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Abstract

We examined if being ostracized (excluded and ignored) changes working self-

perception of personality ─ a core aspect of the self ─ which may contribute to

understanding post-ostracism behaviour. Across three studies (N = 943), using a vir-

tual ball-toss game (i.e., Cyberball), participants were either ostracized, included or

mentally visualized playing the game. Subsequently, participants reported working

self-perceptions of their personality (using two measures of Big Five personality),

ostracism’s immediate effects (e.g., basic needs) and post-ostracism behavioural inten-

tions: aggressive temptations and solitude seeking. Across the studies, ostracism in

Cyberball negatively impacted working self-perception of personality: ostracized par-

ticipants were less conscientious, agreeable, open and extraverted, and more neurotic

(negative emotionality), compared to controls. Illustrating that altered working self-

perceptions are important to consider, ostracism’s increase of aggressive temptations

was mediated by agreeableness, even when accounting for ostracism’s immediate

(reflexive) effects. Additionally, ostracism’s increase in solitude seeking was mediated

by extraversion. Ultimately, these aversive self-perceptions may create difficulties in

socially connecting with others.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Ostracism is a universally unpleasant experience, but the extent of

ostracism’s aversive consequences is still beingdetermined.Ostracized

individuals, those who are excluded and ignored, experience thwarted

fundamental needs (i.e., belonging, control, self-esteem, meaningful

existence) which are necessary for everyday functioning. Ostracism

also increases negative affect (see Hartgerink et al., 2015, for a meta-

analysis), even as quickly as 30 s after ostracism begins (Wesselmann

et al., 2012). Further, ostracism induces social pain ─ the pain result-

ing from a threat or actual loss of a social connection (MacDonald
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& Leary, 2005). Due to the harmful effects of losing social connec-

tions, researchers (Kerr & Levine, 2008; M. R. Leary, 1999; M. Leary &

Baumeister, 2000; Pickett & Gardner, 2005; Spoor & Williams, 2007)

argue we developed a social monitoring system (with social pain as the

alarm) set to detect any indication of the nearly daily experience of

ostracism (Nezlek et al., 2012). In fact, when ostracism occurs, regions

of the brain sensitive to physical pain, the dorsal anterior cingulate

cortex and right ventral prefrontal cortex, are activated (Eisenberger,

2012; Eisenberger et al., 2003). These immediate (reflexive) responses

begin to capture ostracism’s overall negative sequelae. This immedi-

ate painful response, captured in sociometer theory (M. R. Leary, 1999;
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M. Leary & Baumeister, 2000), could characterize the strong impact

exclusion could have on multiple dimensions of the self. Specifically, it

is currently unknownwhether ostracism affects one’s immediate sense

of a core attribute: their personality.

Given ostracism’s immediate harm, it is plausible ostracism’s con-

sequences are sufficiently strong to affect core aspects of the self. If

ostracism can negatively affect involuntary physiological responses,

such as increased autonomic responses (Paolini et al., 2016), colder

finger temperatures (a stress response; Ijzerman et al., 2012) and

decreased pupillary reactivity (consistent with post-ostracism numb-

ing; Sleegers et al., 2017), ostracism may also influence aspects of the

self. For instance, ostracism leads to decrements in both explicit and

implicit self-esteem (Wirth et al., 2010), decreases belief that life is

meaningful (Stillman et al., 2009), interferes with self-concept clar-

ity (Ayduk et al., 2009), increases uncertainty about one’s self (e.g.,

Hales et al., 2021) and prompts feelings of dehumanization (Bastian &

Haslam, 2010). Central to our current examination of self-perception

of personality following ostracism, ostracized individuals report being

more disagreeable in particular (Hales et al., 2016).

As suggested by increased disagreeableness following ostracism

(Hales et al., 2016), a working self-concept ─ one’s self-perception of

personality ─ may vary depending on the social situation. That is, we

are interested in self-perception of personality based on the response

to a specific moment, rather than traits overall. On a broad level, the

possibility of all Big Fivepersonality factors being affectedbyostracism

is supported by theory indicating one’s sense of self can and does

change (e.g., Roberts et al., 2006), evenvarying throughout theday (e.g.,

Fleeson & Law, 2015). Researchers proposed theories to support why

personality expresses itself differently across situations. For instance,

the cognitive–affective system theory of personality argues individuals

differ between situations in their cognitive–affective mediating units

(e.g., encodings, expectancies and beliefs, affects and goals) and the

relationship with these units interact with each other and the psycho-

logical features of the social scenario (Mischel, 2004;Mischel & Shoda,

1995). Additionally,whole trait theory (Fleeson&Jayawickreme, 2021)

characterizes personality dimensions as density distributions which

vary within people and across situations in ways that adaptively pro-

mote behaviours relevant to goals. Thus, an individual varies on levels

of personality dimensions (rather than remaining at a fixed level) and

this variance is itself meaningful (e.g., Fleeson, 2001).

The possibility of ostracism changing personality traits temporar-

ily, showing variance in personality, may be captured more specifically

by the idea of situated identities ─ adjusting aspects of the self during

a social encounter (Alexander & Knight, 1971). From this initial idea,

Markus andKunda (1986) contend an individual’s identity is comprised

of a diversity of knowledge structures. From these knowledge struc-

tures, an individual can combine different substructures in response

to the social situation. Thus, the working self-concept is a temporary

identity structure drawing elements from an individual’s wide-ranging

collection of self-conceptions which, based on what is dictated by the

social situation, are temporarily organized into a configuration (Markus

& Kunda, 1986). For example, if an individual makes an ill-advised

comment, the individualmay activate knowledge structures associated

with feeling foolish or awkward,which are only a part of the individual’s

overall knowledge structures (Markus & Kunda, 1986). As this exam-

ple shows, theworking self-concept captures changes in an individual’s

self-concept based on a momentary social context (Markus & Kunda,

1986; McConnell, 2011; E. R. Smith, 2002). This results in malleability

and fluidity of how one perceives themself based on social contextual

cues.

The social contextual cues of ostracism appear to alter the working

self-perception of personality. Supporting this possibility, ostracized

individuals experience more of a disconnect between their past,

current and future selves (i.e., self-continuity), potentially altering

self-perceptions to meet the changing social situation of ostracism

(Jiang et al., 2021). Relating to the possibility of ostracism affect-

ing working self-perception of personality, following social exclusion,

individuals show increased self-concept malleability by adjusting their

self-concepts to match the identity of a potential friend (Richman

et al., 2015). Specifically, excluded participants incorporated traits

of a potential friend into their own self-concept. These studies pro-

vide additional evidence suggesting the malleability of working self-

perceptions. Further, given that low levels of belonging can lead to a

decrease in global evaluation of oneself (i.e., their self-esteem;M. Leary

& Baumeister, 2000), it is plausible to expect that ostracism could also

shift self-perceptions of one’s overall personality traits.

1.1 Linking ostracism to changes in working
self-perception of personality

Evidence for ostracism influencing working self-concept and initial

results finding ostracized individuals report being disagreeable (i.e.,

Hales et al., 2016) suggest ostracism may negatively impact self-

perception of all big five personality dimensions (i.e., conscientious-

ness, agreeableness, neuroticism, openness, extraversion).

The current research will test the proposition that ostracism

changes self-perceptions of these characteristics. Specifically, we will

examine if ostracism impacts self-perception of personality negatively

and if this impact may provide an enhanced understanding of the

behavioural response to ostracism (i.e., aggression and solitude seek-

ing) beyond what is currently shown by ostracism’s immediate (i.e.,

reflexive) effects.

Ostracism may negatively impact self-perception of personality in

the sense of making the ostracized individual feel their personality

traits inhibit their ability to form social connections. For instance, if

an ostracized individual perceives they possess lower levels of agree-

ableness, this may make it harder to socially connect as individuals

exclude those low on agreeableness (Hales et al., 2016). In fact, the

stereotype of an ‘ostracizable’ person includes the person being low

in agreeableness or conscientiousness (Rudert et al., 2020). Even if

ostracized individuals can make contact with others, prior research

(e.g., Asendorpf & Wilpers, 1998) suggests ostracized individuals’

perceived personality dimensions are the sorts of characteristics

that are associated with social connections that are of worse quality

and quantity. Ostracism may negatively impact self-perception of
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personality in the sense of an ostracized individual perceiving having

traits that make them less likely to make a new and sustainable social

connection.

Further, being ostracizedmay cause individuals to see themselves as

inhabiting the types of characteristics which elicit ostracism from oth-

ers due to feeling burdensome. Indeed, potential sources of ostracism

are more likely to ostracize targets who are low in conscientiousness,

agreeableness and openness and high in neuroticism (Rudert et al.,

2020). Ostracized individualsmay perceive themselves as having these

traits because they feel burdensome to others, even when there was

no means to burden the group (Buelow & Wirth, 2017). To the extent

that certainpersonality characteristics are sensed tobeburdensome to

others (i.e., being unconscientious, disagreeable and emotionally neg-

ative), we might expect ostracism to momentarily shift one’s working

self-perceptions accordingly.

There are also trait-specific reasons to expect ostracism tohave spe-

cific and measurable effects on working self-perceptions. This is most

visible with the trait of neuroticism, which primarily involves the ten-

dency toexperiencenegative emotions (Johnet al., 2008) and responds

unfavourably to stressful events, including a lack of social support

(Denissen&Penke, 2008). Given that ostracism reliably induces strong

negative affect (Hartgerink et al., 2015; Williams, 2009), it is plau-

sible ostracism increases self-perceptions of neuroticism. Likewise,

ostracism is theorized (and has been previously found) to induce dis-

agreeableness (Hales et al., 2016). A core aspect of agreeableness is the

desire tomaintain positive relationswithothers (Graziano&Eisenberg,

1997).When relations have just been severed, as when ostracized, one

is likely to respond with coldness, anger and less empathy, that is, with

less agreeableness. Conscientiousness entails being careful, dutiful and

exercising self-control in completing tasks (John & Srivastava, 1999).

Ostracism and related experiences have been shown to induce the sort

of state that would obstruct conscientiousness (Stillman&Baumeister,

2013): It reduces self-control (Oaten et al., 2008), cognitive function-

ing (Baumeister et al., 2002) and increases risk-taking (Buelow&Wirth,

2017) ─ an outcome negatively associated with conscientiousness

(Bogg&Roberts, 2004). Thus, ostracismplausibly decreases both one’s

motivation and ability, to behave in a dutiful way, leading potentially

to perceptions of lowered conscientiousness. Ostracism’s effect on

self-perceptions of openness is less straightforward. On the one hand,

it has been shown to cause increased openness to non-conventional

ideas (e.g., conspiracy and superstitious beliefs; Poon et al., 2020;

2023) and general susceptibility to social influence (e.g., Riva et al.,

2014). On the other hand, ostracism is associated with depression and

related symptoms (Rudert et al., 2021), which themselves are associ-

ated with a tendency to withdraw and lose interest in new experiences

(e.g., De Fruyt et al., 2020) and to assume new experiences are neg-

ative (e.g., Pietri et al., 2015). Finally, extraversion is characterized by

lively social interaction, assertiveness and activity (McCrae & John,

1992). When one is ostracized, they are not only typically isolated,

but also lack an ability to act upon their social environment (Warbur-

ton et al., 2006); again producing possible decreases in self-perceived

extraversion.

1.2 Ostracism affecting behaviour

Ostracism leads to pro-social, anti-social and asocial behaviours.

Responding pro-socially, ostracized individuals can behave in ways

that help reestablish social connections: focus more on social infor-

mation that could lead to inclusion (Bernstein et al., 2008; Böckler

et al., 2014; Pickett et al., 2004), respond with greater mimicry of an

interaction partner (Lakin et al., 2008), work harder on groups tasks

(at least for female participants; Williams & Sommer, 1997), focus

more on re-inclusion (Maner et al., 2007; Molden et al., 2009) and be

more susceptible to social influence (Carter-Sowell et al., 2008; Riva

et al., 2014; Williams et al., 2000). Reacting anti-socially, ostracism

increases aggression towards both the source of the ostracism and

innocent others based on several assessments of aggression, includ-

ing negative evaluations, punishing someone with an aversive noise

blast and ostensibly forcing someone to eat hot sauce (e.g., Chow

et al., 2008; Gaertner et al., 2008; Twenge et al., 2001; Warburton

et al., 2006; Wesselmann et al., 2010). Likewise, ostracized individu-

als are more tempted to act aggressively (Buckley et al., 2004), even

when failing to receive eye contact during a brief virtual interaction

(Wirth et al., 2010). However, when these responses are measured

within the same scale, pro-social behaviour was reverse-scored to cre-

ate an overall index of aggression (e.g., Buckley et al., 2004;Wirth et al.,

2010) based on the idea that pro-social and aggressive behaviour are

on opposite ends of the same dimension (e.g., Krueger et al., 2001).

Ostracized individuals may also be asocial by opting to seek solitude.

Being ostracized positively correlateswith a general desire for solitude

and across a multitude of paradigms and samples, ostracized partici-

pants reported an increased desire for solitude (Ren et al., 2016, 2021).

Solitude, following being ostracized, may prevent further ostracism or

rejection and allow contemplation (Wesselmann et al., 2021). In the

current research, we examined how ostracism’s aversive impact on

reflexive responses and working self-perception of personality would

subsequently predict these latter two responses: aggressive behaviour

temptations and solitude seeking.

