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ABSTRACT

DOES SOCIAL EXCLUSION MOTIVATE CONSUMPTION TO SATISFY THE
NEED TO BELONG?
Yildirim, Giilberk
M.S., Department of Management
Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Destan Kandemir

May 2009

The current thesis examines the effect of social exclusion on the coﬁsumption
of affiliating products. Within a social exclusion framework we argue that social
exclusion increases people’s need to belong and desire for affiliation. In two studies
we show that social exclusion leads to more favorable evaluations of affiliating
products (Experiments 1 and 2) and socially excluded individuals are more likely to
purchase affiliating products compared to those who are not socially excluded
(Experiment 2). We provide evidence to suggest that the source of affiliation is an
important factor in people’s attempts to satisfy their need to belong by consuming
affiliating products (Experiment 2). We suggest that people strategically chose which
affiliations to display via consumption. Neither impulsivity nor state self-esteem
mediate the relationship between social exclusion and affiliating product evaluations.
The social exclusion effect is rot moderated by‘ individuals’ trait self-esteem. The

results are not due to a mood effect induced by the social exclusion manipulation.
Keywords: Social exclusion, need to belong, affiliation, consumption



OZET

SOSYAL DISLANMA KiSILERT AIDIYET IHTIYACLARINI KARSILAMAK
ICIN TUKETIME TESVIK EDIYOR MU?
Yildirim, Giilberk
Yitksek Lisans, Isletme Bolimil
Tez Yoneticisi: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Destan Kandemir

Mayis 2009

Bu tez sosyal diglanmanim kisilerin bir gruba baghlig simgeleyen triinierin
tiiketimi tizerindeki etkilerini incelemektedir. Bu ¢ergevede, sosyal diglanmamn
kisilerin aidiyet ihtiyaglanmi ve bir gruba bagh olma isteklerini arttirdigint
savunmaktadrr. ki deneyde sosyal diglanmammn bir gruba bagliifn simgeleyen
{irtinler hakkindaki yorumlart pozitif yonde etkiledigi gosteriimis (Deney 1 ve 2) ve
dislanan kigilerin diglanmayanlara oranla bir gruba baglihg simgeleyen Urlinleri satin
. almaya daha yatkin olduklar tespit edilmistir (beney 2). Alt olunan grubun
kaynaginim bir gruba bagliigi simgeleyen tirtinler kullanarak aidiyet ihtiyacim
karstiamada Snemli bir faktOr oldufunu gosteren kanstlar bulunmugtur (Deney 2).
Kisilerin tiiketim yoluyla hangi gruba ait olduklarmi gostermeyi segerken stratejik
kararlar verdikleri savunulmaktadir. Ayrica bu galigma diirtiisel davrams, anlik veya
karakter 6zgitvenin sosyal diglanma ve bir gruba aidiyet gdsteren tiriinler arasindaki

iligkiyi etkilemedigini gostermistir.

Anghtar Kelimeler: Sosyal diglanma, aidiyet ihtiyact, bir gruba baglilik, tilketim
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Affiliating products are a large industry. In 2007 and 2008 each more than .
1000 Bilkent students purchased products that demonstrate their affiliation with the
university from the university’s bookstore (Meteksan 2008). ‘Likewise supporters of
Besiktas Sports Team purchased Besiktas memorabilia amounting about 10.000.000
YTL in 2007 and 15.000.000 YTL in 2008 (Besiktas Spor Kuliibii 2008). Revealing
the mechanisms underlying such purchasing behavior is an interesting topic for both
academics and marketing professionals. The current research explores what
motivates the need to purchase and own these affiliating products. We focus on

social exclusion as a motivator of this behavior.

Today, people are connected to each other in different ways compared to the
past generations. People spend large chunks of time in front of their computers.
They seek friends and relationships via the internet. Facebook, the leading online
friendship network, had more than 175 million active users as of March 2009. An
average member on Facebook has 120 friends on his’her network. Often times most
of these friends are just acquaintaﬁces (i.e. classmates from one’s primary school)
that the person has not interacted with for years. More than 15 million users update

their profiles at least once a day, in order to tell their “friends” the latest news about
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themselves, inform them about their plans for the weekend, and to communicate their
psychological states (Facebook 2009). Interestingly, their face to face contact with

their “friends” are limited.

Kraut and his colleagues (1998) report that physical contact has been
minimized; people have fewer meaningful and stable relationships compared to
decades ago, and they are more individualized, lonely and depressed. Individuals

face social exclusion in the form of alienation and fewer intimate relationships.

Nonetheless, people have a fundamental need to belong. Being part of a
community or feeling that one is a part of something valuable is a basic need of
every human being (Baumeister and Leary 1995), No one wants to live in isolation.
People strive to be a part of a community or group. As such, group associations are at
the heart of people’s daily lives and they are necessary for individuals to sustain their
well being. Failing to satisfy the need to belong may result in both psychological
(Baumeister and Tice 1990; Baumeister and Leary 1995; Baumeister et al. 2002;
Baumeister et al. 2005; Buckley et al. 2004; Caicoppo et al. 2003; Leary 1990; Leary
et al. 1995; Rudman et al. 2007; Schachter 1977; Twenge et al. 2001; Twenge et al
2002, 2003; Twenge et al. 2007) and physical problems (Eisenberger et al. 2003;
Eisenberger et al. 2006; MacDonald and ILeary 2005). The need to belong is
fundamental to one’s well being. Affiliation with a particular group or community

can satisfy the need to belong (Maner et al. 2007).

Marketers have realized the importance of people’s need to belong and desire
to affiliate. Products that demonstrate group membership such as university
sweatshirts, car stickers of alma mater, team uniforms, Harley Davidson boots,

Greenpeace pins and the like are increasingly available in today’s marketplace.



These products help the consumer display their affiliation with various groups. The
consumiﬁion of these products helps the person affiliate with siaeciﬁc groups as well
as helping them show the world that they are a part of a community (e.g. Kates 2002,
2004; Schouten and McAlexander 1995; Kozinets 2001; Muniz Jr. and Schau 2005;

Thompson and Troester 2002). Consumption is critical to affiliation.

Consumer research also posits that the desire to belong motivates community
formation. More specifically, community-forming activities in those individuals who
are excluded from mainstream social groups. Kates (2002, 2004) examined the
consumption behavior of gay consumers and found that they consume in a strategic
way to conform to the norms of their community. They use marker goods such as
putting their handkerchiefs in ;th;eir back pocket, wearing tight jeans, using products l
with the raiﬁbow logo and by shopping from gay friendly Stores‘. Some of these
communities that are spepiﬁcally centered on brands and consumption have also
been formed. Some brands that are examined have community building features are
Harley Davidson (Schouten and McAlexander 1995), Apple Newton (Muniz Jr. and
Schau 2005) and Star Trek movies and television series (Kozinetz 2001). However,
none of these studies have explicitly examined the relationship between social

exclusion, affiliation, community building and consumption.

The current thesis focuses on how social exclusion influences consumers’
judgments about those products that have affiliating features. Within the social
exclusion framework it argues that social exclusion leads to more favorable
evaluations of affiliating products. The relationship between self-esteem and

impulsivity induced by social exclusion and their effects on the evaluations of



affiliating products are also investigated. The next section provides an overview of

social exclusion, the need to belong and the psyé:hology of affiliation.



CHAPTER 2

SOCIAL EXCLUSION, THE NEED TO BELONG AND THE

PSYCHOLOGY OF AFFILIATION

2.1. Social Exclusion

Communities have survival and protective features both in animals and
human species. In the nature, animals live in herds and those who are rejected by the
group members and left alone usually lose their chance to survive (Lancaster 1986).
Similarly in human beings, groups have a protectivé function; group members
support each other and save their fellow group members from outsiders’ harmful acts
(Ainsworth 1989). Therefore, like animals, individuals also have a tendency to group

1

together.

As well as the tendency to group together there is also a tendency to
systematically exclude others for various reasons. According to Kurzban and Leary
(2001), social exclusion is an inherent characteristic of humans as well as animals. It
has an evolutionary basis in the sense that it provides both survival and reproductive
benefits. Esfablishment of status hierarchies, compétition for limited resources, not
including others to particular areas (territorializing) and social ostracism are

behaviors that are seen not only in animal species, but also in human beings (for a



review, see Kurzban and Leary 2001). By excluding outsiders, groups benefit from
sharing labor, resources and information; cooperating and overcomin‘g stress and
threat together. Members of a certain group use social exclusion as a justification of
existing social “structure by making attributions about their group members’
deservingness and worthiness as well as the negative traits of out-group members

(Kurzban and Leary 2001).

Out-group members are the ones who are poor partners for social exchange.
People try to avoid interactions with such individuals. Poor partners are either people
with little or no valuable and/or beneficial offerings in a reciprocal relationship or
people who fail to follow conventional rules or norms (Kurzman and Leary 2001).
For instance children do not play witﬁ other children. who do not let them to play
with their toys, teena’;gers exclude individuals who do not conform to the -fashion
standards of their in group, and adults avoid coworkers who gossip in the office.

These behaviors all demonstrate social exclusion.

Social exclusion is a contested term used for different contexts changing from
group to individual basis. According to Burchardt et al. (1999: 229):

An individual is socially excluded if (a) he or she is geographically resident in a
society but (b) for reasons beyond his or her control he or she cannot participate in
the normal activities of citizens in that society and (c) he or she would like to so
participate.

Though geographical and technological constraints on interactions are much
more relaxed when compared to a century ago, lives are much more fragmented and
face-to-face interactions are more scarce and impersonal as well (Appadurai 1996).
In such an isolated world and individualized culture, people can feel socially

excluded more easily. In fact, according to Baumeister and Leary {1995),

“relatedness without interaction” and “interaction without bond of caring or positive



concern”, are much more crucial aspects of social exclusion than geographical and
spatiai constraints. Today, we can contact more people by the means of internet, We
work in large plazas and live in more crowded cities where we encounter more
people while going to our homes; in other words there are more people around us.
However, individuals in front of computers and handling nearly all social
interactions via the internet, communicate less with their families and friends. Thus
their social circle shrinks and they have fewer meaningful, intimate and stable
relationships. Hence people become increasingly lonely and depressed (Kraut et al.
1998). The effects of alienation and consequences of social exclusion can be

devastating for the individuals.

2.2.  The Consequences of Social Exclusion

Social exclusion induces an intense feeling of loneliness (Baumeister and
Leary 1995; Leary 1990; Kraut et al. 1998). Loneliness can lead to severe
psychological problems including stress, depression and insomnia (Caicoppo et al.
2003). Research on autobiographies of extremely isolated and lonely people such as
prisoners, religious hermits and castaways showed that social isolation can result in
disturbance, anxiety, mental and physical pain, state of withdrawal and detachment,
hallucinations and extreme suffering (Schachter 1977). It has been documented that
that the emotional pain felt due to social exclusion resembles physical pain; because
the two share common physiological mechanism. The part of the brain that responds
~ to physical injuries is the same part that responds to social injuries (Eisenberger et al.
2003; Eisenberger et al. 2006, MacDonald and Leary 2005). The psychological

outcomes of exclusion are much more severe than inducing pain.



