
descriptive statistics can be found in Table 5.1. Participants in the ostracism
condition (a) felt more rejected and (b) perceived to have received less ball tosses
than the participants in the inclusion condition. Importantly, compared to
participants in the inclusion condition, participants in the ostracism condition
experienced less need satisfaction across all individual needs (c) and on the (d)
overall need satisfaction measure, and (e), participants felt more sadness, hurt,
and anger. Taken together, these results support the effectiveness of Social
Ball in manipulating ostracism and inclusion in ways similar to traditionally
adapted paradigms like Cyberball (K. D. Williams & Jarvis, 2006). In previous
research, the average effect size on post-game need threat questionnaires was
|d] = 1.4 (Hartgerink et al., 2015). Here, most of the observed effect sizes are
around this size or larger (see Table 5.1).
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Table 5.1 Descriptive Statistics and t-test Results in Study 5.1: Manipulation Effectiveness.

Exclusion Inclusion
Outcome Variables M (SD) M (SD) t df d 95%CI
Belonging 2.32 (0.80)  4.56 (0.57) -25.15 206.19 -3.26 [-4.18,-2.88]
Self-Esteem 2.31 (0.67)  3.40 (0.71)  -12.47 244.45 -1.58 [-1.87,-1.30]
Meaningful Existence 2.62 (0.87)  4.54 (0.66) -19.35 21496 -2.50 [-3.83,-2.17]
]
]

Control 1.32(0.41) 2.25(0.74) -12.27 206.65 -1.52 [-1.80,-1.24
Need Satisfaction 2.14 (0.50) 3.69 (0.43) -25.96 230.97 -3.33 [-3.72,-2.95
Sadness 2.21(1.12) 1.10(0.30) 10.42 131.07 1.39 [1.11, 1.67]
Hurt 2.48 (1.23) 1.18 (0.42) 10.90 140.46 1.45 [1.17, 1.73]
Anger 2.03 (1.09) 1.17(0.47) 7.95 153.89 1.05 [0.78, 1.32]
M.C. Rejection 4.04 (0.81)  1.35(0.57) 29.97 205.08 3.89 [3.46, 4.31]
M.C. Ball Tosses 10.13 (4.87) 24.94 (6.21) -20.87 238.73 -2.64 [-2.97,-2.29]

Nore. M.C. stands for manipulation check. All results reported were statistically signifi-
cant at p < .001.

Study 5.2: Empirical Demonstration of New Features

Here we use a data set provided to us by the Dutch non-profit organization
(Critical Mass) to demonstrate how a specific feature of the game can be used
to answer certain research questions. Critical Mass used the Social Ball game
as part of a training program that relies on experiential learning principles.
Programs relying on experiential learning usually use a combination of first-
hand experience and follow-up discussions to encourage developing new
perspectives on various subjects (Kolb, 2014a; Lewis & Williams, 1994).
The non-profit organization used Social Ball to let students experience how
it feels to be ostracized. This initial experience was then used as a basis for
learning in the debriefing and discussion sessions'”. This data set only contains
participants who were ostracized because the non-profit organization’s goal use
case did not require them to make people feel included.

We use this data set to explore how hand-waving in the game can be utilized
by researchers to understand the effect of an in-game behavior on post-game
need satisfaction. To that end, we describe the hand-waving behavior of the

19 Fora more detailed explanation of how similar online ball-tossing paradigms can be utilized
in experiential learning programs, see Meral et al., (2022).
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participants in this data set and we conduct some analyses to showcase how
it can be used to test various questions. We corroborate these analyses with
an annotated R code (see SM3) to make conducting these analyses more
accessible.

Methods

Participants and Design

The data set consisted of 4415 participants. We cleaned the data in several ways
(such as applying an age restriction and limiting the analysis to data between
certain dates) to ensure that we did not incorporate test runs of the paradigm
(see the Rmarkdown [SM3] file for detailed explanations on this procedure).
The remaining sample consisted of 2578 participants (female = 418, male =
498, no response = 1623, other = 39, M,,, = 13.47, SD,,,= 1.44). Because this
was a training program that was focused on the experience of being ostracized,
the participants were all assigned to the ostracism condition (i.e., receiving the
ball only a few times throughout the whole game).

Procedure

The non-profit organization conducted their training program in classrooms.
All students were provided with tablet computers to participate in the training.
After a brief introduction, participants were all given a lobby code that led
them to the online lobby version of the game. This meant that when the
session started, Social Ball automatically connected students with each other
in teams of six. After choosing their game name and avatar, these six students
saw each other’s names and avatar choices on the game screen in a display.
Even though each student was seemingly playing with a peer, the actual ball-
tossing schedule was preprogrammed to ostracize each participant. To each
participant it looked like they received the ball only a few times throughout
the game. Participants were able to wave to other players to ask for the ball,
but this had no actual effect on the ball-tossing schedule (i.e., the behavior of
the other players). The ball-tossing part of the game finished after about a total
of 30 tosses. Next, each participant answered the post-game questions about
need satisfaction, emotions, and two open-ended questions about potential
behavioral reactions®™. Afterwards, the training program continued with the
discussion that focused on the experience of being ostracized in the Social
Ball game. Note that the non-profit organization provided us a data set that

20  We only discuss the questions about need satisfaction and emotions. For the text of the
open ended questions, see SM1.
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did not contain any personally identifying information, or data pertaining to

the training program. What we are reporting here solely focuses on the use of
Social Ball.

Measures and Materials

Need Satisfaction Questions. Participants answered a shortened version
of the Need Threat/Satisfaction Questionnaire (K. D. Williams, 2009) that
included one-item per need. Such single-item versions of the questionnaire
have been used in previous work with younger populations (Abrams et al.,
2011). Participants read “I felt like I belonged to the group during the game,”
for belonging; “I felt visible during the game,” for meaningful existence; “I
had the feeling that other players liked me” for self-esteem; “I felt that I had
control during the game,” for control. Participants indicated their answers on
a 5-point scale (1 = not at all, 5 = very much). We created a need satisfaction
index by calculating the mean score of the four individual needs (a = .83).

Sadness and Anger. Participants reported their level of anger with the item “I
felt angry during the game,” and sadness with the item “I felt sad during the

game”21 (1 = not at all, 5 = very much).

Demographics. Demographics questions were posed at the opening page of
the game (Figure 5.1). Participants were asked to report their gender and age
but could opt out and/or ask for their demographics data not to be saved.

Results and Discussion

How Did the Participants Feel After Playing the Game?

The summary statistics with regards to the need satisfaction and emotional
reactions can be found in Table 5.2. Note that in this study all participants
of the training program were ostracized and, thus, we cannot compare this
experience to an inclusion condition.

21 For the original versions in Dutch, see Supplementary Materials 1 (SM1).
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Table 5.2 Summary Statistics of All the Outcome Variables in Study 5.2.
Outcome Variables M (SD)
Belonging 1.88 (1.17)
Self-Esteem 2.24 (1.33)
Meaningful Existence 1.83 (1.21)
Control 1.99 (1.27)
Need Satisfaction 1.99 (1.02)
Sadness 2.08 (1.50)
Anger 2.25 (1.55)

Do People Wave in the Game?

To assess the influence of in-game waving behavior on post-game need
satisfaction and emotions, we first looked at the frequency of waving during
the game. This analysis was based on participants with at least some data points
for in-game behaviors such as tosses and waves (z = 2,037). There was a large
spread in the number of times people waved (/QR = 101, QI = 4, Q3 = 104),
ranging from not waving at all (min = 0) to waving 319 times (max) in one
game. On average, people waved about 70 times (Mean = 71.52, Median = 40).

There is also a difference in terms of when people wave. To illustrate, we present
a visual depiction of waving behavior across time for four participants (see
Figure 5.4). These participants not only waved in different amounts, but also
at different time points. For instance, both participant 7 and 11 waved in the
second half of the game with participant 11 waving at a much higher frequency
(251 waves) than participant 7 (23 waves). Participant 6 only waved a few times
around half-way through their game and participant 8 did not wave at all.

Does In-game Behavior Relate to Need Satisfaction?

We investigated whether the frequency of waving within the game was related
to post-game need satisfaction. For the full set of results and the graph, see
Figure 5.5. Both the frequentist and the Bayesian analyses indicated that the
size of the correlation (|7]) was smaller than .09. This suggests that amount
of waving and need satisfaction only correlate to a negligible degree (Akoglu,
2018; Schober et al., 2018). The amount of waving within the game thus
did not significantly relate to how participants felt after the game. In the
Rmarkdown file (SM3), we present another operationalization of waving by
exploring the effect of giving up (i.e., the time between the last wave and the
end of the game) on post-game measures.
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Figure 5.4 Visual Depiction of the Waving Behavior Across Time for four Participants in
Study 5.2
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General Discussion

In this article we introduced Social Ball — an immersive online ball-tossing
game. We argue that Social Ball is an easy to implement and effective
paradigm for ostracism research for several reasons. First, the test with respect
to the effectiveness of ostracism manipulation suggested that Social Ball can
successfully induce feelings of ostracism in ways similar to the established
paradigm Cyberball (K. D. Williams & Jarvis, 2006). Second, researchers
have full control over the social interactions within the game (via pre-
programmed actions). This allows for exploring the impact of very specific
group compositions and behavior patterns within and after the game — via
the communication screen. Additionally, the lobby feature allows researchers
to introduce some ecological validity by showing the selected avatars and
nicknames of a group of participants to each other. Third, after hosting, the
software functions as a point-and-click web app and does not require any
programming knowledge. We believe that this makes the software easily
accessible and easy to implement. We present additional instructions and tips
in the configuration document to make the process easier on potential users
(also includes instructions on hosting).

Additionally, we presented a previous implementation of Social Ball in an
educational context (data based on social skills training). Participants in this
data set were primary and secondary school age children. Here we focused
on how the hand-waving feature in the game can be used to explore various
questions. The results showed that participants differed in the extent of waving
to receive the ball, which may be an interesting feature to include in future
research (e.g., to tap attempts that may signal one’s need for control or attempts

to be included).

Prospects and Possible Avenues

Social Ball allows researchers to configure group settings in which the gender
and the race representation can be varied. Researchers can easily alter the
composition of the group in terms of race and gender to investigate questions
pertaining to differences in group membership and their influence on feelings
of belonging. By doing so, Social Ball can help contribute to the ongoing
research on how group membership in terms of race (Aureli et al., 2020;
Gonsalkorale & Williams, 2007; Goodwin et al., 2010; Mulvey et al., 2016)
or gender (e.g., Bolling, 2016; Bolling et al., 2012; Hawes et al., 2012; Wirth
& Williams, 2009) influences or is influenced by belonging threats.
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Users can program two objects to be tossed in the game with various throw
schedules. We have not yet used this feature in our research, but it allows
designing games in which the participants are excluded from the toss of both
objects, one object; or are included in the tossing of both objects. Such designs
would enable researchers to test the effect of more complex situations that
were not possible in previous versions of the ball-tossing game. Would being
included in tossing one ball but not the other be better than being excluded
from both tosses? How would people feel if they get a bomb thrown to them
but not the ball? Additionally, the object counter — another property of the
objects within the game, can be utilized for various purposes. By relying
on instructions, researchers can use this counter to either strengthen the
manipulation (i.e., the excluded participant received clearly less ball tosses
than the others) or can potentially attach other meanings to the number of
ball tosses (e.g., for each ball toss you receive you will get 10 cents).

Previous work on behavioral responses to ostracism shows that some individuals
choose solitude after being ostracized (Ren et al., 2016, 2020). In Social Ball,
researchers can activate an exit button and allow participants to leave the game
sooner than the programmed duration. Such a setting would allow researchers
to investigate factors predicting withdrawing from a situation in which one
is ostracized by others. For instance, researchers can investigate whether
people tend to withdraw by exiting the game quicker if they are ostracized by
in-group or out-group players. Additionally researchers can also investigate
whether factors that relate to solitude-seeking such as introversion (Ren et
al., 2016) also predict quicker or more frequent exit behavior. Such studies
would contribute to the overall understanding of how people respond to being
ostracized by specifically zooming on withdrawal behaviors.

Besides a few recent exceptions (e.g., Meral et al., 2021; Zimmerman et al.,
2021) interpersonal communication following ostracism has received little
empirical attention. By using Social Ball, researchers can ask questions about
if and how targets communicate with the sources following ostracism. For
example, researchers can investigate whether the targets tend to confront
the sources or what kind of emotions are being communicated by the
targets. Alternatively, researchers can also study the participants’ reaction to
messages sent by other players. Does receiving an apology from the sources
restore threatened needs? The post-game communication feature can easily
be implemented to contribute to the understanding of this under-researched
response following ostracism.
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In addition to various research-focused uses, Social Ball can be utilized for
educational purposes. As we briefly touched upon in the second implementation
of the paradigm, the data in that study were from a training program a Dutch
non-profit organization carried out in schools across the Netherlands. The
non-profit used Social Ball as part of an experiential learning program in
which the participants (students) were first asked to play Social Ball. This
phase served as the first-hand experience of exclusion which then was used as a
starting point in the discussions about exclusion and inclusion in general. Such
experiential learning programs are used in schools (e.g., Healey & Jenkins,
2000) or workplaces (Heath et al., 2021) to raise awareness about various
issues such as sexism or bullying (e.g., Cundiff et al., 2014; Hall et al., 2009).
We think Social Ball is a feasible education tool for two main reasons. First, it
can be easily implemented if there is internet access. It also does not require
computers and can be played on tablets that have a touchscreen. Second, the
lobby feature can increase the credibility of the game and involvement in cases
where a group of individuals who already know each other are playing the
game together. For instance, if the game is being used in a classroom the lobby
feature would enable each participant to see the name/nickname of another
peer from that classroom.

Conclusion

In this article we introduce Social Ball, a new, immersive online ball-tossing
game that can be used as a research paradigm to study ostracism. Besides
describing the features of Social Ball, we also share a configuration manual
and an annotated R code to help format the data and carry out some common
analyses. Moreover, we also reported findings from two use cases of the software.
First, we verify the effectiveness of the paradigm by showing that ostracized
(vs included) participants experienced less need satisfaction and more negative
affect. This suggests that Social Ball can be used to induce feelings of ostracism.
Second, we show that people used the hand-waving function within the game
but that this behavior did not relate to need satisfaction following ostracism.
To summarize, we argue that Social Ball is a promising, feasible and effective
research paradigm to introduce variations in belonging.
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Chapter 6

Abstract

Social exclusion has a myriad of negative effects on students’ psychological
and social well-being. One way to combat such negative effects is to raise
awareness about social exclusion in schools. Here, we describe and evaluate a
training program that was carried out across schools in the Netherlands. The
program relies on basic experiential learning principles and a well-established
social exclusion paradigm to make participants experience and discuss social
exclusion. We had three goals in the current paper: (1) discussing previous
work supporting the feasibility of such programs, (2) presenting a secondary
analysis of the data generated by the program, and finally (3) testing a core
assumption of Temporal Need-threat Model of Ostracism (K. D. Williams,
2009). The analyses are based on 14,065 participants (ages 12 to 19) and a
subset of those who evaluated the program later (7 = 386). Our review of the
literature supports the feasibility of the program in raising awareness about
social exclusion. The results of the secondary data analyses further corroborate
this finding and, importantly, offer a proof-of-concept for such training
programs. Lastly, stressing a core assumption of the ostracism model, the
results indicated that the experience of ostracism was not substantially altered
by the characteristics of the participants such as age and gender.
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Social exclusion hurts, happens frequently (Nezlek et al., 2012) and is
considered a risk factor for depression (Rudert et al., 2021). People experience
its negative effects well into their adulthood (Rudert, Janke, et al., 2020) and
children are no exception (e.g., Elenbaas & Killen, 2016). In fact, when it
happens in schools social exclusion impacts students’ social life and school
adjustment negatively (Buhs & Ladd, 2001) and is also a risk factor for
psychological distress (Beeri & Lev-Wiesel, 2012). One way to ameliorate
the negative impact of experiences like social exclusion in schools is through
raising awareness about the issue via intervention or training programs (e.g.,
Harrist & Bradley, 2003; Leff et al., 2010). In the current paper, we present
such a training program that is carried out by a Dutch nonprofit organization
in schools across the Netherlands. This program aims to raise awareness about
social exclusion. It is built as an experiential learning program and works
by first making participants experience social exclusion with an online ball-
tossing game. Next, participants engage in a guided discussion targeted at
raising awareness and understanding amongst peers about social exclusion and
its adverse effects.

We had three goals in presenting this training program. Our first goal was to
provide a conceptual discussion of the program (i.e., theoretical background
that guides the program (i.e., experiential learning Kolb, 2014b) and material
selections within the program). Our second goal was to analyze secondary
data generated within the program to provide proof-of-concept. Finally, for
our third goal we aimed to investigate a core assumption of a major model on
social exclusion, namely the Temporal Need-Threat Model of Ostracism (K.
D. Williams, 2007, 2009).

‘Why Raise Awareness About Social Exclusion?

