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ABSTRACT
Social exclusion threatens psychological needs satisfaction, increases anger, and can contribute to group polarization. In two

studies, we explored how political exclusion (vs. inclusion) influenced American voters' polarization. In Study 1 (N= 135, 60.7%

Female, 61.5% White; Age M= 19.63), young adults were included or excluded in Cyberball from their political outgroup. In

Study 2 (N= 316, 72.5% Female, 63.0% White; Age M= 19.03), Biden and Trump supporters were excluded or included in

Cyberball from their political ingroup or outgroup during the 2020 election. Participants excluded (vs. included) from the

political outgroup reported lower needs satisfaction (Study 1: ηp
2 = 0.29, Study 2: ηp

2 = 0.35), more anger (Study 2: ηp
2 = 0.04), less

interest in outgroup affiliation (Study 1: ηp
2 = 0.03) and increased interest in outgroup antisociality (Study 2: ηp

2 = 0.01). Ingroup

exclusion had mixed effects, and liberals (Biden supporters) and conservatives (Trump supporters) reported differences in

exclusion responses. Political exclusion may initiate a cycle of polarization and exclusion by threatening psychological needs

and increasing anger.

Though voting in the 2020 US presidential election was at its
highest levels in the past 120 years, distrust between Democrats
and Republicans was also at historic highs (Deane and
Gramlich 2020), and this did not abate following the 2024 US
elections (Olson 2024). In the US, the political landscape has two
increasingly divided polarities–perceptions that Republicans/
“conservatives” on one side and Democrats/“liberals” on the
other cannot agree on basic facts more than doubled in the past
15 years, and have not changed in the past three election cycles
(Dimock and Gramlich 2021; Doherty et al. 2024), and indeed
have widening gaps in factual beliefs about reality (Rekker 2024).
This widening animosity between the groups is referred to as

affective polarization (Iyengar et al. 2019; Levendusky and
Malhotra 2016). Partisans increasingly avoid the outgroup
(people who identify as members of the opposing party), pre-
ferring the ingroup (people who identify as members of the same
party; Butters and Hare 2020). This phenomenon is not unique to
the US–globally, there is increasing perceptions of extremism on
the right and left of the political spectrum (Higgins 2024; Reiljan
2019; Sarsfield et al. 2024; Yuhas 2024), often tied to division
between specific political parties (McCarthy et al. 2024).

Increased affective polarization is concurrent with people ex-
periencing political exclusion and rejection (Pinsker 2021;
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Smith 2020). Throughout the 2020 and 2024 elections, people
reported that friendships and family ties were permanently
damaged by political animosity (Pinsker 2021; LifeStance
Health 2024); in one survey, 44% of respondents said political
discussions led to personal conflicts in 2024, and 18% reported
ending a relationship due to opposing political views
(LifeStance Health 2024)

Experiences of political exclusion are not only hurtful, but could
contribute to polarization by decreasing willingness to engage
with the political outgroup, and more willingness to act anti-
socially. When people are excluded, they report more negative
attitudes toward the excluding group (Schaafsma and
Williams 2012), and are less willing to interact with them
(Wesselmann and Williams 2017). Furthermore, polarization
could contribute to political antisociality (Smith and Jilani 2024;
Reid et al. 2020). Indeed, 21% of Americans in one poll agreed
that they may need to use violence to get the nation back on
track (MaristPoll 2024). We posit that group‐based political
exclusion is one contributor to the increasing polarization of the
American electorate by threatening psychological needs satis-
faction and initiating affective polarization: avoiding outgroup
affiliation and increasing outgroup antisociality.