If personality traits predict aggression and solitude seeking,

then it follows that temporary ostracism-induced influences on

working self-perception of personality may contribute to under-

standing post-ostracism behaviours. Indeed, at the trait level, the

extent to which individuals are aggressive or seek solitude does

appear to depend on their personality. Specifically, for aggressive

behaviour, agreeableness and neuroticism are associated strongly

with aggression (Caprara et al., 1996). Based on the Aggression

Questionnaire, a widely used self-report measure (Buss & Perry,

1992), agreeableness and neuroticism were the most highly corre-

lated, but extraversion and conscientiousness were also significantly

correlated with aggression (Sharpe & Desai, 2001; Tremblay &

Ewart, 2005). For solitude seeking, openness, conscientiousness

and traits associated with high emotional stability are associated

with an increase in preference for solitude, whereas agreeableness

is linked to a decrease in preference for solitude (McCrae & Costa,

2003; Teppers et al., 2013). In previous work examining solitude
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seeking, using the same measures we used, researchers (Ren et al.,

2016) found introversion-extraversion moderated participants’ desire

to play an upcoming game alone (i.e., solitude seeking) following

being ostracized versus included (although the effect was weaker

in a subsequent replication study; Ren et al., 2021; Study 3). Collec-

tively, given individual differences are associated with aggression and

solitude seeking, it seems plausible that ostracism’s negative impact

on working self-perception of personality traits could contribute

to understanding aggressive behaviour temptations and solitude

seeking.

1.3 Overview

We examined, based on personality traits influencing aggression and

solitude seeking, if working self-perception of personality could con-

tribute to understanding behavioural intentions beyond ostracism’s

immediate negative influence: thwarted basic needs, increased social

pain and greater negative affect. Research (e.g., Warburton et al.,

2006) indicates ostracism’s reflexive effects (e.g., control) can predict

aggressive behaviour. Using mediation analyses, we aimed to pro-

vide evidence that changes in working self-perception of personality

could contribute to understanding post-ostracism behaviour following

Cyberball, even when accounting for ostracism’s immediate reflexive

effects (i.e., basic needs, negativemood, social pain).

Hypotheses and initial evidence. We hypothesized that ostracized

participants in Cyberball would indicate less conscientiousness, agree-

ableness, openness and extraversion, but increased neuroticism (neg-

ative emotionality) compared to control participants (e.g., inclusion

and mental visualization). We subsequently tested, using parallel mul-

tiple mediation, if changes in personality contribute to understanding

post-ostracism behaviours. Specifically, we aimed to illustrate the

importance of changes in working self-perception by examining if

they can predict post-ostracism behavioural intentions (i.e., aggression

temptations, solitude seeking), even when accounting for ostracism’s

immediate effects (e.g., thwarted basic needs).

A pilot study produced initial evidence for ostracism’s harming

working self-perception of personality. Participants (n = 311) recalled

their worst experience being rejected or excluded, a time they were

accepted or included, or a time (i.e., event) where they worked in a

group (see https://osf.io/g7mnx/ for full methods and results of the

pilot). Ostracized participants reported less conscientiousness, agree-

ableness, openness, and extraversion, and greater neuroticism than

participants recalling inclusion or working in a group (ps ≤ .012, ds

≥ 0.38). This is promising initial evidence for our hypotheses; how-

ever, there are limitations of re-living experiments (e.g., potential

demand effects or self-report biases) and other aspects of the re-lived

experiencemaybe confoundedwith the conditions (e.g., thinkingof dis-

liked others). In the subsequent studies, we examined the hypotheses

using an established and less ambiguous experimental manipulation

of ostracism in which participants have an actual brief experience of

ostracism (i.e., Cyberball;Williams et al., 2000).

1.4 Data collection plan and exclusions for all
studies

We used G*Power 3.1 (Faul et al., 2007) to calculate the required

sample size for our three studies. Based on a Type I error (α) = .05,

two-tailed, a power of 1 − β = .90 and an average effect size in social

psychology of r = .21 (Richard et al., 2003), we required 291 partici-

pants; we aimed to have at least 300 participants complete each study.

In our initial approach to conducting a power analysis, we used the

average effect size in social psychology (i.e., r = .21; Richard et al.,

2003) given we examined five personality dimensions and their asso-

ciations with two different behaviours, so we did not feel we had

a clear single effect size to use as the basis for our power analy-

sis. The average effect size ended up equalling the smallest effect

Hales et al. (2016) found when examining ostracism’s effect on agree-

ableness. Hypothesis tests are non-directional across all studies and

analyses.

To account for potential participant exclusions while still trying to

attain our desired sample size, we increased the samples by approx-

imately 20% to address participant dropouts and potentially invalid

data due to conducting the studyonline (vs. laboratory; e.g., Dandurand

et al., 2008; Hoerger, 2010). For each of the studies, we did not anal-

yse data until we completed data collection and participant exclusions.

We report all measures, manipulations and exclusions. Studies 3, 4a

and 4b were preregistered. Materials for all the studies, datasets, and

pre-registrations can be found at https://osf.io/g7mnx/.

We conducted one-way ANOVAs for all analyses and used Tukey or

Games-Howell (when homogeneity of variance was violated) post-hoc

comparisons.

2 STUDY 1

2.1 Method

2.1.1 Participants

Our initial sample included 355 U.S. MTurk workers who received

$1.25.We removed participants who played Cyberball before (n= 23),

were suspicious of the other players (n = 7), took more than 3 SDs to

complete the study (n = 6), were distracted (n = 10), were interrupted

(n = 3) or a combination of the above exclusion criteria (n = 12). Our

final sample included 294 participants (64.6% female; Mage= 34.41,

SDage= 10.76, Rangeage= 18–73) who were predominantly White

(78.6%).

2.1.2 Procedure

To manipulate participants’ exclusionary status, we utilized Cyber-

ball (Williams et al., 2000), a virtual ball-toss game. We instructed

participants to mentally visualize tossing a ball with two other
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players online (ostensibly), who were computer-controlled avatars.

Ostracized participants received the ball once from each player

at the beginning and then never again, whereas included par-

ticipants received the ball throughout the game (approximately

33% of the time). To determine the directionality of effects (i.e.,

whether outcomes are attributed to the benefits of inclusion

rather than the costs of ostracism), we included a control con-

dition where participants only visualized playing Cyberball (they

viewed a static image of the game) ─ they did not actually play the

game.

2.1.3 Measures

Following playing Cyberball, participants completed measures in the

same order as listed below.

Self-perceptions of personality dimensions. Using the Five-Factor

Model Rating Form (FFMRF; Mullins-Sweatt et al., 2006), participants

indicated the extent the Big Five dimensions best described them dur-

ing the Cyberball task. Participants responded on a scale of 1 (Extremely

low) to 5 (Extremely high) on 30 items capturing the facets of the five-

factor model of personality (Costa & McCrae, 1992). We used the 30

‘facet’ scores of the FFMRF to generate the five broad domains of the

five-factor model (αs: openness= .59, remaining= .67–.83).

Basic need satisfaction, negative affect, social pain and manipulation

checks. Participants completed severalmeasures in a randomizedorder.

Participants responded to 20 items, with five items each assessing the

basic needs of belonging, control, self-esteem and meaningful exis-

tence (e.g., ‘I felt like anoutsider’, ‘I felt insecure’; e.g.,Wirth et al., 2010).

We averaged the needs together to create an overall basic needs score

(α = .96), similar to previous research (e.g., McConnell et al., 2011;

Rudert et al., 2017; Sacco et al., 2014). Participants also completed an

8-item scale of negative affect (e.g., ‘I felt angry’, ‘I felt sad’; α= .91; e.g.,

Wirth et al., 2010) and a social pain item (‘I was in pain’). All items were

on a 1 (Not at all) to 5 (Extremely) scale.

As part of the randomized questions, participants answered manip-

ulation check items asking how ostracized they felt (i.e., ignored and

excluded; rspearman-brown= .95). Separately, participants indicated what

percent of time they were included.

Aggressive behaviour temptations. Participants indicated how

tempted they were to behave aggressively towards the other group

members if given the chance to meet with the group members

face-to-face (Buckley et al., 2004; Wirth et al., 2010). Specifically,

participants reported their temptation to perform eight aggressive

behaviours (e.g., ‘humiliate the group members’, ‘push or shove the

group members’) and eight pro-social behaviours (e.g., ‘smile at the

group members’, ‘compliment the group members’) on a scale of 1 (Not

at all tempted) to 7 (Very tempted). We averaged the 16 items into an

aggressive behaviour temptations measure (α = .93). Following this

measure, participants completed a set of attention and familiarity

checks, provided demographic information and reviewed debriefing

information.

2.2 Results

2.2.1 Manipulation checks

We successfully manipulated feelings of ostracism, as participants

self-reported receiving the ball less and feeling more ostracized

than included participants or participants who mentally visualized

(ps < .001, ds ≥ 1.62; Analysis of variances [ANOVAs]: Fs(2, 289)

≥ 58.63, ps < .001, ηp2s ≥ .29; see Table 1 for Ms, SDs and 95%

CIs). There were no significant differences between included par-

ticipants versus participants who mentally visualized (ps ≥ .394,

ds≤ 0.19).

2.2.2 Personality dimensions

Ostracized participants reported less extraversion and greater neu-

roticism compared to included participants (ps ≤ .008, ds ≥ 0.43).

Ostracized participants also reported less conscientiousness, open-

ness and extraversion, and greater neuroticism, compared to partic-

ipants who mentally visualized (ps ≤ .033, ds ≥ 0.35; ANOVAs: Fs(2,

291) ≥ 3.23, ps ≤ .041, ηp2s ≥ .02). The ANOVA for agreeableness did

not reach significance at the standard p = .05 level (F(2, 291) = 2.87,

p = .058, ηp2= .02), but the pattern of results is consistent with the

other personality traits.

2.2.3 Basic needs, negative affect and social pain

Ostracized participants reported less basic needs satisfaction and

more negative affect compared to both control conditions (ps < .001,

ds≥0.85; ANOVAs: Fs(2, 291)≥27.68, ps< .001, ηp2s≥ .16). Therewas

no significant effect for social pain (F(2, 291)=1.67, p= .191, ηp2= .01).

2.2.4 Aggressive behaviour temptations

Ostracized participants had a greater temptation to be aggressive

compared to the control conditions (pGames-Howells < 001, ds ≥ 0.77;

ANOVA: F(2, 291)= 25.99, p< .001, ηp2 = .15).

2.2.5 Do changes in self-perception of personality
contribute to understanding aggressive behaviour
temptations?

To assess if ostracized participants’ self-perception of their per-

sonality predicts behaviour temptations following ostracism, we

conducted a parallel multiple mediation analysis (Hayes, 2018,

model 4) with the Big Five dimensions, basic needs, negative affect

and social pain entered as mediators of the relationship between

exclusionary status and aggressive behaviour temptations. If Big
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916 WIRTH ET AL.

TABLE 1 Means, standard deviation and 95% confidence intervals for the dependent variables for Study 1.

Means and standard deviations 95%Confidence intervals

Ostracism

(n= 98)

Inclusion

(n= 102)

Mental

visualization

(n= 94)

Ostracism vs.

inclusion

Ostracism vs.

mental

visualization

Inclusion vs.

mental

visualization

Variable M SD M SD M SD

Manipulation checks

Feeling ostracized

F(2, 291)= 94.38, p< .001, ηp2 = .39

95%CI [0.31, 0.46]

4.10a 1.00 2.18b 1.34 1.94b 1.24 1.522, 2.309 1.771, 2.540 −0.194, 0.674

Percent of throws received

F(2, 289)= 58.63, p< .001, ηp2 = .29

95%CI [0.20, 0.36]

19.39a 15.28 53.61b 23.51 53.98b 34.97 −40.812,−27.608 −43.974,−25.187 −10.606, 9.865

Personality traits

Conscientious

F(2, 291)= 3.23, p= .041, ηp2 = .02

95%CI [0.00, 0.06]

3.29a 0.76 3.45a,b 0.66 3.55b 0.73 −0.398, 0.080 −0.504,−0.017 −0.343, 0.140

Agreeableness

F(2, 291)= 2.87, p= .058, ηp2 = .02

95%CI [0.00, 0.06]

3.16a 0.61 3.37a 0.63 3.32a 0.63 −0.413, 0.004 −0.367, 0.059 −0.160, 0.261

Neuroticism

F(2, 291)= 6.16, p= .002, ηp2 = .04

95%CI [0.01, 0.09]

2.79a 0.82 2.47b 0.66 2.45b 0.78 0.069, 0.572 0.079, 0.592 −0.239, 0.269

Openness

F(2, 291)= 6.47, p= .002, ηp2 = .04

95%CI [0.01, 0.09]

2.96a 0.57 3.06a 0.63 3.27b 0.59 −0.291, 0.108 −0.507,−0.100 −0.414,−0.011

Extraversion

F(2, 291)= 21.77, p< .001, ηp2 = .13

95%CI [0.06, 0.20]

2.64a 0.77 3.10b 0.75 3.35c 0.73 −0.702,−0.201 −0.960,−0.449 −0.506,< 0.001

Basic needs

F(2, 291)= 63.50, p< .001, ηp2 = .30

95%CI [0.22, 0.38]

2.15a 0.69 3.14b 0.87 3.43c 0.92 −1.251,−0.730 −1.557,−1.002 −0.591, 0.013

Negative affect

F(2, 291)= 27.68, p< .001, ηp2 = .16

95%CI [0.09, 0.23]

2.97a 0.84 2.28b 0.80 2.18b 0.80 0.425, 0.966 0.518, 1.070 −0.175, 0.372

Social pain

F(2, 291)= 1.67, p= .191, ηp2 = .01

95%CI [0.00, 0.04]

1.49a 0.90 1.35a 0.85 1.28a 0.69 −0.156, 0.430 −0.060, 0.487 −0.185, 0.338

Aggressive behaviour temptations

F(2, 291)= 25.99, p< .001, ηp2 = .15

95%CI [0.08, 0.22]

3.08a 1.12 2.26b 1.01 2.09b 0.93 0. 461, 1.175 0.641, 1.343 −0.153, 0.501

Note: Different superscripts denote significant differences between conditions, p < .05. Confidence intervals are calculated based on the mean differences.