We argue that programs focused on raising awareness on social exclusion are
necessary for two main reasons. A first reason concerns the negative outcomes
associated with being excluded. Being excluded has a negative influence on
individuals’ cognitive (Baumeister et al., 2002; Hawes et al., 2012; Wolfer &
Scheithauer, 2013), emotional (Hoglund et al., 2008; Leary, 2015; Prinstein
& Aikins, 2004; Wolfer & Scheithauer, 2013), and social life (Buhs & Ladd,
2001; Hoglund et al., 2008; Ladd, 2006). Some of these effects can also have
long lasting consequences for the targets (i.e., persons that are excluded).
For example, experiences of exclusion during adolescence can be traumatic
for individuals and contribute to experiences of depression later during their
childhood (Platt et al., 2013; Qualter et al., 2010) or young adulthood (Lev-
Wiesel et al., 2006). Exclusion during school years can also have a long-lasting

141

o
-
o
=
s

=

=]




Chapter 6

impact in terms of adjustment to school or society at large. For instance,
children who are excluded or rejected during school years are more likely to
engage in juvenile and adult criminality (Parker & Asher, 1987), more likely to
engage in substance abuse in adolescence and drop out of school (McDougall
et al., 2001). Taken together, these studies highlight how social exclusion can
have immediate and lasting negative effects on children in multiple aspects of
their life. We believe that this persistent negative influence of social exclusion
demonstrates the need for programs focusing on preventing such behaviors in
schools.

A second reason why we argue that such training programs about social
exclusion are crucial relates to the nature of social exclusion experiences. Social
exclusion experiences are mostly subtle (Robinson et al., 2013; Robinson &
Schabram, 2017). This ambiguity surrounding the experience can in turn
make social exclusion hard to recognize and deal with. More importantly,
this subtlety may lead people to underestimate the adversity caused by social
exclusion (O’Reilly et al., 2014). Therefore, we argue that raising awareness
about social exclusion and helping individuals recognize exclusion and their
partin itis a crucial part of navigating the potential hurt and negative outcomes
associated with social exclusion.

Experiential Learning

Lewis and Williams (Lewis & Williams, 1994, p. 5) describes experiential
learning as “learning from experience or learning by doing.” The main idea
behind such learning is that students learn by going through an experience and
then reflecting on the experience to develop a new perspective on the subject or
learn new skills (Kolb, 2014a; Lewis & Williams, 1994). In programs based on
experiential learning the actual lived experience forms the basis for reflection.
These reflections are then utilized to form conceptualizations and theories
about the phenomenon (i.e., learning) which, in turn, guides the individual
in creating new experiences (trying out what they learned or planning to try
out). To summarize, a participant in an experiential learning program would
build their knowledge through experiencing and reflecting on an experience,
and in turn, this knowledge can be used to guide future actions surrounding
the experience in question.

Experiential learning programs are used in various contexts such as workplaces
(e.g., A. C. Baker et al., 2005; Heath et al., 2021), schools (Healey & Jenkins,
2000; Konak et al., 2014), or in other institutions such as museums (e.g.,
Moorhouse et al., 2019) to facilitate learning. While it can be used to teach
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the content in a given subject matter (e.g., Leggette, 2012; Mahmoud & Nagy,
2009), it can also be used to teach and raise awareness about social issues such
as sexism (e.g., Cundiff et al., 2014) or bullying (Hall et al., 2009; Heath et
al., 2021).

Tackling Social Issues With Experiential Learning

Similar to what we are doing in this paper, there are examples of previous work
using (or suggesting the use of) experiential learning to raise awareness about
social issues. For example, one such project uses a board-game like simulation in
which participants have to advance in academic careers to increase recognition
of everyday sexism (Cundiff et al., 2014, 2014). Another example focuses on
cyberbullying and relies on participants’ own experiences to discuss and raise
awareness of cyberbullying (C. W. Chen, 2018). Yet another example aims to
raise awareness of bullying among children and relies on a specific computer
game to instill the experience (Hall et al., 2009). One last example targets
workplace bullying and suggests that experiential learning can be used to raise
awareness amongst managers to help ameliorate the problem of bullying in
organizations (Heath et al., 2021). While some of these examples test the
effectiveness of certain experiential learning programs (C. W. Chen, 2018;
Cundiff et al., 2014; Hall et al., 2009; Zawadzki et al., 2012), some offer
detailed explanations of a newly developed experiential learning program and
advocate for the use of it to tackle a certain social issue (Heath et al., 2021).
Our approach in the current contribution falls between these two approaches.
That is, while our focus is to illustrate how a tool to raise awareness about
social exclusion can be developed (similar to the approach used by Heath et
al., 2021), we also present preliminary evidence on whether such an approach
is effective in reaching the goal of creating awareness about social exclusion.

An Online Ball-Tossing Game as the Concrete Experience

Experiential learning programs aim to facilitate learning through experience.
Therefore, to learn about social exclusion in such a program one first needs to
feel excluded. In the program we describe here this was achieved via an online
ball-tossing game. Since this game forms the basis of the program, we discuss
some past research suggesting the suitability of this game for the training
program. In this online ball-tossing game, participants play with several other
simulated players and the amount of ball tosses received by the participant
varies based on whether the participant is included or excluded. Excluded
participants only receive the ball for the first few tosses and then do not receive
the ball for the rest of the game. Included participants, however, receive an
equal number of tosses as the other players. Versions of this online ball tossing
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game are widely used in social psychological research on social exclusion (van
Beest et al., 2011; van Beest & Williams, 2006; K. D. Williams et al., 2000)
and the most popular one is called Cyberball (K. D. Williams & Jarvis, 2006).
A recent meta-analysis of 120 studies using this paradigm suggest that this
paradigm is an effective way to induce feelings of exclusion across a wide range
of outcomes and sampling aspects (such age and gender) (|d| > 1.4 Hartgerink
etal,, 2015).

In the program we outline in this paper, a new version of the game was created
to aid experiential learning. There were three important additions. First, the
game was designed to be more engaging by adding a visual background and
visual animations for characters (see Figure 6.1 for a screenshot from the
game). Second, the game incorporated background music. Third, participants
were allowed to choose how they wanted to be represented in the game by
selecting an avatar out of six possible avatars. A crucial addition is that people
not only saw their own avatars but also saw the avatars as chosen by other
players with the name of the players on top of the avatars. Also relevant to
note is that prior research on experiential learning has already shown that it
is possible to implement mobile technologies and simulations to simulate the
targeted experience (Hall et al., 2009; Lai et al., 2007; Leggette, 2012; Vannini
et al., 2011). Hence, we think that the use of a well-established online ball-
tossing game is an effective technique to use to induce feelings of exclusion in
participants in training or intervention programs aiming to raise awareness
about social exclusion via experiential learning.

Cross-Cutting Factors

A final goal in the current paper is to test a core assumption of a major model
of social exclusion. According to the Temporal Need Threat (TNT) model
of ostracism, the initial hurt of social exclusion is suggested to be robust to
cross-cutting variables (K. D. Williams, 2009). This is an ongoing field of
inquiry and while some studies support this claim in terms of need threat
(Gonsalkorale & Williams, 2007; Zadro et al., 2004), some others suggest that
the immediate hurt of social exclusion may indeed be prone to moderation
(Bernstein et al., 2010; Eck et al., 2017; Goodwin et al., 2010; van Beest et al.,
2011). Previous investigations of cross-cutting factors incorporate factors such
as gender (Hawes et al., 2012), age (Abrams et al., 2011; Pharo et al., 2011),
size of the group in which the exclusion takes place (Hartgerink et al., 2015; S.
J. Tobin et al., 2018), or race (Gonsalkorale & Williams, 2007; Goodwin et al.,
2010; Mulvey et al., 2016) to name a few. Therefore, we reported our results
also in a way that could speak to this debate about the cross-cutting variables
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by testing whether age, gender, the selected avatar, or group size influences the
extent to which participants experience need threat following exclusion.

Figure 6.1 A Visual From the Version of the Online Ball Tossing Game Used in the Program

°
3
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Why do we test for the effect of cross-cutting factors while presenting a training
program? Experiential learning programs rely heavily on the participants
to experience the phenomenon in question — in this case, the experience of
social exclusion. If certain factors can reduce one’s sensitivity to the simulated
experience, this could potentially reduce the effectiveness of the program
for those individuals. That is, if people are experiencing the phenomenon at
differing levels, then their experience during the later stages of the program
(e.g., discussion session) may also be influenced. Thus, knowing whether
certain factors influence this experience can be informative for practitioners
and researchers who intend to use similar programs.

Relevant to note is that the hypothesis that ostracism is not moderated by
cross-cutting variables is often tested in a context where people are both

included and ostracized. Findings then show that a cross-cutting variable has
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less impact on the participants in the ostracism condition than in the inclusion
condition. In the current context we could not make that comparison as the
experimental learning is focused on how people deal with exclusion, it was not
focused on how people deal with inclusion. Hence, our finding may or may
not show that a cross-cutting variable moderated the experience of exclusion.
However, it will not show whether this lack of moderation is stronger or weaker
in the exclusion condition than the inclusion condition. Moreover, because we
evaluate this core assumption within the context of an experiential training
program involving 14,014 participants, we decided to test this assumption
from the perspective of whether an effect has practical relevance and not
whether an effect is statistically significant. In short, we decided to follow the
advice of (Ferguson, 2009) and only consider statistically significant findings

relevant if the associated effect size would be equal or greater than a Cohen’s 4
=0.41 (or r = .20).

Friend and Foe and Secondary Data Analysis

The training program that we discuss below was developed by a Dutch non-
profit organization (Critical Mass: https://www.criticalmass.nl). It is part of
a larger project named Friend and Foe (original name in Dutch: Vriend en
Vijand) by the same non-profit that uses exhibitions and multimedia games
to raise awareness and provide insights on social exclusion but also prejudice,
bullying, social influence, and conflict escalation. For the social exclusion part
of this program the second author provided input based on previous work on
social exclusion in social psychology (e.g., on how to induce feelings of social
exclusion or how to measure the effects of social exclusion and so on). The final
decisions in terms of the questions and the procedure were made by the non-
profit organization and the overall framework of the program was designed by
the organization as well.

The social exclusion program uses experiential learning to raise awareness
about social exclusion. Participants of the program first go through a
simulation of social exclusion by playing an online game. This serves as the
concrete experience and forms the basis for following discussions during the
training. Next, participants fill out a questionnaire to start reflecting on their
experience during the ball-tossing game and engage in a discussion session lead
by a facilitator. This discussion is focused on stimulating thinking about the
experience in depth and to help form a new perspective on social exclusion.
A crucial part of this discussion is that participants also think and talk about
how they would react in the future if they were socially excluded or observe
someone being excluded. This final stage ensures that the participants leave the
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discussion by having a plan as to how they could implement this knowledge
into their lives.

We obtained two data sets from the organization that carried out the program.
One data set contains data from the ball-tossing game and how participants
felt after the game (henceforth referred to as the game dataset). The second
data set contains answers to a questionnaire asking participants to evaluate the
multiple aspects of the training program and the trainers in general (henceforth
referred to as the evaluation dataset). We first present findings from the game
dataset that speaks to how participants felt after exclusion and the moderation
hypothesis by cross cutting factors. Next, we present data from the evaluation
dataset to highlight how we think the current program may be an effective
adaptation of experiential learning principles to raise awareness about social
exclusion. We share the anonymized versions of both data sets and our analyses
scripts in an open, online repository (link: https://osf.io/bhrwx/).

Study 6.1

Methods

Participants

The game dataset consisted of 18,855 participants at various ages (from 10 to
70+). We took several steps to clean the data. First, we removed participants
from sessions with less than three and more than six participants because the
game can only be played with three to six players (removed 7 = 1054, remaining
17,801). Second, upon communication with the non-profit organization, we
learned that the data also included the test runs and the data from teachers who
sometimes also played the game. To remove people who were not participants
of the program (e.g., teachers) and the test runs we applied a conservative
age restriction and limited the final data set to participants between and
including the ages of 12 and 19. Twelve is the start age of secondary school
in the Netherlands, and 19 is an age when most people would have finished
secondary school. This left us with only the participants who indicated being
between the ages of 12 and 19 (removed 7 = 24,38). Third, we removed the
participants who responded with insufficient effort. We relied on a very high
or a very low-intra-individual response variability score (IRV: Dunn et al,,
2018) as an indication of responding with insufficient effort. Very low IRV
scores indicate responding to all or most items with the same value. Very high
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IRV scores, on the other hand, indicate extreme variability in responses (e.g.,
giving the lowest possible score to two items and highest possible score to the
other two items). We calculated the IRV on the main dependent variable (i.e.,
need threat measure with four items, see more information in the materials
section) because this measure has both negatively and positively worded items
and is our main outcome variable in the game dataset. Having a very low IRV
score based on this measure would indicate giving the same score to items that
are reverse-worded, i.e., no response variability. Whereas, having a very high
IRV score would mean indicating the lowest rating (1) on two of the items and
the highest rating (7) on the other two, i.c., extreme response variability. To
approach the data cleaning conservatively, we removed participants who had
both very high and very low IRV scores (z = 1298). We calculated the IRVs
with the “careless” package in R (Yentes & Wilhelm, 2021).

After these steps to clean the data, the final game dataset consisted of 14,065
participants (6775 male, 7243 female, and 47 unidentified). Participants
ranged from 12 to 19 years old (M = 14.50, SD = 1.98). See Figure 6.2 for a
detailed breakdown of age groups.

The evaluation dataset consisted of a smaller group of participants (V =
384, 238 female, 146 male) who were asked to evaluate various aspects of
the training program. The questionnaire did not include a question about
participants’ age yet included information on participants’ school type and
year. The inspection of school year data suggested that the evaluation data is
limited to the first three years of secondary school in the Netherlands. Note
that this would indicate that most of the students of the evaluation data set
were aged 12 to and including 15. Whereas our game data included students
presumably from all levels of secondary school (class 1 till class 6) and thus
included a range of students from 12 to and including 19.
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Figure 6.2 Distribution of Participants of the Training Program by Age
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Note. The numbers above each bar indicate the number of participants for that age in the
final sample.

Procedure

The Friend & Foe project of Critical Mass visited high schools and placed
five containers in the school yards*. One of these containers hosted the social
exclusion program that we are discussing in the current paper. Participants
entered the exclusion container in small groups (3 to 6 persons) and sat around
a hexagon shaped table (See Figure 6.3 for a photo of from the inside of the
said containers). There were panels on the table separating each participant
from the rest. During the game, participants were asked to put on headphones.
The headphones and panels served to limit the interaction amongst the
participants and help them focus on the interaction in the game (to see
how this setup looked, see Figure 6.3). After taking their seat at the table,
participants first indicated their age, gender, and choice of avatar for the game.
There were 3 male and 3 female avatars varying in hair styles and one avatar

22 Currently they are using an updated version of the ball-tossing game that can run on tablets
and they mostly run this program in classroom environments. This reduces the overall costs
of the training program and increases its accessibility.
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was wearing a hijab (see Table 6.1 for the pictures of the possible avatars). Next,
all participants played the online ball-tossing game. In this game participants
were led to believe that they were playing with their peers. Participants saw
the names that their peers indicated as nicknames for themselves on top of
the avatars they chose. Although participants saw the actual peers’” avatars and
names, the actual ball tosses in the game were pre-programmed such that all
participants received the ball only for a couple times in the first few rounds
and none thereafter. In short, participants experienced that they were excluded
by their peers during a game of ball toss. Afterwards, participants proceeded
to answering questions assessing their immediate reaction to being excluded.
Subsequently, participants were debriefed that the game was programmed
to exclude everyone and that their classmates actually did not exclude them.
Finally, participants watched a short video about the negative effects of social
exclusion.

Figure 6.3 A Photo From the Inside of the Social Exclusion Containers

| 3

For the discussion session, the platform with the screen and panels ascended

enabling participants to see each other again. At this stage, the facilitator
presented the participants with discussion prompts focusing on the effects
of social exclusion and how to react when one is excluded or when observes
someone else being excluded.
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Materials

Online Ball-Tossing Game. The online ball-tossing game is an adapted version
of Cyberball that is particularly designed for this program. The original version
of Cyberball (K. D. Williams & Jarvis, 2006) was purposefully designed in
a minimal manner and it was devoid of detailed animations or music. This
new version was designed to be more visually appealing and engaging (i.e.,
character and background animations and background music) and it had the
option to choose an avatar. The avatar selections of each participant were visible
to all the players. In the game screen all the avatars stand in a circle with the
participants’ avatar situated at the bottom left corner. When participants login
to the game with their avatar and name, they saw other avatars on the screen
with the names of their peers who are supposedly playing the game with them.
To throw the ball around participants needed to click the avatar of another
player’s avatar (see Figure 6.1 for a visual depiction of this game). During
the game participants were led to believe that they were playing the game
with their peers, yet they all played the same pre-programmed version. In this
version participants received two ball tosses in the beginning and none after.
This ensured that each participant was excluded from the ball tossing game
supposedly by their peers whom they were playing the game with. Playing this
ball tossing game serves as the concrete experience mode of the experiential

learning cycle (Kolb, 2014b).