To begin with, social exclusion creates anxiety (Leary 1990; Baumeister and
Tice 1990; Schachter 1977) and depressgon (Buckley et al. 2004; Kraut et al. 1998;
Leary 1990; Schachter 1977).  Socially excluded individuals lose their self
confidence and they show lower levels of self-esteem (Leary 1990; Leary et al. 1995;
Rudman et al. 2007). They become more jealous (Leary 1990). Moreover, socially
excluded individuals exhibit lower faith in the meaning of life, escapism from self
awareness, distorted time perception and increased levels of detachment and laziness

(Schachter 1977; Twenge et al. 2003).

Cognitive performances of socially excluded individuals are also reduced
(Baumeister et al. 2002). Baumeister and his colleagues (2002) found that, when
anticipafing a lonely future, individuals show decrements in a range of their
intellectual and cognitive abilities. They have.Iower scores in IQ and GRE tests and
they féil in memory tests and reasoning tasks. Similarly, socially excluded
individuals have a hard time making rational choices and they struggle with impulse
control (Baumeister et al. 2005; Twenge et al. 2003). In other words, socially
excluded individuals cannot resist temptations despite the risks and costs that are
associated with these temptations. They fail to consider the long-term consequences
of their actions (Baumeister et al 2005). These deconstructive consequences of social
exclusion can be harmful. Twenge et al. (2002) demonstrated that people who
anticipate social exclusion are more likely to engage in self defeating behaviors, such
as taking self defeating and stress inducing risks, choosing unhealthy behaviors, and

engaging in pleasurable, rather than rational, activities.

The negative consequences of social exclusion do not only affect the

excluded individuals, but also other people. Prior research showed that socially



excluded individuals become less helpful and cooperative (Twenge et al. 2007) and
more aggressive against others (Buckley et al. 2004; Twenge et al 2001). A case
study examining the high school shootings in the U.S.A. demonstrated that
aggression due to social exclusion can lead to such violent behaviors as shootings

and crime (Leary et. al 2003).

The question remains: What are the underlying mechanisms of the social
exclusion experience? The answer is simple: It is the isolation felt due to having been
excluded and left out threatens people’s need to belong (Schachter 1977; Williams

and Zadro 2005; Baumeister and Leary 1995).

2.3.  The Need to Belong ‘

The need to belong and to have positive social contact are crucial for people.
These are necessary for personal development, psychological and physical health.
Frequent and ongoing contact with others, strong feelings of attachment, intimacy
and commitment characterize the need to belong (Kurzban and Leary 2001). The
belongingness hypothesis ‘suggests that, “human beings have a pervasive drive'to
form and maintain at least a minimum quantity of lasting, positive and significant
interpersonal relationships™ (Baumeister and Leary, 1995: 497). People try to
maintain their relationships in order to satisfy their need to beléng, and this need is

threatened when one is socially excluded.

The need to belong was evolutionarily developed for the means of survival
just like hunger and thirst. Yet, most people face exclusion or rejection from others at

some point in their lives (Baumeister and Leary 1995; Kurzban and Leary 2001).



Being turned down in a romantic relationship, being sidelined in a study group or
being uninvited to a party are all example to social exclusion and they are very
common in people’s everyday lives. Since need to belong is fundamental for the well
being of individuals, just like other physiological and psychological needs there are
mechanisms to detect when and if the need to belong is not satisfied or is threatened
(e.g. Baumeister and Tice 1990; Leary 1990; Leary et al. 1995; Rudman et al. 2007,

Schachter 1977).

In order to avoid the negative consequences of social exclusion, human
ps,')lfchologicai system developed a detection mechanism, which monitors the
enyironmental and social cues that signal upcoming rejection and/or the possibility of
social exclusion and provide cueé for appropriate behaviors for inclusion (Pickett and
Gardner 2005).. Pickett and Gardner (2005) argue that the social monitoriﬁg system
increases individualy’ sensitivity to interpersonal cues (such as the appearance,
mimics, voice tone and gestures of the others) when they are socially excluded so
that the person can decipher norms of the groups, expected behaviors ffom group
members, appropriate topics of conversion and the like. For example, by observing
the in-group members clothing style or discussions, the individuals can understand

the expected behavioral standards for that group and act accordingly.

Those people who fail to follow conventional rules and societal norms are
socially excluded (Kurzman and Leary 2001) as such one of the main motives of self
regulation is gaining social acceptance (Baumeister and Heatherion 1996;
Baumeister et al. 2005; Pickett and Gardner 2005). The need to belong is at the heart
of self regulatory behavior. Individuals try to control their behaviors, conform to the

rules of their communities and act according to norms in order to maintain their

10



social relationships. Therefore, the need to belong motivates individuals to use their
capacities for self regulation to protect themselves and promote their long term
interests of well being. Individuals use the cues gathered from the social monitoring
system, regulate their behaviors in accordance with these cues (Pickett and Gardner
2005; Wiliams et al. 2000; Wiliams and Zadro 2005) and try to find ways to satisfy

their need to belong.

Although prior research showed that people can demonstrate antisocial
behavior when they are socially excluded (Buckley et al 2004; Twenge et al. 2001;
Twenge et al. 2007), there is strong evidence to suggest that individuals would
eventually try to satisfy their need to belong by seeking opportunities to form social
bonds and afﬂlia;ce with other people (e.g. Maner et al. 2007; Wiliams ét al. 2000).
‘The need to belong stimulates goal-directed behavior,‘since people actively seek to
form new relationships and try to conform to societal norms in order to maintain and
enthance existing relationships. In other words, when the attainment of an important
need (i.e. the need to belong) cannot be satisﬁed,. people look for alternative means to

satisfy that need, hence they seek affiliation.

The need to belong is related to two prini:iples, satiation énd substitution.
These are important in understanding the tactics that individuals use for affiliating
with others (Baumeister and Leary 1995). Satiation occurs when individuals have
sufficient soclal bonds to satisfy their need to belong, so they have diminished
motivation to affiliate and they are less interested in forming new relationships.
People who feel that they have enough friends or strong family ties do not feel strong
enthusiasm to engage in new relationships. Substitution is related to replacing one

social bond with another. People who are excluded from one social circle can replace
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the feelings of emptiness by establishing another group affiliation. According to
these two principles a certain qulmtity of attachments and interactions should be
maintained to satisfy the need to belong and when the optimal quantity of
relationships is reached people become less interested in forming new social bonds.
Upon breaking relationships, people try to replace the emptiness due to the ended
relationship by forming a new relationship or by giving more importance to a
previously formed relétionship. These relationships can be broken down due to a
wide range of reasons such as death (Beckman 1981), divorce (Spanier and Casto

1979) and breaking up romantic involvement (Milardo et al. 1983).

2.4.  The Psychology of Affiliation .

Social reconnection hypothesis posits, “Social exclusion stimulates a desire to
affiliate and reconnect with others.” (Maner et al 2007:42). Murray (1938) describes
the desire for affiliation as “the tendency to receive gratification from harmonious
relationships and from a sense of communion” (cited in Hill 1987:1009). Individuals
may wish to be with others, simply for having an enjoyable time or for talking to
someone about how his/her day went. But more importantly, people need others in
order to maintain and enhance their well being (Beckman 1981; Schachter 1959; Hill
1987; Gump and Kulik 1977). More specifically, people need the presence of others
in order to reduce the ambiguity and meaninglessness that they feel due to loneliness
by comparing themselves with others. People need the consideration of others in
order to feel worthy and important and they seek praise when they require emotional
support and sympathy (Hill 1987). Similarly, people’s needs for things such as

approval, friendship, prestige, achievement, status, or help are satisfied to a great
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extent through interpersonal relations (Schachter 1977). As a result, positive affect
(happiness, joy, calm, excitement, satisfaction) follows from forming and solidifying
social bonds, whereas negative affect (emotional distress, anxiety, jealousy,
depression, sadness, anger, guilt, loneliness) follows from broken or threatened
bonds and refusal (Schachter 1977). In other words, affiliation is a strong desire,

which is heightened when the need to belong is threatened by social exclusion.

When the need for affiliation is induced, individuals seek affiliation with
other individuals, particularly those with whom they share some kind of common
ground, those who understand them and who have common characteristics, interests
or experiences with them to reduce the experience of negative emotions (Gump and
Kulik 1977; Schachter 1959, 1977). Gump and Kulik (1977) demonstrated that
when individt;als afﬁlia"se with others who they believed face the same threaténing
situation, as they show lower levels of stress and anxiety. Schachter (1977) further
argues that isolated individuals like prisoners show lower levels of stress and
aggression, when they share their loneliness with-other individuals who live the same

experience, even when there is no face to-face communication.

‘Individuals do not want to just be a part of any group, but they want to have a
meaningful group membership. Individuals want to bond with people whom they
share their goals (Baumeister and Leary 1995). Consequently, people become fan of
sports teams, sign up fan clubs or alumni associations. Note that, these structures do
not provide intimate reciprocal relationships; nonetheless they are means of

affiliation.

Therefore, even when there is little physical interaction, individuals seek

affiliation, when they have just a few intimate relationships (Schachter 1977). In
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other words, even if group affiliation cannot be truly attained, the social
demonstration of one’s affiliation is still desired. Man‘y social institutions and
behavioral patterns (such as reunions, or sending greeting cards) also serve the need
to preserve a minimal level of social attachment in the absence of actual, continual
interaction (Baumeister and Leary 1995). Regardless of the underlying reason,
whether it is to demonstrate that one is part of a community or to project an image of

belonging, individuals want to display their relationships.

Marketers that realize this need, created products that help people
demonstrate their affiliation with different groups (i.e. environmental organizations,
brands, sports teams, alumni associations, and etc.). The consumption or the
avoidance of products ﬁhat demonstrate affiliation with certain groups énd

communities is a very common practice.
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CHAPTER 3

CONSUMPTION, SOCIAL EXCLUSION AND THE

PSYCHOLOGY OF AFFILIATION

Products are not consumed just for their function, but they are also consumed
because of their symbolic meanings (Levy 1959) and their ability to communicate
symbolic and cultural meanings (e.g. McCracken 1986; Solomon 1983).
Possessions are used as a means of defining one’s individuality (Belk 1988). People
make inferences about others based on their consumption practices (Belk, Bahn and
Mayer 1982). Individuals strategically consume to be liked by others, gain positive
feedback from their loved ones and socialize with their idealized ones (Belk, Ger and
Askegaard 2003). This issue is not simply related to modernity or contemporary
consumption but as mentioned by Veblen (1899), goods are always being used for
identity enhancement, displaying wealth, status and distinction. Douglas and
Isherwood (1979) also mention the communicative aspects of goods and how marker
goods (such as large houses iﬁ fancy streets, designer outfits and etc.) create
categories of discrimination among different cultural and economical classes and

define group membership.

Today, in the face of weakening bonds in traditional communities, a brand,

consumption object, or image may become the basis on which a group is formed
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(Muniz Jr. and O’Guinn 2001). Some examples include the subculture of
consumption formed around riders of Harley Davidson motorcycles {Schouten and
McAlexander 1995), the culture of consumption formed around the TV series and
movies of Star Trek (Kozinets 2001), the natural health micro culture centered
around practices related to natural health and holistic medicine (Thompson and
Troester 2002), and the community formed around the now-defunct Apple Newton
PDA (Muniz Jr. and Schau 2005). In fact, the brands can be powerful means for
bringing people together, Muniz Jr. and Schau (2005) demonstrate that after the
Apple Newton PDA was abandoned by its producer, the users of the product formed
a community and tried to maintain relationships with the other users of the product,
not only to revitalize the brand but also to share their experiences with ’she_product

and their feelings about it (Muniz Jr. and Schau 2005).

