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ABSTRACT 

 

Previous research has found that social exclusion leads people to be wary of others yet 

motivated to reestablish social connections. However, most research has focused on how social 

exclusion affects responses to strangers. The current studies tested the hypothesis that exclusion 

would lead people to turn to and invest in their friends and family. This hypothesis was not 

supported. Excluded participants did not differ from non-excluded participants in terms of their 

desire to spend time with friends and family rather than strangers (Study 1), their desire to pursue 

pro-relationship goals (Study 1), and their generosity toward their friends vs. strangers (Study 2).  
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Humans lack the speed and agility of cheetahs, the brute strength of gorillas, and the 

hardy exterior of turtles. Human babies take a long time to gestate, and they are far from 

precocious when they are born. Nevertheless, humans have displayed mastery over unforgiving 

environments all over the Earth. Instead of physical power or hardiness, the human evolutionary 

strategy is based on stable, mutually beneficial, interpersonal relationships (Baumeister, 2005). 

Such relationships enable people to successfully manage resources and avoid danger. 

Accordingly, people have an innate need to belong that motivates them to establish and maintain 

enduring, supportive relationships with others (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). 

When people’s need to belong is thwarted, they are profoundly affected. Researchers 

have characterized socially excluded people as wary of others yet motivated to reconnect 

(Maner, DeWall, Baumeister, & Schaller, 2007; Twenge, Baumeister, DeWall, Ciarocco, & 

Bartels, 2007). Previous research has been fruitful in elucidating how social exclusion affects 

people’s responses to strangers. However, people’s need to belong is primarily fulfilled by 

people with whom they have close, personal relationships (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). This 

research focused on how social exclusion might affect people’s cognition and behavior related to 

their friends and family. Specifically, the hypotheses of the investigation were that, compared to 

non-excluded participants, participants who experience social exclusion would: 1) express 

greater desire to spend time with relationship partners rather than new people, 2) report greater 

motivation regarding pro-friendship goals, and 3) act more generously toward their friends rather 

than strangers. 

 

The Need to Belong 

Humans rely on social connections and cultural systems to enhance their wellbeing and 

even to achieve the basic biological goals of survival and reproduction. Interpersonal 

relationships can be adaptive in that they allow for cooperation on tasks, sharing of resources, 

and protection against various types of threats (Baumeister, 2005; Buss, 1991). Therefore, 

separation from important social connections can pose a risk to one’s survival (MacDonald & 

Leary, 2005). In some early civilizations, exile was 
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roughly tantamount to a death sentence. The importance of interpersonal relationships and 

cultural systems is clear in modern times as well – people rarely farm their own food, build their 

own homes, or make their own medicines. People rely on social connections and cultural systems 

for survival and wellbeing. 

Humans possess many psychological mechanisms that facilitate the acquisition and 

retention of advantageous interpersonal relationships. Such mechanisms include guilt, gratitude, 

and the propensity to reject deleterious members from one’s group (Kurzban & Leary, 2001; 

Trivers, 1971). One of the most fundamental features of the human psyche that aids group living 

is the need to belong (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). 

Satisfying the need to belong requires: 1) frequent, pleasant interactions with others, and 

2) that these interactions occur in the context of enduring relationships characterized by mutual 

concern and affection (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Importantly, both of these criteria must be 

met for the need to be fulfilled. People who have lasting relationships with others but are unable 

to interact with them frequently may experience a dearth of belongingness. Similarly, people 

could consistently experience enjoyable interactions with strangers while still experiencing an 

unfulfilled need to belong. To be sure, people can and do benefit from pleasant exchanges with 

strangers, but such exchanges would only satisfy the need to belong inasmuch as they would 

hold the potential for establishing lasting, stable relationships. 

 

Thwarting the Need to Belong 

Gaining social acceptance often requires ongoing effort (Baumeister, DeWall, Ciarocco, 

& Twenge, 2005). People may be excluded from groups if they fail to contribute to the group, 

violate the group’s norms, or possess characteristics that are stigmatized by the group 

(Baumeister & Tice, 1990; Kurzban & Leary, 2001). Threats to people’s need to belong can 

come in many forms, including rejection by peers, being left out of social events, or receiving 

feedback from others indicating that one is undesirable as a relationship partner. There are also 

multiple terms used to describe belongingness threats. Social rejection refers to a specific 

instance in which a belongingness threat is explicitly conveyed to a person (Molden, Lucas, 

Gardner, Dean, & Knowles, 2009; Twenge, Cantanese, & Baumeister, 2003). A group of friends 

telling someone that they
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did not want to spend time with him or her anymore would be an example of rejection. In 

contrast, social exclusion refers to belongingness threats in general (Blackhart, Nelson, Knowles, 

& Baumeister, 2009). People who find themselves chronically left out of social events may 

experience social exclusion without ever being explicitly rejected.  

In the laboratory, researchers have exposed participants to belongingness threats by 

having them recall experiences of social exclusion from their own lives (Aydin, Graupmann, 

Fischer, Frey, & Fischer, 2011; Bernstein, Young, Brown, Sacco, & Claypool, 2008; 

Greitemeyer, 2012; Maner et al., 2007), having them imagine a situation in which they were 

excluded (Aydin, Fischer, & Frey, 2010), leading them to believe that a group of their peers or a 

specific peer chose not to work with them (Baumeister et al., 2005; DeWall, Baumeister, & 

Vohs, 2008; DeWall et al., 2001; Maner et al., 2007; Mead, Baumeister, Stillman, Rawn, & 

Vohs, 2010; Twenge, Cantanese, & Baumeister, 2003; Van Bavel, Swencionis, O’Connor, & 

Cunningham, 2012), and providing them with bogus feedback from a personality questionnaire 

indicating that they will end up alone in life (Baumeister, Twenge, & Nuss, 2002; Baumeister et 

al., 2005; DeWall & Baumeister, 2006; DeWall, Maner, & Rouby, 2009; Maner et al., 2007; 

Mead et al., 2010; Stillman et al., 2009; Twenge, Baumeister, Tice, & Stucke, 2001; Twenge, 

Cantanese, & Baumeister, 2002; Twenge et al., 2003). Despite the variety of exclusion 

manipulations, their effects tend to be relatively similar. Indeed, the effects of social exclusion 

tend to replicate even when using different types of exclusion manipulations. 

Unsurprisingly, when the need to belong is thwarted, people’s normal patterns of 

behavior and thought are disrupted. For example, social exclusion has been found to diminish 

perceptions that life is meaningful (Stillman et al., 2009), reduce intelligent thought (Baumeister 

et al., 2002), inhibit future-oriented thinking (Twenge et al., 2003), and make people unwilling to 

self-regulate (Baumeister et al., 2005). Functional magnetic resonance imaging studies have 

found that areas of the brain involved in processing physical pain were active when participants 

experienced rejection (Eisenberger, Lieberman, & Kipling, 2003; Krill & Platek, 2009).  

Although an intuitively plausible prediction would be that social exclusion leads to 

negative affect, research suggests that the link between exclusion and negative affect is, at most, 

unreliable. Many laboratory studies have found that socially excluded 
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participants reported emotional states that did not differ from participants in acceptance and 

control conditions (Baumeister et al., 2002; DeWall et al., 2009; Gardner, Pickett, & Brewer, 

2000; Greitemeyer, 2012; Twenge et al., 2001; Zadro, Williams, & Richardson, 2004). A meta-

analysis by Blackheart and colleagues (2009) concluded that “being rejected causes a slight shift 

away from the baseline of positive mood” (p. 301). In that meta-analysis, there was no consistent 

evidence for exclusion-induced negative affect. On the occasions in which exclusion has been 

found to be associated with negative affect, affect did not act as a mediator between exclusion 

and primary dependent measures such as meaning in life (Stillman et al., 2009), intelligent 

thought (Baumeister et al., 2002), and self-defeating behavior (Twenge et al., 2002).  

Instead of causing immediate, intense negative emotion, socially exclusion has been 

found to lead to emotional and physical numbness. Socially excluded participants have displayed 

low levels of anticipated happiness and sadness regarding a future outcome, which suggests that 

excluded participants were emotionally insensitive (DeWall & Baumeister, 2006). Socially 

excluded participants also displayed higher levels of pain tolerance and pain threshold than 

participants in acceptance and control conditions (Bernstein & Claypool, 2012; DeWall & 

Baumeister, 2006). The type of analgesia that results from social exclusion mirrors that caused 

by physical pain. Emotional and physical numbness following social exclusion may be an 

adaptive function that prepares an individual for threats that would likely follow from losing the 

safety afforded by group membership.  

Generally, when a need is fulfilled, people’s drive to fulfill that need diminishes; when a 

need is thwarted, people seek alternative means to fulfill it. The need to belong is no exception to 

this pattern. Gewirtz and Baer (1958) found that approval from adults reinforced children’s task 

performance, and that such approval was especially reinforcing when children were kept isolated 

from other people for a brief period. These researchers also found that approval from adults did 

not act as a reinforcer among children who were recently and thoroughly praised by adults.  

DeWall and colleagues (2008) found that participants in an exclusion condition worked harder 

on a task that was supposedly diagnostic of their ability to get along with others than a task that 

was irrelevant to belongingness, but participants in an acceptance condition worked harder on the 

task that
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was irrelevant to belongingness compared to the task that was supposedly diagnostic of their 

ability to get along with others. These results suggest that people for whom the need to belong is 

sufficiently satiated are not particularly motivated to seek further belongingness. However, 

people with a dearth of belongingness will seek to fulfill their need to belong. 

When people’s need to belong is thwarted they are profoundly affected. Social exclusion 

can affect cognition (e.g., reducing intelligent thought), lead to emotional and physical 

numbness, and motivate people to reestablish belongingness. Reestablishing belongingness with 

other people following exclusion can be tricky. For socially excluded individuals, other people 

can represent both opportunities for reconnection and potential sources of further exclusion or 

even hostility. Therefore, researchers have characterized socially excluded people as “wary and 

untrusting but open to the possibility of positive social interaction” (Twenge et al., 2007, p. 61) 

and “vulnerable but needy” (Maner et al., 2007, p. 52). The next section will cover the seemingly 

contradictory interpersonal consequences of social exclusion. 