Reflection After the Game. Experimental research on social exclusion
typically uses the Need Threat Questionnaire (K. D. Williams, 2009) to
measure the immediate effects of social exclusion. This measure assesses four
separate psychological needs that are suggested to be impacted by social
exclusion, namely, the need for belonging, meaningful existence, self-esteem,
and control. In the current project participants indicated how they felt during
the game by answering to one item per need (belonging: “/ had the feeling thar
I was belonging during the game,” meaningful existence: “I felt invisible during
the game,” self-esteem: “I felt good during the game,” and control: “I had the
feeling that I was the boss of the game.”). Similar to previous work in the field
(Riva et al., 2017; van Beest et al., 2011; K. D. Williams et al., 2000), we
combined these items into an overall index of need threat (a0 = .69). Higher
numbers indicate more need threat. Feelings of anger following the game was
also measured with a single item, “7 felr angry during the game.” The questions
were presented individually in random order and were assessed on a 7-point
Likert-type scale (1 = totally disagree, 4 = neutral, 7 = torally agree) (For the
original version of all items in Dutch see supplementary Materials). Relying
on single-item measures of need threat and emotions in younger populations
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is not uncommon (Abrams et al., 2011). These need and emotion questions
measure the immediate reaction of the participants to being excluded. In terms
of the experiential learning cycle, these items serve as the reflective observation
mode of the experiential learning cycle (Kolb, 2014b).

Discussion After the Game. The discussion section after the game focused
on discussing the experience of the participants and how they would react if
they were excluded in the future. Certain possible reactions were presented
to the participants to prompt a conversation around what participants can
do if they were excluded. These statements include “try not to think about
it,” “meet with other people,” “stick up for yourself,” “ask why you were
excluded,” “talk about it with friends or parents” (for a full list of items (both

in English and Dutch), see supplementary materials). The discussion part was

» o«

run by trained facilitators and it serves as the abstract conceptualization and
active experimentation modes of experiential learning cycle (Kolb, 2014b). It
serves as the abstract conceptualization mode because the participants discuss
how they feel during the game to understand how it feels to be excluded. It
serves the active experimentation stage because participants discuss different
actions that they can take in the future if they were excluded or if they witness
someone else being excluded. The non-profit organization did not gather any
data pertaining to the discussion part. Therefore, we were not able to discuss
the contents of the discussion phase any further.

Evaluation of the Program

A smaller group of participants also filled out a questionnaire to evaluate
the program later (/V = 384). This questionnaire included items measuring
what participants thought of multiple aspects of the program. Here we assess
questions that are specific to the social exclusion training but also questions
about the overall program. There were three questions about social exclusion
training which focused on whether participants gained new insights thanks to
the program (e.g., “The exclusion container gave me insight.”; 1 = completely
agree, 5 = completely disagree). Moreover, there were also questions about the
overall program such as questions about how specific parts of the program
were perceived (e.g., “The discussion session was useful”), questions about the
contents of the discussion section such as making plans to behave in a certain
way in the future (e.g., “In the discussion session we made (new) agreements
about how to treat each other), and questions tapping into behaviors following
the program (e.g., “Did you talk about the program with your classmates”).
Finally, there were questions about behaviors following the training program
(e.g., “Since the program did you witness an unpleasant situation (such as
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exclusion or bullying etc.),” “Did you do anything differently at that time than
you would have done before taking part in the program”). A full set of items
can be found in Figures 6.4 and 6.5 (for the original version in Dutch, see
supplementary materials).

Note that we will assess a couple of questions that are not specific to the social
exclusion program, but more general as they pertain to the evaluation of the
overall program that was offered at schools. The other aspects of the overall
program were also based on experiential learning and had the same structure
but were focusing on other social issues (e.g., prejudice). We nevertheless
decided to include the analysis of these more general questions in the current
paper. The first reason why is that these general questions, albeit general, also
speak to the specific event of the exclusion experience. The second reason is
that some of questions touch upon the active experimentation phase of the
learning cycle (e.g., whether they talked about the program with others or
behaved differently following the program) and can be incorporated in the
future uses of such programs. Therefore, we thought discussing these items
would benefit the readers and future potential users of the program.

Results

We present the results in two subsections. In the first subsection we present
our findings from both the game and the evaluation data that highlight why
we think the current program using an online ball-tossing game is a good
candidate for raising awareness about social exclusion. In this subsection we
rely on descriptive statistics and data visualizations to present our data. In
the second subsection we present findings from the game dataset as a test of
the prediction that the initial hurt of social exclusion is impervious to cross-
cutting variables (K. D. Williams, 2009) by testing how the said cross-cutting
variables influence individuals’ immediate reaction to being excluded.

Due to the large sample size of the game data set, we repeat our qualification
mentioned in the general introduction that we will use evaluate effect sizes to
interpret out findings (Cohen, 1969, 1998; Pecters, 2016; Sullivan & Feinn,
2012). Following the advice of Ferguson (2009) we deemed a finding relevant
if the effect size is equal or greater than Cohen’s 4 = .41 (or » =20), and thus
irrelevant if the effect size would be lower than Cohen’s 4 = 0.41 (or » = 20).
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Preliminary Findings on the Training Program

How Did Participants Feel After Playing the Game?

Participants were asked to reflect on their experience in the social exclusion
game by answering questions tapping into their need fulfillment and anger.
We offer a secondary analysis of these answers. Since we did not have a
control condition (e.g., an inclusion condition where all participants received
equal ball tosses), we choose to present the descriptive statistics alongside a
comparison of the mean values to the middle-point of the scale for need threat
values similar to previous work (Sleegers et al., 2016). The results revealed that
participants felt more need threat (M = 4.58, SD = 1.35) than the middle-
point of the used scale (4), #(14,064) = 51.15, p < .001, d = .43 [.38, .50].

For feelings of anger, we did not compare the results to the midpoint (4) but
instead to the lowest value on the scale (1). The reason is that feelings of anger
are typically absent when people are included (i.e., hover around the lowest
value of the scale) and comparing anger to the midpoint would thus be a
too conservative test of whether exclusion induces anger (e.g., Rajchert et al.,
2017; Svetieva et al., 2016; Zadro et al., 2004). The result of our comparison
revealed that participants felt more anger (M = 2.53, SD = 1.98) than the
lowest value on the scale, #(14, 064) = 91.35, p < .001, 4= .77, [.75, .79].

How Did Participants Evaluate the Social Exclusion Program?
Did Participants Find the Program Useful and Insightful? Figure 6.4 shows
the distribution of responses to the questions assessing how people evaluated
the exclusion training program. The questions can be categorized into three
clusters. Items 1-3 represent what we call new insight about exclusion. Items
4-7 represent how students perceived the discussion session (i.e., referred to as
the “debriefing lesson” in the items) and we call this cluster perceptions of the
discussion section. Items 8-12 represent the contents of the discussion.

For results about new insights about exclusion, one can look at the top three
questions in Figure 6.4. The distribution of the answers suggests that on
average majority of the students agreed with the program giving them new
insights about exclusion or their role in exclusion (see the top section of
Figure 6.4, items 1-3). Additionally, a majority of the students found the
discussion part nice, useful, and interesting (see middle section of Figure 6.4,
items 4-7). Finally, the pattern of answers with regards to the contents of the
discussion phase also suggests that a majority of the students got to reflect
on the situation in their classroom and also got a chance to link multiple
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social issues together such as social exclusion and prejudice (See the bottom
section of Figure 6.4, items 8-12). It seems that more students disagreed with
the statement indicating that they made agreements on how to interact with
each other in the future (item 9), suggesting room for improvement in future
versions of the program.

Figure 6.4 Percentage of Responses to the Evaluation Questionnaire

| got to think about social exclusion. 20%

I have gained insight into the effect of being 0%
socially excluded.
| have gained insight into my own role in

situations where people get socially excluded. 1o

The debriefing lesson was nice. 16% 32%

The debriefing lesson was useful. 18% 37%

The debriefing lesson was nonsensical (R). 51% 16%
The debriefing lesson was interesting. 17% 33%

In the debriefing lesson we shared our | ...
experiences in the containers.

In the debriefing lesson we discussed how is the
environment in our class.

In the debriefing lesson we made (new) agreements
about how we treat each other.

In the debriefing lesson we further reflected on 5%
prejudice. o

The facilitator asked me questions that made me
think.

100 50 0 50 100
Percentage

Hesponse Completely disagree Disagree [l Neutral [ll Agree [l Completely agree

Note. The bars are centered around the neutral answer. On the right-hand side of the
graph are the percentages of people who agreed (agree or completely agree) with a given
item, and on the left-hand side are the percentages of people who disagreed (disagree
or completely disagree). The percentages at the center reflect the people who chose the
“neutral” option.

Did Participants Talk to Others About the Program? Figure 6.5 depicts the
distribution of responses assessing whether students talked about the program
with classmates, family, and friends. The distribution shows that more than
half of the participants talked about the program with their classmates (68%)
and with their families (67%) at least one or more times. Moreover, more than
one-third of the participants (39%) reported talking about the program to
their friends outside of the school.
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Figure 6.5 Percentage of Responses to Questions Asking to Whom Participants Talked About
the Program

After the program, how often did you talk about
it with your classmates?

After the program, how often did you talk about
it at home (e.g., with your parents, brother or | as%
sister)?

After the program, how often did you talk about
it with your friends outside your school (e.g., [ &1%
from the sports club)?

100 50 0 50 100
Percentage

Response [l Notatall [l One ortwo times [11 Three tofive imes | More than five times

Note. The bars are centered around the point between “not at all” and “one or two times”.
Percentages of people who talked about the program with others at least “one or two
times” are depicted on the right-hand side of the figure.

Did Participants Use What They Learned from the Program? Fifty-six
participants indicated witnessing an unpleasant situation such as bullying or
social exclusion (about 17% of the total group of participants who evaluated
the programs). Of these 56 participants 14 (25%) indicated that they did
something they would otherwise not have done before the program.

Cross-Cutting Variables

Does Gender Influence Need Threat and Anger?

Participant gender affected the reported need threat after the game. Male
participants reported lower need threat (M = 4.45 SD = 1.44) than female
participants, (M = 4.71, SD = 1.25), #(13,464), = -11.64, p < .001, 4 = -.20,
95% CI [-.23, -.16]. That is, female participants experienced more need threat
(e.g., less belonging and control) than their male peers. Participant gender did
not change reported anger, #(13,700) = 1.80, p = .07 4 = .03, 95% CI [.00,
.06]. Although statistically significant, the effect of gender on need threat falls
short of what we deem practically significant in the current project (d = .41,
Ferguson, 2009).

Does Age Influence Need Threat and Anger?

Participant age was statistically correlated with overall need threat » = -.029,
2 < .001, and anger r = -.040, p < .001. Note that both correlations are not
practically relevant (i.e., < .20) and we would thus be hesitant to conclude
that older participants in our sample are indeed less negatively affected by
exclusion than younger participants.
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Does Avatar Choice Influence Need Threat and Anger?

Participants were able to select an avatar from a pool of 6 avatars (see Table
6.1, for descriptive statistics). One-way ANOVA’s with six levels (avatars 1 to
6) showed that avatar selection had a significant effect on need threat, F(5,
14,059) = 19.64, p < .001, n? =.007, and anger F(5, 14008) = 5.36, p < .001,
n%= .002; anger F(5, 14,059) = 5.94, p < .001, n? = .007, and anger F(5,
14008) = 5.36, p < .001, n?=.002. Due to the negligible effect sizes, we did
not follow-up these effects with post-hoc analyses.

Table 6.1 Selection of Available Avatars in Study 6.1 with Corresponding Descriptive Sta-
tistics

Avatar number 1 2 3 4 5 6
#] By » L m E
] E} . 0, ¥ | |

7 per avatar 2218 2347 1762 2714 3856 1168

Need threat 4.43

M(SD) 4.45 (1.38) (1.42) 4.56 (1.44) 4.72(1.25) 4.68 (1.25) 4.54 (1.50)

Anger M(SD)  2.45(1.97) 2.52(2.01) 2.64(2.12) 2.51(1.89) 2.47(1.90) 2.77 (2.20)

Does Group Size Influence Need Threat and Anger?

Participants played the game in groups varying in size between 3 to 6. We
investigated whether the size of the group influenced need threat and anger.
Group size was statistically correlated with overall need threat » = -.027, p =
.001, and anger, 7=-.018, p = .03. Yet, similar to other cross-cutting variables we
investigated, the size of the effect was again lower than our practical relevance
threshold (= .20). Hence, we conclude that group size is not relevant for need
threat and anger in this sample.

General Discussion

Social exclusion is a negative experience, yet its subtle and seemingly innocuous
nature may cause it to fly under the radar (O’Reilly et al., 2014; Robinson &
Schabram, 2017). This may result in unnecessarily long suffering and long-term
negative effects especially if individuals underestimate the negative influence
that social exclusion has on individuals. Therefore, we think raising awareness
about social exclusion in schools is crucial and can have a large impact if done
early. The current article centers around a training program that did just that:
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raise awareness about social exclusion in schools. The specific program aims to
raise awareness about antecedents and consequences of social exclusion, and
it also aims to make students aware of the ways in which they can deal with
social exclusion in the future (either as a target or as a bystander). We had three
goals in presenting this program. First, we aimed to describe the program and
its guiding principles. Second, we aimed to test whether this program can be
useful by presenting a secondary analysis of the data that was generated within
the program. Third, we aimed to test whether how participants feel after being
excluded would be moderated by cross-cutting variables such as gender and
age.

For our first goal, we described the training program and discussed the guiding
principles behind the program to show how this program was theory- and
research-driven in terms of its design and materials. Work on social exclusion,
more specifically the work that incorporates Cyberball, shows that this online
ball-tossing game is successful in inducing feelings of exclusion (Hartgerink
et al., 2015). Work on experiential learning targeting social issues suggests
that relying on experiential learning principles can indeed raise awareness
about a variety of social issues such as bullying (Hall et al., 2009; Heath et al.,
2021). More specifically, work on experiential learning shed lights on why the
program we outline here was designed as such, and work on social exclusion
informs why the specific paradigms and measures were incorporated (i.c., the
online ball-tossing game and the associated measures). Taken together, we
think that these two lines of work highlight two things. First, that experiential
learning principles are a great fit for teaching about the subtle and usually
underestimated experience of social exclusion. Second, that a well-studied
paradigm for inducing the experience of social exclusion can also be utilized
as a learning tool.

For our second goal, we sought to test our theoretical reasoning about the
usefulness of this program with a secondary data analysis. We analyzed the
data that was provided to us by the non-profit organization which carried
out the training program across schools in the Netherlands. This secondary
analysis allowed us to evaluate how participants in the current sample felt after
being excluded. Our results concerning need threat and anger revealed similar
scores to that of other studies experimentally manipulating social exclusion
with similar ball-tossing games (de Waal-Andrews & van Beest, 2012; Sleegers
etal., 2016; van Beest et al., 2011). We think this is an important contribution
to the field for two main reasons. First, we think this similarity in findings
supports the external validity of more controlled studies that use similar
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measures and paradigms. After all, our results are based on 14,014 school age
participants across the Netherlands and show a similar pattern to those of more
controlled lab studies. Second, we think this similarity is important because it
provides a way for future versions of this training program to benefit from the
extensive research that use similar measures and paradigms as we outlined here
(see Hartgerink et al., 2015 for a meta-analysis of 120 studies using a similar
ball-tossing game). For example, people who design future programs can
enrich their training by studying the work on what aids recovery after being
excluded in this ball-tossing game (e.g., Rudert et al., 2017; Zimmerman et
al., 2021).

Importantly, this secondary analysis also allowed us to assess how a subgroup
of participants in the current sample evaluated the program in terms of its
content and usefulness. The majority of the participants in the evaluation
dataset agreed that they gained insights into social exclusion, their role in
social exclusion, and what they can do in such situations. Additionally, when
evaluating the overall training program, most students also agreed that they
had the chance to talk about the atmosphere in their classroom, and they
indicated finding the debriefing sessions were useful and interesting. Given
how social exclusion can be hard to recognize and underestimated (O’Reilly
et al., 2014; Robinson & Schabram, 2017), we think knowing more about
the negative impact and one’s part in inducing this negativity in others are
essential. In fact, previous work shows committing to inclusive behaviors in
classrooms can have positive effects such as reduced rates of peer rejection
(Waasdorp et al., 2012) and more liking amongst peers (Harrist & Bradley,
2003). Thus, we argue that teachers and practitioners can build on these new
insights that their students gained to create more inclusive classrooms in which
students are committed to more positive behaviors.