Like consuming, avoiding certain products can be a focal characteristic of
communities. More specifically, as seen in consumer movements, like anti-Starbucks
(Thompson and Arsel 2004) anti-Nike or anti-genetically engineered food activists
(Kozinetz and Handeiman 2004) consumption strategies are also used in showing
opposition or disaffiliation with a certain group. These activist communities are,
formed by people who avoid Starbucks cafes and instead prefer local coffee houses
(Thompson and Arsel 2004), by people who avoid using Nike products and by
people who refuse to consume genetically engineered food (Kozinetz and
Handelman 2004). Members of all these communities do not engage in face-to-face
interactions continuously; instead they try to communicate their membership by
engaging in similar conSmption practices, like wearing certain outfits, hanging out
in similar places, consuming certain type of products while carefully avoiding the

opposed products or actions.
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Similar beha\}iors can be observed in friendships. Varenne (1982) suggests
that peer g'roup affiliations in schools are constantly repleniéhed and group
houndaries are reinforced through daily peer interactions, seating'arrangements and
in extracurricular activities. In this manner, certain consumption objects are used as
constant reminders of group belongingness (or disbelongi_ngness) as well as tools for
such replenishment of group boundaries. In fact Muniz Jr. and *Guinn (2001) argued
that in communities, which are not geographically bound belonging is mediated
through the ownership of related products and enactment of related consumption
practices. Status within these communities depends on the commitment to a shared
ethos, which can be manifested in and strengthened through the use of affiliating
products (e.g. Kozinets 2001; Muniz Jr. and O’Guinn 2001; Muniz Jr. and Schau

2005: Schouten and McAlexander 1995; Thompson and Troester 2002). -

Usage of affiliating products and employing consumption as an affiliation
strategy is especially common in those groups that are excluded from mainstream
social circles (Deshpande et al 1986; Emslie et al. 2007; Kates 2002, 2004). For
insténce, Deshpande, Hoyer and Donthu (1986) demonstrated that Hispanic
consumers in_the USA, who demonstrated strong affiliation with their ethnic group,
were more likely to buy products that were advertised to their ethnic group. Emslie,
Bent and Seaman (2007) also argue that ethnicity has a significant impact on
consumption patterns and purchase decisions among consumers of minority groups
such as Asian and Indian in United Kingdom. Similarly, Kates (2004) studied how
gay consumers enact affiliation to their gay identity, and revealed that they consume
those brands which they have legitimated as being aligned with their common value
system. Members of the gay community shop from stores that are gay friendly and

prefer brands that are legitimized by the gay community for their gay friendly
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images, such as Levi’s jeans, Absolut vodka and Body shop cosmetics; whereas they
carefully avoid consuming brands that have homopﬁobic images, such as Coors beer
(Kates 2002, 2004). These studies provide evidence that people use consumption as
a way to affiliate with similar people and cope with the negative consequences of

social exclusion.

In other words, consumption or avoidance of products that demonstrate
affiliation or belonging to groups, communities, teams, and any kind of collectivity,
can bel legitimate ways for consumers to negotiate social bonds. Therefore
consumption practices are strongly related to people’s desire for affiliation hence can

be affected by the need to belong induced due to social exclusion.

3.1.  Social Exclusion and Evaluations of Affiliating Products

The need to belong and the loneliness that is experienced due to social
exclusion are very important to understand the dynamics of social exclusion, and its
cognitive, psychological and behavioral consequences. Social exclusion increases the
' need to belong and in turn the desire for affiliation. Moreover, people want to
affiliate with other people that they share common characteristics and values with.
People try to at least preserve minimal levels of social attachment in the absence of
continuous interaction. Hence, people become fan of sports teams, sign up members
of societies, clubs or alumni associations. The need for affiliation can be satisfied via
consumption. Consumption of certain products that demonstrate affiliation with can
substitute for social bonds. Group affiliation can be negotiated through consumption
strategies. Therefore, the purchase and consumptién of products that demonstrate

affiliation should be influenced by needs for belonging and affiliation.
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Specifically we suggest that social exclusion will have a positive impact on
behaviors related to consuming and evaluating affiliating products, which consumers
see as relevant or successful in displaying their agenda for social belonging and
afﬁiiatioﬁ. We predict that, socially excluded individuals will want to satisfy their
increased need to belong by consuming affiliating products. Consequently their

evaluations of affiliating products will be more positive.

Hypothesis 1: Socially excluded individuals will evaluate affiliating products

more positively compared to those who are not socially excluded.

3.2.  Social Exclusion and Self-Esteem

‘Responses to the feelings of social exclusion are related to self-esteem (Leary
1990; Leary et al. 1995). Although people have an enduring level of self-esteem,
(trait self-esteem), research has shown that levels of self-esteem can vary in response
to environmental and situational conditions (state self-esteem: Crocker and Major

1989; Crocker et al. 2003; Leary et al 1995; Markus and Kunda 1986).

Self-esteem is a monitoring system which alerts the mechanism in order to
maintain social relationships (Leary 1990; Leary et al. 1995). People want to
maintain a minimal level of social affiliations and their state self-esteem increases
when their need to belong is satisfied (Leary 1990; Leary et al. 1995). Prior research
has shown that individuals’ state self-esteem is decreased when they fail to satisfy
tﬂeir need to belong and that social exclusion results in.decreased state self-esteem
(Leary 1990; Leary et al. 1995; Rudman et al. 2007). Individuals who feel socially

excluded feel that they are not capable of enhancing and/or maintaining relationships
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and so they feel unsuccessful in socializing. Consequently, their state self-esteem is

lowered.

We argue that the effects of social exclusion on people’s evaluations of
affiliating products will be mediated by state self-esteem that lis reduced by social
exclusion. Specifically, we predict that individuals’ state self-esteem will decrease
when they anticipate social exclusion, because the anticipated social exclusion will
lead to feelings of loneliness and an increased need to belong. These individuals,
whose state self-esteem is lowered by social exclusion, will strive to satisfy their

affiliating needs by evaluating affiliating products more favorably.

Hypothesis 2a: Individuals’ state self-esteem will be lowered by anticipated

social exclusion.

Hypothesis 2b: The lowered state self-esteem will mediate the effect of

social exclusion on the evaluations of affiliating products.

Trait self-esteem is related to individuals’ emotions about social exclusion.
Leary et al. (1995) stated that people with lower levels of trait self-esteem are
generally more likely to perceive themselves as being excluded from the’ social
groups, while individuals with high levels of trait self-esteem perceive themselves as
being accepted by others. Thereby, we suggest that the effects of social exclusion on
affiliating product evaluations will be moderated by trait self-esteem. We argue that
people’s trait self-esteem will affect the degree to which they are influenced by social
exclusion. In other words people who have high trait self-esteem will be affected less
by social exclusion than those who have low trait self-esteem. Accordingly, high trait
self-esteem participants will be less affected by anticipated social exclusion; they

will have lower affiliating needs in response to social exclusion. Individuals’ self-
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esteern trait will moderate the effect of social exclusion on the evaluations of

afﬁliéting products.

Hypothesis 3: Trait self-esteem will moderate the effects of social exclusion

on the evaluations of affiliating products.

Individuals who are low in trait self-esteem are more susceptible to the affect
of social exclusion. When socially excluded, if trait self-esteem is low, then
individuals should make more favorable evaluations of affiliating products compared

to those individuals who are high in trait self-esteem.

33. Social Exclusion and Impulsivity

Research has shown that social exclusion reduce people’s capacity to self
regulate (Baumeister et al. 2005; Twenge et al. 2002, 2003). Self regulation is
defined as “the capacity to alter one’s own states and responses” (Baumeister 2002).
Self regulation failures lead to impulsive behavior, “behavior that is unplanned and
resulted by an activated stimulus” (Baumeister 2002). Impulse buying is a
demonstration of a self regulatory failure. It is defined as “Sudden, powerful,
persistent urge to buy something immediately” (Rook 1987, Rook and Hoch 1985). It
is a “Spontaneous and unreflective desire to buy, without thoughtful consideration of

why and for what reason a person should have the product” (Rook and Fisher 1995).

Impulse buying can be explained from the perspective of the Limited-
resource model which suggests that there is a global and diverse resource of self-
control which surpasses the power of impulse (Baumeister and Heatherton 1996;
Baumeister et al. 1998; Baumeister 2002; Faber and Vohs 2004). In other words, self
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regulatory resource consists of a wide range of behaviors across a variety of
domains. This resource is finite. That is, performing any act of self-control depletes
this resource (i.e. having a stressful day, dieting, solving difficult problems, making
series of decisions, physical exhaustion and etc.) This concept is defined as “ego
depletion” (Baumeister 2002; Faber and Vohs 2004). Anticipated social exclusion is
a source of ego depletion (Baumeister et al. 2005). Vohs and Faber (2007) showed

that self regulatory resource depletion leads to impulse buying.

Vohs and Faber (2007) pointed out that people are willing to pay more and
purchase more items when they act on impulse. Similarly Rook and Hoch (1985)
indicated that when acting on impulse, consumers’ cognitive capacity diminishes and
they cannot fegard the consequences of impulse buying. Therefore i€ is expected that
people evaluate products more positively when f;hey make decisions on impulse.
Since anticipated social exclusion is shown to reduce cognitive processes
(Baumeister et al. 2002) and diminish the capacity for self regulation (Baumeister et
al. 2005); we suggest that social exclusion will induce impulsive behavior and lead

people to evaluate affiliating products more favorably.

Hypothesis 4a: Anticipated social exclusion will cause individuals to become

more impulsive.

Hypothesis 4b: The impulsivity induced by social exclusion will mediate the

effect of social exclusion on the evaluations of affiliating products.
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CHAPTER 4

STUDY 1

4.1, Overview

Study 1 tests the hﬁpothesis that social exclusion causes people to evaluate
affiliating products more positively. The study is a 2(future relationships: future
loneliness, future belonging)X2(type of affiliation: university, neutral) between
subjects experiment in which social exclusion was manipulated and evaluation of

affiliating products were measured.

4,2, Method
4.2.1. Pretest:

The dependent variable was pretested prior to the study. A pretest was
conducted with 20 undergraduate students to identify the type of affiliations that our
student population has and to determine the products that are appealing to them.
Eighty percent of the students indicated that they use mugs. Therefore, mug was
chosen out of eight prodﬁcts (pen, car sticker, badge, organizer, mug, sweatshirt,
teddy bear and keychain) to be used in the actual experiment. University affiliation,

as the type of affiliation was also selected based on the same pretest. Students
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indicated that they feel most attached to their university in terms of a social circle

]

(85% of the students).

A second pretest was conducted with 22 undergraduate students in order to
test the measures associated with the mug and the university affiliation for
readability. Following the social exclusion manipulation, participants were asked to
complete the questionnaire both for Bilkent and neutral mugs. The goal of this
second pretest was to see whether the students understand the manipulation and the
survey as it was conducted in English. As a result, none of the participants indicated

any problem regarding the study.
4.2.2. Participants:

The study was conducted with 110 undergraduate and MBA students at
Bilkent University in Arkara. Some data were eliminated due to missing information
and 107 observations were included in the actual analyses (Males=52, Females=50).
Their ages ranged from 17 to 28 (M=21.23). Participants were randomly assigned to

conditions.
4.2.3. Materials and procedure:
4.2.3.1. Social exclusion manipulation:

Social exclusion was manipulated by using the technique developed by
Twenge et al. (2001). As a cover scenario participants were asked to complete a
personahty test. The short version of extraversion scale of Eysenck Personality
Questxonnaire (Eysenck et al. 1985) was used as the personality test (see Appendix
A). Participants were asked to complete the scale and then sum up their extraversion
scores. Once each participants computed their personality score, they were provided
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bogus personality feedback about their anticipated future (i.e. future loneliness,

future belonging).