 

The Interpersonal Consequences of Social Exclusion 

When people are socially excluded, they may respond to others with attempts to connect, 

defensiveness and aggression, and/or withdrawal (Smart Richman & Leary, 2009). These 

responses reflect potentially contradictory motives to gain acceptance and avoid interpersonal 

threats. 

Because people have a need to belong, when they experience social exclusion, they are 

motivated to reconnect with realistic sources of social connection. Maner and colleagues (2007) 

found that participants who were induced to write about a time that they were socially excluded 

expressed greater desire to connect with others via a social networking service than participants 

induced to write about a time that they were accepted and those who wrote about a neutral topic. 

These researchers argued that excluded individuals would not attempt to connect with people 

who previously excluded them or people with whom they did not expect to interact. Accordingly, 

rejected participants were especially generous to a novel person, but only if they expected an
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opportunity to interact with that person; rejected participants consistently viewed the perpetrator 

of their rejection as hostile (Maner et al., 2007).  

Multiple studies have found that socially excluded people act in ways that are likely to 

facilitate social acceptance. For example, participants who were excluded during a computerized 

ball-tossing game were more likely than included participants to conform by giving incorrect 

answers during a perceptual task (Williams, Cheung, & Choi, 2000). Participants who were 

excluded in the same type of ball-tossing game mimicked the foot movements of a confederate to 

a greater extent than included participants (Lakin, Chartrand, & Arkin, 2008). Such behavioral 

mimicry can build rapport and encourage affiliation (for review, see Chartrand, Maddux, & 

Lakin, 2005). When trying cocaine was presented as a potential means of gaining acceptance, 

participants who wrote an essay about a time that they were excluded reported greater 

willingness to try the drug compared to participants who wrote about a time that they were 

included and participants who wrote about a time that they were physically ill (Mead et al., 

2010). These findings suggest that socially excluded people are motivated to reconnect with 

others. 

In addition to expressing interest in connecting with others and behaving in ways that 

may facilitate acceptance, excluded people are especially attuned to information relevant to 

social connection. DeWall, Maner, and Rouby (2009) found that participants who underwent 

exclusion manipulations were faster to identify smiling faces in an array of faces and slower to 

look away from smiling faces than nonexcluded participants. The exclusion manipulations did 

not affect participants’ attention toward angry faces. Other research found that participants who 

wrote about a time that they were excluded were better at telling the difference between real vs. 

fake smiles than participants who wrote about a time that they were included and participants 

who wrote about what they did the previous morning (Bernstein, Young, Brown, Sacco, & 

Claypool, 2008). This pattern presumably reflects excluded participants’ focus on potential 

sources of affiliation. Gardner, Pickett, and Brewer (2000) found that excluded participants 

displayed better memory for social events after reading an excerpt from a diary than accepted 

participants. This finding also suggests that social exclusion makes people focus on information 

relevant to reconnection
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Not all of the effects of social exclusion point people in the direction of reconnection. In 

fact, exclusion has been found to lead to a variety of antisocial tendencies. Participants who were 

led to believe that they were rejected, as opposed to accepted, by their peers assigned more 

intense and longer noise blasts to a computerized confederate. In these studies, rejected 

participants aggressed toward novel targets who did not reject them and even toward neutral 

individuals who did nothing to provoke them (Twenge et al., 2001). Social exclusion has also 

been found to decrease prosocial behavior. For example, participants who were told that they 

would end up alone in life donated less money to a student emergency fund than participants 

who were told that they would have many relationships and participants who were told that they 

would be accident-prone in the future (Twenge et al., 2007).  

The antisocial tendencies of excluded individuals do not seem to fit well with findings 

suggesting that exclusion encourages attempts to reconnect. However, given the importance of 

belongingness to human survival, social exclusion is likely to trigger people’s general threat-

response system, which is characterized by defensiveness (MacDonald & Leary, 2005). In other 

words, social exclusion represents a threat to one’s wellbeing, so excluded individuals are likely 

to focus on self-protection. Self-protective responses may include defensive aggression and a 

focus on one’s own wellbeing at the expense of prosociality. DeWall and colleagues (2009) 

suggested that being rejected by someone could reasonably be taken as evidence that the person 

doing the rejecting is antagonistic. They hypothesized that being subjected to exclusion would 

predispose people to regard others as hostile. Accordingly, exclusion led people to interpret the 

ambiguous actions of others as hostile (DeWall et al., 2009).  

Although excluded individuals may want to reconnect, they may also be concerned that 

other people present a threat. Compared to people who were told that they would have a high 

level of belongingness in the future, those who were told that they would end up alone in life 

reported less trust in people in general (Twenge et al., 2007). Along these lines, in a study in 

which participants wrote about a time that they were excluded, those who wrote about being 

rejected tended to report that they responded to the rejection by withdrawing from social contact 

(Molden et al., 2009). However, those who wrote about being ignored tended to respond by 

attempting to connect with others. 
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To the extent that rejection signals antagonism more than being ignored, these results suggest 

that rejected people may avoid reconnection due to apprehension of others. Rejected individuals 

withdrawing from social contact could also be interpreted as suggesting that rejection leads 

people to fear further exclusion, rather than antagonistic reactions from others (Molden et al., 

2009). Park and Baumeister (2015) found that exclusion led to a domain-general focus on 

security concerns (i.e., prevention motivation) relative to advancement concerns (i.e., promotion 

motivation). Regardless of whether excluded individuals fear physical harm or further exclusion, 

research suggests that they are wary of others. 

Overall, research suggests that exclusion leads people to have potentially conflicting 

motivations to promote affiliation and prevent interpersonal threats. There are individuals who 

may fulfill the belongingness needs of excluded individuals without presenting much of a threat: 

existing relationship partners. The overarching hypothesis of this dissertation was that, when 

people face social exclusion, they will turn to and value their relationship partners.  

 

Seeking Relationship Partners in Response to Social Exclusion 

Social exclusion leads to a motivation to reestablish belongingness. As previously 

mentioned, fulfilling the need to belong requires both frequent, pleasant interactions and stable, 

enduring relationships (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). However, researchers have mainly focused 

on how exclusion affects people’s responses to strangers, rather than how it affects people’s 

responses to others with whom they have stable, enduring relationships. This dissertation focused 

on how exclusion affects responses to relationship partners. Exclusion may make people 

especially wary of strangers and new relationships, but excluded individuals may continue to rely 

on their relationship partners for support and a sense of belongingness. 

Attempts to affiliate with strangers following social exclusion may be risky and costly. 

Such attempts may be met with rebuffs; having others reject one’s attempts to affiliate seems to 

be a primary concern of excluded people (Molden et al., 2009; Park & Baumeister, 2015). 

Further, exclusion leads to a host of cognitive and behavioral tendencies that may make it 

difficult to establish new relationships. For example, 
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exclusion-induced cognitive deficits (Baumeister et al., 2002) and emotional numbness 

(DeWall & Baumeister, 2006) may make it tough for excluded individuals to have harmonious 

social interactions with others. On top of that, establishing new relationships often requires 

considerable investment. The type of mutually affectionate relationship that may be particularly 

likely to sate the belongingness needs of excluded individuals requires intimacy, which can take 

quite a long time to develop (Sternberg, 1986). Even perfectly equitable relationships often 

require a large up-front investment before they begin to pay off in terms of reciprocity (Trivers, 

1971). A common means of establishing a reciprocally altruistic relationship – the basis of many 

friendships – is to act altruistically toward a person with the hope that the person will eventually 

reciprocate. Wright (1942) found that third graders were more likely to award a highly desirable 

toy to a stranger than a friend. In follow-up interviews, some children cited their desire to make a 

new friend as their reason for favoring the stranger rather than their current friend. The 

defensiveness of excluded individuals may make them hesitant to make the investment that is 

often necessary to establish new social connections.  

One’s existing relationship partners may offer the sense of belonging that excluded 

individuals desire without posing undue risk or cost. People likely have a history of treating their 

close friends and family relatively well; such relationship partners may be willing to overlook the 

temporary social impairments that can be caused by exclusion (e.g., low levels of prosocial 

behavior and high levels of defensive aggression). Although relationship maintenance may 

require investment, getting along with relationship partners might not require the impression 

management and direct reciprocity that it might require to form a new relationship. For example, 

a close friend with whom one has established an equitable relationship might pay one’s 

restaurant bill without worrying about whether the favor will be returned sometime in the future. 

However, a new acquaintance may have to demonstrate fairness as an exchange partner, and 

therefore might be carefully scrutinized in terms of reciprocity or the lack thereof. Although new 

relationships often hang in the balance and can dissolve due to minor indiscretions (that might be 

taken as indicative of one’s limited potential as a relationship partner), people are generally 

motivated to preserve their long-term relationships. More “weight” may be placed on 

interactions with a potential partner rather than a long-term partner simply 
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because new partners have less information to draw from to form an impression; long-term 

partners have a history of interactions, so there may be less pressure on any given interaction. 

This is another reason that excluded people may turn to existing relationship partners rather than 

seeking to form new relationships. 

The prevention focus displayed by excluded individuals has been interpreted as an 

indication that they worry about further exclusion (Molden et al., 2009; Park & Baumeister, 

2015). This worry may make excluded individuals particularly focused on maintaining their 

existing social bonds. Being rebuffed by a stranger would certainly be unpleasant, but being 

rejected by a relationship partner in whom one has invested could be devastating. Therefore, the 

prevention focus of excluded individuals may lead them to make relationship maintenance a 

priority.  