Abbreviation: CI, confidence interval.

Five dimensions predict aggressive behaviour temptations, when

included as mediators with ostracism’s reflexive effects, then

this outcome suggests changes in self-perception of personality

are important to investigate to better understand post-ostracism

behaviours.

Due to the exclusionary status variable consisting of three con-

ditions (ostracism, inclusion and mental visualization), when media-

tion requires categorical predictor variables to have two levels, we

used Helmert coding (Hayes, 2018, Chapter 6) to represent this

variable with two orthogonal contrasts. The first contrast is the

primary predictor of interest and compares the ostracism condi-

tion to the collapsed values of the inclusion and control conditions

(numerically represented as −2/3, 1/3, 1/3). The second contrast

directly compares only the inclusion condition to only the con-

trol condition (numerically represented as 0, −1/2, 1/2). This con-

trast was included in the model to fully represent the effect of

condition but is not reported here as it is not relevant to the

hypothesis.

Corroborating earlier analyses, the mediation model, depicted in

Figure 1, indicated that ostracism ─ compared to the other two con-

ditions — significantly induced negative affect, reduced basic needs,

increased social pain and altered negatively self-ratings on all Big Five
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OSTRACISMWORSENSWORKING SELF-PERCEPTIONS 917

F IGURE 1 Mediationmodel testing the indirect effect of ostracism on aggressive behaviour temptations through the Big Five Personality
dimensions, negative affect, social pain and basic needs in Study 1. Study 1 (N= 294). Values are unstandardized regression coefficients, and
standard errors are in parentheses. *= significant at the .05 level, **= significant at the .01 level and ***= significant at the .001 level. The three
levels of inclusionary status are represented with Helmert codes (−2/3, 1/3, 1/3) comparing ostracism to the collapsed values of the inclusion and
mental visualization conditions. For ease of presentation, the secondHelmert code (comparing the inclusion andmental visualization conditions to
each other) is not depicted here but was included in themodel to fully represent the effect of the condition. Significant indirect pathways are
bolded for emphasis.

dimensions (weakest b=−.18, t(291)=−2.32, p= .021). Of the tested

mediators, aggression was significantly predicted by both agreeable-

ness (b=−.25, t(283)=−2.59, p= .010) and negative affect (b=−.52,

t(283) = −4.28, p < .001). We tested the indirect effects of each

variable with bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals based on 5000

iterations (Hayes, 2018). The effect of ostracismwasmediated by both

agreeableness (indirect effect = −.045 [−.105, −.004]) and negative

affect (indirect effect= .386 [.179, .662]), as neither confidence interval

included 0.

2.2.6 Exploratory analyses

To be thorough with our analyses, we conducted mediation analyses

examining pro-social and aggressive behaviour temptation separately

(i.e., treating the previously reversed-coded items as a separate pro-

social scale and calculating aggressive behaviour temptation from

only the non-reverse coded items). We found agreeableness was

a significant mediator for pro-social behaviour temptations (indirect

effect = −.08 [−.17, −.01]), but not aggressive behaviour temptations

exclusively (indirect effect = .01 [−.02, .06]). The mediation for aggres-

sive behaviour temptations was in the predicted direction, but not

at a significant level. Negative affect was also a significant mediator

for pro-social behaviour temptations (indirect effect = .56 [.27, .97])

and aggressive behaviour temptations exclusively (indirect effect=−.21

[−.43,−.02]). (See Supplemental Figures 1 and 2 formore information.)

2.3 Discussion

Study 1 indicates ostracized participants in Cyberball reported more

negatively impactedworking self-perceptions of personality compared

to one or both control groups. Additionally, participants reported

aversive outcomes associated with being ostracized (e.g., thwarted

basic needs), with the exception of social pain. Ostracized par-

ticipants, compared to control participants, also indicated greater

temptations to aggress, which was accounted for by ostracism’s

effect on negative affect and level of agreeableness. Suggesting

that changes in working self-perception are meaningful, an ostra-

cized individual’s working self-perception of being less agreeable

was a significant mediator when examining temptations to be

aggressive, even after accounting for reflexive effects (e.g., basic

needs).

Study 2 was designed to enhance the reliability of our results

through replication. We also intended for this study to generalize the

effects of ostracism in Cyberball onworking self-perception of person-

ality. To do so, we used a new personality measurement instrument

which also helped account for the lower reliability for some of the Big
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918 WIRTH ET AL.

Five traits calculated using the FFMRF. Specifically, we included a new

measurement of the Big Five — the Big Five Inventory-2 (BFI-2; Soto &

John, 2017).

3 STUDY 2

3.1 Method

3.1.1 Participants

We startedwith a sample of 366U.S. MTurk users who received $1.25.

We removed participants due to playing Cyberball previously (n= 23),

being suspicious of the other players (n = 6), taking longer than 3 SDs

to complete the study (n = 5), being distracted (n = 7), being inter-

rupted (n = 5), not completing all of the scales (n = 10), having a

duplicate IP address (n = 4) or a combination of the listed exclusions

(n= 18). These exclusions resulted in a final sample of 288 participants

(58.0% female; Mage= 34.37, SDage= 11.20, Rangeage= 18–78) who

weremainlyWhite (71.5%) or African American (10.8%).

3.1.2 Procedure

We used the same Cyberball conditions as Study 1 to manipulate

exclusionary status.

3.1.3 Measures

Participants completed the same assessments of basic need satis-

faction (α = .96), negative affect (α = .91), social pain, manipulation

checks (rsb= .94) and aggressive behaviour temptations (α = .93) as

we used previously. Here, these tasks were completed prior to the

personality measure. Participants reported self-perceptions of their

personality dimensions using theBFI-2 (Soto& John, 2017). As in Study

1, participants were instructed to respond based on how they felt dur-

ing Cyberball. Participants indicated their agreement (1 = Disagree

strongly; 5 = Agree strongly) on 60 items that comprised the follow-

ing factors: extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, negative

emotionality and open-mindedness (αs= .80–.90).

Following the personality measure, participants concluded the

study similarly to Study 1.

3.2 Results

3.2.1 Manipulation checks

Ostracized participants self-reported receiving the ball less and feeling

more ostracized than both included participants and the participants

who mentally visualized (pGames-Howells < .001, ds ≥ 1.64; ANOVAs:

Fs(2,285) ≥ 52.81, ps < .001, ηp2s ≥ .27; see Table 2). There were

no significant differences between the latter groups (pGames-Howells

≥ .591, ds≤ .0.14).

3.2.2 Personality dimensions

Ostracized participants indicated less conscientiousness, agreeable-

ness, openness and greater negative emotionality compared to

includedparticipants (ps≤ .039,ds≥0.34).Ostracizedparticipants also

reported less agreeableness andmorenegativeemotionality compared

to participants whomentally visualized (ps≤ .005, ds ≥ 0.46; ANOVAs:

Fs(2,285) ≥ 3.40, ps ≤ .035, ηp2s ≥ .02). For extraversion, the ANOVA

did not reach a standard significance level (i.e., p= .05; F(2,285)= 2.94,

p = .055, ηp2= .02), but the overall results are consistent with our

previous extraversion and other personality findings.

3.2.3 Basic needs, negative affect and social pain

Ostracized participants experienced less basic need satisfaction and

more negative affect compared to included participants or those who

mentally visualized (ps < .001, ds ≥ 1.07; ANOVAs: Fs(2,285) ≥ 42.07,

ps< .001, ηp2s ≥ .23). The overall ANOVA for social pain was again not

significant (F(2,285)= 2.35, p= .097, ηp2= .02).

3.2.4 Aggressive behaviour temptations

Ostracized participants indicated more temptation to aggress com-

pared to the control conditions of inclusion and mental visualization

(pGames-Howells< .001, ds≥ 0.87; F(2,285)= 35.12, p< .001, ηp2= .20).1

3.2.5 Do changes in self-perception of personality
contribute to understanding aggressive behaviour
temptations?

We performed mediation analyses, using the same method as Study

1, to test if the Big Five dimensions continued to mediate the effects

of ostracism on aggressive behaviours beyond ostracism’s reflexive

effects (e.g., basic needs) as mediators. As in Study 1, the three condi-

tionswere representedwith twoorthogonal contrast codes, the first of

which compared the effect of the ostracism condition to the collapsed

values of the inclusion and control conditions.

1 We included a behavioural-based measure of aggression (Thürmer &McCrea, 2018) by ask-

ing participants to evaluate if each group member should be included in a pool of competent

participants for future studies (+3 [Yes] to −3 [No] scale; rsb = .89). Ostracized participants

(M = 0.03, SD = 1.97) were less likely to recommend the group members for a future partic-

ipant pool compared to the control conditions of inclusion (M = 1.98, SD = 1.47) and mental

visualization (M= 1.95, SD= 1.45; pGames-Howells< .001, ds≥ 1.11; F(2,285)= 44.35, p< .001,

ηp2 = .24). For theparallelmultiplemediation, thismeasureof aggressionwasonly significantly

predicted by basic needs (b = .47, t(277) = 2.64, p < .001), which also was the lone significant

mediator (indirect effect=−.57 [−.96,−.18]).
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OSTRACISMWORSENSWORKING SELF-PERCEPTIONS 919

TABLE 2 Means, standard deviations and 95% confidence intervals for the dependent variables for Study 2.

Means and standard deviations 95%Confidence intervals

Ostracism

(n= 96)

Inclusion

(n= 93)

Mental

Visualization

(n= 99)

Ostracism vs.

Inclusion

Ostracism vs.

Mental

Visualization

Inclusion vs.

Mental

Visualization

Variable M SD M SD M SD

Manipulation checks

Feeling ostracized

F(2, 285)= 96.08, p< .001, ηp2 = .40

95%CI [0.32, 0.47]

4.14a 1.07 2.22b 1.22 2.05b 1.18 1.520, 2.311 1.704, 2.466 −0.240, 0.580

Percent of throws received

F(2, 285)= 52.81, p< .001, ηp2 = .27

95%CI [0.19, 0.35]

19.67a 20.96 53.48b 22.56 50.01b 30.32 −41.307,−26.327 −39.145,−21.542 −5.606, 12.553

Personality traits

Conscientious

F(2, 285)= 4.53, p= .012, ηp2 = .03

95%CI [0.00, 0.08]

3.55a 0.79 3.84b 0.62 3.71a,b 0.59 −0.536,−0.049 −0.403, 0.069 −0.081, 0.333

Agreeableness

F(2, 285)= 15.51, p< .001, ηp2 = .10

95%CI [0.04, 0.16]

3.35a 0.79 3.84b 0.63 3.80b 0.58 −0.737,−0.246 −0.681,−0.208 −0.160, 0.254

Negative emotionality

F(2, 285)= 7.46, p= .001, ηp2 = .05

95%CI [0.01, 0.10]

2.70a 0.87 2.27b 0.91 2.34b 0.70 0.125, 0.738 0.094, 0.630 −0.347, 0.208

Openness

F(2, 285)= 3.40, p= .035, ηp2 = .02

95%CI [0.00, 0.06]

3.06a 0.67 3.28b 0.64 3.24a,b 0.57 −0.440, -.009 −0.392, 0.032 −0.170, 0.258

Extraversion

F(2, 285)= 2.94, p= .055, ηp2 = .02

95%CI [0.00, 0.06]

2.95a 0.78 3.18a 0.70 3.14a 0.67 −0.481, 0.009 −0.433, 0.049 −0.200, 0.287

Basic needs

F(2, 285)= 72.35, p< .001, ηp2 = .34

95%CI [0.25, 0.41]

2.06a 0.72 3.26b 0.90 3.29b 0.79 −1.476,−0.914 −1.480,−0.970 −0.319, 0.259

Negative affect

F(2, 285)= 42.07, p< .001, ηp2 = .23

95%CI [0.15, 0.30]

3.18a 0.85 2.28b 0.83 2.21b 0.76 0.620, 1.178 0.689, 1.239 −0.212, 0.342

Social pain

F(2, 285)= 2.35, p= .097, ηp2 = .02

95%CI [0.00, 0.05]

1.64a 1.12 1.34a 0.73 1.47a 0.89 −0.032, 0.615 −0.181, 0.502 −0.406, 0.145

Aggressive behaviour temptations

F(2, 285)= 35.12, p< .001, ηp2 = .20

95%CI [0.12, 0.27]

3.29a 1.24 2.07b 0.94 2.31b 1.00 0.847, 1.601 0.600, 1.364 −0.572, 0.089

Note: Different superscripts denote significant differences between conditions, p < .05. Confidence intervals are calculated based on the mean differences.