Folowing Twenge et al. (2001), we define social exclusion as not having
stable, meaningful and close relationships and we operatiqnalize it as being alone in
the future. In the experimental condition (future loneliness) participants were told
that the person will end up alone later in his/her life. Specifically, participants in the
future loneliness condition were told “You are the type who will end up alone later in
life. You may have friend and relationships now, but by mid-20s most of these will
have drifted away. You may even marry or have several marriages, but these are
likely to be short livéd and not continue in your 40s. Relationships do not last and
when you are past fh;a age where people constantly forming new relarionsh-ips you

will most likely end up being alone more and more.”

Participants in the positive comparison group (future belonging) were told
that they will be surrounded by other people at all times. Specifically, participants in
the future belonging condition were told “Being an extravert (introvert) is a really
good thing for relationships. You are fype who has rewarding relationships
fhroughout your life. You are likely to have a long and stable marriage and have
friendships that will last into your later years. You will most likely spend the rest of

your life surrounded by friends and people who care about you.”
4.2.3.2. Manipulation Check:

Although the social exclusion manipulation used in this study -has been
established (e.g. Baumeister et al. 2002; Baumeister et al, 2005; Maner et al. 2007;
Twenge et al. 2001; Twenge et al. 2002, 2003; Twenge et al. 2007), a manipulation

check was still included since this manipulation was never used with the Turkish
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participants prior to this study. Specifically, participants were asked to indicate how
representative of them the personality‘ description that they read was. Participants
indicated their responses on a seven-point Likert scale where 1 indicated not at all

representative and 7 indicated extremely representative,
4.2.3.3. Product evaluations:

After the social exclusion manipulation, participants were told that the
university’s bookstore is conducting a survey to assess the appeal of their new
product offerings. They were asked to evaluate a group of products that would be
sold at the university bookstore. Each participant evaluated the focal product ‘mug’
along with filler products to maintain the face validity of the measure. Specifically,
participants were shown pictures of either.a white plain ceramic mug or a white
ceramic mug with Bilkent’s logo printed on it. Upon receiving the product pictures,
participants rated the statements “I find this product very appealing”, “I would be
happy to receive this product as a gift” and “Owning this product would make me
feel like a part of something valuable” each on a seven-point Likert scale where 1

indicated strongly disagree and 7 indicated strongly agree.
4.2.3.4. Covariates:

To control for the other variables that can affect the product appeals,
participants indicated how Bilkent proud they are on a seven-point Likert scale
where 1 indicated strongly disagree and 7 indicated strongly agree. Further, to make
sure thét the effect of social exclusion on the evaluations of affiliating products was
not driven by the participaﬁts’ actual loneliness, as opposed to the experimentally

induced social exclusion (future loneliness), they were asked to indicate whether they
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find themselves lonely or not by answering a yes/no question. Finally participants

responded to demo grapflics questions and they were debriefed.

4.3. Results
4.3.1. Manipulation Check:

As 'expected, participants in the future belonging condition indicated the
personality description was more representative of them compared to participants i'n
the fature loneliness condition (F(1,99)=14.980, p<.001; Mpeionging=5.27,
M oneimess=4.21). Overall, the average scores for each group were above the median
of the scale (3.5). Thus we conclude that participants in both groups found the
personality description to be representative of themselves. Hence the manipulation

was successful.
4.3.2. How appealing was the Bilkent Mug?

A one way ANOVA on the appeal of the Bilkent mug revealed that
participants in the future loneliness condition found the Bilkent mug more appealing
compared to those participants in future belonging group (F(1,46)=7.850, p<.01,

MLoneliness=3 74‘9 MBelonging=2 67)

Furthermore, the neutral mug was not different in terms of how appealing it
was to the participants across the two conditions, (F(1,50)=.810, p >.30;
M onetiness=2-38, Mpeionging=2.92). Therefore, it can be concluded that participants who
anticipate social exclusion evaluated only t.he affiliating product (i.e. Bilkent mug)

more favorably than participants in the other condition.
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In order to ensure that socially excluded participants make more favorable
evaluations only for the affiliating products, we also compared the appeal of the mug
as reported by participants in the two future loneliness groups in Bilkent and neutral
conditions (neutral mug and Bilkent mug). The mean scores for the mug’s appeal in
Bilkent and neutral conditions were significantly different (#(1,51)=10.697, p<.01;
Mpiren™3.74, Myeura=2.58). Specifically those participants who were in the future
loneliness condition evaluated the Bilkent mug more positively than the neutral mug.
The the increased product appeal is only for the affiliating product, but not for any

other product.
4.3.3. Would the participant like to receive the Bilkent mug as a gift?

To further assess the product appeal we asked participants if-they would like
1o receive the products as a gift. Participants’ ratings of how happy they would be to
receive the products as a gift further supported Hypothesis 1. A one way between
subjects ANOVA showed a significant difference between the two conditions
(F(1,46)=5.380; p<.05, Mioneliness=3.67, Mpetonging=2.57). Participants in the future
loneliness condition indicated that they would be happier than the participants in
future beionging condition to receive the Bilkent mug as a gift. Again the neutral
mug showed no difference across the two experimental conditions (#(1,51)=.157,

P> 70; Mionetiness =2.42, MBelanging =2.26).

Once again, we compared future loneliness participants’ (neutral and Bilkent
conditions) to see how happy they would be to receive each mug (neutral and
Bilkent) as a gift. A §ne»way ANOVA provided evidence that when social exclusion
is anticipated, participants would be happier to receive a Bilkent mug as a gift than

receiving a neutral mug (F(1,51)=7.237, p<.01; Mpiien=3.67, Myeupa=2.42).
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4.3.4. Would the Bilkent mug make the participants feel like a part of something

valuable? )

Participants indicated whether owning the Bilkent mug would .make them feel
like a part of something valuable. The results supported Hypothesis 1
(F(1,46)=5.140, p< .05; MLonelgness =3.59, Mpeionging =2.48). More specifically those
participants who anticipated future loneliness indicated that owning the Bilkent mug
would make them feel like part of something valuable more than those participants
who anticipated future belonging. Moreover, the neutral mug was also not evaluated
differently across the two conditions (F(1,51)=.045, p>.80; Mionetiness =1.89, Mpeionging

=1.82).

Next we compared the mean scores of Bilkent and neutral mugs when
participants ~anticipated future loneliness. The results revealed a significant
difference. Participants who anticipated social exclusion indicated that they would
feel like something part of valuable by owning a Bilkent mug more than they would
feel by owning a neutral mug, (F (1,51)=14.797, p<.001; Mpigen=3.59,

Mpyeytra=1 89)

4.3.5. Alternative Explanations:

There was no difference among participants’ ratings of product appeal in
terms of gender (F(1,46)=.000, p>.90) and indications of whether owning the
product makes them feel like a part‘of something valuable (F(1,46)=3.625, p>.06).

There was significant gender difference in response to the question asking if
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receiving the Bilkent mug as a gift would make them feel happy (F(1,46)=5.502,

2

p<.05).

In order to eliminate any other alternative explanations that the difference in
evaluation of the affiliating product was due to gender as opposed to social exclusion
we conducted an ANCOVA controlling for the effects of gender and the difference
among conditions remained significant (F(1,45)=4.595, p<.05). As such we
concluded that gender does not affect the evaluations of affiliating products when

socially excluded.

A one-way ANOVA on Bilkent pride showed no significant difference in
terms of being Bilkent proud across the two conditions (#(1,100)=2,174, p>.10;
Mionetiness=7.83, Mpeionging=7.12). The participants in both groups were also similar in
terms of how lonely they are (¥*(1)=201, p>.70 (2-sided), Loneliness=14%,

Belonging=17%)". Therefore, these variables were not analyzed further.

4.4. Discussion

The results of Study 1 showed that people’s evaluations of affiliating
products are different when they anticipated social exclusion or future belongingness.
As predicted, anticipated social exclusion causes people to evaluate affiliating
products more favorably, compared to an anticipated future life full of friends and
loved ones. Participant’s gender, self reports of loneliness or self-reports of

university pride did not have an effect on the proposed relationship. Participants in

* Participants indicated whether they find themselves lonely or not in a Yes/No question. In the
analyses “Yes” answers were coded as 1 and “No” answers were coded as 0.
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the future loneliness condition found the affiliating product more appealing. Thus
indicated that they would feel happier to receive the affiliating product as a gift and
that they would feel more like part of something valuable by owning the affiliating
product compared to those participants in the future belonging condition. The
evaluations for the neutral product were not significantly different across two
conditions. There was directional support that participants who anticipate future

loneliness evaluated the affiliating product more favorably than the neutral product.

Therefore, the first study supports the hypothesis that social exclusion will
lead to more favorable evaluations of affiliating products. Consumption is a way 10
satisfy people’s affiliating needs; therefore participants who had an experimentally
induced need to belong evaluate afﬁli;ating products more favorably to meet their

need to belong.

Accordingly, Study 1 provides evidence that feelings of belonging and
exclusion lead to different evaluations of affiliating products. However, it could not
yield to decisive judgments on whether this difference is due to the increased need to
belong in case of the anticipated exclusion or due to participants’ a mood that
transpire from the experimental manipulations. We focus mood in Study 2, and

examine the mood induced by both exclusion and belonging.
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CHAPTER 5

STUDY 2

5.1. Overview

Study 1 provided evidence that social exclusion causes people to evaluate
affiliating products more positively. The goal of the second study was to replicate the
ﬁndings of Study 1 with additional dependent variables and with different
affiliations. Further we wanted to test the moderator and mediator variables and
control for the mood effect.

Two control conditions were added to Study 2 with theoretical reasons. A
4(future relationships: future loneliness, future belonging, misfortune control group,
success control group)X3(type of affiliation: university, team, neutral) between
subjects experiment was conducted. The experimental design composed of the
manipulation of social exclusion, followed by the test of the effect of social
exclusion on people’s evaluations about affiliating products, along with scales to test
the moderator and mediator variables. Specifically, self-esteem and impulsivity were
measured to test the hypothesized moderating and mediating variables. Again to
© eliminate any aitemétive explanations participants’ moods were measur.ed and

demographic information was collected.
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5.2. Method
5.2.1. Participants:

The study was conducted with 213 undergraduate and MBA students at
Bilkent University in Ankara (Male=108, Female=105). The ages of the participants
ranged from 18 to 32 (M = 20.35). Participants were randomly assigned to

conditions.
5.2.2. Materials and procedure:
5.2.2.1. Social exclusion manipulation:

The same social exclusion manipulation as in Study 1 was used. Two more
control groups were added to this design (negative control group and a positive
control group). Studies that used this social exclusion manipulation (e.g. Baumeister
et al, 2002; Baumeister et al. 2005; Maner et al. 2007; Twenge et al. 2001; Twenge et
al. 2002, 2003; Twenge et al. 2007) included a negative control condition to control
for the negative mood that could have been induced by the future loneliness
condition. As such we also included a negative control group to control for the
negative mood. This design allowed us to compare the effects of anticipated
exclusion and belongingness as well as the difference between two anticipated

unlikable futures (future loneliness vs. negative control).

