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Online Supplementary Information 

 

• Additional method information (Cyberball and Debriefing). 

 

• Table of means (SD in parentheses) of threatened needs and mood as a function of exclusion 

condition (inclusion, two-person exclusion, one-person exclusion). 

 
• Auxiliary analyses (Results of analyses excluding participants who reported any suspicion) 
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Additional method information (Cyberball and Debriefing). 

 

Cyberball. To increase the salience of social evaluation, participants were initially told 

“Before we begin playing the game, please introduce yourself to the other players by writing a 

short paragraph (3-4 sentences) description of yourself.” After submitting their responses, a 

clock appeared on the computer screen to indicate that the program was waiting for the other two 

participants’ descriptions. After a 10-11 second interval, participants were presented with 

descriptions of the other two players, which were randomly selected from six descriptions 

independently written by Cornell University students (3 male, 3 female). 

It is important to note that participants’ own behavior (i.e., whom they throw the ball to) 

could influence the number of ball tosses they received in the one-person exclusion condition. 

That is, in the one-person condition, the likelihood of participants’ receiving the ball depended 

on whether they threw the ball more often to their excluder (they would received the ball less) or 

their includer (they would receive the ball more). Therefore, to ensure that the extent to which 

participants experienced one-person exclusion was constant, participants in all three conditions 

were told that the first round was for practice and that they should throw the ball to each player 

an equal number of times. Analyses confirmed that all participants in the one-person exclusion 

condition received the same number of ball tosses. 

Debriefing. At the end of the session, participants were probed for suspicion and 

debriefed. Twenty-nine people indicated some suspicion about whether they were playing 

against others. However, past research (Zadro et al., 2004) has shown that the negative effects of 

two-person exclusion occur even when individuals know that they are playing against a 

computer or when other players’ responses are scripted. We analyzed the data excluding 
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participants who had expressed any suspicion and also reran analyses to control for suspicion. 

Consistent with Zadro et al.’s (2004) findings, results remained unchanged after excluding 

suspicious participants from the sample (see Auxiliary Analyses in these Supplemental 

Materials). 
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Table of means (SD in parentheses) of threatened needs and mood as a function of exclusion 

condition (inclusion, two-person exclusion, one-person exclusion). 

 Inclusion 

(n=26) 

Two-person exclusion 

(n=25) 

One-person exclusion 

(n=25) 

Belonging 

 

3.61a  
(.98) 

3.22-4.01 
 

2.24b  
(.78) 

1.92-2.56 
 

2.36b  
(.57) 

2.13-2.59 
 

Meaning 1.73a 
(1.12) 

1.28-2.18 
 

1.32a 
(.56) 

1.09-1.55 

1.52a 
(.77) 

1.20-1.84 
 

Personal-control 3.54a 
(.86) 

3.19-3.89 

3.28a 
(1.02) 

2.85-3.70 

3.64a 
(.81) 

3.31-3.97 
 

Self-esteem 2.96a 
(1.11) 

2.51-3.41 

2.48a 
(.96) 

2.08-2.88 

2.48a 
(.71) 

2.19-2.77 

Positive Mood 2.40a 
(.67) 

2.12-2.67 

2.29a 
(.78) 

1.97-2.61 
 

2.59a 
(.71) 

2.30-2.88 
 

Negative Mood 1.46a 
(.35) 

1.32-1.60 

1.40a 
(.42) 

1.31-1.60 

1.38a 
(.35) 

1.24-1.53 

Note. The third row in each cell represents the 95% confidence interval of the mean. Means with 

different subscripts (within each row) differ at p<.001. 
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Auxiliary Analyses 

We reran all the analyses excluding the 29 participants who expressed suspicion. The 

results remained unchanged from those based on the entire sample. This is consistent with past 

research (Zadro et al., 2004) showing that the negative effects of two-person exclusion occur 

even when individuals know that they are playing against a computer or when other players’ 

responses are scripted. We report the details of these analyses below. 

Perceived Exclusion: 

Independent samples t-tests assessing perceived exclusion (i.e., estimated proportion of 

throws from the two players) indicated that participants perceived more ball tosses in the 

inclusion condition compared to the two-person exclusion condition, t(26)=2.22, p<.001, as well 

as the one-person exclusion condition, t(31)=4.05, p<.001. There was no statistically significant 

difference in perception of being excluded between one-person exclusion and two-person 

exclusion, t(31)=.17, p=.87. 

Belongingness: 

Independent samples t-tests showed that participants in the inclusion experienced higher 

levels of belongingness compared to participants in the two-person exclusion, t(26)=3.32, p<.01, 

as well as one-person exclusion, t(31)=4.61, p<.001. One-person exclusion and two-person 

exclusion did not differ significantly from one another, t(31)=.79, p=.44. 

Liking: 

Paired samples t-tests indicated that participants in the one-person exclusion condition 

liked the includer more than the excluder, t(18)=2.85, p=.01, and perceived more liking from the 

includer than excluder, t(18)=2.22, p=.04. 

Perceived Tosses from the Includer: 

Finally, participants in the one-person exclusion inaccurately recalled that the includer 

had excluded them. One-sample t-test indicated that the bias score (perceived tosses minus actual 

tosses from includer) was significantly less than zero, t(17)=3.89, p=.001, d=1.89. This bias 

score also differs significantly from the inclusion condition, t(30)=2.45, p<.05. 