Abbreviation: CI, confidence intervals.

The mediation models indicated ostracism ─ compared to the other

two conditions ─ significantly induced negative affect, reduced basic

needs, increased social pain and negatively impacted self-perception

on all Big Five dimensions, (weakest b = −.21, t(285) = 2.39, p = .017;

see Figure 2). Of the tested mediators, aggressive behaviour temp-

tations were significantly predicted by agreeableness (b = −.77,

t(277) = −6.46, p < .001), negative affect (b = .26, t(277) = 2.34,

p = .020) and social pain (b = .15, t(277) = 2.27, p = .024). The effect

of ostracismwas significantlymediated both by agreeableness (indirect

effect= .36 [.19, .56]) and negative affect (indirect effect= .24 [.02, .50]).

The indirect effect for social pain did not reach the p = .05 level (indi-

rect effect = .04 [−.003, .10]) as the confidence interval nearly did not

include 0.

3.2.6 Exploratory analyses

To further investigate mediation effects, we examined pro-social and

aggressive behaviour temptations separately. Agreeablenesswas a sig-

nificantmediator for both pro-social (indirect effect=−.35 [−.59,−.16])

and aggressive behaviour temptations exclusively (indirect effect = .36

[.19, .59]). Negative affect was a significant mediator for pro-social
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920 WIRTH ET AL.

F IGURE 2 Mediationmodel testing the indirect effect of ostracism on aggressive behaviour temptations through the big five personality
dimensions, negative affect, social pain and basic needs in Study 2. Study 2 (N= 288). Values are unstandardized regression coefficients, and
standard errors are in parentheses. *= significant at the .05 level, **= significant at the .01 level, and ***= significant at the .001 level. The three
levels of the condition variable were representedwith Helmert codes comparing ostracism to the collapsed values of the inclusion andmental
visualization conditions. For ease of presentation, the secondHelmert code (comparing the inclusion andmental visualization conditions to each
other) is not depicted here but was included in themodel to fully represent the effect of the condition. Significant indirect pathways are bolded for
emphasis.

behaviour temptations (indirect effect = .46 [.12, .85]), but not for

aggressive behaviour temptations (indirect effect = −.02[−.26, .20]).

(See Supplemental Figures 3 S1 and 4 S1 for more information.)

3.3 Discussion

Study 2 used a different measure of personality dimensions (i.e.,

the BFI-2) and replicated Study 1 results. Ostracized participants in

Cyberball self-reportedmore aversive outcomesonall Big Five person-

ality dimensions (primarily compared to the inclusion condition), basic

needs satisfaction and negative affect, but no significant aversive con-

sequences for social pain. Additionally, ostracized participants were

more tempted to act aggressively. Again, indicating changes in working

self-perception of personality are meaningful, agreeableness contin-

ued to mediate the relationship between ostracism (vs. controls) on

aggressivebehaviour temptations, evenwhen including reflexiveneeds

in themodel.

We designed Study 3 to evaluate further how ostracism’s impact

(following Cyberball) on working self-perception of personality con-

tributes to understanding behavioural intentions; we did this three

ways. First, we investigated a different behaviour that occurs after

ostracism — solitude seeking (Ren et al., 2016, 2021; Wesselmann

et al., 2021). By selecting a different post-ostracism behaviour, we

can generalize the importance of examining working self-perception

of personality to multiple post-ostracism behavioural outcomes.

Second, we examined if different personality dimensions may be

linked to different post-ostracism behavioural intentions. In our pre-

registration, we hypothesized ostracized individuals’ working self-

perception of extraversion would mediate the relationships between

ostracism in Cyberball and the desire to seek solitude, even beyond

ostracism’s immediate negative impact (e.g., thwarted basic needs).

Third, Study 3 also strengthened our ability to draw conclusions

by pre-registering the participant exclusion criteria, data collection

stopping rule and analysis plan – which included the mediation

analyses.

4 STUDY 3

4.1 Method

4.1.1 Participants

The initial sample consisted of 473 U.S. MTurk workers who were paid

$1.50. Based on the pre-registered criteria, we removed participants

who played Cyberball before (n = 65), were suspicious of the other

players (n= 9), tookmore than 3 SD to complete the study (n= 1), were
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OSTRACISMWORSENSWORKING SELF-PERCEPTIONS 921

distracted (n= 10), were interrupted (n= 4), did not complete all of the

scales (n=11), hadaduplicate IPaddress (n=2)ormetmultiple criteria

(n = 10). Therefore, our final sample included 361 participants (58.0%

female; Mage= 38.33, SDage= 13.18, Rangeage= 18–74) identifying

primarily asWhite (72.7%), African American (10.8%) or Asian (9.1%).

4.1.2 Procedure

To manipulate exclusionary status, we used Cyberball in the same

fashion as the previous studies.

4.1.3 Measures

Using the same measures as Study 2, and presented in the same order,

participants responded on scales evaluating basic need satisfaction

(α = .96), negative affect (α = .91), social pain, manipulation checks

(rsb= .94) and Big Five personality dimensions (measured using the

BFI-2; Soto & John, 2017; αs= .82–.92).

To examine if an ostracized individual’s working self-perception of

personalitywouldpredict a different post-ostracismbehavioural inten-

tion, we assessed participants’ desire for solitude. Our key measure

of solitude seeking was the item, ‘I’d like to work on the next task by

myself’, previously used by Ren and colleagues (Ren et al., 2016, 2021).

Similarly, we asked participants, separately, how much they would like

to (1) join their previous group and (2) join a new group on an upcom-

ing task.We treated these two items as exploratory as theymay assess

behaviours outside of solitude seeking, such as not returning to the

group to aggress against the group. Participants used a 1 (Not at all) to

5 (Very much) scale.

We also developed a 4-item scale to include as an exploratory analy-

sis based on preference for solitude scales (Burger, 1995; Ren & Evans,

2021).We included the items, ‘Right now, I need time alone’, ‘Right now,

I would enjoy the pleasure of solitude’, ‘Right now, beingwith others for

an extended amount of timewould be unbearable’ and ‘Right now, I just

want to get awayandbebymyself’ (α= .92; 1=Not at all; 7=Verymuch)

to verify similar solitude seeking results are observed using a generally

more reliable, multi-item scale.

To conclude the study, participants completed the same procedure

as the previous studies.

4.2 Results

4.2.1 Manipulation checks

Ostracized participants indicated they received the ball less and felt

more ostracized than included participants and those who mentally

visualized (pGames-Howells< .001,ds≥0.88;ANOVAs:Fs(2,358)≥81.22,

ps < .001, ηp2s ≥ .31; see Table 3). Participants reported receiving

more throws in the inclusion versus mental visualization condition

(pGames-Howell< .001, d = 0.59), but there was no significant difference

between these conditions for feeling ostracized (pGames-Howell= .244,

d= 0.21).

4.2.2 Personality dimensions

Ostracized participants reported being less agreeable and extraverted

and greater negative emotionality, compared to included participants

(ps < .001, ds ≥ 0.49). Likewise, ostracized participants reported being

less agreeable, open, and extraverted, andmore negative emotionality,

versus participants who mentally visualized the Cyberball interaction

(ps ≤ .015, ds ≥ 0.37; all ANOVAs: Fs(2,358) ≥ 3.10, ps ≤ .046, ηp2s
≥ .02).

4.2.3 Basic needs, negative affect and social pain

Ostracized participants had less basic needs satisfaction, more nega-

tive affect and greater social pain compared to both included partici-

pants and participants whomentally visualized (ps< .001, ds≥ 0.49; all

ANOVAs: Fs(2,358)≥ 13.68, ps< .001, ηp2s≥ .07).

4.2.4 Solitude seeking

Forour keymeasureof solitude seeking, the extent towhich individuals

wanted to complete a new task alone, we found an overall significant

difference between conditions, F(2,358) ≥ 3.66, p = .027, ηp2= .02.

Post hoc tests betweenconditionsdidnot reach the standard statistical

significance level (ps= .051, d= 0.31 for ostracism vs. mental visualiza-

tion and .054, d= 0.30 for ostracism vs. inclusion), but the means were

in the hypothesized direction.

We also examined several exploratory measures of solitude seek-

ing. Participants were less likely to want to work with the group again

when participants were ostracized versus included or mentally visual-

ized the interaction (pGames-Howells < .001, ds ≥ 0.70; F(2,358)= 26.69,

p < .001, ηp2= .13). We found no significant differences between

conditions on the desire to work with a new group (F(2,358) = 0.44,

p = .646, ηp2< .01), which replicates previous research (i.e., Ren

et al., 2016, 2021). For our multi-item solitude-seeking measure, we

found ostracized individuals desired greater solitude compared to

those who mentally visualized (p = .015, d = 0.37; F(2,358) = 4.09,

p = .018, ηp2= .02), but not included participants (p = .150,

d= 0.24).

4.2.5 Do changes in self-perception of personality
contribute to understanding solitude seeking?

Consistent with the previous results (see Figure 3), all mediation mod-

els indicate ostracism – versus the two control conditions together –

led to greater negative affect, reduced basic needs, increased social

pain and more negative impact on working self-perception on each of
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922 WIRTH ET AL.

TABLE 3 Means, Standard Deviations and 95%Confidence Intervals for the Dependent Variables for Study 3.

Means and Standard Deviations 95%Confidence Intervals

Ostracism

(n= 123)

Inclusion

(n= 125)

Mental

Visualization

(n= 113)

Ostracism vs.

Inclusion

Ostracism vs.

Mental

Visualization

Inclusion vs.

Mental

Visualization

Variable M SD M SD M SD

Manipulation checks

Feeling ostracized

F(2, 358)= 155.19, p< .001, ηp2 = .46

95%CI [0.39, 0.52]

4.33a 0.93 1.95b 1.19 2.21b 1.33 2.061, 2.702 1.761, 2.473 −0.652, 0.123

Percent of throws received

F(2, 358)= 81.22, p< .001, ηp2 = .31

95%CI [0.24, 0.38]

18.66a 17.74 60.59b 23.27 43.04c 34.92 −48.125,−35.742 −33.018,−15.736 8.372, 26.741

Personality traits

Conscientious

F(2, 358)= 3.10, p= .046, ηp2 = .02

95%CI [0.00, 0.05]

3.68a 0.76 3.88a 0.66 3.87a 0.68 −0.409, 0.011 −0.405, 0.026 −0.206, 0.225

Agreeableness

F(2, 358)= 11.75, p< .001, ηp2 = .06

95%CI [0.02, 0.11]

3.52a 0.79 3.91b 0.70 3.92b 0.74 −0.616,−0.172 −0.634,−0.179 −0.240, 0.214

Negative emotionality

F(2, 358)= 13.13, p< .001, ηp2 = .07

95%CI [0.02, 0.12]

2.65a 0.89 2.16b 0.83 2.16b 0.85 0.233, 0.747 0.225, 0.752 −0.264, 0.261

Openness

F(2, 358)= 4.19, p= .016, ηp2 = .02

95%CI [0.00, 0.06]

3.11a 0.59 3.25a,b 0.65 3.36b 0.76 −0.329, 0.041 −0.460,−0.040 −0.323, 0.112

Extraversion

F(2, 358)= 8.84, p< .001, ηp2 = .05

95%CI [0.01, 0.09]

2.88a 0.68 3.22b 0.67 3.22b 0.81 −0.549,−0.119 −0.559,−0.118 −0.224, 0.215

Basic needs

F(2, 358)= 104.55, p< .001, ηp2 = .37

95%CI [0.29, 0.43]

2.06a 0.80 3.54b 0.76 3.18c 0.96 −1.716,−1.248 −1.399,−0.854 0.089, 0.621

Negative affect

F(2, 358)= 80.13, p< .001, ηp2 = .31

95%CI [0.23, 0.38]

3.20a 0.84 1.99b 0.79 2.19b 0.77 0.964, 1.442 0.765, 1.255 −0.437,−0.051

Social pain

F(2, 358)= 13.68, p< .001, ηp2 = .07

95%CI [0.03, 0.12]

1.74a 1.04 1.23b 0.66 1.31b 0.70 0.246, 0.769 0.160, 0.700 −0.286, 0.130

Solitude seeking

Work alone

F(2, 358)= 3.66, p= .027, ηp2 = .02

95%CI [0.00, 0.05]

4.08a 1.17 3.70a 1.34 3.69a 1.32 −0.005, 0.760 −0.001, 0.783 −0.377, 0.404

Join the previous group

F(2, 358)= 26.69, p< .001, ηp2 = .13

95%CI [0.07, 0.19]

1.84a 1.28 3.12b 1.52 2.81b 1.50 −1.703,−0.862 −1.397,−0.538 −0.148, 0.777

Join a new group

F(2, 358)= 0.44, p= .646, ηp2 < .01

95%CI [0.0, 0.02]

2.82a 1.47 2.98a 1.40 2.96a 1.51 −0.599, 0.273 −0.582, 0.313 −0.417, 0.474

Solitude seeking scale

F(2, 358)= 4.09, p= .018, ηp2 = .02

95%CI [0.00, 0.06]

4.54a 1.65 4.13a,b 1.80 3.91a 1.76 −0.108, 0.929 0.102, 1.165 −0.307, 0.752

Note: Different superscripts denote significant differences between conditions, p< .05. Confidence intervals are calculated based on themean differences.