1 | Political Identity, Exclusion, and Polarization

A person's political identity shapes their interactions with political
ingroups and outgroups, and is distinct from political ideology
(Dovidio et al. 2019; Iyengar et al. 2019). Political identity involves
categorizing the self based on group markers (e.g., beliefs about
social issues, regional identity; Iyengar et al. 2019); whereas ide-
ology is the foundation for the differences between the groups
which affect political group perceptions (Claessens et al. 2020;
Clifford 2020). Political scientists assert that Americans have not
experienced increasing ideological polarization. Rather, the two
political groups have become more affectively polarized (Iyengar
and Westwood 2015; Mason 2016; Strickler 2018), accentuating
perceived ingroup similarities and outgroup differences (Ellemers
and Haslam 2012). Affective polarization is thus a virtue of per-
ceived differences (Mason 2016) which define impenetrable group
lines, decreasing outgroup affiliation and increasing antisocial,
negative outgroup interactions. In these circumstances, experien-
cing outgroup exclusion is likely.

Cyberball (Williams et al. 2000) is the most commonly used
manipulation of social exclusion, used in hundreds of studies
(Hartgerink et al. 2015), and used frequently for group‐based
exclusion (e.g., race Goodwin et al. 2010; Stock et al. 2013; and
gender Cursan et al. 2017; Lieberman et al. 2021). In Cyberball,
participants believe they are playing a ball‐tossing game online
with others and are either included (receive the ball an equal
number of times) or excluded (receive the ball only once or
twice). Research with Cyberball has validated that outgroup
exclusion can be hurtful, particularly when exclusion is per-
ceived to be unfair and/or due to group membership
(Williams 2007). However, no studies have examined political
exclusion's effects on political affiliation and antisociality.

The Temporal Needs‐Threat model (Williams 2009) provides a
theoretical framework for understanding exclusion's polarizing

effects. Social exclusion is painful, and immediately results in
negative affect (e.g., anger) and threatened fundamental psy-
chological needs of belongingness (belonging in a group), self‐
esteem (reasonably high self‐perception), meaningful existence
(recognition as worthy of attention), and control (the ability to
regulate one's environment; Williams 2009). Subsequently,
people are likely to seek group‐based validation to restore needs
satisfaction (Williams and Nida 2011), such as by polarizing
group attitudes to validate one's ingroup identity. Indeed, par-
ticipants who are excluded (vs. included) by an outgroup
report more negative outgroup attitudes (Schaafsma and
Williams 2012; Williams et al. 2000). For French and Australian
participants, exclusion from the political outgroup threatened
participants' psychological needs and resulted in more negative
outgroup attitudes (Fayant et al. 2014; Gonsalkorale and
Williams 2007). Thus, political exclusion likely threatens psy-
chological needs satisfaction, and may drive affective political
polarization.

People's affiliation goals after exclusion are driven by people's goals
to protect their (already depleted) needs satisfaction by avoiding
potential exclusionary situations (Williams and Nida 2011) such as
other outgroup interactions. For example, in one study, excluded
(vs. included) participants were less willing to affiliate in a second
task with the participants who excluded them, but more willing to
affiliate with a new group of participants (Ren et al. 2020). Thus,
outgroup exclusion (vs. inclusion) likely discourages future out-
group affiliation because the outgroup already excluded them.
Because the individual was excluded by an outgroup member, they
may generalize this exclusion experience as from the outgroup (vs.
just the individuals), leading to future avoidance of the outgroup to
avoid future exclusion.

Anger is another component of affective political polarization
(Mason 2015). Anger is a primary effect of group‐based exclusion
(Smart Richman and Leary 2009), and drives outgroup aggression
(Spanovic et al. 2010). Thus, when animosity is high, political an-
tisociality may be appealing to the excluded individual (Williams
et al. 2000; Williams and Nida 2011). Extant literature has estab-
lished that social exclusion increases antisocial inclinations
(Buckley et al. 2004) and antisocial behaviors (Nathan DeWall
et al. 2010), especially towards the excluders (Chow et al. 2008;
Twenge et al. 2001). Additionally, antisociality can be focused not
only on the perpetrators of exclusion, but on people who share a
group membership with the perpetrators (Gaertner et al. 2008). Past
research also finds that anger mediates exclusion's effect on
increased antisocial behaviors and cognitions (Chow et al. 2008;
Williams and Nida 2011). Furthermore, anger does not facilitate
social interaction (Hareli et al. 2016); people who are angry may
avoid outgroup affiliation, so anger could also mediate the effect of
exclusion on affiliation. Thus, following outgroup exclusion, the
individual may be more inclined toward outgroup antisociality and
more inclined to avoid outgroup affiliation mediated through
increased anger.