Active experimentation part of the experiential learning cycle focuses on taking
the knowledge gained from the learning experience and carrying it out to the
real world. Participants discussing this newly acquired information with others
and recognizing the discussed issues in real life can be taken as signs of active
experimentation (Kolb, 2014b). Results based on a subset of participants who
evaluated the program reveals some insights as to how participants may have
carried this training program to their daily lives. Two-thirds of the participants
indicated talking to their classmates or their family members about the
program at least one or two times, and one-third indicated talking to their
friends outside of school. This suggests that most participants may have taken
the newly acquired knowledge outside of the learning contexts suggesting
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active experimentation. Importantly, a small portion of the participants
(17%) indicated witnessing a situation like the ones covered in the program
(e.g., social exclusion and bullying). This presents the perfect opportunity for
participants to apply whatever they learned from this program into their own
lives. In fact, one-fourth of these participants indicated actually behaving in
a way that they would not have done so before the training program. That is,
some of the participants not only recognized a situation as social exclusion
or bullying but also acted differently than they would have otherwise. We
take this as further preliminary evidence for the usefulness of this program in
raising awareness about social exclusion and similar social situations such as

bullying.

Finally, for our third goal we tested the assumption of the Temporal Need-
Threat Model of Ostracism (K. D. Williams, 2009) that the immediate hurt
of social exclusion is impervious to cross-cutting variables. Put differently, this
model would assume that age, gender, group size and avatar choice should
not moderate experienced need threat and anger. Our analyses provide mixed
support for this core assumption. One the one hand, we provide statistical
evidence that age, gender and avatar choice did moderate need threat (but
not anger). However, the crucial issue here is that we had a very large sample,
and that it is thus important to account for that. Thus, we rely on whether or
not an effect has practical relevance instead of relying solely on the resulting p
values. From this perspective, the core assumption of the model is supported
as neither age or gender, group size, or avatar choice moderated need threat
or anger at the level it becomes practically relevant, a Cohen’s 4 = .41, = .20
(Ferguson, 2009).

Should then practitioners not care about these cross-cutting variables?
We recommend otherwise. There is previous work that relies on a broader
operationalization of both social exclusion (e.g., peer rejection) and reactions
to social exclusion (e.g., distress or delayed responses) that shows moderation
effects of variables such as age and gender (Beeri & Lev-Wiesel, 2012; Reijntjes
etal., 2006). In the current paper we acknowledge these inconsistencies in the
literature with regards to how people feel about social exclusion depending on
certain characteristics. At the same time, we do not see this inconsistency in
prior findings as a problem. After all, the training program does not only assess
the immediate hurt, but it also includes a moment to actively discuss what
happened to participants. This discussion is thus more attuned to reflection
and prior research has provided consistent findings that upon reflection key
cross-cutting variables to impact how people cope with the initial hurt of
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ostracism (Hartgerink et al., 2015; Ren et al., 2013; Yaakobi et al., 2021;
Zadro et al., 2006). In other words, even though our analysis supports the
Temporal Model of Ostracism (K. D. Williams, 2009) that the initial hurt is
not substantially altered by cross-cutting variables, it is quite likely that they
might when people are reflecting upon the experience. We thus recommend
that, within the context of this program, the feeling of exclusion induced
by the ball-tossing game should only be used as a steppingstone for future
discussion. We suggest that when building upon these feelings of exclusion
practitioners or researchers can think about the different ways in which this
program can be adapted to the specific needs and characteristics of their target
population. More specifically, we recommend relying on the large body of
work investigating how people experience social exclusion or other relevant
experiences (e.g., Smart Richman & Leary, 2009; Wesselmann et al., 2016)
based on their identity or group membership to enrich the program and
make it more useful for their special use case (e.g., Beeri & Lev-Wiesel, 2012;
DeSouza et al., 2017, 2019; Goodwin et al., 2010; Hawes et al., 2012; Killen
& Stangor, 2001; London et al., 2012a; Lopez & DuBois, 2005; Mendoza-
Denton et al., 2002).

Limitations and Future Directions

In the current contribution we integrated insights on experiential learning and
insights on social exclusion. We presented data that participants found the
experience valuable and that they learned from it. A limitation is that we did
not test the effectiveness of our program in terms of the ability to reduce the
actual occurrence of ostracism. This was beyond the scope of the collaboration
that we had with the non-profit organization. We hope, however, that our first
step will inspire future researchers or practitioners to test the effectiveness of
this program in not only providing students with insight, but also in reducing
actual rates of social exclusion in schools.

In the program we focused only on the experience of being socially excluded.
We did not focus on being socially included. This makes sense from the
perspective of a training program carried out by a non-profit organization.
Most studies relying on Cyberball to manipulate social exclusion compare
the effects of an exclusion condition to an inclusion condition in which
participants get an equal number of ball tosses. Such a comparison was out of
scope for the current project. Yet, we reasoned that the descriptive statistics of
need threat values could benefit from some comparison to values that would
be obtained if there was an inclusion condition. To achieve that and to provide
more context to otherwise difficult to interpret absolute values, we compared
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observed descriptive statistics on need threat to previous work also conducted
in the Netherlands. We identified two such examples (de Waal-Andrews & van
Beest, 2012; Sleegers et al., 2016) that use Cyberball and measure need threat
with the 20-item Need Threat Questionnaire (van Beest & Williams, 20006)
that our questions were based on. In both studies, like the results presented
here, the overall need threat scores were higher than the middle-point of the
scale. We could not compare anger scores with these two studies because
they do not report the results pertaining to anger separately as we do in this
project. Yet work we used when making our analysis plan pertaining to anger
shows similar values for levels of anger as we observe here (Rajchert et al.,
2017; Svetieva et al., 2016; Zadro et al., 2004). Although we cannot compare
the experience of being excluded to that of being included, we reasoned that
discussing the descriptive statistics from other studies may help contextualize
the absolute values we have and highlight that these scores are mostly in line
with what one would observe in studies with similar designs (and studies in a
similar context, i.e., the Netherlands, in the case of need threat).

Conclusion

Social exclusion is a negative experience, yet its innocuous nature may cause
it to go under the radar. This may result in unnecessarily long suffering and
may have long-lasting negative impacts on the targets of exclusion. One way
to ameliorate these negative effects is to raise awareness about social exclusion
in schools. To do so, we discussed a brief training program that integrated
insights on experiential learning and social exclusion. We provide evidence
that such a program can be devised. We also provide preliminary evidence
suggesting that participants can gain relevant insights from such programs.
We hope for this work to stimulate more researchers and practitioners to
consider this combination and design 2nd implement programs to combat the
seemingly innocuous problem of social exclusion.

162






J33doyy



MOIVVMNIVI(] [DJI3UIN






General Discussion

The main aim of this dissertation was to contribute to the understanding of
social exclusion by investigating whether, why and how people talk about social
exclusion, and exploring the consequences of such communications. Across
five empirical chapters, I presented studies I have conducted throughout my
PhD, in collaboration with my coauthors. We investigated how targets and
audiences view disclosures of rejection (Chapter 2), whether targets truthfully
communicate emotions to sources (Chapter 3) and whether targets’ appraisals
predict the extent to which they talk about exclusion (Chapter 4). These
studies either relied on various methods such as vignettes (e.g., Chapter 2),
manipulation of social exclusion via online games (e.g., Chapter 3), or asking
people to recall a time in which they were excluded (e.g., Chapter 4).

In the general discussion section, I contextualize the findings in this dissertation
within the larger literature on social exclusion, highlighting their theoretical
and practical contributions. I first summarize the findings from each empirical
chapter. The summaries focus on the methods and the main findings of each
project in the order in which they appeared in this dissertation. Following these
summaries, I move on to discussing the theoretical and practical implications
of the current work and identify some limitations. Important to note, I discuss
the contributions and limitations of this dissertation again within a broader
perspective. Thus, instead of focusing on each empirical chapter’s contributions
and limitations I discuss this dissertation as a whole and touch upon specific
chapters when necessary. The discussion of each separate project in terms of
how they could contribute to or extend theory, and their specific limitations
can be found in the empirical chapters.

Summary of Main Findings

In Chapter 2, we investigated how targets and audiences perceive the
disclosure of rejection experiences. We asked participants to imagine disclosing
to someone that one had been the target of social rejection, or hearing
someone else sharing an event of having been the target of social rejection.
Next, participants reported their disclosure preferences (e.g., reluctance to talk
about the event) and the anticipated outcomes (e.g., negative evaluation). Our
findings revealed that targets anticipated more social costs and less benefits
of disclosure if they were disclosing a rejection rather than non-rejection
experience, however, felt similar levels of urge and reluctance to disclose their
experience (vs control). Importantly, participants who were asked to imagine
being the audience indicated that they would evaluate someone more negatively
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upon hearing that this person had been rejected (vs control). This suggests that
the targets’ fears about being negatively evaluated upon disclosure were, to a
certain extent, justified. Targets felt less reluctance and anticipated lower social
costs associated with disclosing rejection experiences to close others. Taken
together, target and audience reactions to the disclosure of rejection converge
to a large extent in revealing that the disclosure of rejection may be a socially
costly act. That said, sharing such hurdles with close others may be the key
to avoid the reputational costs and reap emotional benefits at the same time.

In Chapter 3, we focused on a more specific form of interpersonal
communication and investigated how ostracized targets communicate
emotions to the sources of their ostracism. More specifically, we asked whether
targets of ostracism would misrepresent their emotional reactions to the
sources or whether they would share them truthfully. Participants played two
rounds of an online ball-tossing game with other players, whose behaviors
were - unknown to the participants - preprogrammed to either include or
exclude the participant: by either tossing an equal number of balls to the
participant or by throwing no balls to the participant. After being ostracized
or included from the ball-tossing game, participants reported how they felt
during the game. Based on previous work on strategic communication of
emotions in bargaining (Andrade & Ho, 2009; van Dijk et al., 2018), we
manipulated interpersonal communication by telling participants that
their answers to questions would be shared with other players. We slightly
varied this method in each study in Chapter 3 to rule out several alternative
explanations. The findings converged with previous literature (Hartgerink
et al.,, 2015) such that ostracized participants felt more need threat and
more negative affect than included participants. Some people changed their
answers when communicating to others, but there was no consistent evidence
suggesting that ostracized individuals misrepresented their emotions more or
less than included individuals. Findings of frequentist and Bayesian analyses
converged to show that ostracized targets were not more likely to misrepresent
their emotions to the sources than the included participants. Put differently,
both ostracized and included targets communicate their emotional reactions
to the sources truthfully.

In Chapter 2 we studied communication with people who are not involved in
the exclusion experience and in Chapter 3 we studied communication with
the sources of exclusion. Bringing these two types of audiences together, in
Chapter 4, we investigated how targets of workplace ostracism cope with
the experience by talking to others (i.e., support seeking), the sources (i.e.,
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confrontation), or by not talking to anyone (e.g., minimization). Here we
drew from the transactional theory of stress and coping (Lazarus & Folkman,
1984) and investigated the extent to which targets’ subjective experience of
being ostracized at work relates to coping. We relied on current discussions
around workplace ostracism (e.g., Ferris et al., 2017) and examined perceived
intensity, attributions of intent, and perceived ambiguity as predictors of
coping responses in two different ways. First, by asking working individuals to
report on instances in which they felt ostracized at work; and second, by asking
a separate set of working individuals to react to hypothetical scenarios in which
we manipulated intensity, intent, and ambiguity appraisals. Our findings
suggested that overall, targets mostly responded with avoidance-oriented
coping responses such as minimization (e.g., telling themselves that it is not
important) than more approach-oriented coping responses (e.g., confrontation
or support seeking). How did appraisals relate to coping? Although theorizing
around workplace ostracism suggests that perceived ambiguity would be an
important determinant for coping responses (Robinson et al., 2013; Robinson
& Schabram, 2017) our results suggested that perceived intensity and
attributions of intent had more predictive power. More specifically, findings
across the cross-sectional and experimental methods converged to a large
extent in suggesting that perceived intensity and attributions of intent were
positively related to more approach-oriented coping responses.

The second part of this dissertation takes a different approach and aims to
contribute to the field of social exclusion by stimulating future research and
promoting practical applications. In Chapter 5, we introduced a tool that can
be used in manipulating feelings of exclusion and inclusion, namely Social
Ball. In collaboration with a Dutch non-profit organization and a software
development company, the game Social Ball was developed, which builds on
the well-used and tested software Cyberball (K. D. Williams & Jarvis, 2000).
Social Ball is an online ball-tossing game with a number of features that were
previously incorporated to Cyberball (such as being able to throw a bomb
around: van Beest et al., 2011) alongside some novel features (e.g., hand-
waving during the game or post-game communication screen) that are easily
accessible from the software’s interface. From the participant’s perspective, the
software was developed to be more socially and visually engaging to create
a video-game-like online environment. The main aim of Chapter 5 was to
introduce Social Ball and to make using the app easy and straightforward for
researchers and practitioners. To that end, we explained the features of Social
Ball, included a tutorial for configuring various versions of the game, and
shared an annotated R code for formatting the data and running some basic
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analyses on the data generated within the software. We also report findings from
empirical studies that used this game. Results from the first implementation
showed that participants that are excluded in the game report lower levels of
need satisfaction and higher negative affect than included participants. This
suggests that Social Ball, similar to Cyberball, is an effective manipulation
of social exclusion. The second implementation included a secondary data
analysis of an application used in schools to raise awareness about ostracism.
This analysis allowed us to explore novel research questions by taking advantage
of the features of Social Ball. In our analyses, we tested whether a specific form
of in-game behavior (i.e., avatars waving their hands to get the ball) related
to post-game need satisfaction. The results suggested that participants waved
their hands to varying degrees and the frequency of waving was not related to
post-game need satisfaction.

Besides providing researchers and practitioners with a tool to manipulate
feelings of social exclusion, in this dissertation we also presented a social
exclusion training program. In Chapter 6, we presented a training program
aimed at raising awareness about social exclusion in primary and secondary
schools across the Netherlands. This program was developed by a Dutch non-
profit organization around principles of experiential learning. Experiential
learning programs aim to encourage learning with first-hand experience
followed by a guided discussion (Kolb, 2014b). The training program we
discuss here used a version of Social Ball to first induce feelings of exclusion.
Afterwards, participants of the program engaged in a discussion about being
excluded and excluding others. Besides discussing some theoretical evidence
supporting the validity and feasibility of such training programs, in Chapter
6 we also present a secondary data analysis of the data generated within the
program. The results offer preliminary evidence for the effectiveness of the
program by, for instance, showing that more participants found the program
useful and indicated that they gained new insights after the discussions than
not. This chapter serves as a proof-of-concept for training programs on
social exclusion aiming to raise awareness about social exclusion at schools.
Additionally, supporting the Temporal Need Threat Model of Ostracism (K.
D. Williams, 2009), we found that certain characteristics like avatar choice or
participant age did not significantly influence how participants felt after being

excluded.
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Theoretical Implications and Extensions

In this section of the general discussion, I draw on current theorizing on
social exclusion to contextualize the findings of this dissertation. In doing so,
I touch upon some of the theories or models related to social exclusion that
I think are especially relevant for talking about social exclusion such as the
Sociometer Theory (Leary & Baumeister, 2000), functional accounts of social
exclusion (Kurzban & Leary, 2001), and the Temporal Need Threat Model of
Ostracism (K. D. Williams, 2009). In the following sections I start by briefly
describing the core aspects of each theory. Next, I discuss the ways in which
the findings of this dissertation can contribute or extend these theories. In
doing so, I also identify new questions and potential research avenues that
arose from thinking how these theories or models would approach the issue of
interpersonal communication about social exclusion.

Sociometer Theory

Sociometer Theory suggests that self-esteem is a gauge of one’s inclusionary
status and works by alerting the individuals to signs of potential inclusion or
exclusion (Leary & Baumeister, 2000). More specifically, self-esteem functions
as “[...] one’s subjective appraisal of how one is faring with regard to being
a valuable, viable, and sought-after member of the groups and relationships
to which one belongs and aspires to belong” (Leary & Baumeister, 2000,
p- 2). The Sociometer Theory does not explicitly touch upon talking about
incidents of social exclusion. However, it suggests that events or situations
carry “symbolic messages” regarding a person’s overall relational value or their
eligibility for inclusion. It follows that disclosing rejection events to others
(i.e., events in which one was devalued) can potentially communicate such
“symbolic messages” to others as well. That is, when one discloses having been
rejected to others, one also discloses information about one’s eligibility for
inclusion.

Leary and Baumeister (2000) also discuss the anticipatory nature of the
sociometer such that the sociometer can detect potential signs of exclusion
and warn the individual before engaging in such acts. This line of reasoning
specifically resonates with the findings from Chapter 2. The idea of the
sociometer aligns nicely with how targets feel reluctant to disclose rejection
experiences. The sociometer may be alerting the individuals to potential
belonging threats (i.e., anticipation of negative evaluation and rejection)
associated with disclosing a rejection experience. Future work can explicitly
test the relationship between relational devaluation and reluctance to disclose
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social exclusion by measuring target and audience reactions to a large number
of situations. Sociometer Theory (Leary & Baumeister, 2000) would then
predict a positive relationship between the audience’s devaluation of a target
who disclosed having been excluded and the target’s reluctance to disclose
the same experience. Such an investigation would extend Sociometer Theory
by testing its claims in the context of interpersonal communication of social
exclusion experiences.