In the negative control condition the bogus personality feedback stated that
the person will be prone to accidents during their life (misfortune control group),
which was an unpleasant future that Was not related to social exclusion. Specifically,
participants in misfortunate future group were told “You scored high on a scale
which is correlated with being accident prone later in life. You might break an arm
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or a leg a few times, or may be injured in car accidents. Even if you haven't been
accident prone before, these things will show up later in life and you will most likely

have a lot of accidents.”

In this design both misfortune and future loneliness compose negative
conditions. In other words, they both provide forecasts of an unpleasant future. If the
effects of future loneliness are due to having received negative feedback, but not due
to the increased need to belong in case of anticipated social exclusion, then the
responses of these two groups to the affiliating producis should be similar. If the
results of two groups are different, then we can conclude with more certainty that
anticipated social exclusion leads to more favorable evaluations of affiliating

products.

Studies that were conducted using Twenge et. al’s technique (Baumeister et
al. 2002; Baumeister et al. 2005; Baumeister et al. 2007; Twenge et al. 2001;
Twenge et al. 2002) did not include a positive control group to examine potential
positive mood induced by the future belonging group. Therefore, in addition to the
negative control group (misfortune control), a positive control group (future success)
was added to control for pésitive mood. Participants in the future success condition
were told “Being an extravert (introvert) is a really good thing for relationships. Also you
have scored high on a scale which is correlated with being successful in your future life.
Research has shown that people who score high on this scale have very successful careers.
Even if you are not the top of your class in college, you will prosper at your job. You will
probably be in a top managerial position and complete numerous important deals. You are

likely to achieve everything that you want in your professional life.”
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In this design future belonging and future success are both positive
conditions. They provide forecasts of a pleasant future. Feelings of belonging are not
expected to influence the evaluations of affiliating products (neither positive nor
negative), simiigrly future success should not lead to more favorable evaluations of
affiliating products. - We also do not expect, anticipated accident proneness lead to
more favorable evaluations of affiliating products. If the social exclusion
xﬁanipulation induces mood (good mood in case of the future belonging condition
‘and bad mood in case of the future loneliness condiﬁon), then the success and
misfortune groups would control for the mood effeéts. So if the favorable product
evaluations made by participants in future loneliness group is solely due to the
effects of social exclusion, then future loneliness group should be significantly

different from all other three conditions.
5.2.2. Manipulation Check:

As in Study 1, participants were asked to indicate how representative of them

was the personality description that they read was on a 7 point Likert scale.
5.2.2.3.Types of Affiliation:

In Study 1, only university (Bilkent) affiliation was tested. As a different kind
of affiliation, affiliation to one’s favorite sports team was included in this study.
Participants were asked to evaluate either neutral products, or products that had

Bilkent’s logo, or products that had their favorite teams’ logo.
5.2.2.4. Product evaluations:

As in study 1, following the bogus personality feedback, participants were
asked to complete a survey rating university bookstore’s new product offerings. In
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Study 1 only mug was used. In this study, in addition to the white ceramic mug,
participants were asked to evaluate a grey cotton sweatshirt, a grey sports bag and a
black laptop case. Participants either evaluated affiliating products (products of

Bilkent University or their favorite sports team) or neutral products.

The first question measured willingness to pay. Participants responded to the
text “At @ maximum I would pay ....YTL for this product”. A meta-analysis showing
the mean agreement ratio of actual buying behavior and willingness to pay reports
illustrated that willingness to pay is a good predictor of actual buying behavior
(Carson et al. 1996). Moreover, prior research demonstrated that people tend to
undervalue a product when they do not intend to buy it (Rook and Hoch 1985) and
higher willingnes’s to pay scores indicate increased desire for a prodﬁct whereas
iower willingness to pay scores indicate lower desire fér a product (Vohs and Faber
2007). Therefore, willingness to pay reports of consumers is a.good measurement
for testing individuals® preference for the products. We expect social exclusion to
have a positive impact on consumers’ monetary associations and appraisals about
affiliating products. Next, participants evaluated the statements “J find this product
very appealing”, “I would be happy to receive this product as a gift”, "Owning this
product would make me feel like a part of something valuable” and “If I owned this
product everyone who sees it would have a clue about who I am”. Each statement

was rated on a seven-point Likert scale changing from strongly disagree to strongly

agree (1 for “strongly disagree”, 7 for “strongly agree”).
5.2.2.5. Measurement of State Self-esteem.

State Self-esteem Scale developed by Heatherton and Polivy (1991) was used

to measure participants’ state self-esteem. Participants evaluated 20 items measuring
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state self-esteem on a seven point Likert scale where 1 indicated “strongly disagree”

and 7 indicated “strongly agree” (sﬂee Appendix B).
5.2.2.6. Measurement of Trait Self-esteem:

The ten-item Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale (Rosenberg 1965) was used to
measure trait self-esteem. In the scale participants are asked to evaluate the items
again on seven point Likert scales where 1 indicated “strongly disagree” and 7

indicated “strongly agree” (see Appendix C).
5.2.2.7. Measurement of Impulsivity:

Impulsivity was measured using the Impulsivity Scale established by Puri
(1996). The scale is composed of 12 items rated on seven point scale, where 1
indicates “does not describe how I feel now” and 7 indicates “definitely describes

how I feel now” (see Appendix D).
5.2.2.8.Mood:

Participants’ mood was also measured. Although not documented in previous
studies (Baumeister et al. 2002; Baumeister et al. 2005; Maner et al. 2002; Twenge et
al. 2001; Twenge et al. 2002, 2003; Twenge et al. 2007), the social exclusion
manipulation may elicit a bad mood. Likewise, after hearing that one would be
surrounded by friends later in time may induce a good mood. As such it is important

to measure and control for the mood that is induced by the experiment.

Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) (Watson et al. 1988) was
used as the mood scale. PANAS consists of ten positive affects (interested, excited,

strong, enthusiastic, proud, alert, inspired, determined, attentive, and active) and ten
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negative affects (distressed, upset, guiity, scared, hostile, irritable, ashamed, nervous,
jittery, and afraid); Participants were asked to rate the adjectives on seven point
Likert scales, where 1 is “does not describe how [ feel now” and 7 is “definitely

describes how I feel now”.
5.2.2.9 Loneliness:

Loneliness can have an effect on the relationship between social exclusion
and product evaluations. Since in the future conditions we manipulated social
exclusion by loneliness, individuals’ self reports of loneliness was collected.
Specifically, participants were asked to indicate whether they consider themselves
lonely on a seven point scale, where 1 indicates “not at all” and 7 indicates “very

much™.

5.2.2.10.Being Bilkent proud, degree of supporting the favorite team and considering

being a member of the university/team as an achievement.

In addition to the product evaluations four other measures of satisfying the
need for belonging via affiliation were added. These questions asked participants to
rate how Bilkent proud they are, how much they support their favorite sports team,
whether being a Bilkent student is an achievement for them and whether being a fan
of their fuvorite team is an achievement for them. Participants were asked to rate
these questions on seven point Likert scale, where 1 indicates “not at all” and 7

indicates “very much”.
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5.3. Results
5.3.1. Manipulation Check:

As in Study 1, participants in the future belonging and success control
conditions found the personality descriptiops more representative of themselves
compared to those participants in future loneliness and misfortune control conditions.
However, four groups were not significantly different from each other
(F(3,192)=1.445,  p>20;  Mioneimess=4.73, Maeionging=5.02,  Miuccess™5.27,
Moisporane=4.80) in  terms of the extent to which they found the personality
~ descriptions representative of themselves. The mean scores were above the median
of the scale (3.5). Therefore, we conclude that participants in the four groups found
the personality description to be representative of themselves. Hence the

manipulation was successful.
5.3.2. How much were the participants willing to pay for the offiliating products?

Jn support of Hypothesis 1, for the university (Bilkent) affiliation condition,
participants in the future loneliness condition indicated higher willingness to pay for
the affiliating products (i.e. mug, sweatshirt, sports bag’ and laptop case) than
participants in the future belonging, misfortune control and success control
conditions. Separate one way ANOVA’s on participants’ willingness to pay for the
affiliating products revealed that the willingness to pay for the Bilkent mug
(F(3,65)=4.090, p<.01), Bilkent sweatshirt (¥(3 ,67)=3.628 p<.05) and Bilkent laptop
case (F(3,66)=3.187, p<.05) were significantly higher. The‘trend for the willingness
to pay for the Bilkent sports bag also supports the Hypothesis 1 (F(3,67)=.860

7>.40).
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Contrast analyses comparing the mean differences among the future
expectations conditions were conducted. The analyses revealed that future loneliness
group differed significantly different from the three other groups in terms of
willingness to pay for the Bilkent mug and Bilkent sweatshirt. The future loneliness
group further differed significantly from future belonging and misfortune control
groups for the Bilkent laptop case. So the increased willingness to pay of the future
loneliness group for the Bilkent products was not solely due to receiving negative
feedback. Please refer to Table 1 for the results. (see Appendix E for the results of

contrast analyses.)

Table 1 Willingness to pay for the Bilkent products

M (in YIL) | @ F p

Future Future Misfortune Success

loneliness  belonging  control control

Bilkent Mug 10.18 6.47 5.56 622 3,65 4.0907 .010
Bilkent Sweatshirt 47.94 28.35 29.84 2639 3,67 3.628° .017
Bilkent Sports bag 39.29 29.00 27.63 30.00 3,67 .860  .466

Bilkent Laptop case 52.18 23.56 29.63 34.83 3,66 3.187° .029

"p<.05, p<.01
Four future expectations conditions’ willingness to pay scores did not differ

significantly in team affiliation condition (Appendix G).
5.3.3. How much were the participants willing to pay for the neutral products?

There were not any difference among the four experimental conditions for

willingness to pay in any of the neutral products (p>.05, Appendix F). The
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willingness to pay increases only for affiliating products, but not for non-affiliating

products.

The comparison of the future loneliness groups in Bilkent and neutral
conditions were not statistically significant (p>.05). However, there is directional
support to suggest that when people anticipate social exclusion, they are willing to
pay for a mug with the Bilkent logo as opposed to a neutral solid white mug
(F(1,31)=1.940, p<.20; Miiten=10.18, Myeurai=7.31). The results were same for the
laptop case (F(1,32)=1.929, p<20; Mpigen=52.18, Myeurar=49.06). To sum up,
participants in the future loneliness conditions indicated a higher willingness to pay
specifically for the Bilkent products, but they were not willing to pay higher amounts
for the neutral products. We conclude that this is bécause the neutral products do not

help the individual to satisfy their heightened need to belong.
5.3.4. How appealing were the affiliating products?

In support of Hypothesis 1, for the university (Bilkent) affiliation condition,
participants in the future loneliness condition found the affiliating products (i.e. mug,
sweatshirt, sports bag and laptop case) more appealing than participants who were in
the future belonging, misfortune control and success control conditions. Separate one
way ANOVA’s on participants’ evaluations of the appeals of the affiliating products
revealed that the appeal of the Bilkent mug (F (3,67)=4.365, p<.01), the Bilkent
sweatshirt (F(3,67)=2.832, p<.05) and the Bilkent sport bag (F(3,67)=3.372, p<.03)
were significantly different across conditions. The trend for the appeal for the Bilkent

laptop case also supports Hypothesis 1 (F(3,67)=1.040, p>.30).