Abbreviation: CI, confidence intervals.
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OSTRACISMWORSENSWORKING SELF-PERCEPTIONS 923

F IGURE 3 Mediationmodel testing the indirect effect of ostracism on solitude seeking (using four outcomemeasures) through the Big Five
Personality dimensions, negative affect, social pain and basic needs in Study 3. Study 3 (N= 361). Values are unstandardized regression
coefficients, and standard errors are in parentheses. *= significant at the .05 level, **= significant at the .01 level and ***= significant at the .001
level. The three levels of the condition variable were represented with Helmert codes comparing ostracism to the collapsed values of the inclusion
andmental visualization conditions. For ease of presentation, the secondHelmert code (comparing the inclusion andmental visualization
conditions to each other) is not depicted here but was included in themodel to fully represent the effect of the condition. Significant indirect
pathways are bolded for emphasis.
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924 WIRTH ET AL.

F IGURE 3 Continued

the Big Five dimensions (weakest b=−.19, t(358)= 2.49, p= .013).We

first conducted mediations of our key solitude seeking measure, want-

ing to do the next task alone. This behaviourwas significantly predicted

by conscientiousness (b = .31, t(358) = 2.11, p = .036), extraversion

(b = −.38, t(358) = −3.00, p = .003), social pain (b = .23, t(358) = 2.50,

p= .013) and basic needs (b=−.41, t(358)=−3.00, p= .003). Of these,

the effect of ostracismwas significantlymediated by extraversion (indi-

rect effect= .13 [.04, .23]), social pain (indirect effect= .11 [.03, .21]) and

basic needs (indirect effect= .54 [.20, .89]).

We then explored our three remaining measures of solitude seek-

ing independently: wanting to work with the group again, wanting

to work with a new group and the four-item measure of wanting

to be alone. Across these variables, the only factor to consistently

mediate between ostracism and the solitude-seeking behaviour was
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OSTRACISMWORSENSWORKING SELF-PERCEPTIONS 925

extraversion (weakest b = .39, t(358) = 2.63, p = .009). Extraversion

significantly mediated the effect of ostracism for all three of the

solitude seeking exploratory measures (weakest indirect effect = −.13

[−.26,−.02]).

4.3 Discussion

Study 3 further establishes that, following playing Cyberball, an ostra-

cized individual’s self-perception of personality influences behavioural

intentions. In this case, we found ostracism’s effect on self-perception

of personality accounted (at least partially) for a different behavioural

intention: solitude seeking. We also found this new behavioural inten-

tion was mediated by a different personality dimension: extraversion.

Whereas an ostracized individual’s self-perception of agreeableness

mediated between ostracism and aggressive behaviour temptations

(Studies 1 and 2), self-perception of extraversion was a mediator

between being ostracized and the desire to seek solitude (across

several measures). Ostracism in Cyberball adversely affects indi-

vidual’s perception of their personality dimensions (particularly for

agreeableness, extraversion andnegative emotionality), and these self-

perceptions of personality can be linked to specific behavioural inten-

tions in responses to ostracism, even when accounting for reflexive

ostracism effect (e.g., thwarted basic needs).

4.3.1 Integrative data analysis

To better evaluate the impact of ostracism in Cyberball on self-

perception of personality dimensions, we followed the recommenda-

tions of several researchers (e.g., Braver et al., 2014;Curran&Hussong,

2009; Stanley & Spence, 2014) by implementing an integrative data

analysis. This approach prescribes combining the previous studies into

one dataset, which we then examined. Due to having greater power

to discern effects, the integrative data analysis will present a clearer

overall depiction of the results, which did vary in strength between

studies.

For the following analyses, we conducted a one-way ANOVA, with

Tukey post hoc comparisons, based on exclusionary status (ostracism

vs. inclusion vs. mental visualization).

4.3.2 Personality dimensions

Ostracized participants reported being less conscientious, agreeable,

open, and extraverted, andmore neurotic (negative emotionality) com-

pared to included participants and those who mentally visualized (ps

≤ .009, ds≥ 0.24; all ANOVAs: Fs(2,940)≥ 8.79, ps< .001, ηp2s≥ .02).

4.3.3 Basic needs, negative affect and social pain

Ostracized participants felt less basic need satisfaction, more nega-

tive affect and more social pain compared to the control conditions

(ps < .001, ds ≥ 0.31; all ANOVAs: Fs(2,940) ≥ 13.52, ps < .001, ηp2s
≥ .03; see Table 4).

4.3.4 Comparing the control conditions

We did not hypothesize differences in outcomes for included partic-

ipants compared to those who mentally visualized, but we did want

to explore if any significant effects occurred. We found no significant

differences between the inclusion and mental visualization control

conditions (ps≥ .160, ds≤ 0.14).

4.4 Discussion

Our integrative data analysis confirmed ostracized participants in

Cyberball had a more negatively impacted working self-perception

of all personality dimensions compared to both of the control condi-

tions (i.e., inclusion, mental visualization). Additionally, compared to

the control conditions, ostracized individuals felt worse on basic need

satisfaction, negative affect and social pain.

To test the boundaries of our effects, Studies 4a and 4b investigated

if ostracism affects personality perception in the moment or also per-

sists beyond the ostracism experience to influence global personality

dimensions.

5 STUDY 4A AND 4B

Study 4a (N = 729) investigated if a single ostracism experience in

Cyberball can be so aversive as to change one’s assessment of their

overall perception of their personality. Alternatively, there is a longer

experience of exclusion ─ or at least contemplating a long experience

of exclusion ─ necessary? In Study 4b (N= 283), participants imagined

living a life alone (vs. future alone or misfortune; e.g., Baumeister et al.,

2005; Baumeister et al., 2002; Bernstein & Claypool, 2012a, 2012b;

DeWall & Baumeister, 2006; Twenge et al., 2001).

Despite successfulmanipulations and showingexclusioneffects (see

https://osf.io/g7mnx/ for a full write-up of both studies), there were

no significant differences in an individual’s perception of their overall

personality following a single ostracism experience or imagining a life

alone (ps≥ .118, ds≤ 0.24; Fs≤ 2.09, ps≥ .124, ηp2s≤ .01). Ostracism’s

effects on personality dimensions may be based on the perception of

one’s personality state during the ostracism experience and not persist

after the experience ends.

6 GENERAL DISCUSSION

Ostracism in Cyberball can change working self-perceptions of per-

sonality. While personality traits are stable, the working self-concept

is argued to be malleable to social cues (Alexander & Knight, 1971;

Markus & Kunda, 1986; McConnell, 2011), which in the current
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926 WIRTH ET AL.

TABLE 4 Means, Standard Deviations and 95%Confidence Intervals for the Dependent Variables for the Integrative Data Analysis.

Means and standard deviations 95%Confidence intervals

Ostracism

(n= 317)

Inclusion

(n= 320)

Mental

visualization

(n= 306)

Ostracism vs.

inclusion

Ostracism vs.

mental

visualization

Inclusion vs.

mental

visualization

Variable M SD M SD M SD

Personality traits

Conscientious

F(2, 940)= 8.79, p< .001, ηp2 = .02

95%CI [0.00, 0.04]

3.52a 0.79 3.73b 0.68 3.72b 0.68 −0.348,−0.075 −0.340,−0.064 −0.118, 0.137

Agreeableness

F(2, 940)= 24.91, p< .001, ηp2 = .05

95%CI [0.03, 0.08]

3.36a 0.75 3.72b 0.70 3.70b 0.71 −0.494,−0.227 −0.474,−0.203 −0.113, 0.157

Neuroticism (Negative emotionality)

F(2, 940)= 26.03, p< .001, ηp2 = .05

95%CI [0.03, 0.08]

2.71a 0.86 2.29b 0.81 2.31b 0.79 0.265, 0.571 0.245, 0.555 -0.173, 0.136

Openness

F(2, 940)= 11.59, p< .001, ηp2 = .02

95%CI [0.01, 0.05]

3.05a 0.61 3.20b 0.65 3.29b 0.65 −0.268,−0.031 −0.363,−0.123 −0.213, 0.026

Extraversion

F(2, 940)= 27.80, p< .001, ηp2 = .06

95%CI [0.03, 0.09]

2.83a 0.75 3.17b 0.71 3.23b 0.74 −0.476,−0.204 −0.543,−0.268 −0.203, 0.072

Basic needs

F(2, 940)= 228.13, p< .001, ηp2 = .33

95%CI [0.28, 0.37]

2.09a 0.74 3.33b 0.85 3.29b 0.90 −1.392,−1.094 −1.361,−1.050 −0.127, 0.202

Negative affect

F(2, 940)= 141.83, p< .001, ηp2 = .23

95%CI [0.19, 0.28]

3.12a 0.84 2.17b 0.81 2.19b 0.77 0.800, 1.109 0.776, 1.081 −0.175, 0.123

Social pain

F(2, 940)= 13.52, p< .001, ηp2 = .03

95%CI [0.01, 0.05]

1.63a 1.02 1.30b 0.75 1.35b 0.76 0.161, 0.495 0.108, 0.448 −0.192, 0.092

Note: Different superscripts denote significant differences between conditions, p< .05. Confidence intervals are calculated based on themean differences.

Abbreviation: CI, confidence intervals.

research meant ostracized individuals perceived their personality

dimensions negatively. Specifically, ostracized participants in Cyber-

ball self-reported being less conscientious, agreeable, open, and

extraverted, and more neurotic (negative emotionality), compared to

controls. Ostracism not only increased disagreeableness, replicating

Hales et al. (2016) but also adversely impactedworking self-perception

ofallBig-fivepersonality traits. The current findings alignwithprevious

research (Richman et al., 2015) showing excluded individuals change

their working self-concept. The current results also indicate changes

in working self-perception of personality are part of the ostracism

experience.

The effect of ostracism in Cyberball on working self-perception

of personality is an integral part of the ostracism experience

because these perceptions predict downstream consequences on

post-ostracism behavioural intentions, even when accounting for

ostracism’s immediate effects. Ostracism researchers focus primarily

on reflexive effects (i.e., basic needs, negative affect, social pain; see

Nezlek et al., 2012), but the current research suggests ostracism’s

impact on identity (i.e., working self-perception of personality) can

uniquely contribute to understanding post-ostracism behaviour

intentions. Parallel multiple mediation analyses indicated when Big

Five personality dimensions and reflexive effects were included as

mediators of the relationship between ostracism on behavioural

intentions (i.e., aggressive temptations, solitude seeking), personality

dimensions (i.e., agreeableness and extraversion) were significant

mediators.

Specifically, we found the self-perception of two different per-

sonality dimensions mediated the relationship between ostracism in

Cyberball and two separate behavioural intentions: agreeableness

was a significant mediator of aggressive behaviour temptations and

extraversion mediated solitude seeking. The link between working self-

perception of agreeableness and extraversion to aggressive behaviour

temptations and solitude seeking (respectively) are similar to the

link between traits of agreeableness and extraversion affecting these

behavioural outcomes (e.g., Ren et al., 2016; Sharpe & Desai, 2001;

Tremblay & Ewart, 2005). The mediation findings also make sense

conceptually. Agreeableness would be the most logical mediator of

ostracism and aggression because individuals who become disagree-

able are no longer interested in maintaining positive relations with

others, thereby making post-ostracism aggression more acceptable.
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OSTRACISMWORSENSWORKING SELF-PERCEPTIONS 927

Similarly, extraversion is associated with lively social interactions

(McCrae & John, 1992), which suggests if an individual is low in

extraversion, they would be less likely to seek these interactions and

prefer solitude.When predicting post-ostracism behaviours, it appears

some traits are more closely associated with a specific outcome than

others, and the mostly closely related trait may change between the

different post-ostracism behaviours.

Collectively, the mediation findings provide support for changes in

working self-perception of personality being important to investigate

considering we find how an ostracized individual in Cyberball per-

ceives their personality can predict how they may later behave. Such

subsequent behaviours would likely affect the ability to restore funda-

mental needs and alleviate social pain (depending on how aggressing

and solitude seeking later affect opportunities for need fulfilment).

6.1 Limitations

There are aspects of the current research which limit the conclusions

we can draw. We focused on two behavioural temptations and did not

systematically examine behaviour directly. Ostracized participants

may be tempted to act a particular way, but their intentions and actual

behaviour may not align (see Sutton, 1998; Wicker, 1969). However,

ostracized participants report both aggressive behaviour temptations

and exhibit aggression, suggesting temptations and behaviours may

be aligned (e.g., Buckley et al., 2004; Chow et al., 2008; Gaertner

et al., 2008; Twenge et al., 2001; Warburton et al., 2006; Wesselmann

et al., 2010; Wirth et al., 2010). We also did not analyse all possible

behaviour intentions as we did not examine what, if any, personality

dimensions are associated with a pro-social response. Future research

can examine if self-perception of personality dimensions following

ostracism goes beyond predicting intentions to understanding a

variety of actual behaviours.

We also have to be cautious about what conclusions we can

draw from the mediation analyses. The mediation analyses found

changes in self-perception of personality are newly identified aspects

of the ostracism process in Cyberball which can further explain

post-ostracism behaviours above and beyond ostracism’s previously

identified reflexive effects. Due to the correlational nature of media-

tion analyses, we are not able to conclusively determine the direction

of the effects. Specifically, based on self-perception theory (Bem, 1967,

1972), it is possible ostracized participants reported their aggres-

sive temptations and desire to seek solitude and then changed their

working self-perceptions of personality to match their temptations.