Although not directly measured, these anticipated social costs could also be
a reason why targets of workplace ostracism in Chapter 4 reported using
minimization (i.e., ignoring the issue or telling oneself that it is not important)
far more frequently than any other strategy that requires talking about
ostracism. Only when perceived intensity was higher targets were more likely
to talk to others and/or confront the source. Targets of workplace ostracism
may only be motivated to talk about their exclusion when the costs of talking
about it are outweighed by the costs of remaining silent. Exploring whether
targets of workplace ostracism are not engaging in more approach-oriented
coping responses (e.g., confrontation, support seeking) because of anticipated
social costs could extend Sociometer Theory into organizational studies.

Evolutionary/Functional Accounts of Social Exclusion

Some functional accounts of ostracism attach evolutionary significance to the
experience of being socially excluded (e.g., Gruter & Masters, 1986; Kurzban
& Leary, 2001; Wesselmann et al., 2012) and suggest that exclusion has been
used as a tool to punish people who deviate from norms or to signal that
such deviation could result in ostracism (Hales et al., 2016). I argue that
for social exclusion to be an effective punishment or deterrence tool, there
needs to be a shared understanding about its effects and consequences. This
shared understanding can manifest itself in converging reactions to exclusion
experiences from targets, sources, and audiences. If, for instance, being socially
excluded is not evaluated negatively by the group and its members, then social
exclusion as a punishment would not function properly. In fact, past research
has demonstrated that observers make inferences about punishment and
norm-violation when witnessing an instance of social exclusion (Rudert, Ruf,
et al., 2020). This line of reasoning suggests that being socially excluded can
have a stigmatizing effect. It follows that the information communicated by
disclosing a social exclusion experience can further threaten the reputation
of the target and possibly lead to further exclusion, again converging with
the findings observed in Chapter 2 suggesting that those who disclose past
rejection experiences can incur social costs.
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Emotions, when communicated, signal social information about the
communicator or the way in which the communicator perceives the situation
(van Kleef, 2009). Would targets of social exclusion be perceived differently
based on the emotions they communicate? For instance, previous work shows
that individuals feel more anger when they think they were excluded unfairly
(Tuscherer et al., 2016). Would an individual then be able to signal that
they were unfairly excluded by communicating or exaggerating their anger
when sharing their experience with other people? What about emotions
such as regret, guilt, and shame? If a target person is excluded based on a
norm-violation, then other people may see this as justified (Rudert, Ruf, et al.,
2020) and continue to exclude the individual. However, if the target expresses
shame about what they have done, then this may help them gain re-inclusion.
Previous work suggests that people who express shame and sadness after a
norm-violation evoke sympathy and are punished less harshly (Halmesvaara
et al., 2020). The work at the intersection of emotions and the functional
nature of social exclusion seems like a promising avenue for future research.
For instance, researchers can design a similar study as the one in Chapter
3 where targets of exclusion can communicate emotions such as shame and
regret after being excluded. A similar design can also be implemented to study
the reactions of other parties to interpersonal communication of emotions.
Would the sources be more willing to include an excluded target if the target
were to communicate regret? Such a question can be investigated by making
sure that one player gets excluded from the ball tossing game by, for instance,
programming a player’s ball tosses to be significantly slower than the rest
(Wesselmann et al., 2015). Afterwards, the excluded player can be programmed
to communicate various emotions such as shame and regret at different levels.
Such a design can allow researchers to study how sources of exclusion would
react to targets’ emotional reactions in general, but also specifically for shame
and regret. By building on the literature on social functions of emotions, such
work can test the predictions of functional accounts of social exclusion.

Temporal Need-Threat Model

The Temporal Need Threat Model (K. D. Williams, 2009) suggests that social
exclusion threatens the needs for belonging, control, self-esteem and meaningful
existence. This model also proposes the experience of social exclusion unfolds
in three stages. The first stage is the immediate or the reflexive stage where
the individual feels the sting of social exclusion. After the initial hurt people
progress to the second stage, the reflective stage, in which they start appraising
the situation and coping with the hurt. People only progress to the final stage
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— i.e., the resignation stage, if they experience social exclusion chronically, for
a long period of time.

I suggest that talking about social exclusion could take place in all three stages
in various forms. For instance, targets can confront the sources and talk about
their hurt in the reflexive stage (i.e., immediately after the target perceives
that they have been excluded) or as exclusion is still unfolding. Besides verbal
communication, in the reflexive stage non-verbal communication can also take
place in the form of expressing emotions or showing signs of dissatisfaction.
In Chapter 5, I discussed Social Ball with its hand-waving feature. This feature
can be operationalized as a non-verbal form of communication that can be
used to investigate the effects of communication in the reflexive stage.

Alternatively, targets could also choose to talk to the sources or other people
in the reflective stage. Now that the initial hurt has probably subsided to a
certain extent, the targets may have the chance to cope with social exclusion
more effectively by seeking support from others or talking to the source
about what happened. For instance, in Chapter 3, we investigated emotion
communication both in the reflexive and the reflective stages to see if the stage
of exclusion would influence how targets communicate their emotions to the
sources. Potentially, targets can also talk about their hurt in the resignation
stage. That said, since this stage is characterized by feelings of helplessness and
a sort of sensitization to exclusion, people may not have the motivation to talk
about their experience with others. The stage in which targets talk about social
exclusion and if this has any influence on the temporal experience of social
exclusion are open to further research.

I believe that one of the most pressing questions is whether talking about
social exclusion can prevent one’s progression to the resignation stage. Would
confronting the source or talking to others at the reflexive stage help the
targets with the negative effects of social exclusion? Would talking about social
exclusion at the reflection stage reduce the chances of targets progressing
into the resignation stage? I think the answer to these questions is both a
yes and a no. Yes, because targets can potentially confront the source and
stop the exclusionary acts from happening. The source may realize that they
made a mistake or decide to reinclude the target after giving it some thought.
Additionally, just by virtue of confronting and speaking up for themselves,
targets may already feel more positive about themselves (Gervais et al,
2010). Alternatively, targets can seek support from others and, for instance,
receive cognitive support helping them to reframe the situation in a positive
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light (Pauw et al., 2018). Such reappraisal can help the targets deal with the
negative impacts of social exclusion even if it does not, in essence, solve the
fact of being excluded (Burleson & Goldsmith, 1998; Sethi et al., 2013). The
answer, however, is also a no, because confrontation can lead to retaliation
by the source (see Cortina & Magley, 2003 for similar work on workplace
mistreatment). Similarly, talking to others can also cause reputation damage
or further rejection as was shown in Chapter 2. Future work can build on
the findings in this dissertation and investigate the effects of talking about
social exclusion on a temporal dimension. Such work would contribute to
the Temporal Need Threat Model and would also test a potential remedy to
prevent entering the resignation stage.

I also tested one of the core assumptions of the Temporal Need Threat model
(K. D. Williams, 2009) in Chapter 6. The tested assumption states that the
initial hurt of ostracism is much like a reflex in that everyone feels hurt to a
similar degree regardless of cross-cutting factors such as gender, age, or group
membership. In Chapter 5, we tested this assumption and found support for
it such that age, gender, and avatar choice did not significantly impact how
participants experienced immediate need threat. These findings contributed
to the understanding of ostracism by offering support for one of the major

models in the field.

Practical Implications of Findings

I think that the frequency (Nezlek et al., 2012) and the negativity of social
exclusion (Baumeister et al., 2009; Baumeister & Leary, 1995; J. Gerber &
Wheeler, 2009; K. D. Williams, 2009) demonstrate the value and necessity
of research in understanding social exclusion, as well as the need to put the
insights to practice. More specifically, I argue that knowledge of predictors
of and barriers to talking about social exclusion can have various practical
benefits. In what follows I will attempt to illustrate the practical significance of
work in this dissertation by drawing on the various empirical chapters.

My dissertation research can inform policy makers and practitioners trying to
mitigate or prevent social exclusion. A finding from Chapter 2 was that people
anticipated costs of disclosing a rejection experience unless they were talking
to a close other. Additionally, Chapter 4 showed that people were more likely
to engage in avoidance-oriented coping responses (minimization) than to talk
about social exclusion. Taken together, these results show that an excluded
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employee may not be willing to talk about their experiences with others,
likely due to anticipated costs. Relevant to note is that social exclusion at the
workplace is perceived as less socially inappropriate than some other forms of
workplace harassment (O’Reilly et al., 2014). These findings together paint a
rather grim picture such that the excluded individual may just choose to keep
their struggles to themselves instead of seeking help or support from other
colleagues. This silence can become even more problematic as the experience
of being excluded for extended periods of time may intensify depressive
symptoms (Riva, Wesselmann, et al., 2014; Riva et al., 2017; Rudert et al.,
2021). Thus, a program aiming to help with social exclusion can not only
focus on providing resources to people who speak up about their experiences.
A successful program would have to consider the difficulties associated with
disclosing having been excluded. I suggest that raising awareness about social
exclusion with a program such as the one we introduced in Chapter 6 could
help the organization and its employees in preventing social exclusion but also
recognizing the difficulties associated with speaking up. Such a program can
also potentially help change the norms within the organization surrounding
social exclusion so that both the employees and the management can recognize
social exclusion as the serious problem that is.

The second part of this dissertation is specifically focused on contributing to
research and practice. One way I did this was to present a tool that could
be used to induce feelings of exclusion and inclusion. The chapter on Social
Ball also includes a tutorial and an annotated R code. This, hopefully, will
enable users to easily set up the game and analyze the data generated within the
game by using our code. I do hope that this new tool will stimulate research
into social exclusion. But more specifically, several communication features
can help researchers to answer questions about how excluded individuals
communicate with the sources of exclusion. I see this capacity of Social Ball to
contribute to theory as one of this dissertation’s practical contributions for the
researchers in this field.

Another chapter that mainly focused on practical significance was Chapter
6 in which I discussed a social skills training program that can be used to
raise awareness about social exclusion. The specific program I discussed was
carried out in schools across the Netherlands. Additionally, similar programs
can also be carried out at other institutions or organizations with adult
participants (e.g., Heath et al., 2021; Zawadzki et al., 2012). The value of
training programs or any efforts to raise awareness around social exclusion
becomes especially clear when considering that targets of exclusion may be
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hesitant to talk about their experiences with others. As I have discussed before,
in these situations, waiting around for the targets to reach out for help may
be the least optimal strategy. Instead, by relying on training programs like I
outlined in Chapter 6, institutions and organizations can try to mitigate or
prevent social exclusion more effectively. Thus, I think the second part of this
dissertation can help not only researchers but also practitioners to engage with
the topic of social exclusion more. In fact, over 15,000 children in primary
and secondary schools across the Netherlands have now taken part in a version
of the training that we discuss in Chapter 6. I think that this number is a
testament to how universities and non-profit organizations can collaborate to
support their communities.

Limitations and Future Directions

One thing that I did not have the chance to do during my PhD studies was
to conduct a laboratory experiment where participants could engage in less
restricted forms of social interaction (e.g., a group of participants working on a
task together) and more ways to engage in interpersonal communication. Such
astudy in which a broader range of participant behaviors can be observed would
have allowed me to investigate the dynamics of the interaction that takes place
amongst the participants (e.g., Kozlowski, 2015; Kozlowski & Chao, 2018).
However, just around the time I would start conducting lab studies the world
was hit by the Covid-19 Pandemic and we were not able to be near each other
in the same physical space. Thus, lab studies were unfortunately not possible.
Laboratory experiments could be implemented in future research, for instance,
by relying on roleplaying methods in the laboratory in which confederates
exclude a participant (Zadro et al., 2005). Alternatively, a more cost effective
and social-distancing-proof version of such experiments can be conducted
with video calling or simulations of video-calling apps (e.g., Goodacre &
Zadro, 2010). These studies can also allow the researchers to study non-verbal
forms of communication such as emotion expressions or body language (e.g.,
Halmesvaara et al., 2020; Lakin et al., 2008) in the context of social exclusion.

Another line of work I am excited about but have yet to launch is to utilize
qualitative methods such as interviews or analyzing written participant
responses in detail. These qualitative approaches can give us insights that I
may have missed with the variety of methods employed in this dissertation.
Although most qualitative methods require extensive studying and long
processing times, there are some lower-cost ways to incorporate qualitative
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analyses into most work on social psychology. One such example is reflexive
thematic analysis in which researchers can code responses with the goal of
developing themes from the data (for an introduction, see Braun & Clarke,
2006, 2020, 2021). For example, future work can use thematic analysis to
code participants’ recollections of instances in which they talked or did not
talk about social exclusion to identify differences and similarities between two
types of experiences. These methods can also allow researchers to inquire as to
why people talk about social exclusion or what type of responses they want or
get from their audience. This is not to say that these topics cannot be studied
with quantitative methods but mixing qualitative and quantitative methods
may provide a more comprehensive picture.

The social exclusion studies in the current dissertation did not investigate
the specific characteristics of the groups in which inclusion or exclusion
took place, nor did it study how members became part of the group, or how
they identified with their group. As I discussed previously, social exclusion
is theorized to be a social sanctioning tool (Kurzban & Leary, 2001). This
line of reasoning explicitly links social exclusion to stigmatization such that
stigmatization brings exclusion from the group and the resources offered by
the group. Work studying norm-violations and social exclusion supports this
line of reasoning (Rudert, Ruf; et al., 2020; Whitson et al., 2015) and similar
theorizing also has been put forth for workplace ostracism (Henle et al., 2022).
Importantly, there are large bodies of work investigating social exclusion within
the context of pre-existing group memberships such as race (e.g., DeSouza
et al., 2019; Killen & Stangor, 2001; Mulvey et al., 2016), gender (e.g.,
Bolling et al., 2012; Cursan et al., 2017; Killen & Stangor, 2001; London et
al., 2012b; Reijntjes et al., 2006), sexual orientation (e.g., Aubuchon, 2019;
DeSouza et al., 2017; Pachankis et al., 2008; Wang & Pachankis, 2016). These
literatures suggest that targets may have meaningfully different experiences
or interpretations of social exclusion depending on why they were excluded.
This begs the question of how interpersonal communication about social
exclusion would be influenced by group membership. Would individuals be
more inclined to talk to their in-group members about exclusion? Would the
reason for exclusion (identity-based or not) influence the choice of audience
or the way in which people choose to talk about their experiences? Can targets
of exclusion benefit from disclosing their experience or communicating their
emotions about social exclusion to outgroup members? I believe that such
questions are very important to investigate and would not only contribute to
research on social exclusion but would also be able to offer insights for making
the lives of people with stigmatized identities easier.
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Another factor that influences how targets experience social exclusion is
culture. Especially in the first part of the current dissertation I presented
studies that relied on participants mostly from Western Europe (e.g., the
Netherlands and the UK). Thus, we relied on a WEIRD (Western, Educated,
Industrialized, Rich and Democratic) sample that is not representative of the
world population at large (Henrich et al., 2010b, 2010a). I am not saying
that social psychological research should always strive to conduct studies that
can be representative of a universal experience. I am, however, saying that
acknowledging the limitations of samples and contextualizing the findings of
studies is crucial. This is especially important for social exclusion given that
cultural background can impact people’s experience and reasoning surrounding
social exclusion (e.g., Over & Uskul, 2016; Pfundmair et al., 2015; Ren et
al., 2013). This limitation is personally relevant to me as well. Coming from
a Turkish background, the current scientific knowledge only allows me to
speculate how findings may or may not generalize to a Turkish context. Future
work and, I myself, need to do better. Contextualizing our findings and not
overgeneralizing them is important but so is casting a wider net in terms of
the questions we ask and the samples we recruit. Would I and my Dutch
colleagues have a different idea about what would be the appropriate way to
talk about social exclusion? Would I be evaluated negatively if I talk about
feeling excluded in response to a situation where my Dutch colleagues see no
reason to feel excluded? Would I judge them more harshly if they do the same?
These questions can be construed as questions about communication across
group memberships, but I believe that they are more than that. These questions
also illustrate my role as a researcher in conducting research that is context-
dependent and, in some ways, limited in its sample. I pose these few questions
using the first-person pronoun to further highlight their relevance to me as a
researcher. Social psychological phenomena and research may sometimes be
universal but often they are contextual and motivated by personal curiosity.
Therefore, I also see this section as a note to my future designing-a-new-study
self to be more mindful of the various methods and contexts that the research
and ideas in this dissertation can benefit from and extend to.

Note on Collaborative Efforts

Research on social exclusion has boomed in the last twenty-something years.
Scholars work to publish insights and recent findings in academic books (for
some recent examples, see: Liu & Ma, 2021; Riva & Eck, 2016; Rudert et al.,
2019). These days, social exclusion, belonging and inclusion are topics that are
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in most, if not all, major social psychology conferences. Besides being present
in major psychological conferences, research on social exclusion sometimes is
discussed in smaller, more specialized meetings. In fact, the first conference
I attended as part of my PhD project was such a meeting. It was called the
Small Group Meeting on Social Exclusion, Ostracism, and Rejection and took
place in Vitznau, Switzerland. At this meeting, I met many social exclusion
researchers whose work I studied, drew insights from, and repeatedly cited it
in this dissertation.