1.1 | Exclusion From the Political Out‐Versus
In‐Group

Political outgroup exclusion is important to examine because
social exclusion is more likely from the outgroup (Williams 2009).
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Political exclusion is especially tied to outgroup rejection and
avoidance (Pinsker 2021; Smith 2020). Thus, examining the effects
of outgroup exclusion is particularly relevant to understand its
potential polarizing consequences.

In the literature, studies primarily focus on psychological needs
satisfaction–not polarization–as an outcome. One study and its
replication explored how political ingroup and outgroup ex-
clusion impacted needs satisfaction (Fayant et al. 2014;
Gonsalkorale and Williams 2007). Gonsalkorale and Williams
(2007) excluded or included Australian participants in Cyber-
ball by their political ingroup, political outgroup, or despised
political outgroup (the KKK). Exclusion threatened participants'
psychological needs similarly, regardless of whether it was from
the political in‐ or outgroup. Fayant et al. (2014) replicated this
finding with French participants–there was no difference in
needs satisfaction or feeling hurt between those excluded by the
ingroup versus outgroup. However, these studies were con-
ducted outside of the US and did not examine anger, polarizing
outcomes with group affiliation, or antisociality. Thus, ex-
panding research on outgroup exclusion to include political
contexts and polarizing outcomes is a contribution to the
research.

Exclusion from the political ingroup is also relevant to explore
in the present political context, where divides within the two
groups could promote intragroup exclusion (e.g., Inskeep 2021;
Montague 2021). For example, participants who were excluded
by same‐race (ingroup) players in Cyberball reported more
threatened psychological needs than when excluded by
different‐race (outgroup) players (Sacco et al. 2014). Other
studies find that outgroup (vs. ingroup) exclusion can be more
threatening or depend on group membership; Goodwin et al.
(2010) found that although African Americans' needs were
more threatened when excluded by White Cyberball players, for
White participants the effect of exclusion on psychological
needs did not differ by the other players' race.

It also is unclear how ingroup or outgroup exclusion would
influence politically polarizing outcomes. Theoretically, fol-
lowing exclusion from any group, people should seek to restore
depleted psychological needs which could be through
strengthening identification (Williams and Nida 2011). Thus,
outgroup or ingroup exclusion could lead to more negative
outgroup attitudes, anger, and outgroup antisociality, as well as
decreased outgroup affiliation interest. However, one study
found that ingroup (but not outgroup) exclusion led to more
ingroup identifying political views (Schaafsma and
Williams 2012). Thus, ingroup (not outgroup) exclusion could
be more influential over political polarizing outcomes.

1.2 | The Ideological Divide–Avoidance of Threat
and Uncertainty

American political ideology is defined on a left/liberal to right/
conservative spectrum, and the public uses these two labels to
define themselves and others (Jost et al. 2009). The social‐
motivational perspective of political ideology posits that politi-
cal ideology is a behavioral motivator. Thus, people on different
ends of the liberal‐conservative spectrum have behavioral

differences, such that conservatives have more of a need to
reduce uncertainty and threat compared to liberals (Jost
et al. 2003, 2009; Jost and Amodio 2012; Oxley et al. 2008). If
liberals and conservatives differ in orientations toward uncer-
tainty and threat, it is possible they would differ in their
reaction to exclusion. However, little research has examined
whether groups respond to exclusion differently, and none have
examined this with political groups.

1.3 | Current Studies

We sought to understand how political group‐based exclusion
would impact participants' psychological needs, affective
polarization, affiliation, and antisocial inclinations. We also
sought to understand how exclusion from the in‐ versus out-
group could influence the effects of exclusion on polarization.
Based on the social‐motivational perspective of political ideol-
ogy, we also explored whether liberals or conservatives differed
in their reactions to exclusion. All procedures were approved by
our Institutional Review Board.