Additionally, for reasons expressed by others (e.g., Pirlott & MacKin-

non, 2016), it is possible that unmeasured variables could account for

the associations between trait ratings and behavioural measures. The

currentmediation-based findings are just the first step in documenting

a fully causal process.

To establish causality, future research could implement several

approaches. Researchers could utilize a longitudinal method, such

as using a daily dairy to measure participants’ Big Five traits and

aggressive or solitude-seeking behaviour multiple days before and

after experiencing ostracism or inclusion. This approach could test

changes in working self-perception of personality from pre- through

post-ostracism (vs. inclusion) and how long any change to the work-

ing self-perception of personality lasts following ostracism. Addi-

tionally, researchers could assess how personality traits, based on

pre-ostracismmeasures, influence the response to ostracismand inter-

act with changes in working self-perception following ostracism. The

current mediation analyses are not able to determine the direc-

tionality of effects, but the pattern of correlations is at least con-

sistent with ostracism-induced changes in working self-perception

predicting certain post-ostracism behaviours (aggression and solitude

seeking).

Our research may have restricted generalizability due to only using

Cyberball as an ostracism manipulation, and we relied on an online

sample across the studies. We focused primarily on manipulating

ostracism through Cyberball, which means we did not include inves-

tigating other social exclusion manipulations which could produce

different responses (e.g., Bernstein & Claypool, 2012a, 2012b). Our

results should be replicated using other exclusion manipulations and

during in-person interactions given online interactions are meaning-

ful, people behave in a similar way online as they do offline (Guadagno

et al., 2011, 2013; Okdie et al., 2014; see special issue by Okdie

& Ewoldsen, 2018), and the effects on working self-perception of

personality may be stronger when others are present (i.e., imme-

diate; social impact theory; Latané, 1981). However, if participants

ostracized during Cyberball believed they had no opportunity for rein-

clusion, this could increase aggression and solitude seeking. Given

minimal inclusionary cues assuage ostracism’s aversive response (Rud-

ert et al., 2017), reinclusion opportunities could change possible

behavioural responses.We also note being limited by using only online

participants which may have issues (e.g., lack of attention, being non-

naïve) and could contribute to low-quality data (e.g., Chmielewski

& Kucker, 2020; S. M. Smith et al., 2016; see Hauser et al., 2019,

for a review). We attempted to limit the negative aspects by using

best practices (Hauser et al., 2019), such as removing participants

who self-reported being inattentive, making sure MTurk workers did

not play Cyberball previously, and making the task engaging and

concise.

6.2 Implications and future directions

In contrast to previous ostracism literature, we found personality

dimensions matter in response to ostracism in Cyberball. Previous

research (Wirth et al., 2010; although see Yaakobi, 2021, for an

update) found Big Five traits did not moderate ostracism’s immediate

(reflexive) effects. Instead, personality dimensions may play a more

prominent role in the aversive response to being ostracized, negatively

impacting one’s sense of self. Variations in self-perceived personality

dimensions following ostracism appear to prepare individuals to take

action to accomplish behavioural goals (Fleeson & Jayawickreme,

2021). In this case, ostracism-induced disagreeableness could have

paved the way for aggressive behaviour temptations towards the
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ostracizers, which may reestablish a sense of control (Warburton

et al., 2006). And ostracism-induced introversion may have paved

the way for seeking time to oneself and respite from potential future

ostracism.Working self-perceptions may, alternatively, lead to socially

connecting with others, as excluded individuals perceived having

more similarity of traits as a potential interaction partner in order

to be more appealing (Richman et al., 2015). Regarding the current

findings, without a clear direction to shape working self-perception

of traits, participants may perceive themselves using a looking-glass

self (Cooley, 1902; Tice, 1992). That is, given individuals ostracize

those who are disagreeable (Hales et al., 2016), participants may have

been perceiving their personality similarly as disagreeable. Future

research could determine what factors influence variability in working

self-perception of personality following ostracism, including important

contextual factors (i.e., whether someone is ostracized in a social

versus a workplace context; Rudert et al., 2021).

We provided evidence ostracism negatively affects reflexive work-

ing self-perception of personality following ostracism in Cyberball,

but future research could establish boundaries. We found a single

ostracism experience does not persist sufficiently to change overall

self-perception (Studies4a and4b).However, future researchmayben-

efit from using a non-experimental longitudinal approach. Research

on chronic ostracism (Riva et al., 2017) found prolonged basic need

threat resulted in the resignation stage feelings of alienation, help-

lessness, depression and unworthiness. It may be plausible then for

chronic ostracism, if sustained long enough, to change a person’s

traits. Future research could also examine responses in the reflec-

tive stage, the delayed response to ostracism. Research in this stage

could examine how long it takes for self-perceptions to return to

their typical, everyday levels. Similarly, future work might examine

how the impact of ostracism on working self-perception influences

behavioural and other responses (e.g., basic needs recovery) in the

reflective stage. Additionally, future studies could identify if there is

a range of negative experiences affecting working self-perceptions of

traits (e.g., physical pain, trauma), in addition to ostracism. Ostracism

is likely not the only negative experience affecting working self-

perceptions. Our initial findings provide a foundation for future

research examining the extent of self-perceptions of personality

change based on chronic ostracism or the moments after ostracism

occurs.

There are additional elements of ostracism negatively affecting

working self-perceptionsof personality and their link topost-ostracism

behaviours which we were not able to address but warrant further

investigation. Across the studies, we analysed several post-ostracism

behaviours, but we did not offer them simultaneously to see which

behaviour ostracized participants are more likely to do. We also could

learn more if we examined how working self-perceptions of personal-

ity are connected when participants consider several post-ostracism

behaviours. Similarly, we could investigate if an opportunity for rein-

clusion, which may not be perceived as possible with Cyberball, could

influence the relationship between working self-perceptions follow-

ing ostracism and post-ostracism behaviours. This variable has been

theorized to affect responses to rejection (Smart Richman & Leary,

2009). Further, the possibility of reinclusion may be influential given

minimal inclusionary cues can assuage ostracism’s aversive impact

(Rudert et al., 2017). An ostracized individual’s negative perception of

their personality dimensions may lead to a continuing cycle of exclu-

sion. The negatively affected personality dimensions were linked to

behaviours which led ostracized individuals away from positive social

interactions, not towards needed social partners.

To address this problematic cycle, ostracized individuals could

practice self-compassion (Neff, 2003), showing oneself kindness and

keeping emotions balanced (i.e., mindfulness), which could result

in less harm to working self-perceptions of personality. Addition-

ally, the profile of personality dimensions of ostracized individuals

reported here warrants further attention considering high neuroti-

cism, low conscientiousness and low extraversion are linked to psy-

chological disorders (Kotov et al., 2010) and all changes in traits

following ostracism are linked to enhanced suicidal ideation (Kerby,

2003).

Lastly, future research could further examine differences in medi-

ators between ostracism and pro-social versus aggressive behaviour

temptations. In exploratory analyses, we found variability in agree-

ableness and negative affect related to pro-social versus aggressive

behaviour temptations; although, mediation results were in the pre-

dicted directions. It may be the case personality traits and negative

affect have subtle differences in how they relate to pro-social ver-

sus aggressive behaviour. However, the current research was not

set up to have the sensitivity to discern differences in mediators

between ostracism and pro-social versus aggressive behaviour temp-

tations, which leaves this as an area of further investigation. Research

could include more sensitive measures of each behaviour, replace

temptations with actual behaviours and potentially use a lab-based

approach.

7 CONCLUSION

Using Cyberball, ostracism’s aversive effect negatively impacted

important perspectives of identity (i.e., personality dimensions), adding

a new element to predict problematic behaviour intentions which can

harm social relationships when they are needed themost.

FUNDING INFORMATION

This research did not receive any specific grant from funding agencies

in the public, commercial or not-for-profit sectors.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT

We have no conflicts of interest with respect to the research, author-

ship and/or publication of this article.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

All data and materials are published on the Open Science Framework.

The link is included in the paper.

 10990992, 2024, 4, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/ejsp.3058, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [06/06/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



OSTRACISMWORSENSWORKING SELF-PERCEPTIONS 929

TRANSPARENCY STATEMENT

We reported all outcomes honestly, conducted the research ethically,

and submitted original work. Data and studymaterials can be found on

OSF (https://osf.io/g7mnx/).

ETHICS STATEMENT

We conducted all studies in accordance with the ethical guidelines of

the American Psychological Association and the university’s Institu-

tional Review Board. All participants provided informed consent.

ORCID

JamesH.Wirth https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1381-1462

REFERENCES

Alexander, N. C, & Knight, G. W. (1971). Situated identities and social psy-

chological experimentation. Sociometry,34(1), 65–82. https://doi.org/10.
2307/2786351

Asendorpf, J. B., & Wilpers, S. (1998). Personality effects on social rela-

tionships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74(6), 1531–1544.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.6.1531

Ayduk, Ö., Gyurak, A., & Luerssen, A. (2009). Rejection sensitivity mod-

erates the impact of rejection on self-concept clarity. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 35(11), 1467–1478. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0146167209343969

Bastian, B., & Haslam, N. (2010). Excluded from humanity: The dehumaniz-

ing effects of social ostracism. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
46(1), 107–113. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.06.022

Baumeister, R. F., DeWall, C. N., Ciarocco, N. J., & Twenge, J. M. (2005).

Social exclusion impairs self-regulation. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 88(4), 589–604. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.4.
589

Baumeister, R. F., Twenge, J. M., & Nuss, C. K. (2002). Effects of social

exclusion on cognitive processes: Anticipated aloneness reduces intelli-

gent thought. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,83(4), 817–827.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.4.817

Bem,D. J. (1967). Self-perception: An alternative interpretation of cognitive

dissonance phenomena. Psychology Review, 74(3), 183–200. https://doi.
org/10.1037/h0024835

Bem, D. J. (1972). Self-perception theory. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in
experimental psychology (Vol., 6, pp. 1–62). Academic Press.

Bernstein, M. J., & Claypool, H. M. (2012a). Social exclusion and pain sensi-

tivity:Why exclusion sometimes hurts and sometimes numbs.Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 38(2), 185–196. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0146167211422449

Bernstein, M. J., & Claypool, H. M. (2012b). Emotional distress following

social exclusion ismoderatedbyexclusionparadigm. Social Influence,7(2),
113–130. https://doi.org/10.1080/15534510.2012.664326

Bernstein, M. J., Young, S. G., Brown, C. M., Sacco, D. F., & Claypool, H.

(2008). Adaptive responses to social exclusion: social rejection improves

detection of real and fake smiles. Psychological Science, 19(10), 981–983.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02187.x

Böckler, A., Hömke, P., & Sebanz, N. (2014). Invisible man: Exclusion from

shared attention affects gaze behavior and self-reports. Social Psy-
chology and Personality Science, 5(2), 140–148. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1948550613488951

Bogg, T., & Roberts, B. W. (2004). Conscientiousness and health-related

behaviors: A meta-analysis of the leading behavioral contributors to

mortality. Psychological Bulletin, 130(6), 887–919. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0033-2909.130.6.887

Braver, S. L., Thoemmes, F. J., & Rosenthal, R. (2014). Continuously cumulat-

ing meta-analysis and replicability. Perspectives on Psychological Science,
9(3), 333–342. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691614529796

Buckley, K. E., Winkel, R. E., & Leary, M. R. (2004). Reactions to accep-

tance and rejection: Effect of level and sequence of relational evaluation.

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,40(1), 14–28. https://doi.org/10.
1016/S0022-1031(03)00064-7

Buelow, M. T., & Wirth, J. H. (2017). Decisions in the face of known risks:

Ostracism increases risky decision-making. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 69, 210–217. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2016.07.006

Burger, J. M. (1995). Individual differences in preference for solitude. Jour-
nal of Research in Personality, 29(1), 85–108. https://doi.org/10.1006/
jrpe.1995.1005

Buss, A.H., &Perry,M. (1992). TheAggressionQuestionnaire. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 63(3), 452–459. https://doi.org/10.1037/
/0022-3514.63.3.452

Caprara, G. V., Barbaranelli, C., & Zimbardo, P. G. (1996). Understanding

the complexity of human aggression: Affective, cognitive, and social

dimensions of individual differences in propensity toward aggression.

European Journal of Personality, 10(2), 133–155. https://doi.org/10.1002/
(SICI)1099-0984(199606)10:2⟨133::AID-PER252⟩3.0.CO;2-E.

Carter-Sowell, A. R., Chen, Z., &Williams, K. D. (2008). Ostracism increases

social susceptibility. Social Influence, 3(3), 143–153. https://doi.org/10.
1080/15534510802204868

Chmielewski,M., &Kucker, S. C. (2020). AnMTurk crisis? Shifts in data qual-

ity and the impact on study results. Social Psychological and Personality
Science, 11(4), 464–473. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550619875149

Chow, R. M., Tiedens, L. Z., & Govan, C. L. (2008). Excluded emotions: The

role of anger in antisocial responses to ostracism. Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology, 44(3), 896–903. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2007.
09.004

Cooley, C. H. (1902). Human nature and the social order. Charles Scribner’s
Sons.

Costa, P. T. Jr., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). Revised NEO personality inventory
(NEO-PI-R) and NEO five-factor inventory (NEO-FFI) professional manual.
Psychological Assessment Resources.