In my opinion, a common thread among all these publications, conferences,
and meetings is the collaborative effort of a group of motivated researchers
who are trying to understand and reduce instances of social exclusion. My
PhD project was also such a collaborative effort in that I was part of a larger
consortium working on answering various research questions surrounding the
topic of social exclusion. As part of this consortium, I worked alongside Frank
Doolaard who was, at the time, a PhD candidate at Leiden University. Frank
and his co-authors showed how underperforming individuals sometimes prefer
to leave groups (Doolaard et al., 2021), how getting denied access to a group
or being removed from a group may be similar experiences for the targets but
not the sources (Doolaard et al., 2020), or how information about sexism may
increase women’s perception of being socially excluded (Doolaard et al., 2022).
Even though we were working at different universities, we kept updating each
other on our progress. Importantly, we also organized several symposia for
the Dutch national social psychology conference (ASPO Conference) to not
only disseminate knowledge about social exclusion, but also to bring social
exclusion researchers together. Getting to meet all these researchers over the
years and being part of a small-scale consortium during my PhD showed me
the importance of team science and further highlighted what I thought was a
crucial part of science: collaborative efforts.

Concluding Remarks

As social animals, humans have a need to belong (Baumeister & Leary, 1995)
and value communicating with others (Gable & Reis, 2010; Rimé, 2009).
This dissertation focuses on the intersection of these two core human qualities:
belonging and communicating. More specifically, my co-authors and I worked
to better understand how individuals would communicate about social
exclusion. The work in this dissertation was among the first in investigating
questions related to talking about social exclusion, a topic I deemed both
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theoretically and practically relevant. By understanding the predictors of and
barriers to talking about social exclusion we shed further light on the aversive
experience of being excluded. These theoretical insights also have practical
significance given that they can help practitioners devise better efforts to prevent
and mitigate social exclusion. Furthermore, the second part of this dissertation
includes efforts that are specifically focused on practical contributions (i.e., a
training program and a paradigm to induce feelings of exclusion).
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Appendix

Supplementary Materials for Chapter 2

Study 2.1

Methods

Participants

We calculated the sample size to detect medium-sized effects with a two-way
between-subjects t-test across 3 DVs (d = 0.50, overall power = .80 with .93
power for each DV, corrected p = .016, required N = 210).

Participants first answered manipulation check questions and one of the
attention checks in one page. Afterwards, they answered the anticipated benefit
questions in one page, and the urge questions in another page. The page order
for the benefit and urge questions, and the order of the questions within pages
were randomized. The assigned scenario was displayed on each following page
with questions about the scenario. After answering the manipulation check
questions, participants answered questions about the potential benefits of
talking about this episode, and also their urge to talk about this episode in
separate pages. The order of the pages, and the order of the question within
pages were randomized. After being randomly assigned to either rejection (#
= 110) or control (#z = 110) conditions, participants read the scenarios and
answered questions from the target’s perspective.

Materials and Procedure

Instructions: In the following pages we will show you a hypothetical story. We
are asking you to imagine being the person in the story. We are interested in
what would you think or do if you were to talk about this story with others.
We will show you the story in each page where there’s a question about the
story. That way, you can go back and forth the questions and the scenario.

General Benefits. I think talking about the event would be (1) meaningful,
(2) satistying, (3) useful, (4) would help me cope with the event.

Relief. I think talking about the event would (1) make me feel good, (2) make
me relieve my emotions, (3) allow me to feel better, (4) make me feel at ease.
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Urge to Talk. (1) I would like to talk about this with someone. (2) I would
have the urge to talk about what happened. (3) I would feel the need to talk
about this.

Results and Discussion

Exclusion Criteria

There were two pre-registered attention checks embedded into the survey. For
one of the attention checks, we asked participants whether the colleagues of
the person in the scenario wanted to continue working with them, or not.
Depending on the condition they were assigned to, they had to choose the
relevant item. For the second attention check, we embedded an item saying
‘Select five’ (from a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 to 7) within the refief
questions. If participants failed both of these attention checks, we excluded
them from the analyses.

Studies 2.2 and 2.3

In studies 2.2 and 2.3 we explored perceptions of competence, sociability, and
morality (Brambilla et al., 2011). In the rejection vignette the targets were
excluded by learning that their colleagues did not want to work with them.
However, we did not provide an apparent reason for this unwillingness to
work. Therefore, we wanted to see if this ambiguous rejection would impact
the target’s impression on all three dimensions that are evaluated. Given that
the rejection took place in the workplace, one could reason that this would
have the biggest impact on competence ratings. We explored this possibility
both from the target’s and the audience’s perspective.

Methods

Participants

For both studies we calculated the sample size to detect medium-sized effects
with a two-way between-subjects t-test across 4 DVs™ (d = 0.50, overall power
= .80 with .95 power for each DV, p = .05, required /V = 210).

23 By powering each DV separately at .95, we arrive at .80 power (.95* = .80) to detect the
effect across 4 DVs.
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Materials and Procedure for Study 2.2
Participants read the same instructions as in Study 2.1.

Reluctance. How reluctant would you feel to talk about this story?
Shame. How much shame would you feel if you were to talk about this?

Negative Evaluation. I think people would negatively evaluate me if I were to
talk about this story.

Willingness to Work. Upon hearing this, how willing people would be to

work with you in a similar situation?

Social Perception. Instructions read: “If you were to tell this story to someone,
please indicate how much others would think each adjective describes the person
in the scenario.” For competence participants read the items (1) Intelligent, (2)
Competent (3) Efficient (4) Skillful (5) Capable; for sociability/warmth: (1)
Kind, (2) Friendly (3) Warm (4) Likable (5) Helpful; and lastly for morality they
read: (1) Sincere, (2) Honest (3) Trustworthy (4) Select five [attention check] (5)
Respectful. All questions in this study were answered on a 7-point Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much) (Study 2.2: Gcompetence = <985 Gociabiliey
= .97 Ooraliey = .91, Study 2.3: Ocompetence = 96, Osociabilicy = 94, Uunoratiey = -94). We
presented the trait words within the 3 blocks of questions in the same page. The
order of the blocks and the order of the questions within blocks were randomized.

Materials and Procedure for Study 2.3

Instructions. In the following pages we will show you a hypothetical story. We
are asking you to imagine hearing this from someone else who’s the same age
and sex as you are. Afterwards, you will be asked a few questions about this
person and your reactions to that situation. We will show you the story in each
page where there’s a question about the story. That way, you can go back and
forth the questions and the scenario.

Reluctance. How reluctant do you think the person would feel to talk about
this story?

Shame. How much shame do you think the person would feel in this situation?

Negative Evaluation. I would evaluate this person negatively if I were to hear
about this story.
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Willingness to Work. Upon hearing this, how willing would you be to work
with this person in a similar situation?

Social Perception Dimensions. Please indicate how much each adjective
describes the person in the scenario. Same items as in study 2.2.

Results

Table S.1 Direct Unstandardized Path Coefficients of the Mediation Models in Studies 2.2

and 2.3
Path B SE 95% CI r
Study 2 Condition — Neg. Eval. 2.60 .20 [2.16, 2.99] <.001
Condition — Reluctance .36 25 [-.13, .86] .16
Neg. Eval. — Reluctance .69 .06 [.56, .81] <.001
Study 3 Condition — Willingness -.94 .19 [-1.32,-.57] <.001
Condition — Neg. Eval. 1.76 .19 [1.40, 2.12] <. 001
Neg. Eval — Willingness -.35 .08 [-.51, -.20] <.001
Exploratory Analyses

Descriptive statistics and the test results for the exploratory analyses on social
perception dimensions can be seen in Table S.2. Participants anticipated more
negative evaluations in terms of competence, sociability, and morality in the
rejection than in the control condition. Similarly, the audience evaluated
someone who was rejected more negatively on all dimensions compared to
someone who was not rejected.

Table S.2 Studies 2.2 And 2.3, Test Statistics for Person Perception Dimensions
Condition

Control  Rejection t df d 95% CI
M (SD) M (SD)

Study2 Competence 5.20 (1.16) 2.63 (1.18) 16.04** 211.67 2.19  [2.26,2.89]
Sociability  5.02 (1.15) 2.70 (1.18) 14.52*** 211.58 1.99 [2.00, 2.63]
Morality 4.99 (1.07) 3.53(1.26) 9.13***  205.31 1.25 [1.15,1.78]
Study 3 Competence 5.29 (1.01) 4.04 (1.31) 7.89*** 200.70 1.07 [.94,1.57]
Sociability  5.22 (0.94) 3.66 (1.16) 10.91*** 205 1.48 [1.28,1.84]
Morality 5.24 (0.87) 4.26(1.12) 7.21** 20143 0.98 [.75, 1.25]

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, **p < .001.
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Discussion

Our first set of exploratory analyses focused on person perception ratings. The
data provided by the targets (Study 2.2) indicated that they anticipate being
devalued on competence, sociability and morality. A closer inspection of the
effect sizes suggest that targets anticipate the worst evaluation on competence,
followed by sociability and then morality. The audience responses (Study 2.3)
revealed that they evaluated the targets most harshly on sociability followed by
similar ratings in competence and morality. These results suggest a mismatch
between the targets’ anticipation and the audiences’ reaction, such that the
target of exclusion anticipates that talking about the exclusion may yield a
negative evaluation in terms of competence but obtains a negative evaluation
in terms of sociability.

Study 2.4

Methods

Participants

We again calculated the sample size to detect medium-to-large sized effects
with a two-way between-subjects t-test across 5 DVs (4 = 0.60, overall power =
.80 with .96 power for each DV, corrected p = .01, required 7 = 212).

Materials and Procedure.
Reluctance to Talk. Participants read “I would feel reluctant to talk about
this,” “

freely discuss what happened with others” (reverse coded) (a = .82).

I would be hesitant to share this story with other people”, “I would

Anticipated Social Benefits. We measured anticipated social benefits with
four items. Participants read “If I were to talk about this story, I think it would
make me feel (1) accepted, (2) valued, (3) socially supported, (4) closer to the
person I'm talking to” (o = .88).
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Study 2.5

Methods

Participants and Design

Powering for the interaction effects, to detect a medium-to-large-sized effect
(T]zz,: .08) with a 2x2 between-subjects ANOVA with a power of .80 (.96 for
each IV) and p = .01, we aimed to collect data from 260 participants.

Materials and Procedure

Anticipated costs. For anticipated negative evaluation, participants read: “I
think this person would negatively evaluate me if I were to talk about this
story.” For anticipated willingness to work, they read: “Upon hearing this, how
willing this person would be to work with you in a similar situation?”

Urge to Talk. Participants read (1) I would like to talk about this with this
person, (2) I would have the urge to talk about what happened with this
person, and (3) I would feel the need to talk about this with this person.

Reluctance to Talk. (1) I would feel reluctant to talk about this with this
person, (2) I would be hesitant to talk about what happened with this person,
(3) I would freely discuss what happened with this person.

Anticipated Social Benefits and Relief. For both anticipated social benefits
and relief participants first read the instruction saying: “If I were to talk about
this with the person I'm thinking about, it would...” then they saw the list
of statements that pertain to both in a mixed order. For anticipated relief
they were presented with the same items as in Study 1. For anticipated social
benefits we used the same items as in Study 2.4.
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Supplementary Materials for Chapter 3

Study 3.1

Method

Participants

This study was run as part of a bachelor thesis circle. Four psychology bachelor
thesis students collected data from their family and friends (convenience
sampling). Each student was required to collect data from at least 50
participants. At the end of the data collection period there were 363 registered
responses. We excluded the participants who had partial responses (people
who started but did not finish the survey, 7z = 115). The remaining sample size
was 248.

Measures
Full set of items used in Study 3.1 can be seen in Table S.3.

Table S.3 Full Set of Items Used in Study 3.1.

=] >
For each question, please circle the number to the right ‘g _:E)
that best represents the feelings you were experiencing ‘Zé' [;]E
DURING the game.
Belonging
I felt “disconnected” (R)* 1 2 3 4 5
I felt rejected (R)* 1 2 3 4 5
I felt like an outsider (R)* 1 2 3 4 5
I felt I belonged to the group 1 2 3 4 5
I felt the other players interacted with me a lot 1 2 3 4 5
Self esteem
I felt good about myself* 1 2 3 4 5
My self-esteem was high* 1 2 3 4 5
I felt liked* 1 2 3 4 5
I felt insecure (R) 1 2 3 4 5
I felt satisfied 1 2 3 4 5
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Meaningful existence

I felt invisible (R)*
I felt meaningless (R)*
I felt non-existent (R)*
I felt important
I felt useful

Control
I fele powerful*®
I felt T had control over the course of the game*
I felt T had the ability to significantly alter events
I felt I was unable to influence the action of others (R)
I felt the other players decided everything (R)

Mood

Good
Bad
Friendly
Unfriendly
Angry*
Pleasant

Happy*
Sad

Manipulation check

For the next three questions, please circle the number to the
right (or fill in the blank) that best represents the thoughts
you had during the game.

I was ignored*

I was excluded*

Assuming that the ball should be thrown to each person

equally (33% if three people; 25% if four people), what

percentage of the throws did you receive?®

[SSIEEN NSRS IR SN S

[SSINEN \STE SRR ST S

[N SR S S I I S ]

R W W W W

LW W W W

(S S S SIS SRS}

%

N

[ N N N N

AN O

AV AV BV B VA

AV AV, B Y AV

A L Y Y Y Y v

Note. The items with an asterisk represent the items that are used in the short version

of the questionnaire which was incorporated in Studies 3.2 and 3.3. The item “T felt I

had control over the course of the game” was changed to “I felt I had control over the

interaction” in studies 2 and 3. Additionally, the Control subscale included the item “I

felt superior.” Lastly we also measured hurt feelings by adding the item “I felt hurt” in

Studies 3.2 and 3.3.
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Extra Measures

This study was conducted as part of a bachelor thesis course. Therefore, there
were some other variables which participants filled in before playing the game.
To complete their theses, students incorporated 4 items from the Revised
Cheek and Buss Shyness Scale (Crozier, 2005); the extroversion subscale of
the 10-item Big Five Inventory (Rammstedt & John, 2007); and the Single
Item Need to Belong scale (Nichols & Webster, 2013).

Study 3.2

Method

Participants

We pre-registered our stopping rule as two weeks of data collection. Participants
were Dutch university students who took part in the study in exchange of
partial course credit. At the end of two weeks, we had registered 677 responses.
We asked participants to complete the study on a laptop or a desktop computer
and we did not allow mobile devices to continue the study (7 = 46). We also
removed partial responses (7 = 42). We also had two pre-registered exclusion
criteria. We removed participants who did not indicate that their English level
was sufficient to follow the study (7 = 35) and participants who failed both
attention checks (7 = 1). The final sample size consisted of 563 participants.

Power Curve

To provide additional details of our power analysis, we re-ran the power
analysis (which we originally conducted using Gpower) using the R package
SuperPower (Lakens & Caldwell, 2021). For both studies we used the same
numerator degrees of freedom (df = 1) since both designs are 2x2 factorial
designs and the degrees of freedom (df) for the interaction in these designs is 1
(i.e., (2-1)*(2-1)). The denominator df was 247 for the second study and 559
for the third study. We plotted two lines for alpha levels of .05 and .01. Across
both studies we have reasonable power (>80%) to detect a medium effect size
(f=.25) at both levels of alpha. Study 3.2 (top panel) has less power to detect
smaller effect sizes than Study 3 (bottom panel). While conducting Study 3.3,
we were aware that we would not be able to recruit as many participants as
Study 3.2 because the study was going to take place in the lab (as opposed to
Study 3.2 which was online). Since we strengthened our manipulation and our
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cover story, we believed that this was a reasonable trade-off to make. The power
curves for both alpha levels for Studies 3.2 and 3.3 can be seen in Figure S.1.

Figure S.1 F-Tést Power Curve for the Interaction lests in Studies 3.2 And 3.3.
F-test Power Curve
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Procedure

Participants completed the study online and, in each condition, they played
two rounds of Cyberball. After playing the first Cyberball round (inclusion
or exclusion) participants answered emotion and need items depending on
the response type condition that they were assigned to. If they were in the
actual response condition, they were told that their answers would just be
saved. If they were in the shared response condition, they were informed that
their answers would be shared with the other two players before they play the
second round of Cyberball. After answering the emotion and need questions
they moved on to the second Cyberball round. In the second Cyberball round
all the participants were included. After the second round of Cyberball,
participants were asked to report their age, gender, whether their English
level was sufficient to understand the survey and were prompted about the
hypothesis and for comments.
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Measures

Participants filled the shorter version of the Need Satisfaction Questionnaire
that was used in Study 1. This version (Ren et al., 2016) measures need
satisfaction with three questions in each subscale — i.c., belonging (a =
.94), meaningful existence (@ = .93), control (a = .77), and self-esteem (a
=.89), — (e.g., ‘I felr good about myself,” “I felr disconnected™; 1 = not ar all, 5
= extremely). The scores from these subscales were averaged to a single need
satisfaction score (a = .93). Order of the subscales of the short-need scale and
the emotion items (three emotions as a group) were randomized. The order
of the questions within each subscale was also randomized. The items that are
in the short version of the scale are marked with an asterisk (*) in Table S.3.