2 | Study 1

Study 1 followed a 2 (Cyberball: inclusion vs. exclusion) × 2
(ideology: liberal vs. conservative) between‐subjects design. We
hypothesized that excluded (vs. included) participants would
report lower needs satisfaction, more negative outgroup atti-
tudes, more anger, and less outgroup affiliation interest. Based
on the social‐motivational perspective of political ideology, we
explored whether conservatives (compared to liberals) would
have more polarizing reactions (e.g., lower needs satisfaction,
less outgroup warmth, and less affiliation interest) due to an
aversion to the threat of exclusion. Furthermore, we expected
that the effect of exclusion on affiliation inclinations would be
mediated by threatened psychological needs and/or anger.

3 | Methods

3.1 | Participants

Participants in the Washington, D.C. metro area were eligible if
they identified as politically liberal or conservative, current
college students, and were eligible to vote in the 2020 election.
Participants provided informed consent, and received course
credit, $5 cash, or a $10 gift card. We recruited from the uni-
versity's participant pool, with a small number of conservatives
(n= 13) recruited from social media to even conditions during
the pandemic. The target recruitment goal was ~140 based on
previous Cyberball studies (Chow et al. 2008; Kimel et al. 2017).

3.2 | Procedure

Participants were told they would participate in an online
activity with other college students, complete a survey, and
complete a second (bogus) group political decision‐making task.
Participants entered a name and, to make political group
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membership salient, selected a symbol to represent them (see
Supporting Information S1: Appendix A). Participants “intro-
duced themselves” to the other participants by writing a “post”
about what is important to them politically. This method sim-
ulated ways in which people divulge their political identity
through conversation. After writing their “post,” participants
proceeded to read the other three political outgroup “partici-
pants” posts, which were constructed based on previous
responses in a pilot survey by D.C. area undergraduate students
about their political beliefs (Supporting Information S1: Fig-
ure S1). Each participant was randomly assigned to be included
(receive the ball an equal number of times) or excluded (receive
the ball only once) in Cyberball (Williams et al. 2000), stratified
by gender and ideology. Afterwards, participants completed
post‐survey measures and were debriefed.

3.3 | Precyberball Measures

Participants reported their gender, racial/ethnic group, age, and
voter registration status (yes, no, or unsure). Ideology was
measured with the American National Election Studies (2016)
items on a 7‐point scale (Extremely Liberal to Extremely Con-
servative; moderates were screened‐out). Participants were
coded as 0 = conservative, 1 = liberal.

3.4 | Postcyberball Measures

Needs satisfaction (Zadro et al. 2004) was measured immedi-
ately after Cyberball (e.g., “I felt good about myself;”
1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). Items were averaged
(α= 0.92; Goodwin et al. 2010).

Anger was a computed mean of participants reports of feeling
upset, angry, mad, and aggressive (α= 0.86; 1 = not at all to
5 = extremely; Watson et al. 1988).

Outgroup warmth is a measure of affective polarization
(Barnidge 2018; Iyengar et al. 2019). Participants reported how
warm they felt toward liberals, Democrats, Republicans, and
conservatives on an 11‐point scale (1 = 0, quite cold or
unfavorable to 11 = 100, very warm or favorable feeling). Parti-
cipants' scores were recoded based on their ideology (i.e., a
conservative's warmth toward liberals and Democrats), and a
mean was calculated (r= 0.70).

As a measure of affiliation interest, participants were in-
formed that they would be participating in a second group
decision‐making task requiring them to make a political deci-
sion and justify it. Participants were asked how much they
would like to do this second task with the same participants
(i.e., their political outgroup; 1 =Definitely Not to 7 =Defi-
nitely Yes).