There is ample evidence that one’s relationship partners can facilitate coping with various 

types of threats (for review, see Cohen & Wills, 1985). Belongingness threats may be especially 

likely to lead people to seek their relationship partners as a means of coping. Not only could 

one’s relationship partners provide the type of instrumental and emotional support necessary for 

coping in general, they afford a source of belongingness. There is some, limited, evidence that 

people turn to their relationship partners in response to social exclusion. People with agoraphobia 

(which is a disorder linked to fear of social threats) often require trusted companions to calm 

them during stress-inducing situations (Baumeister & Tice, 1990; Wittchen, Gloster, Beesdo-

Baum, Fava, & Craske, 2010). Smart Richman and Leary (2009) argued that racial 

discrimination is a form of interpersonal rejection and that people can cope with such 

discrimination by seeking support from their existing social support networks. People’s close 

relationships can offer social support, which excluded individuals may sorely need.  

Social exclusion leads to a desire for reconnection and wariness toward others. People’s 

relationship partners (unlikely strangers) offer social connection with a low risk of further 

exclusion or antagonism. The current research tested the hypothesis that social exclusion would 

lead people to turn to and value their existing relationship partners. 
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Individual Differences Related to Social Exclusion 

Individuals differ in how they respond to social exclusion. Some individuals are more 

sensitive to exclusion than others (Downey & Feldman, 1996). The hypothesis of the current 

investigation was that exclusion would lead people to turn to and value their relationship 

partners. This effect may be weak among those low in sensitivity to rejection/exclusion simply 

because they would be less impacted by an exclusion manipulation. 

People with a secure attachment style may be more likely than those with avoidant 

attachment style to rely on their relationship partners for support (e.g., Bowlby, 1982). 

Therefore, people with a secure attachments style may be especially likely to seek out their 

relationship partners following exclusion. 

People fearful of negative evaluations from others may be somewhat unlikely to seek 

affiliation following social exclusion (Maner et al., 2007). People may be at more risk of 

receiving negative evaluations from strangers than from people with whom they have close 

relationships. Therefore, people high in negative evaluation may be especially likely to seek out 

close relationship partners rather than strangers following social exclusion. 

People high in self-esteem are likely to be comfortable interacting with strangers (e.g., 

Leary & Baumeister, 2000). Therefore, they might be more likely than those low in self-esteem 

to seek affiliation from strangers following social exclusion. 

In the present investigation, I measured people’s sensitivity to social exclusion, 

attachment style, fear of negative evaluation, and self-esteem. These individual difference 

variables may moderate the effect of exclusion on people’s tendency to seek out and value their 

relationship partners (vs. strangers). Although such moderation was not a focus of the current 

investigation, exploratory moderation analyses were conducted. The primary reason for 

measuring these individual difference variables was to control for them in the primary analyses 

which focused on the effect of social exclusion on people’s tendency to seek out and value their 

relationship partners.
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The Current Research 

In two studies, social exclusion was manipulated using a procedure developed by Twenge 

and colleagues (2001). Participants completed a personality questionnaire and received bogus 

feedback indicating that they would end up alone in life (exclusion condition), have a life full of 

satisfying relationships (acceptance condition), or be prone to accidents in the future (misfortune 

control condition). The misfortune control condition is used because, like the exclusion 

condition, it includes feedback indicating an unfortunate future; but unlike the exclusion 

condition, the feedback is unrelated to belongingness. The social exclusion feedback included 

threats to existing relationships and threats to one’s ability to form new relationships. 

In Study 1, excluded participants, compared to accepted and control participants, were 

expected to report greater preference for spending time with friends and family rather than 

spending time meeting new people. Excluded participants were also expected to report especially 

high motivation related to pro-friendship goals. In Study 2, based on the results of Wright 

(1942), accepted and control participants were expected to bestow greater rewards to strangers 

rather than their friends. However, exclusion was expected to reverse this pattern such that 

excluded participants were expected to confer greater rewards to their friends rather than 

strangers.  

Both studies measured and controlled for the following individual difference variables: 

sensitivity to social exclusion, fear of negative evaluation, attachment style, and self-esteem. 

Some people are more sensitive to social exclusion than others (Downey & Feldman, 1996); the 

social exclusion manipulation may affect some people more than others. People may be hesitant 

to attempt to affiliate with others if they are high in fear of negative evaluation (Maner et al., 

2007) or low in self-esteem (e.g., Leary & Baumeister, 2000); I controlled for these variables 

because the current studies measured affiliative responses. People differ in how they form 

attachments with others (e.g., Bowlby, 1982). Some people are more likely than others to turn to 

their relationship partners for support, therefore I controlled for participants’ attachment styles in 

the current studies. 



	 13	 	

STUDY 1 

 

 Exclusion is expected to make people turn to and value their relationship partners. The 

primary hypotheses of Study 1 were that, compared to participants in a social acceptance 

condition and those in a control condition, participants in a social exclusion condition would: 1) 

express greater desire to spend time with relationship partners rather than new people, and 2) 

report greater motivation regarding pro-friendship goals. 

 Social exclusion was manipulated using the bogus feedback manipulation (Twenge et al., 

2001). Desire to spend time with relationship partners vs. new people was measured by having 

participants allocate the use of their time for a hypothetical vacation. Overall, excluded 

participants were expected to be especially likely to allocate time to social activities and unlikely 

to allocate time to spend alone. This would reflect an exclusion-induced desire to affiliate with 

others (Maner et al., 2007). 

Motivation to pursue pro-relationship goals was measured by the Relationship Goals 

Questionnaire: Friendship Version (Elliot, Gable, & Mapes, 2006). This questionnaire measures 

motivation related to both relationship promotion and avoiding relational problems. Previous 

research found that high motivation for approach-related relationship goals was positively 

correlated with favorable relationship outcomes, but that high motivation for avoidance-related 

relationship goals was positively correlated with relationship problems (Elliot et al., 2006). The 

link between avoidance-related relationship goals and relationship problems was correlational. 

Therefore, problematic relationships might cause avoidance-related goals, or avoidance-related 

goals might lead to problematic relationships. Elliot and colleagues (2006) argued that goals 

related to relationship promotion and goals related to avoiding relational problems can both 

benefit friendships. I predicted that exclusion would lead to high motivation related to both of 

these types of pro-relationship goals.  

 

Method 

Undergraduate students enrolled in psychology courses were recruited to participate in 

this study in exchange for course credit. To determine the appropriate sample size, consideration 

of the typical effect size found in social exclusion research is necessary. Cohen (1992) described 

an effect greater than d = 0.8 as large; the 
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effects of exclusion often exceed d = 1 (e.g., Baumeister et al., 2005; Twenge et al., 2001). The 

present research examined the effect of an exclusion manipulation on people’s affilative 

responses toward friends vs. strangers. Maner and colleagues (2007) found large effects (d’s 

around 1) when measuring affiliative responses to social exclusion. Of particular relevance to the 

present studies, Maner and colleagues (2007) manipulated the target of affilative responses in 

two studies and, in each study, found a significant interaction between rejection condition and 

target condition (e.g., novel target vs. target who rejected the participant). Although the authors 

did not report the effect sizes of this interaction, I calculated them based on the reported t-values 

and degrees of freedom: they were d = 1.03 and d = 0.86. The design of the present study differs 

from the studies conducted by Maner and colleages (2007), but the proposed study and those 

studies share the following similarities: 1) an exclusion manipulation, 2) a dependent measure 

involving affiliation seeking, and 3) multiple types of targets for affiliation. Thus, a large effect 

size was expected in the present research. To detect a large effect with power of .80, Cohen 

(1992) recommended a sample size of approximately 26 per condition.  This study included three 

conditions (exclusion, acceptance, and neutral control); the target minimum sample size for this 

study was n = 78. 

One hundred one undergraduates (73 female) participated in this study in exchange for 

course credit. Participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 31 years (M = 19.11, SD = 1.59). First, 

participants completed a demographics questionnaire and multiple personality measures relevant 

to social exclusion and affiliation seeking. Participants completed the Rosenberg Self-Esteem 

Scale (Rosenberg, 1965). This scale contains 10 items that participants rate on a scale of 1 

(“strongly disagree”) to 4 (“strongly agree”). An example item is “On the whole, I am satisfied 

with myself.” Next, participants completed the Brief Fear of Negative Evaluation Scale (Brief-

FES; Leary, 1983). This scale contains 12 items that participants rate on a scale of 1 (“not at all 

characteristic of me”) to 5 (“extremely characteristic of me”). An example item is “I am afraid 

that others will not approve of me.” Then, participants completed the Rejection Sensitivity 

Questionnaire (RSQ; Downey & Feldman, 1996) which contains 18 hypothetical scenarios (e.g., 

“You ask someone in class 
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if you can borrow his/her notes”). For each of the scenarios, participants report about their level 

of concern regarding the outcome of the scenario (1- “very unconcerned” to 6- “very 

concerned”) and the degree to which they would expect the other person to respond in an 

accepting manner (1- “very unlikely” to 6- “very likely”). The RSQ will serve as the measure of 

sensitivity to social exclusion. Participants also completed Hazan and Shaver’s (1987) measure 

of attachment style; participants were presented with descriptions of secure, anxious, and 

ambivalent attachment styles and selected which one best describes them. 

Next, social exclusion was manipulated using a bogus-feedback procedure developed by 

Twenge and colleages (2001). Participants completed the 100-item Eysneck Personality 

Questionnaire - Revised (EPQ-R; Eysneck, Eysneck, & Barrett, 1985). To increase the 

credibility of the bogus feedback that participants received, the experimenter first provided 

participants with accurate feedback about their neuroticism score
1
. Then, participants were 

randomly assigned to receive one of three types of bogus feedback. Participants in the social 

exclusion condition were told: 

You're the type who will end up alone later in life. You may have friends and 

relationships now, but by your mid 20s most of these will have drifted away. You may 

even marry or have several marriages, but these are likely to be short-lived and not 

continue into your 30s. Relationships don't last, and when you're past the age where 

people are constantly forming new relationships, the odds are you'll end up being alone 

more and more.  