Contrast analyses comparing the mean differences between future

expectations conditions were also conducted. These analyses showed that the
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increased appeal to the Bilkent products by the future loneliness group was not
simply due to receiving negative feedback. Specifically, product a}:;peai evaluations
of the future loneliness group differed significantly from all other groups for the
Bilkent mug (p<.01), Bilkent sweatshirt (p<.0.5) and Bilkent sports bag (p<.01).
Table 2 depicts the ANOVA results. (Please refer to Appendix E for the results of

contrast analyses.)}

Table 2 “I find this product very appealing”

M i F  p

Future Future  Misfortune Success

Joneliness belonging  control - control

*

Bilkent Mug 429 2.88 3.11 300 3,67 4365 007
Bilkent Sweatshirt 5.06 4.00 3.84 3.83 3,67 2.832° .045
Bilkent Sports bag 447 3.53 2.89 3.56 3,67 3372° 023
Bilkent Laptop case  3.82 3.53 3.53 294 3,67 1.040 381

" p<.08,” p<.01
The mean ratings of the product appeal for four future expectations conditions

did not differ significantly in team affiliation condition (Appendix G).
5.3.5. How appealing were the neutral products?

The neutral products were not evaluated differently across the four future
conditions (p>.05, Appendix F). Within the future loneliness groups, Bilkent mug
was evaluated more favorabky to the neutral mug (F(1,32)=3.372, p<.0l;
Miiien=4.29, Myewra=2.53). Specifically participants evaluated the Bilkent mug
more positively than the neutral mug when they anticipate social exclusion.

Anticipated social exclusion also increased the appeal of the Bilkent sporis bag
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compared to the neutral sports bag (F(1,32)=3.191, p<10; Mpipen=4.47,
Myeurar=3.59). There is aiso directional support "to suggest that when people
anticipate social exclusion, they find the Bilkent laptop case more appealing than the

neutral black laptop case (F(1,32)=2.794, p<.20; Mpiiien=3 .82, Myeutrai=2.88).

5.3.6. Would the participant like to receive the affiliating and neutral products as

gifts?

Participants’ ratings indicating how happy they would be to receive the
products they evaluated as a gift were not different across the four conditions
(p>.05). However, one way ANOVA on the Bilkent mug provided directional
support to Hypothesis 1 as in Study 1 (F(3,67)=1.808, p<.10; Mi onetiness=4.06,
Mpetonging=3.00, Muispornne=2.95 and Mocces=2.89). Specifically, participants in the
future loneliness condition stated that they would be happier than the participants in
the other conditions to receive the Bilkent mug as a gift. This trend was also
observed for the other Bilkent products as shown by Table 3. Participants in the four
future expectétions conditions were not significantly different from each other in
terms of feeling how happy they would feel if they received the products that
' demonstréte team affiliation (Appendix G) and neutral products (Appendix F) as

gifts.
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Table 3 “I would bé happy to receive this preduct as a gift”

M i F p

Future Future  Misfortune Success

loneliness belonging  control control

Bilkent Mug 4.06 3.00 2.95 2.89 3,67 1.808 .154
Bilkent Sweatshirt 4.47 4.18. 4.00 4.00 3,67 374 772
Bilkent Sports bag 3.71 3.18 3.47 294 3,67 .782 508
Bilkent Laptop case 3.59 2.94 3.37 2778 3,67 806 495

5.3.7. Would owning the aﬁiliating. products make the participants feel like a part

of something valuable?

Participants were asked to rate v\}hether owning the products would make
them feel like part of something valuable. The hypothesis that social exclusion
results in increased need for affiliation hence more favorable evaluations of products
that demonstrate university (Bilkent) affiliation is again supported by participants’
answers to this question. Participants who were in the anticipate social exclusion
condition indicated that they would more like part of something valuable by owning
the affiliating products when compared to those participants in future belonging,
misfortune control and success control conditions. Separate one way ANOVA’s on
participants’ reports of feeling like part of something valuable by owning the
affiliating products demonstrated significant differences between groups for all
Bilkent products (F(3,67)=2.921, p<.05 for Bilkent mug, F(3,66)=2.900, §<.OS for
Bilkent sweatshirt, F(3,67)=3.010, p<.05 for Bilkent sports bag and F(3,67y=3.003,

p<.05 for Bilkent laptop case).
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they would feel like part of something valuable by owning a Bilkent mug more than
they would feel by owning a neutral mug (F(1,32)w14.36(3, p<.01; Mpigen=4.35,
Myewsrar=2.24). The results were similar for the sweatshirt (F(1,32)=5.232, p<.05;
Miien=4.76, Myewna=3.65), the sports bag (F(1,32)=4.279, p<.05; Mpien~4.18,
Mpyeurar=3.06) and the laptop case (F(1,32)=5.364, p<05; Mpigen=4.24,

MVeutran'gg)-
5.3.9. Did the affiliating products reflect the individuality of the person?

Based on the notidn that possessions are extensions of the self (Belk 1988),
whether the products support an individuals’ identity was investigated. We asked
participants whether the products represent who they are. Supporting Hypothesis 1,
participants in future loneliness condition expressed that products that are university
affiliated reflect who they are, more than participants in future belonging, misfortune
control and success control conditions. Separate one way ANOVA’s on participants’
evaluations on how much the product reflect who they are were significant for all of
the Bilkent products (F(3,67)=2.773, p<.05 for Bilkent mug, F(3,67)=3.751, p<.05
for Bilkent sweatshirt, F(3,67)=3.794, p<.05 for Bilkent sports bag and

F(3,67)=4.028, p<.05 for Bilkent laptop case).

Contrast analyses comparing the mean differences between future expectation
conditions also suggested that the higher ratings for the Bilkent products by the
future loneliness group were not simply due to having received negative feedback.
Specifically, future loneliness group differed significantly from all three groups in
the way they evaluated the Bilkent mug, the Bilkent sweatshirt, the Bilkent laptop
case (p<.05) and the Bilkent sports bag (p<.01). Table 5 depicts the ANOVA results.

(Please refer to Appendix E for the results of contrast analyses.)
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Table 5 “If I owned this product everyone who sees it would have a clue

about who I am”

M df F r

Future Future  Misfortune Success

loneliness belonging  control control

Bilkent Mug 4.59 2.76 3.21 311 3,67 2773 .048
Bilkent Sweatshirt 5.41 318 3.84 3.61 3,67 3.7517 .015
Bilkent Sports bag 4.53 2.94 2.84 2.83 3,67 3794 014
Bilkent Laptop case 4,53 3.29 2.89 267 3,67 4.028 .01l
" p<.05

The participants in the four experimental conditions did not respond to this

question differently with respect to the sports team affiliated products (Appendix G).
5.3.10. Did the neutral products reflect the individuality of the person?

The neutral products were also evaluated in terms of whether they reflect the
individuality of the person. The mean differences were not significant for the neutral
products among the four experimental conditions (Appendix F). Moreover, the
comparison of the scores indicated by future loneliness groups in Bilkent and neutral
conditions showed significant difference for the mug (p<.001), sweatshirt (p<.001),
laptop case (p<.01) and sports bag (p<.05). Specifically participants who anticipate
social exclusion mentioned that owing a Bilkent mug would give clue about who
they are more than owning a neutral mug (F(1,32)=30.684, p<.001; Mpiten=4.59,
Myewra=1.71). The results were the same for sweatshirt (F(1,32)=14.272, p<.001;
Maiten=541,  Myeuwa=3.41), sports bag (F(1,32)75.532, p<.05; Mpinen=4.53,

Myeurar=3.12) and laptop case (F (1,32)=10.213, p<.01; Mpigen4.53, Muyeutrar=2.59).
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5.3.11. Social Exclusion and State Self-esteem:

The effect of self-esteem on the relationship between social exclusion, need
for belonging and affiliation is twofold. We hypothesized that the effects of social
exclusion on the evaluations of affiliating products will be mediated by state self-
esteem of participants. We proposed that participants’ state self-esteem will be
reduced when they anticipate social exclusion (Hypothesis 2a). This in tum is
expected to lead to more favorable evaluations of the affiliating products (Hypothesis

2b).

A one way ANOVA on state self-esteem showed no difference among the
. experimental groups (F(3,191)=1.479, p>.20; Mionetiness=99.92, Mpeiongimng=101.31,
Mipisorne=99.77, Msuceess=106.16). The social exclusion manipulation did not reduce
the state self-esteem of the participants. As such we fail to support Hypothesis 2a.
We conclude that the effect of the social exclusion on the evaluations of affiliating

products is not due to reduced state self-esteem.

Nonetheless, the relationship between social exclusion and product
evaluations could still have beer} mediated by state self-esteem. Following Baron and
Kenny (1986) we look at the correlation between mediator and the dependent
variable and expect that it should be signiﬁ.cant. The Pearson correlations between
state self-esteem and the dependent variables were not significant (see Appendix H).
State self-esteem does not have any effect on product evaluations. Therefore, further

mediation analyses were not conducted. Hypothesis 2b was not supported.
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5.3.12. Social Exclusion and Trait Self-esteem:

We also hypothesized that the effects of social exclusion on affiliating
product evaluations will be moderated by participants’ trait self-esteem (Hypothesis
3). We expeéted that participants’ with high levels of trait self-esteem would be
affected less by the social exclusion manipulation. Thus we expect individuals who
have low trait self-esteem to evaluate affiliating products more favorably compared

to those individuals who are high in trait self-esteem.

A one way ANOVA was conducted to see whether the experimental groups
differ from each other in terms of trait self-esteem. The results indicated a difference
between groups (F(3,196)=2.803, p<.03; Mioneiimess=4.90, Mbe;gngmgﬂs.w,
Misfonne=5.03, Muccessu5.34)2. Contrast analysis was conducted to see which groups
were different from each other (p<.05). The analysis showed that participants in the
success control group had significantly higher trait self-esteem than participants in
future loneliness group. Future belonging and misfortune control groups were not
significantly different from the other groups. The mean scores of the groups were
not ektremely above or below of the median (52). As such we conclude that none of
the groups dispiay significantly high levels of trait self-esteem. To rule out any
alternative explanations we controlled for trait self-esteem and replicated the
analyses. The results were not different (see Appendix I). Trait self esteem did not

have an effect on how individuals responded to social exclusion manipulation.

Next we investigate the moderation hypothesis. We predicted that when

socially excluded, if trait self-esteem is high, then individuals should make less

2 Trait self esteer was measured by a ten item seven-point Likert scale (see Appendix C). The mean
scores were computed by computing composite scores of each participant on the scale and then
taking the average.
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favorable evaluations of affiliating products compared to those individuals who are
‘fow in trait. self-esteem. In other words, differences in self-esteem are expected to
create differences among participants’ evaluations who are in future loneliness
group. To test this hypothesis, participants in future loneliness group were classified
as high and low trait self-esteem participants by a median spiit. Then one way
ANOVA’s were conducted on product evaluations to see whether trait self-esteem
had a significant effect. The results did not reveal a significant difference between
the high and low trait self-esteem participants (p>.05). The analyses can be found in

Appendix J.