3.4.1 | Manipulation Checks

Participants indicated how excluded (1 = totally included to
7 = totally excluded) and rejected (1 = totally accepted to

7 = totally rejected) they felt (averaged, r= 0.85) Participants
also specified what they believed the reason for their treatment
in the game was (age, gender, political beliefs, race/ethnicity, or
other), and rated the other participants' ideology (1 = extremely
conservative to 7 = extremely liberal).

3.5 | Data Preparation and Analysis Plan

Analyses were conducted in SPSS v28. Of the 168 participants
who completed Cyberball, 33 were removed; 14 (8.3%) reported
during debriefing that they lied about their political ideology
and 1 (0.5%) was not eligible to vote. We a‐priori decided to
remove participants for whom the group‐based exclusion
manipulation was weakened (Holte et al. 2022; Stock
et al. 2011) and thus consistent with other Cyberball studies, we
removed 6 (3.5%) who had previously participated in Cyberball,
5 (3.0%) who did not attribute their exclusion to political beliefs,
and 7 (4.2%) who before debriefing indicated they did not
believe the other players were real (n= 135; Buelow and
Wirth 2017; Iannone et al. 2014; Syrjämäki et al. 2017; Syrjä-
mäki and Hietanen 2020). Data collection was ongoing during
the COVID‐19 university closure, thus approximately half (51%;
n= 69) of all participants participated in‐person with the rest
completing the study online. A sensitivity power analysis in
G*Power indicated that with our sample size and α = 0.05, we
had 80% power to detect an effect as small as ηp

2 = 0.055.

Removed participants did not significantly differ in self‐
reported gender, race, ideology (liberal or conservative), or
having participated online (vs. in‐person) χ2(1) < 0.45, ps >
0.265. However, consistent with other Cyberball studies
(Syrjämäki et al. 2017; Syrjämäki and Hietanen 2020) partici-
pants removed from analyses were more likely to be assigned to
the exclusion (vs. inclusion) condition χ2(1) = 6.90, p= 0.010;
likely because exclusion increased suspicion that the experience
was not real.

To examine primary hypotheses, we ran 2 (Cyberball; inclusion
vs. exclusion) × 2 (ideology; conservative vs. liberal) Analyses of
CoVariances (ANCOVAs) controlling for gender and partici-
pation location. To test mediation hypothesis, we utilized
Hayes' PROCESS Macro (v4.2; 5000 samples; Model 4). Primary
hypotheses concerned group comparisons and are the focus of
the results section; b‐values are provided in the Supporting
Information S1: Tables S1 and S2.

4 | Study 1 Results

Demographics are in Table 1, Table 2 displays descriptive sta-
tistics and correlations. Table 3 contains mean comparisons,
95% CIs, and hypothesis test statistics for main effects. A plu-
rality of participants identified as White women (34.81%), were
young (M= 19.63, SD = 1.97), and most were registered to vote
(78.5%). Liberals were more likely to identify as women or
nonbinary whereas conservatives were more likely to identify as
men χ2(1) = 25.20, p< 0.001, however likelihood of identifying
as conservative versus liberal did not depend on participants
identifying as White (vs. nonwhite) χ2(1) = 0.41, p= 0.52.
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Online and in‐person χ2(1) = 2.31, p= 0.13 and White versus
nonwhite χ2(1) = 0.03, p= 0.86 participants were equally likely
to be included or excluded.

4.1 | Manipulation Checks

Excluded participants (M= 6.06, SE= 0.14) reported feeling
significantly more excluded/rejected than included participants
(M= 4.11, SE= 0.13; p< 0.001) F(1, 129) = 99.58, 95% CI
[−2.33, −1.56], ηp

2 = 0.44. Liberal participants rated the other

players as more conservative (M= 6.19, SE= 0.16) and con-
servative participants rated the other players as more liberal
(M= 1.57, SE= 0.17; p< 0.001) F(1, 129) = 280.92, 95% CI [4.07,
5.16].