Participants in the social acceptance condition were told: 

You're the type who has rewarding relationships throughout life. You're likely to have a 

long and stable marriage and have friendships that will last into your later years. The 

odds are that you'll always have friends and people who care about you. 

Participants in the misfortune control condition were told: 

You're likely to be accident prone later in life—you might break an arm or a leg a 

																																																								
1
 - The procedure designed by Twenge et al. (2001) involved giving accurate extraversion feedback rather than 

accurate neuroticism feedback. Participants in the exclusion condition who are high in extraversion may be unlikely 

to believe the exclusion feedback after being told that they are extraverted, sociable, etc. I will give participants their 



	 16	 	

few times, or maybe be injured in car accidents. Even if you haven't been accident prone 

before, these things will show up later in life, and the odds are you will have a lot of 

accidents. 

As part of a manipulation check, participants were asked a variety of filler questions about the 

nature of the feedback that they received (e.g., “To what degree did the feedback indicate that 

you are likely to travel frequently during your life”) – embedded within these questions was the 

actual manipulation-check item: “To what degree did the feedback indicate that you are likely to 

be alone in the future?” (1- “not at all” to 6- “very much”; Appendix A). Participants also rated 

their mood on a scale of 1 (“very negative”) to 7 (“very positive”; e.g., Baumeister et al., 2005). 

 After the exclusion manipulation, participants completed a measure of the degree to 

which they desire to spend time with existing relationship partners vs. new people (Appendix B). 

Participants were told to imagine that they have a weeklong vacation coming up, and they were 

presented with a variety of activities that they could engage in during the vacation (e.g., reading, 

watching TV, hiking, etc.). Among the activities were “meeting new people,” “spending time 

with friends and family,” and “spending time alone.” Participants were instructed to indicate the 

percentage of time that they would like to focus on each activity (the total must equal 100%). An 

index of the time they allocate to friends and family vs. new people served as a primary 

dependent variable of Study 1. 

 Next, as a measure of pro-friendship motivation, participants completed the Relationship 

Goals Questionnaire: Friendship Version (Elliot et al., 2006). This scale included four items that 

measure approach-oriented friendship goals (e.g., “I am trying to deepen my relationships with 

my friends”) and four items that measure avoidance-related friendship goals (e.g., “I am trying to 

stay away from situations that could harm my friendships”). Participants rated each of these 

items on a scale of 1 (“not at all true of me”) to 7 (“very true of me”). 

 Finally, participants were debriefed and thanked. During the debriefing, participants were 

asked to identify anything that they found suspicious about the experiment, then they were told 

about the fictitious nature of the feedback that they were given as part of the exclusion 

manipulation. 
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Results 

Participants’ attachment style, self-esteem, fear of negative evaluation, and rejection 

sensitivity were controlled for in each analysis of covariance (ANCOVA). The analyses without 

controlling for any covariates are reported in appendix C. Exploratory analyses regarding the 

interactions of the exclusion manipulation and each of the covariates are reported in appendix D. 

 

Percentage of social-activity time allocated to friends and family 

“Social-activity time” consists of both time allocated to friends and family and time 

allocated to meeting new people. Regardless of whether participants allocate all of their time to 

social activities or little of their time to social activities, the following test is focused on the 

percentage of time for family and friends versus meeting new people. Higher percentages would 

indicate greater time allocated to friends and family rather than meeting new people. ANCOVA 

revealed that the rejection manipulation (exclusion vs. acceptance vs. control) did not 

significantly predict percentage of social-activity time that participants allocated to spend with 

friends and family, F (6, 94) = 0.68, p = .509
2
. Thus, there were no significant differences 

between participants in the exclusion condition (M = 82.82, SD = 18.19), the acceptance 

condition (M = 79.47, SD = 17.87), and the control condition (M = 80.09, SD = 16.63) regarding 

the primary dependent variable of this study. Contrasts revealed that participants in the exclusion 

condition did not significantly differ from participants in the acceptance condition, F (1, 94) = 

1.35, p = .248, or participants in the control condition, F (1, 94) = 0.44, p = .511, in terms of the 

percentage of social-activity time allocated to friends and family. 

I ran multiple tests focusing on the effects of each of the individual difference variables. 

ANOVA revealed that attachment style did not significantly predict the percentage of social-

activity time participants allocated to friends and family F (2, 98) = 0.39, p = .677. A series of 

Pearson correlations revealed that rejection sensitivity 

																																																								

2	- Two of the degrees of freedom came simply from comparing the three conditions. The other 

four came from controlling for rejection sensitivity, attachment style, fear of negative evaluation, 

and self-esteem. 
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(r = -0.12, p = .245), fear of negative evaluation (r = 0.08, p = .431), and self-esteem (r = 0.07, p 

= .517) were all unrelated to participants’ allocation of social-activity time to friends and family. 

 

Percentage of total time allocated to social activity 

ANCOVA revealed no significant differences among participants in the exclusion 

condition (M = 57.48, SD = 17.29), the acceptance condition (M = 56.19, SD = 16.00) and the 

control condition (M = 55.87, SD = 16.72) in terms of the percentage of time participants 

allocated to social activity F (6, 94) = 0.23, p = .798. Contrasts revealed that participants in the 

exclusion condition did not significantly differ from participants in the acceptance condition, F 

(1, 94) = 0.45, p = .505, or participants in the control condition, F (1, 94) = 0.08, p = .784, on 

this variable. 

ANOVA revealed that attachment style did not significantly predict the percentage of 

time participants allocated to social time, F (2, 98) = 1.24, p = .293. Rejection sensitivity was 

negatively related allocating time to social activity (r = -0.26, p = .008). Self-esteem was 

marginally positively related to allocating time to social activity (r = 0.17, p = .086). Fear of 

negative evaluation (r = -0.02, p = .856) was unrelated to participants’ allocation of time to 

social activity. 

ANCOVA revealed no significant differences among participants in the exclusion 

condition (M = 8.00, SD = 7.64), the acceptance condition (M = 11.59, SD = 10.13) and the 

control condition (M = 10.02, SD = 7.79) in terms of the percentage of time participants allocated 

to meeting new people, F (6, 94) = 1.56, p = .216. A contrast revealed that participants in the 

exclusion condition allocated marginally less time to meeting new people than participants in the 

acceptance condition, F (1, 94) = 3.10, p = .082, d = 0.40. Participants in the exclusion condition 

did not differ from those in the control condition, F (1, 94) = 0.99, p = .321. 

ANCOVA revealed no significant differences between participants in the exclusion 

condition (M = 49.48, SD = 20.32), the acceptance condition (M = 44.59, SD = 15.90) and the 

control condition (M = 45.84, SD = 17.45) in terms of the percentage of time participants 

allocated to spending time with friends and family, F (6, 94) = 1.08, p = .343. Contrasts revealed 

that participants in the exclusion condition did not significantly 
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differ from participants in the acceptance condition, F (1, 94) = 2.17, p = .144, or participants in 

the control condition, F (1, 94) = 0.55, p = .462. 

 

Percentage of time allocated being alone 

ANOVA revealed no significant differences among participants in the exclusion (M = 

5.19, SD = 6.67), the acceptance condition (M = 4.97, SD = 7.80), and control condition (M = 

4.82, SD = 7.53) in terms of the percentage of time participants allocated to being alone, F (6, 

94) = 0.06, p = .941. Contrasts revealed that participants in the exclusion condition did not 

significantly differ from participants in the acceptance condition, F (1, 94) = 0.05, p = .823, or 

participants in the control condition, F (1, 94) = 0.01, p = .907, on this variable. 

ANOVA revealed that attachment style did not significantly predict the percentage of 

time participants allocated to being alone, F (2, 98) = 2.10, p = .128. Rejection sensitivity was 

positively correlated with allocating time for being alone (r = 0.26, p = .008). Fear of negative 

evaluation was unrelated to time allocated to being alone (r = 0.14, p = .173). Self-esteem was 

negatively related to time allocated to being alone (r = -0.25, p = .012). 

 

Approach-related relationship goals 

ANCOVA revealed no significant differences between participants in the exclusion (M = 

22.19, SD = 5.04), the acceptance condition (M = 23.44, SD = 4.31), and control condition (M = 

22.92, SD = 3.61) in terms of approach-related relationship goals, F (6, 94) = 0.99, p = .375. 

Contrasts revealed that participants in the exclusion condition did not significantly differ from 

participants in the acceptance condition, F (1, 94) = 1.92, p = .169, or participants in the control 

condition, F (1, 94) = 0.23, p = .632, on this variable. 

ANOVA revealed that attachment style did not significantly predict approach-related 

relationship goals, F (2, 98) = 0.01, p = .988. Rejection sensitivity (r = 0.05, p = .625), fear of 

negative evaluation (r = 0.08, p = .438), and self-esteem (r = 0.12, p = .227) were all unrelated to 

participants’ approach-related relationship goals.
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Avoidance-related relationship goals 

ANCOVA revealed no significant differences among participants in the exclusion (M = 

22.87, SD = 5.66), the acceptance condition (M = 24.41, SD = 4.78), and control condition (M = 

22.02, SD = 5.28) in terms of avoidance-related relationship goals, F (6, 94) = 2.02, p = .138. 

Contrasts revealed that participants in the exclusion condition did not significantly differ from 

participants in the acceptance condition, F (1, 94) = 1.49, p = .225, or participants in the control 

condition, F (1, 94) = 0.59, p = .445, on this variable. 

ANOVA revealed that attachment style did not significantly predict avoidance-related 

relationship goals, F (2, 98) = 1.40, p = .251. Rejection sensitivity (r = 0.05, p = .649), and self-

esteem (r = 0.01, p = .931) were unrelated to participants’ avoidance-related relationship goals. 

However, fear of negative evaluation was positively related to avoidance-related relationship 

goals (r = 0.27, p = .007). 