Curran, P. J., & Hussong, A. M. (2009). Integrative data analysis: The simul-

taneous analysis of multiple data sets. Psychological Methods, 14(2),
81–100. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015914

Dandurand, F., Shultz, T. R., & Onishi, K. H. (2008). Comparing online and

labmethods in aproblem-solvingexperiment.Behavior ResearchMethods,
40(2), 428–434. https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.40.2.428

De Fruyt, J., Sabbe, B., & Demyttenaere, K. (2020). Anhedonia in depres-

sive disorder: A narrative review. Psychopathology, 53(5–6), 274–281.
https://doi.org/10.1159/000508773

Denissen, J. J. A., & Penke, L. (2008). Neuroticism predicts reactions to

cues of social inclusion. European Journal of Personality, 22(6), 497–517.
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.682

DeWall, C.N., &Baumeister, R. F. (2006). Alonebut feelingnopain: Effects of

social exclusion on physical pain tolerance and pain threshold, affective

forecasting, and interpersonal empathy. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 91(1), 1–15. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.1.1

Eisenberger, N. I. (2012). The pain of social disconnection: Examining the

shared neural underpinnings of physical and social pain. Nature Reviews
Neuroscience, 13(6), 421–434. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn3231

Eisenberger, N. I., Lieberman,M. D., &Williams, K. D. (2003). Does rejection

hurt? An fMRI study of social exclusion. Science, 302(5643), 290–292.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1089134

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A.-G. (2007). G*Power 3: A flexible

statistical power analysis program for the social, behavioral, andbiomed-

ical sciences.Behavior ResearchMethods,39(2), 175–191. https://doi.org/
10.3758/BF03193146

Fleeson,W. (2001). Toward a structure-and process-integrated view of per-

sonality: Traits as density distributions of states. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 80(6), 1011–1027. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.80.6.1011

Fleeson, W., & Jayawickreme, E. (2021). Whole traits: Revealing the social-

cognitive mechanisms constituting personality’s central variable. In B.

 10990992, 2024, 4, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/ejsp.3058, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [06/06/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://osf.io/g7mnx/
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1381-1462
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1381-1462
https://doi.org/10.2307/2786351
https://doi.org/10.2307/2786351
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.6.1531
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167209343969
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167209343969
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.06.022
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.4.589
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.4.589
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.4.817
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0024835
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0024835
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211422449
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211422449
https://doi.org/10.1080/15534510.2012.664326
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02187.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550613488951
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550613488951
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.130.6.887
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.130.6.887
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691614529796
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-1031(03)00064-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-1031(03)00064-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2016.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1006/jrpe.1995.1005
https://doi.org/10.1006/jrpe.1995.1005
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.63.3.452
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.63.3.452
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0984(199606)10:2133::AID-PER2523.0.CO;2-E
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0984(199606)10:2133::AID-PER2523.0.CO;2-E
https://doi.org/10.1080/15534510802204868
https://doi.org/10.1080/15534510802204868
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550619875149
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2007.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2007.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015914
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.40.2.428
https://doi.org/10.1159/000508773
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.682
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn3231
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1089134
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.6.1011
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.6.1011


930 WIRTH ET AL.

Gawronski (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology. (Vol., 63, pp.
69–128). Elsevier Academic Press.

Fleeson, W., & Law, M. K. (2015). Trait enactments as density distribu-

tions: The role of actors, situations, and observers in explaining stability

and variability. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 109(6), 1090–
1104. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039517

Gaertner, L., Iuzzini, J., & O’Mara, E. M. (2008). When rejection by one

fosters aggression against many: Multiple-victim aggression as a con-

sequence of social rejection and perceived groupness. Journal of Experi-
mental Social Psychology, 44(4), 958–970. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.
2008.02.004

Graziano, W. G., & Eisenberg, N. (1997). Agreeableness: A dimension of

personality. InR.Hogan, J. Johnson,&S.Briggs (Eds.),Handbook of person-
ality psychology (pp. 795–824). Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/

B978-012134645-4/50031-7

Guadagno, R. E., Muscanell, N. L., Okdie, B. M., Burke, N. M., & Ward, T. B.

(2011). Even in virtual environmentswomen shopandmenbuild:A social

role perspective in second life.Computers in Human Behavior, 27(1), 304–
308. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2010.08.008

Guadagno, R. E., Okdie, B. M., & Muscanell, N. L. (2013). Have we all just

become “Robo-Sapiens”? Reflections on social influence processes in the

Internet age. Psychological Inquiry, 24(3), 301–309. https://doi.org/10.
1080/1047840X.2013.846207

Hales, A. H., Kassner, M. P., Williams, K. D., & Graziano, W. G. (2016).

Disagreeableness as a cause and consequence of ostracism. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 42(6), 782–797. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0146167216643933

Hales, A. H., McIntyre, M. M., Rudert, S. C., Williams, K. D., & Thomas, H.

(2021). Ostracized and observed: The presence of an audience affects

the experience of being excluded. Self and Identity,20(1), 94–115. https://
doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2020.1807403

Hartgerink, C. H. J., van Beest, I., Wicherts, J. M., & Williams, K. D. (2015).

The ordinal effects of ostracism: A meta-analysis of 120 Cyberball stud-

ies. PloS ONE, 10(5): e0127002. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.
0127002

Hauser, D., Paolacci, G., & Chandler, J. (2019). Common concerns with

MTurk as a participant pool: Evidence and solutions. In F. R. Kardes, P.

M. Herr, & N. Schwarz (Eds.), Handbook of research methods in consumer
psychology (Chap. 17). Routledge.

Hayes, A. F. (2018). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional
process analysis: A regression-based approach (2nd ed.). The Guilford

Press.

Hoerger, M. (2010). Participant dropout as a function of survey length

in internet-mediated university studies: Implications for study design

and voluntary participation in psychological research. Cyberpsychology,
Behavior, and SocialNetworking,13(6), 697–700. https://doi.org/10.1089/
cyber.2009.0445

Ijzerman, H., Gallucci, M., Pouw, W. T. J. L., Weiβgerber, S. C., Van Doesum,

N. J., & Williams, K. D. (2012). Cold-blooded loneliness: Social exclusion

leads to lower skin temperatures. Acta Psychologica, 140(3), 283–288.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2012.05.002

Jiang, T., Chen, Z., Wang, S., & Hou, Y. (2021). Ostracism disrupts self-

continuity. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 47(9), 1390–1400.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220974496

John, O. P., Naumann, L. P., & Soto, C. J. (2008). Paradigm shift to the

integrative Big Five trait taxonomy: History, measurement, and concep-

tual issues. In Handbook of personality: Theory and research (3rd ed., pp.

114–158). Guilford Press.

John, O. P., & Srivastava, S. (1999). The Big Five trait taxonomy: History,

measurement, and theoretical perspectives. In Handbook of personality:
Theory and research (2nd ed, pp. 102–138). Guilford Press.

Kerby, D. S. (2003). CART analysis with unit-weighted regression to pre-

dict suicidal ideation from Big Five traits. Personality and Individual
Differences, 35(2), 249–261. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(02)
00174-5

Kerr,N. L., & Levine, J.M. (2008). Thedetectionof social exclusion: Evolution

and beyond.Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, 12(1), 39–52.
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2699.12.1.39

Kotov, R., Gamez, W., Schmidt, F., & Watson, D. (2010). Linking “big” per-

sonality traits to anxiety, depressive, and substance use disorders: A

meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 136(5), 768–821. https://doi.org/
10.1037/a0020327

Krueger, R. F., Hicks, B. M., & McGue, M. (2001). Altruism and antisocial

behavior: Independent tendencies, unique personality correlates, dis-

tinct etiologies. Psychological Science, 12(5), 397–402. https://doi.org/10.
1111/1467-9280.00373

Lakin, J. L., Chartrand, T. L., & Arkin, R. M. (2008). I am too just like you:

Nonconscious mimicry as a behavioral response to social exclusion.

Psychological Science, 19(8), 816–822. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
9280.2008.02162.x

Latané, B. (1981). The psychology of social impact. American Psychologist,
36(4), 343–356. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.36.4.343

Leary, M., & Baumeister, R. (2000). The nature and function of self-esteem:

Sociometer theory. In M. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psy-
chology (Vol., 32, pp. 1–62). Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/

S0065-2601(00)80003-9

Leary, M. R. (1999). Making sense of self-esteem. Current Directions in
Psychological Science, 8(1), 32–35. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.
00008

MacDonald, G., & Leary, M. R. (2005). Why does social exclusion hurt?

The relationship between social and physical pain. Psychological Bulletin,
131(2), 202–233. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.131.2.202

Maner, J. K., DeWall, C. N., Baumeister, R. F., & Schaller, M. (2007). Does

social exclusion motivate interpersonal reconnection? Resolving the

“porcupine problem”. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 92(1),
42–55. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.1.42

Markus,H., &Kunda, Z. (1986). Stability andmalleability of the self-concept.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51(4), 858–886. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.4.858

McConnell, A. R. (2011). Themultiple self-aspects framework: Self-concept

representation and its implications. Personality and Social Psychology
Review, 15(1), 3–27. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868310371101

McConnell, A. R., Brown, C. M., Shoda, T. M., Stayton, L. E., & Martin, C. E.

(2011). Friends with benefits: On the positive consequences of pet own-

ership. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101(6), 1239–1252.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024506

McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T. (2003). Personality in adulthood: A five-factor
theory perspective. Guilford Press.

McCrae, R. R., & John,O. P. (1992). An introduction to the Five-Factormodel

and its applications. Journal of Personality, 60(2), 175–215. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1992.tb00970.x

Mischel, W. (2004). Toward an integrative science of the person. Annual
Review of Psychology, 55, 1–22. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.
55.042902.130709

Mischel, W., & Shoda, Y. (1995). A cognitive-affective system theory of

personality: Reconceptualizing situations, dispositions, dynamics, and

invariance in personality structure. Psychological Review, 102(2), 246–
268. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.102.2.246

Molden, D. C., Lucas, G. M., Gardner, W. L., Dean, K., & Knowles, M.

L. (2009). Motivations for prevention or promotion following social

exclusion: Being rejected versus being ignored. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 96(2), 415–431. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0012958

Mullins-Sweatt, S.N., Jamerson, J. E., Samuel,D. B.,Olson,D. R., &Widiger, T.

A. (2006). Psychometric properties of an abbreviated instrument of the

five-factor model. Assessment, 13(2), 119–137. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1073191106286748

Neff, K. D. (2003). Self-compassion: An alternative conceptualization of a

healthy attitude toward oneself. Self and Identity, 2(2), 85–101. https://
doi.org/10.1080/15298860309032

 10990992, 2024, 4, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/ejsp.3058, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [06/06/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039517
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-012134645-4/50031-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-012134645-4/50031-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2010.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2013.846207
https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2013.846207
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216643933
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216643933
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2020.1807403
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2020.1807403
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0127002
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0127002
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2009.0445
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2009.0445
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2012.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220974496
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(02)00174-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(02)00174-5
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2699.12.1.39
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020327
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020327
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00373
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00373
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02162.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02162.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.36.4.343
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(00)80003-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(00)80003-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00008
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00008
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.131.2.202
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.1.42
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.4.858
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.4.858
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868310371101
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024506
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1992.tb00970.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1992.tb00970.x
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.55.042902.130709
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.55.042902.130709
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.102.2.246
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012958
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012958
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191106286748
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191106286748
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298860309032
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298860309032


OSTRACISMWORSENSWORKING SELF-PERCEPTIONS 931

Nezlek, J. B., Wesselmann, E. D., Wheeler, L., & Williams, K. D. (2012).

Ostracism in everyday life.GroupDynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice,
16(2), 91–104. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028029

Oaten, M., Williams, K. D., Jones, A., & Zadro, L. (2008). The effects of

ostracism on self-regulation in the socially anxious. Journal of Social and
Clinical Psychology, 27(5), 471–504. https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2008.
27.5.471

Okdie, B. M., & Ewoldsen, D. R. (Eds.). (2018). Interpersonal relationships

in the digital age [special issue]. The Journal of Social Psychology, 158(4),
405–513.

Okdie, B. M., Ewoldsen, D. R., Muscanell, N. L., Guadagno, R. E., Eno, C.

A., Velez, J., Dunn, R. A., O’Mally, J., & Smith, R. L. (2014). Missed pro-

grams (There is no TiVo for this one): Why psychologists should study

the media. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 9(2), 180–195. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1745691614521243

Paolini, D., Alparone, F. R., Cardone, D., van Beest, I., &Merla, A. (2016). The

face of ostracism: The impact of the social categorization on the thermal

facial responses of the target and the observer. Acta Psychologica, 163,
65–73. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2015.11.001

Pickett, C. L., & Gardner, W. L. (2005). The social monitoring system:

Enhanced sensitivity to social cues as an adaptive response to social

exclusion. In K. D.Williams, J. P. Forgas, &W. von Hippel (Eds.), The social
outcast: Ostracism, social exclusion, rejection, and bullying (pp. 213–226).
Psychology Press.