Since trait self-esteem did not have a significant effect on the experimental
groups, further moderation analyses were not conducted. We failed to support

Hypothesis 3.
5.3.13. Social Exclusion and Impulsivity:

We predicted that social exclusion will make individuals more impulsive
(Hypothesis 4a) and consequently it cause the individuals to evaluate the affiliating
products more favorably (Hypothesis 4b). Specifically we expect that there wili be
differences between the experimental groups in terms of impulsivity. We also expect
that the relationship between future expectations and product evaluations will be
mediated by impulsivity induced by social exclusion. However, one way ANOVA on
impulsivity did not show a significant difference between the groups (¥(3,183)=.510,
P>60;  Mineliness™41.68,  Mheionging=42.33,  Mpigforuns=40.48,  Miuccess=41.83). The
hypothesis that social exclusion will lead to increased impulsivity (Hypothesis 4a)

was not supported,
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Furthermore, contrast analyses also showed that the future loneliness group
differed signiﬁcanﬂy) from all other groups in Bilkent mug, Bilkent sweatshirt,
Bilkent sports bag and Bilkent laptop case (p<.05). Table 4 depicts the ANOVA

results. Please refer to Appendix E for the results of contrast analyses.

Table 4 “Owning this product would make me feel like a part of something

valuable”

M df F r

Future Future  Misfortune Success

loneliness belonging  control  control

Bilkent Mug 435 282 3.05 3.11 3,67 29217 .040
Bilkent Sweatshirt 4.76 371 3.33 350 3,66 2.9000 .04
Bilkent Sports bag 4.18 2.88 3.05 2.83 3,67 3.010° .036
Bilkent Laptop case ~ 4.24 2.76 2.89 3.00 3,67 3.003° 036
" p<.05

The participants in the four experimental conditions did not respond to this

question differently with respect to the sports team affiliated products (Appendix G).

5.3.8. Would owning the neutral products make the participants feel like a }.‘)m‘l‘ of

something valuable?

The neutral products were also analyzed for how much they would make the
participants feel like part of something valuable. The mean differences were not
significant for the neutral products among the four conditions (Appendix F). The
comparison of the future loneliness conditions in Bilkent and neutral conditions
showed a significant difference for the mug (p<.01), sweatshirt, sports bag and laptop

case (p<.05). Specifically participants who anticipated social exclusion denoted that
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Still, in order to test that impulsivity will mediate the effects of social
exclusion on the evaluation of the affiliating products, Pearson correlations were
computed for each dependent variable and the impulsivity measure. Since, the
Pearson correlations between impulsivity and the dependent variables were not
significant (see Appendix H) and the groups were not significantly different from
each other in terms of impulsivity, further mediation analyses were not conducted.

We failed to support Hypothesis 4b.
5.3.14. Alternative Explanations:
5.3.14.1. Mood:

‘Previous studies on social exclusion suggests that the social exclusion
manipulation does not induce a mood (Baﬁrﬁeister et al. 2002; Bamneister et al.
2005; Maner et al. 2002; Twenge et al. 2001; Twenge et al. 2002, 2003; Twenge et
al. 2007). We measured mood using PANAS to eliminate any alternative
explanations. The groups were not different from each other in terms of positive and
negative mood.  (F(3,186)=.524, p=:666, Mioneiiness=3.78, Mietonging=3.91,
Ministorune=3-97, Msucoess=4.04 for PANAS positive; and F(3,188)=1.818, p=.145,

M[one[fness=2.65, Mbelgngjngm2'65, Mmfsfgwngmz.79, Msucces:,':z-zs fOI’ PANAS Hegative)gv
5.3.14.2.Gender:

There was no gender difference in the evaluations of the products (all p>.05).
There was a significant difference in response to the question asking if owning the

Japtop case would make the participants feel like part of something valuable

* Both PANAS positive and PANAS negative were measured by ten item seven point Likert
scales. The mean scores were computed by computing composite scores of each participant on
each scale and then taking the average.
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(F(1,69)=4.630, p<.05). As such, to climinate any alternative explanations, an
ANCOVA conducted ::ontrolling for gender. The difference among conditions

remained significant (F(3,66)=3.538, p<.05) even when gender was controlled for.
5.3.14.3. Loneliness:

Participants were not significantly different in terms of how lonely they are
(F(3:207)w13313 P>-20; Mioneiiness=2.71, Mbelonging=2-63: Mmi.g)‘ortunemz-87:
Miccess=2.30). As a result, loneliness was not added further investigated as a

covariate in the analyses.
5.3.15. Why were the university and team affiliated products evaluated differently?
5.3.15.1. Being university proud and degree of supporting favorite team:

Results of the second study showed that participants in differe.nt groups were
not significantly different in terms of supporting their favorite teams (F(3,164)=.322,
p>.80). An ANOVA also did not show a significant difference across the four
conditions in terms of being Bilkent proud (F(3,203)=2.320, p>.03). However, there
is directional support to indicate that people indicate more pride from affiliating with
their universities in case of anticipated social exclusion. Participants who anticipated
future loneliness specified that they are more proud of being a Bilkent student than
participants who did not anticipate future loneliness (F(3,203)=2.320, p<.10;
Mioneiiness=5.58, Mpeionging=4.84, Musisportune™5.36, Miuccess=5.13). Since none of these
results are statistically significant (all p>.05), these variables were not further

investigated.
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5.3.15.2.Considering being a member of the university/team as an achievement:

Participants also did not differ significantly in considering being a member of
their favorite teams as achievement (F(3,201)=.720, p>.50). There is a trend that
suggests participants who anticipated future loneliness reported that they consider
being a Bilkent student as an achievement more than those participants who did not
anticipate future loneliness (F(3,207)=1.97, p<.20; M onetiness=3.54, Mpelonging=t.84,
Masigpornne=5.33, Msuccess=5.23). Since none of these results are statistically significant

(all p>.05), these variables were not further investigated.

5.4. Discussion

The results of Study 2 demonstrated that people’s evaluations of affiliating
products are more positive after an anticipated social exclusion. Participants in the
future loneliness condition were willing to pay more for the Bilkent products. They
found the Bilkent products more appealing, indicated that they would feel like part of
something valuable by owning the Bilkent products and stated that the Bilkent
products reflect who they are compared to participants in the future belonging,
misfortune control and success control conditions. We also demonstrated that the
effect of anticipated social exclusion is not a mood effect by showing that the future
loneliness and misfortune control groups were significantly different from each

other,

- The future belonging group was not different from the future success control
group. An anticipated future belonging was not regarded differently than other

positive feedback about one’s future. This finding supports that only when the need
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to belong is not satisfied, individuals seek ways to satisfy their need to belong by
way of consumption. Participants’ mood, self reports of loneliness, team and
university pride, and considering being a member of their favorite sports team and
university as an achievement did not show any significant differences across the
groups. They also did not have an effect on the relationship between social exclusion

and the product evaluations,

As expected, participants’ evaluations did not show significant differences
across the conditions in the neutral product evaluations. The comparison of future
loneliness groups’ mean scores for neutral and Bilkent products showed that
participants who anticipate future loneliness evaluated affiliating products more
favorably than %he neutral products. In summary, when socially exciuded, people

evaluate affiliating products more favorably compared to any product.

Surprisingly, participants’ evaluations for the team products were not
different across the conditions. In case of anticipated social exclusion participants’
evaluations became more positive for university affiliated products but not for team
affiliated products. This suggests that the source of affiliation is a crucial factor in the

relationship between social exclusion, the need to belong and consumption.

The moderation and mediation hypotheses were not supported. Neither state
self-esteem, nor impulsivity showed any significant difference across the conditions.

These variables also had no effect on the product evaluations.
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CHAPTER 6

GENERAL DISCUSSION

This thesis tested the effects of social exclusion on people’s evaluations of
affiliating products. Within a social exclusion framework we argued that social
exclusion increases people’s need to bglong and desire for affiliation. We predicted
that people, to satisfy their heightened need to belong and to meet their desire for
affiliation would consure affiliating products that reflect their membership to certain
groups. Individuals strive to appear affiliated when they are socially excluded even if
the affiliation or the group membership does not provide immediate contact between

the group members.

In two studies we demonstrated that social exclusion leads to more favorable
evaluations of affiliating products. We demonstrate this effect by examining
participants’ willingness to pay for affiliating products. Socially excluded individuals
are more inclined to pay more for affiliating products than individuals who are not

socially excluded.

We found that socially excluded individuals evaluate affiliating products
more favorably even when thé products can potentially be used in privacy (such as a‘
mug) compared to individuals who are not socially excluded. We also found that
socially excluded individuals evaluate affiliating products that are usually consumed
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in public (such as sweatshirt, laptop case and sports bag) more favorably than
individuals who are not socially excluded. Therefore we conclude that affiliating
products are not only purchased to remind oneself that one is a part of a community;
but they are also important to communicate one’s individuality to the outside world
and demonstrate that one is not alone. The two experiments we conducted also
revealed that socially excluded people evaluate only affiliating products more

favorably.

In addition, we demonstrated that social exclusion does not lead to a blind
commitment to a group. When people’s need to belong is increased, people’s desire
for affiliation increased specifically for their universities, but not for their favorite
sports teams. The source of affiliation is’a crucial faétor in meeting people’s needs to
display their relationsl';ips and group memberships. The reason of this can be .r'elated
to the processes by which people subscribe to certain groups in the first place. In
Turkey, people attend universities after a very challenging and stressful preparation
period followed by a nationwide examination. The studies presented here were
conducted at Bilkent University, which is one of the top schools in the country.
Bilkent University students worked very hard for the university entrance examination
to get'into this school. Students at Bilkent University perceive themselves to be high
achievers and most of them are very proud of their school. Therefore, universities in
Turkey are highly exclusive communities and being a student in a specific university
means that one is part of an exclusive group that they earned membership to. The
results of Study 2 revealed that participants are not as proud of their favorite sports
teams as their university. They do not consider being a fan of their team as an
achievement. This seems reasonable since anybody can be a fan of any sports team

just by stating that he/she is one. Consequently, it is reasonable to argue that when
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socially excluded, people are especially inclined to demonstrate their affiliation with
the exclusive groups which they gained acceptance to by working for it and which

they consider as an achievement.

In the current work we further examine the social exclusion effect and we
show that the social exclusion effect is not due to a mood induced by the social
exclusion manipulation. We suggest that people’s reactions to social exclusion are
different than their reactions to other negative feedback. We also found that positive
feelings do not differ from each other in terms of creating a desire to affiliate with
other people. We demonstrate that social exclusion does not decrease state self
esteem or increase impulsivity of individuals. The social exclusion effect is not

affected by trait self esteem of the individuals either.

To sum up, the current thesis contributes to the social exclusion literature by
showing that the need to bélong and desire to affiliate are increased in case of social
exclusion. Social exclusion influences people’s consumption practices. The results
showed that people are more likely to purchase products that reflect one’s group
memberships. Consumption helps the person show oneself and the entire world that
the person is not alone. Contrary to the previous suggestions that socially excluded
participants do not attempt to engage in new relationships (Buckley et al. 2004;
Twenge et al, 2001; Twenge et al. 2007), our results support the opposite view; i.e.
people want to affiliate with others when their need to belong is heightened(Maner et
al. 2007; Wiliams et al. 2000). Our results also support the Consumer Culture Theory
 findings suggesting that consumption is a powerful means for affiliation. Finally the
current work further contributes to the research stream by adding a positive control

condition to the manipulation of social exclusion.
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6.1. Managerial Implications

People have become (and will continue to become) more individualized and
Jonely as their heavy dependence on computers and internet increases. Moreover,
affiliating products have become a large and growing market. The current work
makes the link between these two facts solid and VisiBIe. The need to belong is a
fundamental need for the human beings. Then in our age when people feel the lack of
intimate relationships, affiliating products serve for satisfying an important need.
Because people feel like they satisfy their need to belong by at least showing their
affiliation to certain groups and communities by purchasing and using affiliating

procducts.