 

Mood 

ANOVA revealed significant variation among the three conditions in terms of mood, F 

(2, 98) = 8.44, p < .001. Contrasts revealed that participants in the exclusion condition (M = 3.68, 

SD = 1.51) reported a more negative mood than participants in the acceptance condition (M = 

5.03, SD = 1.30), F (1, 98) = 16.71, p < .001, d = 0.95, and participants in the control condition 

(M = 4.47, SD = 1.13), F (1, 98) = 6.27, p = .014, d = 0.59. Participants in the acceptance 

condition reported marginally more positive mood than participants in the control condition F (1, 

98) = 3.19, p = .080, d = 0.46. 

 

Manipulation check 

ANOVA revealed significant variation among the three conditions in terms of the degree 

to which participants reported that their bogus personality feedback indicated that they would be 

alone in the future, F (2, 98) = 426.80, p < .001. Contrasts revealed that participants in the 

exclusion condition (M = 5.77, SD = 0.62) reported a more future-alone-related feedback than 

participants in the acceptance condition (M = 1.22, SD = 0.94), F (1, 98) = 616.53, p < .001, d = 

5.72, and participants in the control condition (M = 1.16, SD = 0.59), F (1, 98) = 686.44, p < 

.001, d = 7.61. Participants in the acceptance 
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and control conditions did not differ in terms of how much their feedback indicated that they 

would be alone in the future, F (1, 98) = 0.12, p = .728. 

 

 Check for Failure of Random Assignment 

 I checked for failure of random assignment for the exclusion manipulation. ANOVA 

revealed no differences among the three conditions (exclusion, acceptance, and control) in 

attachment style, F (2, 98) = 0.509, p = .603, self-esteem, F (2, 98) = 0.91, p = .406, fear of 

negative evaluation, F (2, 98) = 0.20, p = .817, and sex, F (2, 98) = 0.93, p = .397, but there was 

a marginal difference for rejection sensitivity, F (2, 98) = 2.55, p = .083 (Exclusion M = 9.36, 

SD = 3.40; Acceptance M = 7.93, SD = 3.11, Misfortune M = 9.68, SD = 2.58). The means 

suggest that participants in the acceptance condition stood out, so I ran a contrast to compare the 

acceptance condition and the combination of the exclusion and control conditions (combined M 

= 9.53, SD = 3.48), F (1, 98) = 4.83, p = .03, d = 0.48. Participants in the acceptance condition 

were lower in rejection sensitivity than those in the other two conditions. 

 

Discussion 

 The primary hypotheses of Study 1 were not supported. The exclusion manipulation did 

not affect the degree to which participants allocated hypothetical vacation time to spend with 

friends and family. In addition, exclusion was not linked to allocating time to spend on social 

activities in general. In fact, participants in the exclusion condition allocated marginally less time 

to meeting new people than participants in the acceptance condition. This contradicts previous 

findings that exclusion led to a desire for affiliation (Maner et al., 2007). Maner and colleagues 

measured participants’ desire to enroll in a social networking service and to work with partners 

(rather than alone) on an experimental task; Study 1 of the current investigation measured 

participants’ choices involving a hypothetical scenario. Perhaps the hypothetical nature of the 

Study 1’s dependent measure could explain why the results of Study 1 differ from those of 

Maner et al. (2007). 
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An exploratory analysis reported in Appendix D found that participants with an avoidant 

attachment style (but not those with a secure attachment style) responded to exclusion by 

marginally favoring friends and family rather than strangers on the vacation-time allocation task. 

I predicted that exclusion would lead all participants to favor friends and family. Perhaps, when 

avoidant people face exclusion, they deviate from their typical pattern of keeping their distance 

from relationship partners. Nevertheless, this effect was only marginally significant, and one of 

many exploratory analyses. Also, there were only 33 participants with an avoidant attachment 

style in this study. Further evidence would be required before drawing any conclusions about the 

relationship of social exclusion, avoidant attachment, and desire to spend time with close 

relationship partners. 

The exclusion manipulation did not affect participants’ approach- or avoidance-related 

relationship goals. This finding, taken together with the null results on the vacation-time 

allocation task, suggest that exclusion does not lead people to seek out and focus on their close 

relationship partners. 

 The exclusion manipulation had robust effects on mood. Participants in the exclusion 

condition reported a slightly negative mood (just below the midpoint of the scale), participants in 

the control condition reported a more positive mood than that, and participants in the acceptance 

condition reported an even more positive mood. Although such manipulations tend to have 

unreliable effects on mood, the results of Study 1 generally conform to the pattern of exclusion 

causing a shift away from people’s generally positive moods. 

There were multiple significant effects of individual difference variables on vacation-

time allocation and relationship goals. Fear of negative evaluation was positively related to 

avoidance-related relationship goals. This makes sense in that people would be especially 

motivated to avoid making a bad impression on their relationship partners if they were fearful of 

negative evaluation. Self-esteem was negatively related to allocating time for being alone. People 

low in self-esteem may have apprehension about interacting with others, so spending time alone 

may appeal more to them than people high in self-esteem. Rejection sensitivity was positively 

related to allocating time for being alone and negatively related to allocating time to social 

activity. These findings 
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make sense given that high rejection sensitivity may make people avoid social situations, which 

afford the possibility of rejection. 

 A check for failure of random assignment revealed that people assigned to the acceptance 

condition were lower in rejection sensitivity than those assigned to the other two conditions. 

Thus, Study 1 fell short of perfect random assignment. On the vacation-time allocation task, 

rejection sensitivity was negatively related to allocating time to social activity and positivity 

related to allocating time for being alone. Thus, those assigned to the acceptance condition may 

have been, at baseline, particularly interested in affiliation. This would make the results unlikely 

to show affiliative responses among excluded participants relative to accepted participants (I 

predicted that excluded participants would be more interested in affiliation than accepted 

participants). I controlled for rejection sensitivity in all of the primary analyses. 

 Overall, the results of Study 1 provided no support for the hypothesis that exclusion 

would make people want to spend time with their relationship partners and increase their pro-

relationship goals. 
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STUDY 2 

 

 The hypothesis of Study 2 was that, compared to accepted and control participants, 

excluded participants would be more generous toward a friend as opposed to a stranger. Wright 

(1942) found that third graders were more likely to award a highly desirable toy to a stranger 

rather than a friend (presumably to gain a new friend). One of the goals of Study 2 was to 

replicate this somewhat counterintuitive finding with a sample of college students. Therefore, I 

predicted that accepted and control participants in the proposed study would be more generous 

toward a stranger than a friend. On the other hand, excluded participants were expected to be 

more generous to a friend than a stranger. 

Pairs of friends were recruited for this study. They were led to anticipate a group task in 

which they would work with another pair of friends; there was no such task. After participants 

were taken to separate lab rooms, they estimated the value of various trinkets (e.g., a pen, a bottle 

of water, etc.). Then, social exclusion was manipulated using the same procedure as in Study 1. 

Next, they were told to divide the collection of trinkets between their friend and a confederate 

who was supposedly one of a different pair of friends participating in the experiment. Using the 

trinket value ratings provided by each participant, I calculated the total value of the trinkets 

awarded to the friend vs. the stranger. This index served as the primary dependent measure. 

 

Method 

Undergraduate students enrolled in psychology courses were recruited to participate in 

this study in exchange for course credit. Participants signed up for the study in same-sex pairs of 

friends. Both members of each pair of friends had to be enrolled in a psychology class for which 

research participation yields course credit. The method for determining the appropriate sample 

size is the same as in Study 1; the target minimum sample size was n = 78. 

One 17-year-old participant was excluded from analysis; the Florida State University 

Institutional Review Board approved this study only for people 18 years of age or older. One pair 

of participants was excluded from analysis because they did not know each other prior to their 

participation. One pair of participants was excluded from 
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analysis because one of them was not eligible to receive course credit for participation. The final 

sample consisted of 95 undergraduates (87 female) who participated in this study in exchange for 

course credit. Participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 24 years (M = 18.60, SD = 1.06). None of the 

pairs of participants were ever romantically involved. 

 An opposite-sex pair of research assistants ran this study. The research assistant who 

matched the sex of the participants acted as a confederate; the other research assistant acted as 

the experimenter. The confederate was seated in a waiting room when the participants arrived. 

The experimenter escorted the participants and the confederate to separate lab rooms and said 

that he or she was waiting for the confederate’s friend to arrive
3
. 

 When the participants were in separate lab rooms, they completed a demographics 

questionnaire and the individual difference measures included in Study 1: self-esteem, fear of 

negative evaluation, attachment style, and rejection sensitivity. Participants also reported how 

long they have known their friend, how committed they are to their friend (1- “not committed at 

all” to 10- “very committed”), whether they live with their friend, and whether they have ever 

been romantically involved with their friend.  

 Next, participants were told that, at the end of the experiment, they would engage in a 

group task involving their friend and the other pair of friends who were supposedly concurrently 

participating in the experiment. Participants were presented with a collection of nine trinkets: a 

pen, a bottle of water, a notepad, a pack of gum, a small container of hand sanitizer, a small 

flashlight, a rubber ball, a glow stick, and a noisemaker. They indicated the maximum amount of 

money (in cents) that they think a reasonable person would pay for each of the items. 

 Social exclusion was manipulated using the same procedure as in Study 1. In addition, 

the manipulation check and mood measure was the same as in Study 1. Following the 

manipulation, participants were instructed to divide the collection of trinkets between their friend 

and the confederate. Participants were told that both the friend and the confederate would know 

that the trinkets came from the participant, but 

																																																								
3
 - A confederate was used rather than having two pairs of friends participate at the same time to: 

1) reduce the possibility of having to canceling the experiment due to one of the participants 

failing to show up, and 2) save lab space. 
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that the friend and the confederate would not be given any information about the task of dividing 

the trinkets (i.e., the total number of trinkets, the assignment of value to the trinkets, what each 

trinket was, that the participant could choose how to divide the trinkets between his/her friend 

and the confederate, etc.). After they divided the trinkets, participants were asked an open-ended 

question about why they chose to divide the trinkets the way they did. They were also asked how 

well they expected the group task to go (1- “not well at all” to 10- “very well”); again, there was 

not actually a group task. Next, participants were asked to decide whether to award a five-dollar 

gift card to their friend or the confederate. An index of the total value of the trinkets awarded to 

the participant’s friend vs. the confederate was the primary dependent measure of the study. 