Attention Checks. We used two attention checks. One item asked participants
to select the anchor labeled “four” (“Please select four”) and it was embedded
in the meaningful existence subscale of the Need Satisfaction Scale. The other
attention check was a paragraph describing why we used attention checks. After
the paragraph we asked participants to select the correct option amongst the
presented choices. However, within the paragraph, we instructed participants
to ignore that question and select a certain item from the presented answer
options.

Study 3.3

We pre-registered our hypotheses and our stopping rules for data collection.
Based on the results of both Study 3.1 and Study 3.2, that we felt offer more
support — if anything — for the likelihood that people will downplay their
emotions relative to exaggerate, we proposed that people might downplay their
emotions and need satisfaction when they are asked to share it. Therefore, in
Study 3.3 we tested the interaction such that people downplay how they feel
more so in the exclusion condition than they do in the inclusion condition.
Again, based on our findings in Study 3.2 we reasoned that we could also
observe main effects of response type and exclusion and not an interaction.
This would mean that people downplay their emotions regardless of their
inclusionary status. The third possibility is a combination of the above two,
but crucially we then would expect to find that people are more likely to
downplay the negative ostracism experience than to exaggerate the positive
inclusion experience to those sources.
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Method

Participants

We pre-registered our stopping rule as two weeks (10 working days) of data
collection. Participants were first year psychology students who took part in
the study in exchange of partial credit. The study took part in the experimental
psychology lab of a Dutch university and participants were allowed to take
the study either in Dutch or in English. There were 250 registered responses
of which 3 were partial responses and were removed (remaining » = 247).
All participants in the final samples answered both of the attention checks
correctly (nEnglish = 115, #Dutch = 132). The power curve for this study is
presented in Figure S.1.

Procedure

Participants registered for the study online and arrived at the lab individually
for the experimental session. At the beginning of the experimental session
all participants received a short instruction about the upcoming experiment.
The cover story was that we designed a new web game to be used in primary
schools across Netherlands in social interactions trainings and that we
wanted feedback about this newly designed game. This game is the more
visually engaging version of Cyberball (here after referred to as Social Ball to
avoid confusion). We provided participants with numerical codes that were
supposedly essential in matching them with other players who were at the
experimental session with them so that they can play the game together. In
reality participants played the game with pre-programmed simulations. After
participants were seated in individual cubicles, we provided each of them with
this code and told them that they would have to enter to the code continue
with the study. Participants first read and confirmed the informed consent
and were presented with more detailed instructions for the experiment. After
entering the code participants were directed to a new window in which they
played the first round of Social Ball. They played the game with three other
computer simulated avatars. To make sure that they played the game till the
end (30 ball tosses) we presented the participants with another unique code
at the end of each game and they were not able to continue the study without
providing the code. Participants were either excluded or included in the first
round of Social Ball. Following the first round, they were asked to report how
they felt during the game. Afterwards, as part of our cover story participants
were asked to provide feedback regarding the game by answering some
questions and writing whatever feedback they had about the game. Crucially
at this part of the survey, we told participants that now that they had thought
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more about the game, we were interested in hearing about how they felt during
the game one more time. Half of the participants were led to believe that they
would just report their feelings again, and the other half were led to believe
that their answers would be shared with the people whom they played the
first round with. After reporting how they felt during the game for the second
time, participants proceeded to play the second round of the game, which
was a pre-programmed inclusion game for all participants. Lastly, participants
indicated whether they were feeling any pain, were asked about whether and if
so, why they changed their answers, provided their age, gender and indicated
whether they played such a ball-tossing game before.

Measures and Materials

Participants played two rounds of Social Ball with 3 other pre-programmed
players. We used the same need satisfaction and emotion items as in Study 2
(belonging, a;; = .91, a;, = .94; meaningful existence, a;; = .89, a;, = .93;
control, a4 = .76, a; = .78; and self-esteem, a;; = .86, a;, = .88; overall
need satisfaction, @y = .93, a;, = .93). The order of subscales of NTQ-short
and mood subscale and the items within each subscale were randomized.
Participants filled both the need satisfaction and mood items twice (time 1
vs. time 2). Two thirds of the participants indicated that they participated in a
similar ball-tossing study before (149 out of 243)*.

Social Ball. The newly designed version of Cyberball has some new features
and more advanced visuals. We designed the new game in a collaboration with
a Dutch non-governmental organization (NGO) and a software development
studio. The interface of the game was in Dutch, and this is in line with our
cover story about the game being used in primary schools in The Netherlands.
Before the game starts participants were able to choose their avatar out of the
six pre-designed avatars (4 male and 4 female). They were also asked to provide
a screen name and indicate their age and gender in the same page. After
finishing these they click next and proceed into the loading screen followed by
the game itself.

Manipulation Checks. We used the same manipulation check items for
feelings of exclusion as in Study 3.2.

24 Given that we conducted study 3.3 in the lab with a new game and a new cover story we
decided not to exclude participants who had played a version of Cyberball in previous
studies.
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Attention Checks. We used two attention checks. One was an item embedded
in questions about social ball and asked participants to select the anchor
labeled three (“Please select three.”). The other one was the same paragraph
question as in Study 3.2.

Filler Task. As a filler task we asked participants to provide feedback about
the newly designed Social Ball game. Participants read eight statements about
how they felt about the various aspects of the game (e.g., 7 liked the visuals
of the game;” “I understood what I had to do in the game.”). Following the
statements, we asked participants to take a moment to reflect on the game
and their interaction with the other players and provide the designers with
feedback on how to improve the game. Participants spent an average of 180.43

seconds (SD = 120.34, range = 37.73-855.61) with the filler task.

Results of Exploratory Analyses

Could People be Engaging in Differentiated Gaming?

So far, we have reported our confirmatory hypotheses and we observed no
evidence that excluded participants gamed their emotions or need satisfaction
more than the included participants. However, no mean difference in terms of
the reported or shared emotions does not necessarily mean that people did not
game their emotions. It could also be that participants engaged in differentiated
gaming. That is, while some participants exaggerated the intensity of reported
emotions, some might have downplayed it. When aggregated, these differences
could potentially cancel each other out. To investigate this further we
calculated and explored the absolute and mathematical differences between
the actual and shared reports in Study 3.3. In Table S.4, we present summary
statistics regarding the number of participants who adjusted their answers per
condition, and the absolute and mathematical difference between their Timel
(T1) and Time2 (T2) responses. We refrained from using inferential tests due
to the low number of participants who adjusted their answers.
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Table S.4 Summary Statistics for Those Who Gamed in Study 3.3

# of people gamed Absolute Difference Mathematical Difference
Inclusion  Exclusion Inclusion  Exclusion  Inclusion Exclusion
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Sadness
Private 5 16 1 (0.00) 1.38 (0.72)  0.20 (1.10)  -0.38 (1.54)
Public 3 25 1(0.00) 1.44(0.71) -0.33(1.15) 0.24 (1.61)
Anger
Private 4 19 1 (0.00) 1.37 (0.60) -0.50 (1.00)  0.63 (1.38)
Public 6 21 1 (0.00) 1.14 (0.36) -0.67 (0.82)  0.29 (1.21)
Hurt
Private 7 21 1.14 (0.38) 1.38 (0.74) 0.00 (1.29) -0.33 (1.56)
Public 6 30 1 (0.00) 1.53 (0.78) -1 (0.00) 0.33 (1.71)
Need Sat.
Private 51 52 5.57 (2.73) 4.42(2.04) 0.12(2.90) -0.15 (4.60)
Public 56 56 5.21(3.29) 5.41(2.99) 1.02(3.24) 0.05 (5.05)

Whether or not participants changed their emotions was assessed by whether
or not the T1 measure was identical to the T2 measure. The absolute
difference score measures to what extent participants reported a different
intensity — irrespective of it being lower or higher — at T1 than at T2. The
mathematical difference measure does take the direction into account and is
assessed by subtracting the T1 score from the T2 score, such that negative
numbers indicate downplaying and positive number indicate exaggeration.
Higher absolute differences could be indicative of more gaming, irrespective
of its direction (i.e., downplaying or exaggerating). If these absolute measures
would be higher in the public condition, while on average we did not observe a
difference in the intensity ratings, this would signal that part of the participants
gamed by exaggerating their emotions while others gamed by downplaying
their emotions. As Table S.4 shows, the results do not provide evidence for
differentiated gaming strategies. The proportions of participants with different
levels for T1 and T2 did not seem to be affected by whether or not these
reports were actual or shared. Mean absolute differences also displayed a
similar pattern across actual and shared response types.

We also investigated whether people misrepresent each fundamental need
(instead of a single need threat score). We present the results in Figure S.2.
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Participants reported less need satisfaction in exclusion than in inclusion across
all needs. However, the results did not provide support for misrepresentations
of separate needs to others.

Figure S.2 The Visualization of the Regression Analysis for Separate Needs in Study 3.3
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Bayesian Analyses

We have also conducted Bayesian alternatives of the regression models we report
in the main manuscript. We conducted these analyses by using the bayestestR
(Makowski et al., 2019b) and the rstanarm (Gabry et al., 2020) packages
in R. We fitted the Bayesian versions of the models previously reported in
frequentist analyses in the main manuscript (i.e., i.e., the belonging status,
response type and their interaction are regressed onto the relevant outcome
variable). For each test we compared the posterior distribution to a normal
prior distribution that is centered around zero with a standard deviation of one
(M =0, SD = 1). We selected this prior distribution to represent the situation
that participants do not change their answers. It was informed by the results
of the frequentist tests showing no support for the alternative hypothesis that
participants game their emotions.

Across all three studies we observed a similar pattern of results (See Table S.5 for a
full set of results). Similar to the frequentist analyses, bayes factors indicated more
support for the alternative hypothesis for belonging status. That is, the data was
more probable under the assumption that participants reported more negative
emotions and need threat in the exclusion condition than in the inclusion
condition. The important piece of evidence for our hypotheses is the evidence
with regards to the gaming hypothesis (i.e., a significant interaction effect
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between belonging status and response type). In Study 3.1, there is anecdotal
evidence against the alternative hypothesis for anger, strong evidence for sadness,
and moderate evidence for need threat. These do not provide consistent evidence
against the interaction effect. This resonates with frequentist analyses which
revealed a significant interaction for some outcome variables. At the time, we
decided to pursue this line of work and conducted two separate confirmatory
studies (Study 3.2 and 3.3). In Study 3.2 (confirmatory study with a higher
sample size) the evidence against the interaction effect is moderate for all outcome
variables. In Study 3.3, the evidence against the gaming hypothesis was moderate

for anger, anecdotal for sadness and hurt, and strong for need threat.

Table S.5 Bayesian Alternatives for the Confirmatory Regression Analyses

Study and Variables Median 89% CI ROPE % in ROPE BF,,
Study 3.1
Anger
Belonging -1.03 [-1.27,-.78] [-.11,.11] 0% > 1000
Response -.04 [-.08, -.01] [-.11,.11] 100% 324
Bel.*Response .09 [.02,.16] [-.11,.11] 78.55% 658
Sadness
Belonging 112 [1.36,-.88] [.12,.12] 0% > 1000
Response -.01 [-.05, .03] [-.12,.12] 100% .026
Bel.*Response .01 [-.07,.09] [-.12,.12] 100% .041
Need threat.
Belonging -1.35 [-1.50, -1.20] [-.09, .09] 0% > 1000
Response -.04 [-.07,.00] [-.09, .09] 100% 214
Bel.*Response .07 [.00, .13] [-.09, .09] 76.69% 318
Study 3.2
Anger
Belonging 2101 [-1.17,-.86] [-11,.11] 0% >1000
Response -.18 [-.33,-.03] [-.11,.11] 16.29% .99
Bel.*Response .16 [-.18, .40] [-.11,.11] 33.46% .28
Sadness
Belonging -1.13 [-1.30, -.97] [-.12,.12] 0% >1000
Response -17 [-.33,.00] [-.12,.12] 27.81% .56
Bel.*Response -.10 [-.41, .24] [-.12,.12] 46.17% .20
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Hurt
Belonging
Response
Bel.*Response
Need threat
Belonging
Response
Bel.*Response
Study 3.3
Anger
Belonging
Response
Bel.*Response
Sadness
Belonging
Response
Bel.*Response
Hurt
Belonging
Response
Bel. *Response
Need threat
Belonging
Response

Bel.*Response

-1.06
-0.18
0.14

-1.40
-.10
.08

-1.03
11
-.10

-1.10
.10
-21

-1.35
12
-27

-1.59
-.09
-.01

[-1.50, -1.29]
[-.20, .01]
[-.13, .31]

[-1.51, -1.29]
[-.10, .33]
[-.53, .33]

[-1.23,-.81]
[-.10, .32]
[-.51,.32]

[-1.30, -.87]
[-.12, .32]
[-.64, .23]

[-1.59, -1.12]
[-11, .36]
[-77, .17]

[-1.71, -1.47]
[-.22, .04]
[-.24, 23]

[-.09,
[-.09,
[-.09,

.09]
.09]
.09]

0%
21.56%
40.15%

0%
46.07%
52.84%

0%
46.33%
34.99%

0%
50.62%
23.57%

0%
47.12%
22.10%

0%
52.85%
58.48%

> 1000
.83
23

> 1000
.29
.14

> 1000
.18
27

> 1000

.36

> 1000

21

45

> 1000

.167
121

Note. CI = Credible Interval, gives the range containing the 89% most probable values.

Region of Practical equivalence (ROPE), here defined as the tenth of the standard devia-

tion of the relevant response variable (.1*SD around 0). % in ROPE = Percentage of the

89% CI that falls within the ROPE. This percentage indicates how much of our posterior

falls within the region of practical equivalence -i.e., how much of the posterior distribu-

tion is within a “negligible effect size” range. BF,o = Bayes Factor indicating support for

the alternative hypothesis over the null hypothesis.
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Another piece of informative evidence from the Bayesian analyses comes from
the results pertaining to region of practical equivalence (ROPE). We define
this area as the tenth of the standard deviation of the relevant response variable
(.1*SD around 0)(Kruschke, 2018). This area represents the area around 0 that
is practically equal to zero — i.e., a negligible effect. An important column in
Table S.5 then is the “% in ROPE” column, which shows the percentage of
the posterior distribution that falls in this region of practical equivalence. That
is, this percentage reflects how much of values in the posterior distribution fall
within this area can be deemed as negligible. When looking at these values one
can clearly see that one effect that we clearly observed across all three studies
is consistently fully outside of this range: the effect of belonging status on
all outcome variables. Importantly, for the interaction term this percentage is
always higher than 20% and sometimes it is a 100%. We take this as another
piece of evidence against the gaming hypothesis in this study.
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Supplementary Materials for Chapter 4

Study 4.1

We first investigated the underlying factor structures for the appraisals
of workplace ostracism and coping responses by conducting a series of
exploratory factor analyses (EFAs). Next, based on the results of the EFAs we
tested structural equation models (SEMs). Here we report the explored factor
structures and SEM models that are not reported in the main manuscript.

Factor Structures

Appraisals of Workplace Ostracism

We investigated the factor structure of the three constructs that we used to
measure perceptions of workplace ostracism by conducting an exploratory
factor analysis. In the main document we report our final factor analysis. Here,
we report the two alternative factor analyses with 2 or 1 factor solutions. See
Table S.6 for the factor loadings of both factor solutions. We used principal axis
factoring method with oblique (Oblimin) rotation and conducted the analysis
using the fa() function of the R package psych (Revelle, 2021). The two-factor
solution provided worse fit than the 3-factor solution, y?(64, N = 258) = 314.60,
2 <.001, BIC = -.40.73, CFI = .89, TLI = .84, RMSEA = .123, 95% CI (.107,
.140). We also tried a single-factor solution, y*(77, N = 258) = 695.26, p < .001,
BIC = 267.68, CFI = .72, TLI = .67, RMSEA = .176, 95% CI (.163, .191).
Both the two-factor and the single-factor solutions provided worse fit than the
three-factor solution that differentiates each appraisal into a separate factor.