Pickett, C. L., Gardner, W. L., & Knowles, M. (2004). Getting a cue: The

need to belong and enhanced sensitivity to social cues. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 30(9), 1095–1107. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0146167203262085

Pietri, E. S., Vasey, M. W., Grover, M., & Fazio, R. H. (2015). Predicting

changes in depressive symptoms from valenceweighting during attitude

generalization. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 34(10), 859–875.
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2015.34.10.859

Pirlott, A. G., &MacKinnon,D. P. (2016). Design approaches to experimental

mediation. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 66, 29–38. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.09.012

Poon, K. T., Chen, Z., & Wong, W. Y. (2020). Beliefs in conspiracy theo-

ries following ostracism. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 46(8),
1234–1246. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167219898944

Poon, K. T.,Wong, N. H. L., Lai, H. S., & Jiang, Y. (2023). Themyth of regaining

control: Ostracism increases superstitious tendencies. British Journal of
Psychology, 114(1), 209–228. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12606

Ren, D., & Evans, A. M. (2021). Leaving the loners alone: Dispo-

sitional preference for solitude evokes ostracism. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 47(8), 1294–1308. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0146167220968612

Ren, D., Wesselmann, E. D., & van Beest, I. (2021). Seeking solitude

after being ostracized: A replication and beyond. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 47(3), 426–440. https://doi.org/10.1177/

0146167220928238

Ren, D., Wesselmann, E. D., & Williams, K. D. (2016). Evidence for another

response to ostracism: Solitude seeking. Social Psychology and Personality
Science, 7(3), 204–212. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550615616169

Richard, F. D., Bond, C. F. Jr., & Stokes-Zoota, J. J. (2003). One hun-

dred years of social psychology quantitatively described. Review of
General Psychology, 7(4), 331–363. https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.
7.4.331

Richman, S. B., Slotter, E. B., Gardner, W. L., & DeWall, C. N. (2015). Reach-

ingout by changingwhat’swithin: Social exclusion increases self-concept

malleability. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 57, 64–77. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.11.008

Riva, P., Montali, L., Wirth, J. H., Curioni, S., & Williams, K. D. (2017).

Chronic social exclusion and evidence for the resignation stage:

An empirical investigation. Journal of Social and Personal Rela-
tionships, 34(4), 541–564. https://doi.org/10.1177/02654075166

44348

Riva, P.,Williams, K.D., Torstrick, A.M., &Montali, L. (2014).Orders to shoot

(a camera): Effect of ostracism on obedience. Journal of Social Psychology,
154(3), 208–216. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2014.883354

Roberts, B. W., Walton, K. E., & Viechtbauer, W. (2006). Patterns of mean-

level change in personality traits across the life course: A meta-analysis

of longitudinal studies. Psychological Bulletin, 132(1), 1–25. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.1.1

Rudert, S. C., Hales, A. H., & Büttner, C. M. (2021). Stay out of our office

(vs. our pub): Target personality and situational context affect ostracism

intentions. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 95, Article 104142.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2021.104142

Rudert, S. C., Hales, A. H., Greifeneder, R., & Williams, K. D. (2017).

When silence is not golden: Why acknowledgement matters even when

being excluded. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,43(5), 678–692.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217695554

Rudert, S. C., Janke, S., & Greifeneder, R. (2021). Ostracism breeds depres-

sion: Longitudinal associations between ostracism and depression over

a three-year-period. Journal of Affective Disorders Reports, 4, 100118.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadr.2021.100118

Rudert, S. C., Keller,M. D., Hales, A. H.,Walker,M., &Greifeneder, R. (2020).

Who gets ostracized? A personality perspective on risk and protective

factors of ostracism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 118(6),
1247–1268. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000271

Sacco, D. F., Bernstein, M. J., Young, S. G., & Hugenberg, K. (2014). Reac-

tions to social inclusion andostracismas a function of perceived in-group

similarity.GroupDynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice,18(2), 129–137.
https://doi.org/10.1037/gdn0000002

Sharpe, J. P., & Desai, S. (2001). The revised Neo Personality Inventory

and the MMPI-2 Psychopathology Five in the prediction of aggression.

Personality and Individual Differences, 31(4), 505–518. https://doi.org/10.
1016/S0191-8869(00)00155-0

Sleegers, W. W. A., Proulx, T., & van Beest, I. (2017). The social pain of

Cyberball: Decreased pupillary reactivity to exclusion cues. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 69, 187–200. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jesp.2016.08.004

Smart Richman, L., & Leary, M. R. (2009). Reactions to discrimination,

stigmatization, ostracism, and other forms of interpersonal rejection: A

multimotive model. Psychological Review, 116(2), 365–383. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0015250

Smith, E. R. (2002). Overlapping mental representations of self and group:

Evidence and implications. In J. P. Forgas & K. D. Williams (Eds.), The
social self: Cognitive, interpersonal, and intergroup perspectives (pp. 21–35).
Psychology Press.

Smith, S.M., Roster, C. A., Golden, L. L., &Albaum,G. S. (2016). Amulti-group

analysis of online survey respondent data quality: Comparing a regu-

lar USA consumer panel to MTurk samples. Journal of Business Research,
69(8), 3139–3148. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.12.002

Soto, C. J., & John, O. P. (2017). The next Big Five Inventory (BFI-

2): Developing and assessing a hierarchical model with 15 facets to

enhance bandwidth, fidelity, and predictive power. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 113(1), 117–143. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.
1037/pspp0000155

Spoor, J., & Williams, K. D. (2007). The evolution of an ostracism detection

system. In J. P. Forgas,M.Haselton,&W.vonHippel (Eds.),The evolution of
the social mind: Evolutionary psychology and social cognition (pp. 279–292).
Psychology Press.

Stanley, D. J., & Spence, J. R. (2014). Expectations for replications: Are yours

realistic? Perspectives on Psychological Science, 9(3), 305–318. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1745691614528518

Stillman, T. F., & Baumeister, R. F. (2013). Social rejection reduces intelligent

thought and self-regulation. In C. N. DeWall (Ed.), TheOxford handbook of
social exclusion (pp. 132–140). Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/

10.1093/oxfordhb/9780195398700.013.0013

Stillman, T. F., Baumeister, R. F., Lambert, N. M., Crescioni, A., DeWall, C.,

& Fincham, F. D. (2009). Alone and without purpose: Life loses meaning

 10990992, 2024, 4, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/ejsp.3058, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [06/06/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028029
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2008.27.5.471
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2008.27.5.471
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691614521243
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691614521243
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2015.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203262085
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203262085
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2015.34.10.859
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.09.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.09.012
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167219898944
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12606
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220968612
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220968612
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220928238
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220928238
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550615616169
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.7.4.331
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.7.4.331
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407516644348
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407516644348
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2014.883354
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2021.104142
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217695554
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadr.2021.100118
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000271
https://doi.org/10.1037/gdn0000002
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(00)00155-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(00)00155-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2016.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2016.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015250
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015250
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.12.002
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/pspp0000155
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/pspp0000155
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691614528518
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691614528518
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780195398700.013.0013
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780195398700.013.0013


932 WIRTH ET AL.

following social exclusion. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,45(4),
686–694. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.03.007

Sutton, S. (1998). Predicting and explaining intentions and behavior: How

well are we doing? Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 28(15), 1317–
1338. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1998.tb01679.x

Teppers, E., Klimstra, T. A., Damme,C. V., Luyckx, K., Vanhalst, J., &Goossens,

L. (2013). Personality traits, loneliness, and attitudes toward aloneness

in adolescence. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 30(8), 1045–
1063. https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407513481445

Thürmer, J. L., & McCrea, S. M. (2018). Beyond motivated reasoning: Hos-

tile reactions to critical comments from the outgroup.Motivation Science,
4(4), 333–346. https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000097

Tice, D. M. (1992). Self-presentation and self-concept change: The looking-

glass self is also a magnifying glass. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 63(3), 435–451. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.63.3.
435

Tremblay, P. F., & Ewart, L. A. (2005). The Buss and Perry Aggression Ques-

tionnaire and its relation to values, the Big Five, provoking hypothetical

situations, alcohol consumption patterns, and alcohol expectancies. Per-
sonality and Individual Differences, 38(2), 337–346. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.paid.2004.04.012

Twenge, J.M., Baumeister, R. F., Tice, D.M., & Stucke, T. S. (2001). If you can’t

join them, beat them: Effects of social exclusion on aggressive behavior.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,81(6), 1058–1069. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.6.1058

Warburton, W. A., Williams, K. D., & Cairns, D. R. (2006). When ostracism

leads to aggression: The moderating effects of control deprivation. Jour-
nal of Experimental Social Psychology, 42(2), 213–220. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jesp.2005.03.005

Wesselmann, E. D., Butler, F. A., Williams, K. D., & Pickett, C. L. (2010).

Adding injury to insult: Unexpected rejection leads to more aggressive

responses.Aggressive Behavior,36(4), 232–237. https://doi.org/10.1002/
ab.20347

Wesselmann, E. D., Williams, K. D., Ren, D., & Hales, A. H. (2021). Ostracism

and solitude. InR. J. Coplan& J. C. Bowker (Eds.),The handbook of solitude:
Psychological perspectives on social isolation, social withdrawal, and being
alone (pp. 209–223).Wiley.

Wesselmann, E. D., Wirth, J. H., Mroczek, D. K., & Williams, K. D. (2012).

Dial a feeling: Detecting moderation of affect decline during ostracism.

Personality and Individual Differences, 53(5), 580–586. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.paid.2012.04.039

Wicker, A. W. (1969). Attitudes versus actions: The relationship of ver-

bal and overt behavioral responses to attitude objects. Journal of
Social Issues, 25(4), 41–78. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1969.
tb00619.x

Williams, K. D. (2009). Ostracism: Effects of being excluded and ignored. In

M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol., 41, pp.
275–314). New York, NY: Academic Press.

Williams, K. D., Cheung, C. K., & Choi, W. (2000). Cyberostracism: Effects of

being ignored over the Internet. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy,79(5), 748–762. https://doi.org/10.1016/10.1037/0022-3514.79.5.
748

Williams, K. D., & Sommer, K. L. (1997). Social ostracism by cowork-

ers: Does rejection lead to social loafing or compensation. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 23(7), 693–706. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0146167297237003

Wirth, J. H., Sacco, D. F., Hugenberg, K., &Williams, K. D. (2010). Eye gaze as

relational evaluation: Averted eye gaze leads to feelings of ostracism and

relational devaluation. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 36(7),
869–882. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167210370032

Yaakobi, E. (2021). Personality as a moderator of immediate and delayed

ostracism distress. British Journal of Social Psychology, 61(4), 1454–1477.
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12484

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional supporting information can be found online in the Support-

ing Information section at the end of this article.

How to cite this article: Wirth, J. H., Hales, A. H., & Buelow,M.

T. (2024). Ostracism negatively impacts working

self-perceptions of personality. European Journal of Social

Psychology, 54, 911–932. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.3058

 10990992, 2024, 4, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/ejsp.3058, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [06/06/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1998.tb01679.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407513481445
https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000097
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.63.3.435
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.63.3.435
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2004.04.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2004.04.012
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.6.1058
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.6.1058
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2005.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2005.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20347
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20347
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.04.039
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.04.039
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1969.tb00619.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1969.tb00619.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/10.1037/0022-3514.79.5.748
https://doi.org/10.1016/10.1037/0022-3514.79.5.748
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167297237003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167297237003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167210370032
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12484
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.3058

	Ostracism negatively impacts working self-perceptions of personality
	Abstract
	1 | INTRODUCTION
	1.1 | Linking ostracism to changes in working self-perception of personality
	1.2 | Ostracism affecting behaviour
	1.3 | Overview
	1.4 | Data collection plan and exclusions for all studies

	2 | STUDY 1
	2.1 | Method
	2.1.1 | Participants
	2.1.2 | Procedure
	2.1.3 | Measures

	2.2 | Results
	2.2.1 | Manipulation checks
	2.2.2 | Personality dimensions
	2.2.3 | Basic needs, negative affect and social pain
	2.2.4 | Aggressive behaviour temptations
	2.2.5 | Do changes in self-perception of personality contribute to understanding aggressive behaviour temptations?
	2.2.6 | Exploratory analyses

	2.3 | Discussion

	3 | STUDY 2
	3.1 | Method
	3.1.1 | Participants
	3.1.2 | Procedure
	3.1.3 | Measures

	3.2 | Results
	3.2.1 | Manipulation checks
	3.2.2 | Personality dimensions
	3.2.3 | Basic needs, negative affect and social pain
	3.2.4 | Aggressive behaviour temptations
	3.2.5 | Do changes in self-perception of personality contribute to understanding aggressive behaviour temptations?
	3.2.6 | Exploratory analyses

	3.3 | Discussion

	4 | STUDY 3
	4.1 | Method
	4.1.1 | Participants
	4.1.2 | Procedure
	4.1.3 | Measures

	4.2 | Results
	4.2.1 | Manipulation checks
	4.2.2 | Personality dimensions
	4.2.3 | Basic needs, negative affect and social pain
	4.2.4 | Solitude seeking
	4.2.5 | Do changes in self-perception of personality contribute to understanding solitude seeking?

	4.3 | Discussion
	4.3.1 | Integrative data analysis
	4.3.2 | Personality dimensions
	4.3.3 | Basic needs, negative affect and social pain
	4.3.4 | Comparing the control conditions

	4.4 | Discussion

	5 | STUDY 4A AND 4B
	6 | GENERAL DISCUSSION
	6.1 | Limitations
	6.2 | Implications and future directions

	7 | CONCLUSION
	FUNDING INFORMATION
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	TRANSPARENCY STATEMENT
	ETHICS STATEMENT
	ORCID
	REFERENCES
	SUPPORTING INFORMATION