Finally, participants were thanked, debriefed, and asked about suspicion in the same manner as 

in Study 1. 

 

Results 

Participants’ attachment styles, self-esteem, fear of negative evaluation, and rejection 

sensitivity were controlled for in each analysis of covariance (ANCOVA). I also controlled for 

whether participants lived with the friend that they brought to the lab and participants’ self-

reported level of commitment to their friend. The analyses without controlling for any covariates 

are reported in appendix E. Exploratory analyses regarding the interactions of the exclusion 

manipulation and each of the covariates are reported in appendix F. 

 

Value of the trinkets awarded to friend (vs. stranger) 

ANCOVA revealed that the rejection manipulation (exclusion vs. acceptance vs. control) 

did not significantly predict the value of the trinkets that participants awarded to their friends (vs. 

strangers), F (8, 86) = 0.43, p = .654
4
. Thus, there were no significant differences between 

participants in the exclusion condition (M = 52.52, SD = 20.28), the acceptance condition (M = 

56.41, SD = 20.63), and the control condition (M = 55.92, SD

																																																								

4	- Two of the degrees of freedom came simply from comparing the three conditions. The other 

six came from controlling for rejection sensitivity, attachment style, fear of negative evaluation, 

self-esteem, participants’ level of commitment to their friend, and whether participants lived with 

their friend. 
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 = 17.24) regarding the primary dependent variable of this study. Contrasts revealed that 

participants in the exclusion condition did not significantly differ from participants in the 

acceptance condition, F (1, 86) = 0.63, p = .431, or participants in the control condition, F (1, 86) 

= 0.68, p = .413, in terms of the value of the trinkets that participants awarded to their friends 

(vs. strangers). 

Overall, participants awarded an average of 54.99% (SD = 19.41) of the total value of the 

trinkets to their friends. A one-sample t-test revealed that participants awarded trinkets of a 

significantly greater value to their friends rather than strangers, t(94) = 2.51, p = .014, d = 0.26 

The test value for the t-test was 50. 

I ran multiple tests focusing on the effects of each of the individual difference variables. 

ANOVA revealed that attachment style did not significantly predict the value of the trinkets that 

participants awarded to their friends (vs. strangers), F (2, 92) = 1.26, p = .289. A series of 

Pearson correlations revealed that rejection sensitivity (r = 0.07, p = .485), fear of negative 

evaluation (r = -0.01, p = .956), and self-esteem (r = -0.12, p = .261), whether participants lived 

with their friend (r = 0.01, p = .824), and participants’ level of commitment to their friend (r = -

0.12, p = .266) were all unrelated to the value of the trinkets that participants awarded to their 

friends (vs. strangers). 

A Pearson correlation revealed that the value of the trinkets that participants awarded to 

their friends (vs. strangers) was unrelated to how well participants expected the group interaction 

to go, r = 0.04, p = .719. 

 

Awarding the gift card to friend or stranger 

ANCOVA revealed that the rejection manipulation (exclusion vs. acceptance vs. control) 

had a marginally significant effect on whether participants awarded the gift card to their friends 

(vs. strangers), F (8, 86) = 2.39, p = .097. Contrasts revealed that participants in the exclusion 

condition (M = 1.10, SD = 0.30) did not differ from participants in the acceptance condition (M = 

1.23, SD = 0.43), F (1, 86) = 1.57, p = .214, or the control condition (M = 1.03, SD = 0.19), F (1, 

86) = 0.75, p = .389, in terms of whether they awarded the gift card to their friend (coded as 1) 

vs. the stranger (coded as 2). Overall, 83 of the participants awarded the gift card to their friend; 

12 awarded the gift card to the stranger.
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After inspecting the means, I ran an ANOVA to compare the acceptance condition to the 

control condition (i.e., the highest mean to the lowest). Participants in the acceptance condition 

were more likely to award to gift card to the stranger than participants in the control condition, 

F(1, 86) = 4.73, p = .032. This comparison was not planned. I used a Tukey HSD post-hoc 

analysis to avoid type I error. The results indicated that the participants in the acceptance 

condition were marginally more likely to award the gift card to a stranger rather than their friend 

than participant in the control condition, p = .052, 95% CI [-.390, .002], d = 0.58. 

I ran multiple tests focusing on the effects of each of the individual difference variables. 

ANOVA revealed that attachment style did not significantly predict whether participants 

awarded the gift card to their friends (vs. a strangers), F (2, 92) = 0.50, p = .610. A series of 

Pearson correlations revealed that rejection sensitivity (r = -0.06, p = .549), fear of negative 

evaluation (r = -0.01, p = .922), and self-esteem (r = 0.03, p = .779), whether participants lived 

with their friend (r = 0.15, p = .142), and participants’ level of commitment to their friend (r = -

0.08, p = .445) were all unrelated to whether participants awarded the gift card to their friends 

(vs. a strangers). 

ANOVA revealed that the participants who awarded the gift card to their friends (M = 

70.07, SD = 18.14) did not significantly differ from participants who awarded the gift card to the 

stranger (M = 79.00, SD = 11.98) in terms of how well they expected the group interaction to go, 

F (1, 93) = 2.72, p = .103.  

 

Mood 

ANOVA revealed significant variation among the three conditions in terms of mood, F 

(2, 92) = 15.23, p < .001. Contrasts revealed that participants in the exclusion condition (M = 

3.52, SD = 1.55) reported a more negative mood than participants in the acceptance condition (M 

= 5.43, SD = 1.09), F (1, 92) = 29.98, p < .001, d = 1.43, and participants in the control condition 

(M = 4.31, SD = 1.61), F (1, 92) = 4.71, p = .033, d = 0.50. Participants in the acceptance 

condition reported more positive mood than participants in the control condition F (1, 92) = 9.89, 

p = .002, d = 0.81. 

PROCESS (Hayes, 2012) was used to test the hypothesis that mood mediated the effect 

of the exclusion manipulation on whether participants awarded the gift card to their friends (vs. 

strangers). A 95% bias-corrected bootstrap confidence interval was calculated
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 for the indirect relationship with mood as the mediator, BootLLCI = -0.12, BootULCI = 0.43. 

This confidence interval contains zero, therefore the indirect effect of the exclusion manipulation 

on the gift card dependent variable, with mood as the mediator, was not statistically different 

from zero. In other words, mood did not mediate the relationship. 

 

Manipulation Check 

ANOVA revealed significant variation among the three conditions in terms of the degree 

to which participants reported that their bogus personality feedback indicated that they would be 

alone in the future, F (2, 92) = 1275.18, p < .001. Contrasts revealed that participants in the 

exclusion condition (M = 5.65, SD = 0.66) reported a more future-alone-related feedback than 

participants in the acceptance condition (M = 1.03, SD = 0.17), F (1, 92) = 2023.45, p < .001, d = 

9.59, and participants in the control condition (M = 1.07, SD = 0.26), F (1, 92) = 1275.18, p < 

.001, d = 9.13. Participants in the acceptance and control conditions did not differ in terms of 

how much their feedback indicated that they would be alone in the future, F (1, 92) = 0.15, p = 

.700. 

 

Check for Failure of Random Assignment 

 I checked for failure of random assignment for the exclusion manipulation. ANOVA 

revealed no differences among the three conditions (exclusion, acceptance, and control) in 

attachment, F(2, 92) = 0.37, p = .690, rejection sensitivity, F(2, 92) = 0.46, p = .630, fear of 

negative evaluation, F(2, 92) = 0.48, p = .622, self-esteem, F(2, 92) = 0.47, p = .63, commitment 

to friend, F(2, 92) = 0.72, p = .491, or sex, F(2, 92) = 0.78, p = .464, but there was a significant 

difference for whether the pairs of friends were living together, F(2, 92) = 3.79, p = .026 

(Exclusion M = 1.48, SD = 0.51; Acceptance M = 1.80, SD = 0.40; Control M = 1.62, SD = 0.49; 

1 = living with friend, 2 = not living with friend). Contrasts revealed that participants in the 

exclusion condition were more likely to live with their friends than participants in the acceptance 

condition, F(1, 92) = 7.49, p = .007, d = 0.70. Participants in the control condition did not differ 

from those in the exclusion condition, F(1,92) = 1.28, p = .261 or the acceptance condition, 

F(1,92) = 2.33, p = .13
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Discussion 

 The primary hypotheses of Study 2 were not supported. The exclusion manipulation had 

no effect on whether people awarded more valuable trinkets to their friends vs. strangers. All 

participants tended to divide the trinkets fairly equally between their friend and the stranger. The 

desire to be fair may have led participants to divide the trinkets relatively equally regardless of 

their condition (participants frequently mentioned fairness or equality when responding to an 

open-ended question about their reasons for dividing the trinkets as they did). Unlike the division 

of the trinkets, the decision of whether to give a gift card to a friend vs. a stranger was a forced 

choice. That is, the participant could not divide the gift card and had to choose whom to give it 

to. Participants in the exclusion condition did not differ from those in the other two conditions 

regarding whether they gave the gift card to their friend or the stranger. Taken together, these 

results suggest that exclusion does not lead people to be especially generous toward their friends.  

 The effect of the exclusion manipulation on mood mirrored the effect found in Study 1. 

Those in the exclusion condition reported a slightly negative mood, those in the control condition 

reported a slightly positive mood, and those in the acceptance condition reported an even more 

positive mood. 

 Results of an exploratory comparison revealed that participants in the acceptance 

condition were more likely than those in the control condition to award the gift card to strangers. 

Nevertheless, a post-hoc test designed to reduce type I error indicated that this effect was only 

marginally significant. In trying to explain this effect, I turned to previous research that found 

that positive emotions could lead people to seek out new experiences (e.g., Fredrickson, 2001). 