Coping Responses

We conducted an EFA with all coping responses. The results of the PA suggested
a four-factor solution and thus we conducted an EFA with four factors using
principal axis factoring and oblique rotation (Oblimin) again using the fa()
function of the psych package in R (Revelle, 2021). We decided to remove
two of the items from the avoidance subscale due to low communality ratings
and cross-loading. We then conducted an EFA with the remaining items (n =
16) and the four-factor solution provided acceptable fit y2 (87, N = 258) =
278.68, p < .001, CFI = .94, TLI = .90, RMSEA = .092, 95% CI (.078, .107).
Factor loadings are presented in Table S.7.
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Table S.6 Alternative Factor Solutions for the Perceptions of Workplace Ostracism in Study
4.1

Two-factor Solution Single-factor Solution
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 1

Ambiguity

1 -.66 -.05 -.68

2 -.66 -.07 -.69

3 -47 .06 - 42
Intent

1 .85 -.05 79

2 .80 .00 .78

3 .85 -15 71

4 .69 13 77

5 .67 -.04 .62

6 .78 .07 .82

7 .67 .14 .76

8 43 17 .55
Intensity

1 -.04 91 57

2 .03 .81 .58

3 .06 .86 .64

Note. The factor loadings higher than .30 are shown in bold.
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Table S.7 Factor Loadings for Coping Responses in Study 4.1

Factor Factor Factor Factor

1 2 3 4

Confrontation
1. I told the primary person(s) to not treat me that way. .86 -.08 .14 .01
2.Trtold the. primary person(s) that I didn’t like what 88 10 15 04
was happening.
3.1 confronted the primary person(s). 91 .00 .02 .01
4. T asked the primary person(s) why I was excluded. .82 .08 -12 .01
5. 1 discussed what happened with the primary 86 16 13 03
person(s).
6. I made a joke about what happened to the primary 45 11 20 04
person(s).
Emotional Support seeking
1. I talked to someone about how I felt. .05 79 .13 .00
2. 1ui ional from fri

t.rled to get emotional support from friends and 00 50 23 08
relatives.

.1di feeli he situati ith
3. I discussed my feelings about the situation wit o1 89 o7 o1
someone.
4.1 got sympathy and understanding from someone. .00 .88 -.04 .01
Instrumental support seeking
1.1 asl.(ed people who have had similar experiences what 03 12 66 06
they did.
2.1 tried to get advice from someone about what to do. -.01 .04 91 -.05
3., I ta}ked to someone to find out more about the 06 27 60 02
situation.
. Tralk 1 i

4. 1 talked to someofle who could do something 23 11 59 0
concrete about the situation.
Minimization
1. I told myself that what happened wasn't important. -.03 .07 -.08 .70
2.1 just tried to forget what happened. .07 .01 .06 .82
3.1 just ignored it. -.07 -23 -.08 55
4. T just put up with it. -27 -.02 .04 46

Note. Two items that initially belonged to the avoidance subscale were not included in the

»

final set of items (“I tried to avoid/stay away from the primary person(s),” “I tried not to

make the primary person(s) angry.”).
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Structural Equation Models

Attributions of a stressor shapes its appraisals (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).
Previous work with workplace incivility shows that people appraise a situation
more negatively if they perceive that the source intended to harm them
(Marchiondo et al., 2018). We wanted to test this model with our data and see
if attributions about the episode would relate to how intensely the episode is
experienced. We did this in two ways. First, we tested a model with direct paths
from perceived intent and ambiguity to perceived intensity. Second, we tested
a model with a direct path from perceived ambiguity to perceived intensity.

We first report the results of the model with perceived ambiguity and perceived
intent as both predictors of perceived intensity. See Figure S.3 for the simplified
depiction of the model and see Table S.8 for the direct and indirect effects in
the model. The model provided good fit to the data x%=4.74, df =3, Xz/df:
1.49, p = .19, CFI = .99, TLI = .96, RMSEA = .047, AIC = 8083.61, SRMR
=.018, ECVI = .507.

Figure S.3 Simplified Depiction Of The First Manifest Model From Study 4.1

Perceived
intent =

Confrontation

397%**

Instrumental
=" SupportS. N

Perceived

60 xxs y
Intensity

-.097

K B "
P e !
11 ‘

Perceiver
ambiguity

Note. Model with the manifest variables incorporating all coping responses. For the sake
of simplicity, we left out the paths from control variables (age, gender, self-efficacy, and
WOS).
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Table S.8 Standardized Direct and Indirect Effects for the Model with all Coping Responses
in Study 4.1

Effects Confrontation Instrumental Emotional Minimization
Direct effects B B B B
Self-efficacy .04 .03 -.56 15%*
WOS -.074 .02 -.04 13
Age -.10* -.09 -.06 .01
Gender .21*** -.02 -.09 .02
Indirect effects Confrontation Instrumental Emotional Minimization

B©s%BC) B ©5%BC) B ©95%BC) B (95% BCI)
Intent via Intensity .10** (.05, .17) .18%* (.11,.26) .17***(.12,.31) -.18**(-.28,-.12)
Ambiguity via

. -03(-.05,.00) -.04(-.07,.01) -.04(-.08,.01) .04 (-.01, .08)
Intensity

Notes. N =258, B= Standardized direct and indirect effects. The bias corrected accelerated
confidence intervals are based on 1000 bootstrap samples. Instrumental = Instrumental
support seeking, Emotional = Emotional support seeking. Gender: 0 = Female, 1 = Male.
This table is based on the model presented in Figure S.4. *p < .05, **p < .01, **p < .001.

Second, we report the results of the model where perceived ambiguity predicts
perceived intent and perceived intent predicts perceived intensity. See Figure
S.4 for the simplified visual version of the model and Table S.9 for the indirect
effects. The model provided good fit to the data x%=19.31, df=7, XZ/df:
2.76, p = .007, CFI = .98, TLI = .89, RMSEA = .083, SRMR = .032, AIC =
8089.63, ECVI = .532. None of the direct effects from perceived ambiguity
to coping responses were statistically significant (ps > .08). Investigation of the
indirect effects revealed that perceived ambiguity was significantly related with
all coping responses via intent and intensity (see last row of Table S.9).
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Figure S.4 Simplified Depiction of the Second Manifest Model From Study 4.1

T Confrontation
Perceived | . [ ——
ambiguity

~~-..._,| Instrumental
Support S. X

Note. Model with the manifest variables incorporating all coping responses. For the sake
of simplicity, we left out the paths from control variables (age, gender, self-efficacy, and

WOS).

Table S.9 Standardized Indirect Effects for the Second Manifest Model

Indirect effects Confrontation  Instrumental Emotional Minimization
B (95% BCI) B (95% BCI) B (95% BCI) B (95% BCI)

Ambiguity via Intent ~ -.13%* 147 08 -05
(-.16, -.09) (-.17, -.04) (-.14, .01) (-.03, .11)
Intent via Intensity A1 18%x A7 - 18%
(.04, .17) (.12, .26) (.12, .20) (-.29,-.12)
Ambiguity via Intent -.06** S 11 - 10%** 1R
via Intensity (-.08, -.02) (-.12, -.05) (-.14, -.05) (.05, .13)

Notes. NV = 258, B= Standardized direct and indirect effects. The bias corrected acceler-
ated confidence intervals are based on 1000 bootstrap samples. Instrumental = Instru-
mental support secking, Emotional = Emotional support seeking. This table is based on

the model presented in Figure S.5. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Studies 4.2.1, 4.2.2, and 4.2.3

Methods

Measures and Materials

Table S.10 Vignette Extracts Used to Manipulate Appraisal Levels in Studies 4.2.1, 4.2.2
and 4.2.3

Level
Appraisal Type High Low
Study 4.2.1. This makes you feel ignored and This makes you feel ignored and
Intensity excluded and you think that these excluded but you do not think that
behaviors are kind of a big deal. You  these behaviors are that big of a
are bothered by these behaviors. deal. You are not bothered by these
behaviors.
Study 4.2.2. This makes you feel ignored This makes you feel ignored and
Intent and excluded and you think excluded but you do not think
your colleague does these things your colleague does these things
intentionally. You think that they intentionally. You do not think that
want to hurt in you in some way. they want to hurt you.
Study 4.2.3. ‘This makes you feel ignored and This makes you feel ignored and
Ambiguity excluded yet you are not certain if excluded, and you are certain that you

you are actually ignored or excluded. are actually ignored or excluded. For
For example, you cannot tell whether ~example, you feel certain that they are
they are really giving you the cold really giving you the cold shoulder and
shoulder or not inviting you to not inviting you to events.

events.

Note. These extracts were appended to the body of the workplace ostracism vignette,
which was the same in each condition.

Appraisals

For attributions of intent, we selected three items from the set of items in
Study 1 (e.g., ‘T would think that the primary person(s) committed this behavior
on purpose,” “l would think that the incident was accidental (R),” “I would think
that the primary person(s) intended to hurt me in some way,”).

209



Appendix

Reliability Scores for Coping Responses and Appraisals.

Table S.11 Reliability Scores for Each of the Subscales for Appraisals and Coping Responses in
Studies 4.2.1, 4.2.2, and 4.2.3.

Cronbach’s

Variable Study 4.2.1 Study 4.2.2 Study 4.2.3
Perceived intensity .90 .89 .90

Perceived intent .70 .84 .76

Perceived ambiguity .69 .70 .84

Confrontation .87 .88 91

Instrumental support seeking .87 .88 .88
Emotional support secking .90 91 .90
Minimization .83 .81 .84

Note. For perceived ambiguity in Study 2.3, we report spearmen-brown correlation coef-
ficient instead of Cronbach’s alpha because the measure only consists of two items.

Results

For each study in Study 4.2, we ran three sets of analyses. First, we ran
confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) to validate the factor structures that we
observed in Study 4.1 both for the appraisals and the coping responses. For the
CFAs we used the R package lavaan (Rosseel, 2012) with maximum likelihood
estimation. The factor structures that we aimed to confirm for appraisals
and coping responses can be seen in Table 4.1 and Table 4.2 in chapter 4
respectively. We report both absolute and incremental fit indices for the CFAs
and interpret the results based on the cutoff values proposed by previous work
(Hu & Bentler, 1999). Below we report the results of the CFAs in detail. We

also report the correlations between perceived appraisals in each study.

Study 4.2.1 Intensity

Factor Structure of Appraisals and Coping. First, we conducted a 3-factor
CFA on appraisals of intensity, intent and ambiguity and the results of this
analysis provided good fit, x%(24, N = 333) = 59.18, 2 <.001, CFI = .97,
TLI = .96, RMSEA = .066, 95% CI (.045, .088), SRMR = .050. Next, we ran
another CFA for coping responses with four factors and the results provided
good fit, ¥%(129, N = 333) = 309.99, p < .001, CFI = .96, TLI = .95, RMSEA
=.065, 95% CI (.056, .074), SRMR = .057. The results of the CFAs validate

the factor structure observed in the first study.
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How is the Level of Intensity Related to Other Appraisals? Perceived
intensity was positively correlated with perceived intent, 7= .49, p <.001, 95%
CI, [.38, .58], and negatively correlated with perceived ambiguity, r = -.40, p <
.001, 95% CI, [-.50, -.28]; and perceived intent was negatively correlated with
perceived intent, 7 = -.50, p < .001, 95% CI, [-.59, -.40].

Study 4.2.2 Intent

Factor Structure of Appraisals and Coping. The results of the CFA with
the 3-factor structure for the appraisals provided good fit, ¥*(24, N = 329) =
45.91, p =.005, CFI = .99, TLI = .98, RMSEA = .053, 95% CI (.029, .076),
SRMR = .033. For coping responses, the results of the 4-factor CFA revealed
good fit, ¥*(129, N = 330) = 292.29, p <.001, CFI = .96, TLI = .96, RMSEA
=.062, 95% CI (.053, .071), SRMR = .033.

How is the Level of Intent Related to Other Appraisals? Perceived intent
was positively correlated with perceived intensity, » = .53, p < .001, 95% ClI,
[.43, .62], and negatively correlated with perceived ambiguity, » = -.51, p <
.001, 95% CI, [-.60, -.40]. Perceived ambiguity and perceived intensity were
also negatively correlated, 7 = -.51, p <.001, 95% CI, [-.60, -.40].

Study 2.3 Ambiguity

Factor Structure of Appraisals and Coping. For the appraisals, the 3-factor
solution provided good fit, x%(17, N = 330) = 41.73, p < .001, CFI = .99,
TLI = .98, RMSEA = .067, 95% CI (.041, .092), SRMR = .037. For coping
responses, the results of the 4-factor CFA revealed good fit, x%(129, N = 330)
= 292.29, p <.001, CFI = .96, TLI = .95, RMSEA = .063, 95% CI (.053,
.072), SRMR = .058.

How is the Level of Ambiguity Related to Other Appraisals? Perceived
ambiguity was negatively correlated with perceived intensity, » = -.55, p <.001,
95% CI, [-.64, -.45], and perceived intent, r = -.63, p < .001, 95% CI [-.55,
-.70]. Perceived intensity and perceived intent were positively correlated, » =

54, p <001, 95% CI [.44, .63]
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Supplementary Materials for Chapter 5

Study 5.2

Methods

Measures and Materials

Need Satisfaction Questions. In the main text we report the English
translation of the items below. This is a short version of the Need Satisfaction
Questionnaire (K. D. Williams, 2009).

1. Ik voelde dat ik controle had tijdens het spel (I felt that I had control
during the game).

2. Ik voelde dat ik bij de groep hoorde tijdens het spel (I felt like I belonged
to the group during the game).

3. Ik had het gevoel dat de andere spelers mij aardig vonden (I had the feeling
that other players liked me). (R)

4. Tk voelde mij zichtbaar tijdens het spel (I felt visible during the game).
Sadness and anger.

5. Ik voelde mij verdrietig tijdens het spel (I felt sad during the game).

6. Ik voelde mij boos tijdens het spel (I felt angry during the game).

Questions on Post-Ostracism Behaviors. Participants were also asked to
indicate what they would do if they were ostracized in real life by answering
to two, optional, open-ended questions. First, they were asked to indicate
what they would do if they were ostracized in real life (“During the game you
were left out. Whatr would you do if this would happen in a different situation?”).
Second, participants were asked to indicate whom they would talk about such
a situation and what they would say (“Imagine that the previous played game
would happen in real life. With whom would you talk? And what would you
say?”). Below are the original versions in Dutch.
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In het spel werd je buitengesloten. Wat zou je doen als dit in een andere
situatie zou gebeuren?

Stel je voor dat het voorgaande jou in het echt zou gebeuren. Met wie zou
je dan praten en wat zou je dan zeggen?
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Supplementary Materials for Chapter 6

Method

Materials

Need Satisfaction Questions
Items are presented in Dutch (in their original form) and the English
translations are presented within parentheses.

1. Ik had tijdens het spel het gevoel dat ik erbij hoorde (During the game, I
felt like I belonged).

2. Ik voelde mij onzichtbaar tijdens het spel (During the game, I felt
invisible).

3. Ik voelde me goed tijdens het spel (During the game, I felt good).

4. Tk had het gevoel dat ik de baas was over het spel (I had the feeling that I

was the boss of the game).
5. “Ik voelde me boos tijdens het spel (During the game I felt angry).
Discussion Statements
Below are the discussion statements following the exclusion game. Facilitators
used these statements to encourage students to discuss how they would react
to experiencing or witnessing social exclusion. Items are presented in Dutch
(in their original form) and the English translations are presented within
parentheses.

1. Er niet aan proberen te denken (You could try not to think about it).

2. Met andere mensen omgaan (You could simply start hanging out with
other people).

3. Van je af bijten (You could stick up for yourself).

4. Hulp vragen aan leerkracht/iemand in je omgeving (You could ask for
help from a teacher/someone around you).
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Erover praten met vrienden en/of ouders (You could talk about it with
friends and/or parents).

Vragen waarom je wordt buitengesloten (You could ask why you were left
out).

Evaluation Statements in Dutch

Items from in Figure 6.4 appearing in the same order as the figure in the

original version (in Dutch). These items were used in asking a subset of

participants to evaluate the training program.

1.

10.

11.

12.

Ik ben aan het denken gezet over buitensluiting.
Ik heb inzicht gekregen in het effect van buitensluiting.

Ik heb inzicht gekregen in mijn eigen rol in situaties voor mensen worden
buitengesloten.

De nabespreking les was leuk.

De nabespreking les was nuttig.

De nabespreking les was onzinnig.
De nabespreking les was interessant.

In de nabespreking les hebben we onze ervaringen in de containers

gedeeld.
In de nabespreking les hebben we besproken hoe de sfeer in onze klaas is.

In de nabespreking les hebben we (nieuwe) afspraken gemaakt over hoe we
met elkaar omgaan.

In de nabespreking les hebben we verder nagedacht over vooroordelen.

De begeleider stelde vragen waardoor ik aan het denken gezet.

The original versions (in Dutch) of items in Figure 6.5 appearing in the same

order as the figure.
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1. Na de expeditie [Hoe vaak heb je het er met klasgenoten over gehad?]

2. Na de expeditie [Hoe vaak heb je het er thuis over gehad (met bijv. je
ouders, broer of zus)?]

3. Na de expeditie [Hoe vaak heb je het er met vrienden buiten school (bijv.
van de sportclub) over gehad?]
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