The fact that socially exctuded people are more likely to consume affiliating
products has several implications for strategic managerial planning. First, marketing
managers should understand the effects of social exclusion on the choices of
consumers in order to understand their potential customers and correctly define their
target customer segment. This research showed that the target market of these
products should not just be the popular group members, but more importantly the
excluded individuals who strive to be one of the in-group members should also be
targeted. Depending on the type of affiliation that a product represents and the
importance of that affiliation for an individual, it is highly likely that when the
person feels excluded, he/she will want to display their group affiliations by

consuming products that display group membership.

The results of this research will be also influential in planning effective
advertising strategies. Firms could benefit from focusing on individuals that consider

themselves lonely and excluded in their advertisement campaigns. They should
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emphasize that by using affiliating products consumers will satisfy their need to
belong. Firms which prodﬁce afﬁli_ating products will be more likely to increase their
sales by using loneliness theme in their advertisements. Besides, they can promote
their products via internet, a portal which restricts physical interactions and makes

people feel lonelier and more individualized.

One may at this point question how ethical the proposed strategies are. We
believe that offering affiliating products to those people who are already lonely and
socially excluded is not unethical. We are not suggesting that companies should
manipulate social exclusion. Instead we are urging the companies to realize the need
that they are satisfying and offer better and more useful products to help lonely and

excluded individuals meet their fundamental nee& to belong.

In conclusion, it is very crucial for marketing managers to understand the
effects of social exclusion on consumers® psychology and purchasing behavior. Only

by this way they can plan effective and efficient marketing strategies.

6.2. Limitations and Future Directions

This work has some limitations that can be improved by further research.
First, in order to enhance construct validity and refine social exclusion manipulation,
the difference between the dependent and independent variables should be stated
more clearly and these variables should be defined more clearly. As such, the
difference between belonging to a group and-individual’s social identity should be
stated. The difference between chosen solitariness and forced loneliness (being left

alone) should also be defined.
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One limitation of this thesis is that it involves only hypothetical consumption
practices. The current work can be extended by conducting the studies in a different
scenario, where participants are engaged in a consumption situation where they are
spending their own money. Moreover our studies, like other studies of social
exclusion, employ manipulation of social exclusion. However, the effects of actual
social exclusion, such as being ignored by close friends or losing a romantic partner,
can be much more severe compared to the experimental induction. Nevertheless, we
do not expect that this would change the direction of our results. We can expect the
same results to be obtained with greater magnitude, but no conclusive judgments can
be made without further research. In order to approach real life experience of social
exclusion, future research manipulations can be conducted by a scenario in which

people are being rejected by someone they know and love.

Using a social exclusion manipulation in which people are being rejected by
their loved ones can also reveal the effects of social exclusion on other features of
affiliating products. For instance, Williams et al. (2000) found that excluded
participants are more likely to conform to the groups’ judgments, even when the
decision is not correct. Similarly, it may be possible that when people are being
excluded specifically by persons who they know and love, then they may try to
reconnect with them by consuming in a way that they will apprové. f‘or instance, a
girl may purchase a football team’s jersey in order to show her ex-boyfriend that they

have many things in common.

Although we use different products that can be consumed in public and/or
private in our research, this research did not specifically target public versus private

consumption situations. Our research suggests that socially excluded people prefer
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affiliating products that can be consumed both in private and public. In order to
define boundary conditions of the relationshi;; between social exclusion and
consumption of affiliating products, future research can focus on different
consumption scenarios, in which people are making their choices with people around

them or when they are alone.

Besides, socially excluded people can find certain affiliating products more
favorable. In other words, the type of the affiliating product may also have an effect
on people’s evaluations. People may find certain products more appropriate for
signaling group membership; hence they may prefer to purchase specific affiliating
products rather than any other affiliating product. It can be interesting to see whether
such catggorizatién is actually made and to understand the criteria Eehind that

categorization.

Likewise, it seems that type and source of affiliation is an important aspect in
satisfjring people’s need to belong. Future research can examine why people want to
demonstrate their affiliation with certain groups but not with others in case of an
anticipated social exclusion. Moreover this research employed team and school
affiliations but other affiliation types, such as nationality, ethnic origin, sexual
orientation, job/occupation or affiliation with particular activities (like basketball,
soccer, motoreycling, ete,) could also provide important insights about the effects of

social exclusion on consumption behavior.

Finally, this research can be replicated in different contexts in order to see the
effects of different cultural and situational factors on the relationship between social

exclusion and affiliating product evaluations,
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APPENDIX A

Social Exclusion Manipulation: Extraversion Scale of Eysenck’s Personality

Questionnaire

The scale below was established in the USA. It measures personality traits. We are
currently working on adopting this scale to the Turkish culture, Please answer each

question by putting a circle around “YES” or “NO”, There are no right or wrong

angwers, and no trick questions. Please work through the questions quickly without
thinking too long about the exact meaning of the questions. Again, there are no right

or wrong answers so please answer each question as it applies to you in general.
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PLEASE REMEMBER TO ANSWER EACH QUESTION

. Are you a talkative person?.......cccveimiiinin e YES
AT YOU HIVELY? oot YES
. Do you enjoy meeting new people? ... vircrireirnrceeeecee e YES
. Do you usually take the first step in making new friends? .......coceeeeeene YES
. Can you usually let yourself go and enjoy yourself at a lively party?.... YES
. Can you easily get some life into a boring party? ...ccccovrvriecinnrerecnnes YES
. Are you at the heart of social 0ccasions? ....oveveirvreres ceerversrniene YES
. Do you like mixing with people? .vvvvvvivireerimiineiecsieirenaesenans YES
. Do you like plenty of excitement around you7.....cccumes cvvciininirninnnn YES
. Are you mostly talkative when you are with other people? .......coecen. YES
. Do other people think of you as being very lively? bbb YES
. Can you get a party gOINgT .vvvvrcincercerintcnmncssse e YES
. Do you have many different hobbies? ..o YES
. Do you like going out @ 107 ..vvveeviniinininnnecine e e YES
. Do you prefer meeting with people to reading? .c.ocoveeeneneerincncnnecnn YES
. Do you have many friends? ... YES
. Have people said that you sometimes act too quickly? .....ccoevvnvcnnnnan YES
. Do you nearly always have a “ready answer” when people talk to you?YES
. Do you like doing things in which you have to act quickly? ............... YES
. Do you often make decisions on the spur of the moment? .................. YES
. Do you often take on more activities than you have time for? ........... YES
. Do you like telling jokes and funny stories to your friends? ................ YES
. Are gl your habits are good and desirable ones? ... YES
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APPENDIX B
State Self-Esteem Scale (Heatherton And Polivy, 1991)

For the following questions please circle the number that is appropriate for you (1 for
“strongly disagree”, 7 for “strongly agree”). Please answer all of the questions.

1. I feel confident about my abilities.

Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree
2. I am worried about whether [ am regarded as success or failure.

Sfrongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree
3. 1 feel satisfied with the way my body looks oW,

Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Strongly agree
4.1 feel frustréted about my performance.

Strongly disagree I 2 3 4 5 6 7 - Strongly agree
5.1 feel that I am having trouble understanding things that I read.

Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Strongly agree
6. I feel thaf others respect and admire me.

Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Strongly agree
7. 1 am dissatisfied with my weight.

Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strbngly agree
8. I feel self-conscious (kendimi ¢ok sorguluyorum)

Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 . 7 Strongly agree
9. I feel as smart as others. |

Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree

10. I feel displeased with myself

69



Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Strongly agree
11. I feel good about myself ‘

Strongly disagree i : 2 3 4 5 6 7  Strongly agree
12. 1 am pleased with my appearance right now

Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree
13. I am worried about what other people think of me

Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Strongly agree

14. I feel confident that I understand things
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Strongly agree

15. 1 feel inferior to others at this moment. (Su anda kendimi diger insanlardan daha
asagida gorityorum)

Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree
16. I feel unattractive.

Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Strongly agree
17. 1 feel concerned about the impression 1 am making.

Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Strongly agree
18. 1 feel that I have less scholastic (akademik) ability right now than others

Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree
19.1 feel that I am not doing well.

Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Strongly agree
20. I am worried about looking foolish.

Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Strongly agree
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APPENDIX C

Trait Seif-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965)

For the following questions please circle the number that is appropriate for you (1 for
“strongly disagree”, 7 for “strongly agree™). Please answer all of the questions.

1. On the whole I am satisfied with myself.
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree

2. At times I think [ am no good at all.
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree

3. I feel I have a number of good qualities. :
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree

4. T am able to do things as well as most other people.
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree

5.1 feel 1 do not have much to be proud of.
Strongly disagree I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree

6. I certainly feel useless at times.
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree

7.1 feel that | am a person of worth, or at least on an equal plane with others.
Strongly disagree I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree

8. I wish I could have more respect for myself.
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree

9. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. .
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree

10. I take positive attitude toward myself.
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly agree
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APPENDIX D

Impulsivity Scale (Puri, 1996)

Please read each of the following adjectives carefully and indicate how well they
describe how you feel right now, at this moment, on a scale from 1 to 7 where 1 is
does not ar all describe how I feel now and 7 is definitely describes exactly how I feel
now. Please indicate your response by circling the appropriate number.

Does not at ail ' Definitely describes

describe how I feel now exactly how I feel now
a. Impulsive t 2 3 4 5 6 7
b. Careless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
c. Self-Controlled 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
d. Extravagant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
e. Farsighted 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
f. Responsible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
. g. Restrained 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
h. Easily tempted 1 2 3. 4 5 6 7
i. Rational 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
j.  Methodological i 2 3 4 5 6 7
k. Enjoy spending 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. A planner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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APPENDIX E

Study 2: Results for Contrast Analyses

Summary of Study 2’s Post Hoc LSD Analyses Examining the Significance of
Mean Differences between Future Loneliness and Other Future Expectations

Conditions
Mean Differences
Future loneliness-  Future loneliness- Future
Future Belonging Misfortune loneliness-
o control Success control
1. Willingness to pay
Bilkent Mug 3.71° 462" 3.95"
Bilkent Sweatshirt 19.59" 18.10" 21.55"
Bilkent Laptop case 28.61° 22.54° 17.34
2. Product appeal ’
Bilkent Mug 1417 1.19™ 1.29"
Bilkent Sweatshirt 1.06" 1.22" 123
Bilkent Sports bag 94 1.58" 92
3. Feeling part of
something valuable
Bilkent Mug 1.53" 1.30" 1.24"
Bilkent Sweatshirt 1.06" 1.43" 1.26"
Bilkent Sports bag 1.29° 1.12" 134"
Bilkent Laptop case 147 1.34° 1.24°
4. Product gives clue '
about the person
Bilkent Mug 1.827 138 1.48"
Bilkent Sweatshirt 224" 1.57" 1.80"
Bilkent Sports bag 1.59" 1.69" 1.70"
Bilkent Laptop case 1.24° 1.63" 1.86"
T p<.05,” p<.01
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