People in the acceptance condition reported especially positive moods. Therefore, I reasoned that 

those in the acceptance condition may have wanted to seek out a new relationship with the 

stranger and thought that giving him/her the gift card might be a way to do so. Nevertheless, 

mood did not mediate the relationship between acceptance and choosing to award the gift card to 

the stranger. In any case, the effect of acceptance on generosity toward strangers was not a focus 

of the current investigation and the effect was only marginally significant. Therefore, it would be 

inappropriate to draw conclusions based on this finding.



	 31	 	

Overall, participants awarded 55% of the total value of the trinkets to their friends and 

awarded the gift card to their friends 87% of the time. People being more generous to their 

friends than strangers might not be shocking. However, these results are at odds with the finding 

that third graders were more generous toward a stranger than a friend (Wright, 1942). Study 2 

differs from Wright’s study in that the participants were 95 college students rather than 31 third 

graders. A true replication attempt of Wright’s study would require a sample of third graders. 

However, the results of Study 2 suggest that college students are more generous toward their 

friends compared to strangers. 

 An exploratory analysis reported in Appendix F found that participants low (but not high) 

in fear of negative evaluation responded to exclusion by allocating a low value of trinkets to their 

friends (vs. strangers; see Figure 2). I predicted that exclusion would lead to generosity toward 

friends; this finding suggests that people low in in fear of negative evaluation do the opposite. 

Given that the theory outlined in the Introduction led me predict the opposite of this finding, any 

theory-grounded attempt to explain it would strain credulity. This was the only significant 

interaction among many exploratory analyses. Replication would be required before drawing 

conclusions based on this unexpected finding. 

 

A check for failure of random assignment revealed that people assigned to the exclusion 

condition were more likely to live with the friend that they brought to the lab than those assigned 

to the acceptance condition. Thus, Study 2 fell short of perfect random assignment. The primary 

dependent variables were unaffected by whether participants lived with their friend. 

Nevertheless, I controlled for whether participants lived with their friend in all of the primary 

analyses. 

Overall, the results of Study 2 provided no support for the hypothesis that exclusion 

would make people especially generous toward their friends. 
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GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 

An exclusion manipulation did not affect participants’ desire to spend time with friends 

and family, their inclination to pursue pro-relationship goals, or their generosity toward their 

friends. Thus, none of this investigation’s primary hypotheses were supported. 

 

Why Didn’t These Studies Work? 

The most parsimonious explanation for lack of significant findings is that exclusion 

simply does not lead people to turn to and value their relationship partners. However, in 

retrospect, the design of the current studies may have made the hypothesized effects difficult to 

detect. Participants in the exclusion condition were told that all of their existing relationships 

were likely doomed. This may have made participants in the exclusion condition unmotivated to 

invest in what they were led to believe were doomed relationships. That is, if people think that 

all of their friends and family will eventually exclude them, then they might be unmotivated to 

spend time or resources on friends and family members. In general, people may be reluctant to 

seek affiliation from those who are likely to exclude them. Still, one might expect people to 

invest in potentially doomed relationships to prevent their dissolution – especially if they were 

led to believe that all of their relationships were potentially doomed (as was the case with the 

bogus feedback manipulation). Regardless of any potential problems with the design of the 

current studies, the lack of significant findings likely means that my predictions were wrong. 

 

Ancillary Hypotheses and Individual Differences 

 Exclusion had no effect on people’s desire to spend time with others on a hypothetical 

vacation (Study 1). Based on the findings of Maner and colleages (2007), I predicted that 

exclusion would lead people to desire affiliation and, therefore, allocate time to social activities 

on a hypothetical vacation. Hypothetical social interactions (as opposed to expected or actual 

interactions) might not satisfy the dearth of belongingness experienced by excluded individuals. 

Therefore, excluded participants may have felt no desire to allocate hypothetical time to social 

activities in Study 1. Excluded participants 
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may have desired affiliation but regarded hypothetical interactions as irrelevant to the fulfillment 

of that desire. 

 Participants were more generous toward their friends compared to strangers (Study 2). 

Based on the findings of Wright (1942), I predicted that people would be especially generous 

toward strangers – possibly to try and become friends with them. Despite the counterintuitive 

hypothesis I derived from Wright’s study of third graders in the 1940’s, the results of Study 2 

suggest that modern college students are more generous toward their friends than strangers. 

 Previous research on the effect of exclusion on mood has been mixed. Some studies have 

found that exclusion leads to unpleasant moods, while others have found no effect. In both of the 

current studies, excluded participants reported a slightly negative mood, accepted participants 

reported a fairly positive mood, and the mood of control participants was in between those of the 

excluded and accepted.  

 A few of the individual-difference variables included in Studies 1 and 2 were related to 

participants’ affiliative responses. High rejection sensitivity was associated with a low desire to 

socialize and a high desire to spend time alone on a hypothetical vacation. High self-esteem was 

associated with a low desire for spending time alone. High in fear of negative evaluation was 

associated with high levels of avoidance-related relationship goals. All of these individual-

difference findings are consistent with previous research on these traits. 

 In both Studies 1 and 2, the samples were overwhelmingly female. Previous research has 

found very little evidence that people’s sex affects their responses to social exclusion. Some 

studies have looked for such sex difference and found nothing (e.g., Maner et al., 2007); even 

when researchers have found sex differences, they have noted that such differences are quite rare 

(e.g., Aydin et al., 2011). In the current studies, participants’ sex did not predict any of the 

primary dependent variables. 

 I ran over 30 exploratory analyses regarding the interactions of individual difference 

variables and the exclusion manipulation. Only one interaction was statistically significant: 

participants low (but not high) in fear of negative evaluation responded to exclusion by being 

especially generous toward strangers (Study 2). I predicted that all participants would respond to 

exclusion by being especially generous 
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towards friends. This unexpected finding among many non-significant exploratory interactions 

may be the result of type I error. This effect would need to be replicated before drawing any 

conclusions. 

 To summarize: Contrary to my predictions, exclusion was not linked to seeking 

(hypothetical) affiliation, and all participants were more generous to their friends compared to 

strangers. In both studies, exclusion was associated with a slightly negative mood. The observed 

effects of the individual difference variables were consistent with the descriptions of those traits 

in previous work. 

 

Future Directions 

Participants in the exclusion condition may have been unmotivated to seek out their 

relationship partners because the bogus-feedback manipulation led them to believe that all of 

their existing relationships were likely doomed. In the future, researchers could adapt the bogus-

feedback manipulation to either focus on existing relationship partners only (e.g., “Your existing 

relationships will likely end, but you will be able to start new ones”) or on new relationships only 

(e.g., “Your existing relationships will likely endure, but you will be unlikely to be able to start 

new ones”). Participants who are told that they will be unable to make new relationships might 

be motivated to invest in their existing relationships; those who are told that all of their existing 

relationships are doomed might be motivated to invest in starting new ones. 

When people face exclusion from some of their relationship partners, they might seek out 

and invest in other relationship partners. The current studies only looked at how people 

responded to facing exclusion from all of their relationship partners. In the future, researchers 

could ask participants to furnish autobiographical narratives of an incident in which they faced 

exclusion from a relationship partner. Participants would be asked to describe both the incident 

itself and how they responded to the incident. These narratives could be coded for whether 

participants sought the company of other relationship partners or attempted to form new 

relationships following exclusion. Exclusion from a relationship partner may lead people to seek 

out other relationship partners rather than start new relationships.  

In the current studies, participants who were told that all of their existing 
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relationships were likely doomed and that they would be unable to make new ones were 

not especially likely to seek out and value their relationship partners. The current studies did not 

test: a) whether facing exclusion by some relationship partners would make people seek out and 

value other relationship partners, or b) whether facing exclusion by strangers would make people 

seek out and value their relationship partners. These possibilities could be addressed in future 

work. 

 

Conclusion 

Previous research has found that social exclusion leads people to be both wary of others 

and motivated to reestablish their sense of belongingness. People’s sense of belongingness is 

primarily fulfilled by their close relationship partners. In addition, people are unlikely to be 

especially wary of their close relationship partners. Thus, the overarching hypothesis of the 

current investigation was that exclusion would lead people to seek out and value their existing 

relationship partners – two studies failed to provide any evidence of this effect. Although future 

work using novel methods might identify circumstances in which exclusion does lead people to 

seek out and value relationship partners, the most parsimonious explanation for the lack of 

significant findings is that my predictions were wrong. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

MANIPULATION CHECK ITEMS 

 

 

Please answer the following questions about the feedback that you received about your responses 

to the personality questionnaire using the following scale: 

 

          1  2  3  4  5  6 

“not at all”                   “very much” 

 

 

1. To what degree did the feedback indicate that you are likely to travel frequently during your 

life? _____ 

 

2. To what degree did the feedback indicate that you are likely to be accident-prone in the 

future?_____ 

 

3. To what degree did the feedback indicate that you are likely to be alone in the future? _____ 

 

4. To what degree did the feedback indicate that you are an anxious person? _____ 

 



	 37	 	

APPENDIX B 

 

VACATION TIME ALLOCATION TASK 
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APPENDIX C 

STUDY 1 MAIN ALALYSES WITHOUT COVARIATES 

 

-Percentage of social time allocated to friends and family: F (2, 98) = 0.33, p = .721 

-Percentage of total time allocated to social time: F (2, 98) = .087, p = .917 

-Percentage of time allocated to being alone: F (2, 98) = .023, p = .978 

-Approach-related relationship goals: F (2, 98) =  0.66, p = .518 

-Avoidance-related relationship goals: F (2, 98) =  1.81, p = .170 
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APPENDIX D 

STUDY 1 EXPLORATORY INTERACTIONS 

 

This study’s primary hypotheses involved comparing the exclusion condition to the other 

two conditions (acceptance and control). Therefore, for the following interactions, the exclusion-

manipulation variable was dummy coded (1 = exclusion condition; 0 = acceptance or control). In 

each interaction model, I controlled the remaining covariates. For example, when testing the 

interaction of the exclusion condition and rejection sensitivity, I controlled for attachment style, 

fear of negative evaluation, and self-esteem. The same pattern of results was found when I ran 

the analyses without these covariates. 

 

Rejection sensitivity 

Regression revealed a nonsignificant interaction of the exclusion condition (exclusion vs. 

acceptance and control) and rejection sensitivity predicting the percentage of social-activity time 

that participants allocated to friends and family, β = 0.68, t(94) = 0.60, p = .547, participants’ 

approach-related relationship goals, β = 0.23, t(94) = 0.81, p = .420, and participants’ avoidance-

related relationship goals, β = -0.05, t(94) = -0.14, p = .887. 
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Attachment style 

In this sample, 62 participants reported a secure attachment style, 33 reported an avoidant 

attachment style, and only 6 participants reported an anxious attachment style. I ran a series of 

interactions to compare each of the attachment styles (i.e., secure vs. avoidant; secure vs. 

anxious; avoidant vs. anxious). 

Regression revealed a marginally significant interaction of the exclusion condition 

(exclusion vs. acceptance and control) and attachment style (secure vs. avoidant) predicting the 

percentage of social-activity time that participants allocated to friends and family, β  = 13.17, 

t(88) = 1.67, p = .098, semi-partial r
2
 = 0.03 (see Figure 1), and a nonsignificant interaction 

predicting participants’ approach-related relationship goals, β = -0.65, t(88) = -0.31, p = .755, 

and participants’ avoidance-related relationship goals, β = 0.23, t(88) = 0.09, p = .928. Because 

the interaction of exclusion condition and attachment style (secure vs. avoidant) was marginally 

significant in predicting the percentage of social-activity time that participants allocated to 

friends and family, I probed the interaction. Among participants with a secure attachment style, 

the exclusion manipulation did not predict the percentage of social-activity time allocated to 

friends and family, β = -1.03, t(88) = -0.23, p = .820. Among participants with an avoidant 

attachment style, the exclusion manipulation marginally predicted the percentage of social-

activity time allocated to friends and family β = 12.14, t(88) = 1.86, p = .066, semi-partial r
2
 = 

0.04 (exclusion was associated with allocating a high percentage of time to friends and family). 

Regression revealed a nonsignificant interaction of the exclusion condition (exclusion vs. 

acceptance and control) and attachment style (secure vs. anxious) 



	 41	 	

predicting the percentage of social-activity time that participants allocated to friends and 

family, β  = 9.55, t(61) = 0.50, p = .617, participants’ approach-related relationship goals, β = 

7.05, t(61) = 1.36, p = .179, and participants’ avoidance-related relationship goals, β = 0.84, 

t(61) = 0.14, p = .893. 

Regression revealed a nonsignificant interaction of the exclusion condition (exclusion vs. 

acceptance and control) and attachment style (avoidant vs. anxious) predicting the percentage of 

social-activity time that participants allocated to friends and family, β  = 9.18, t(32) = 0.43, p = 

.673, participants’ approach-related relationship goals, β = 5.27, t(32) = 1.21, p = .234, and 

participants’ avoidance-related relationship goals, β = -1.61, t(32) = -0.31, p = .757. 

 

Fear of negative evaluation 

Regression revealed a nonsignificant interaction of the exclusion condition (exclusion vs. 

acceptance and control) and fear of negative evaluation predicting the percentage of social-

activity time that participants allocated to friends and family, β = 0.53, t(94) = 1.59, p = .269, 

participants’ approach-related relationship goals, β = -0.02, t(94) = -0.14, p = .887, and 

participants’ avoidance-related relationship goals, β = -0.24, t(94) = -1.66, p = .100. 

 

Self-esteem 

Regression revealed a nonsignificant interaction of the exclusion condition (exclusion vs. 

acceptance and control) and self-esteem predicting the percentage of social-activity time that 

participants allocated to friends and family, 
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β = 1.30, t(94) = 1.40, p = .164, participants’ approach-related relationship goals, β = 0.28, t(94) 

= 1.22, p = .227, and participants’ avoidance-related relationship goals, β = 0.04, t(94) = 0.16, p 

= .874. 
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APPENDIX E 

STUDY 2 MAIN ANALYSES WITHOUT COVARIATES 

 

-Total value of the trinkets awarded to friends (vs. strangers): F (2, 92) = 0.37, p = .690 

-Gift card awarded to friends (vs. strangers): F (2, 92) = 2.98, p = .056 
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APPENDIX F 

STUDY 2 EXPLORATORY INTERACTIONS 

 

For the following interactions, the exclusion manipulation variable was dummy coded (1 

= exclusion condition; 0 = acceptance or control). As in Study 1, I controlled the remaining 

covariates in each interaction model. The same pattern of results was found when I ran the 

analyses without these covariates. 

 

Rejection sensitivity 

Regression revealed a nonsignificant interaction of the exclusion condition (exclusion vs. 

acceptance and control) and rejection sensitivity predicting the value of the trinkets that 

participants allocated to friends vs. strangers, β = 0.02, t(86) = 1.04, p = .303, and whether 

participants awarded the gift card to friends vs. strangers, β = 0.02, t(86) = 0.76, p = .450. 

 

Attachment style 

In this sample, 56 participants reported a secure attachment style, 33 reported an avoidant 

attachment style, and only 6 participants reported an anxious attachment style. 

Regression revealed a nonsignificant interaction of the exclusion condition (exclusion vs. 

acceptance and control) and attachment style (secure vs. avoidant) predicting the value of the 

trinkets that participants allocated to friends vs. strangers, 
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β  = -0.01, t(80) = -0.08, p = .939, and whether participants awarded the gift card to friends vs. 

strangers, β = 0.14, t(85) = 0.74, p = .462. 

Regression revealed a nonsignificant interaction of the exclusion condition (exclusion vs. 

acceptance and control) and attachment style (secure vs. anxious) predicting the value of the 

trinkets that participants allocated to friends vs. strangers, β  =0.05, t(53) = 0.53, p = .598, and 

whether participants awarded the gift card to friends vs. strangers, β = -0.02, t(58) = -0.12, p = 

.905. 

Regression revealed a nonsignificant interaction of the exclusion condition (exclusion vs. 

acceptance and control) and attachment style (avoidant vs. anxious) predicting the value of the 

trinkets that participants allocated to friends vs. strangers, β  = 0.08, t(30) = 0.30, p = .765, and 

whether participants awarded the gift card to friends vs. strangers, β = 0.02, t(35) = 0.05, p = 

.963. 

 

Fear of negative evaluation 

Regression revealed a significant interaction of the exclusion condition (exclusion vs. 

acceptance and control) and fear of negative evaluation predicting the value of the trinkets that 

participants allocated to friends vs. strangers, β  = 0.01, t(86) = 2.35, p = .021, semi-partial r
2
 = 

0.06 (see Figure 2), and a nonsignificant interaction predicting whether participants awarded the 

gift card to friends vs. strangers, β = 0.01, t(86) = 1.19, p = .239. Because the interaction 

predicted the value of the trinkets that participants allocated to friends vs. strangers, I probed the 

interaction using values one standard deviation above and one standard deviation below the 

mean of the fear of negative evaluation scale. Among participants high in fear of negative 

evaluation, the exclusion
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manipulation had a nonsignificant effect on the allocation of trinkets, β = 0.07, t(86) = 1.09, p = 

.279. Among participants low in fear of negative evaluation, the exclusion manipulation had a 

significant effect on the allocation of trinkets, β = -0.15, t(86) = -2.34, p = .022, semi-partial r
2
 = 

0.06 (exclusion was associated with allocating a low value of trinkets to friends).  

 

Self-esteem 

Regression revealed a nonsignificant interaction of the exclusion condition (exclusion vs. 

acceptance and control) and self-esteem predicting the value of the trinkets that participants 

allocated to friends vs. strangers, β = -0.01, t(86) = -0.59, p = .560, and whether participants 

awarded the gift card to friends vs. strangers, β = -0.03, t(86) = -1.41, p = .161. 

 

Commitment to friend 

Regression revealed a nonsignificant interaction of the exclusion condition (exclusion vs. 

acceptance and control) and participants’ self-reported commitment to their friends predicting 

the value of the trinkets that participants allocated to friends vs. strangers, β = 0.03, t(86) = 1.25, 

p = .216, and whether participants awarded the gift card to friends vs. strangers, β = 0.04, t(86) = 

1.04, p = .301. 

 

Whether participants’ lived with their friend 

Regression revealed a nonsignificant interaction of the exclusion condition (exclusion vs. 

acceptance and control) and whether participants’ lived with their friend 
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predicting the value of the trinkets that participants allocated to friends vs. strangers, β = 0.002, 

t(86) = 0.02, p = .983, and a marginally significant interaction predicting whether participants 

awarded the gift card to friends vs. strangers, β = -0.27, t(86) = -1.70, p = .097, semi-partial r
2
 = 

0.03 (see Figure 3). Probing the interaction revealed that the exclusion manipulation did not 

affect whether participants awarded the gift card to their friend (vs. stranger) among participants 

who lived with their friend, β = 0.13, t(86) = 1.11, p = .272, or participants who did not live with 

their friend, β = -0.14, t(86) = -1.31, p = .193. 
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APPENDIX G 

FIGURES 

 

Figure 1. Exclusion manipulation X attachment style predicting time allocated to friends and 

family 

 

 

Figure 2: Exclusion X fear of negative evaluation predicting the value of trinket awarded to 

friends (vs. strangers) 
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Figure 3: Exclusion X whether participants lived with their friend predicting whether they 

awarded the gift card to their friend (friend = 1; stranger = 2) 
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APPENDIX H 

 

HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL LETTERS 
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APPENDIX I 

 

APPROVED INFORMED CONSENT FORMS 
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