4.2 | Needs Satisfaction and Anger

As hypothesized, excluded participants reported significantly
lower needs satisfaction than included participants (Table 3;
p< 0.001). Liberals' and conservatives' reported levels of needs

satisfaction did not significantly differ (p= 0.631), and the
interaction was not significant (p= 0.067; Supporting Informa-
tion S1: Table S2) F(1, 129) = 3.42, ηp

2 = 0.03. Examination of

means indicated that the effect of exclusion was not moderated
by participants' ideology.

Contrary to our hypothesis, excluded (vs. included) participants
did not report significantly higher anger (p= 0.338). Further-
more, liberals' and conservatives' mean reported levels of anger
did not significantly differ (p= 0.596), and the interaction was
not significant p= 0.817, F(1, 129) = 0.05, ηp

2 < 0.001.

4.3 | Outgroup Warmth

Contrary to our hypothesis, excluded participants did not report
significantly lower outgroup warmth compared to included
participants (p= 0.330). Conservatives did report significantly
warmer attitudes towards liberals than liberals reported toward
conservatives (p= 0.009). Again, the exclusion x ideology
interaction was not significant, (p= 0.092), F(1, 129) = 2.87,
ηp
2= 0.02.

4.4 | Affiliation Interest

As we hypothesized, excluded participants were significantly
less interested in affiliating with outgroup players than included
participants (p= 0.047). Liberals and conservatives did not
report significantly different levels of affiliation interest
(p= 0.981), and the interaction was not significant (p= 0.543) F
(1, 129) = 2.34, ηp

2 = 0.02.

4.5 | Mediation

Mediation analyses (Table 4) indicated exclusion (vs. inclusion)
threatened psychological needs, which subsequently predicted
less willingness to affiliate with outgroup members. However,
exclusion (vs. inclusion) did not significantly predict higher
anger, nor did anger significantly predict affiliation. The bias‐
corrected 95% CI for the mediated effect of exclusion on affili-
ation interest through needs satisfaction did not include zero,
indicating that the effect of exclusion (vs. inclusion) on affilia-
tion interest was mediated by psychological needs (Figure 1).
Supplemental analyses indicated that running the tests of
mediation with ideology as a moderator (i.e., Model 7 and/or
Model 8 in PROCESS) did not change the findings: for both
liberals and conservatives, decreases in psychological needs
satisfaction mediated the effect of exclusion on affiliation
avoidance.

4.6 | Study 1 Discussion

Study 1 provided evidence that exclusion from a political out-
group affects participants' needs satisfaction and polarization
(participants' interest in affiliation with the political outgroup).
Furthermore, we found support for threatened psychological
needs satisfaction as a mediator of the effect of exclusion on

TABLE 1 | Demographics.

Study 1 Study 2

N % N %

Gender

Male 52 38.5 85 26.9

Female 82 60.7 229 72.5

Trans/Nonbinary 1 0.7 2 0.6

Race

Asian/Pacific Islander 18 13.3 36 11.4

Black/African
American

8 5.9 23 7.3

Hispanic/Latinx 14 10.4 34 10.8

White 83 61.5 202 63.9

Other/Multiracial 12 8.9 21 6.7

Registered to vote

Yes 106 78.5 291 92.1

No 20 14.8 13 4.1

Unsure 9 6.7 12 3.8

Ideology

Extremely liberal 7 5.2 18 5.7

Liberal 38 28.1 86 27.2

Slightly liberal 18 13.3 39 12.3

Lean liberal 5 3.7 8 2.5

Moderate — — 31 9.8

Lean conservative 4 1.5 5 1.6

Slightly conservative 34 22.3 41 13.0

Conservative 25 20.0 76 24.1

Extremely conservative 4 3.1 12 3.8

Note: Demographics for Study 1 (n= 135) and Study 2 (n= 316).
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decreased affiliation interest. This study fills a significant gap in
knowledge about how political exclusion may discourage polit-
ical affiliation, which is particularly relevant given that positive
vicarious or imagined political contact can attenuate political
outgroup hostility (Wojcieszak and Warner 2020).

We did not find support for the notion that conservatives and
liberals would differ in their responses to exclusion. The social‐
motivational perspective of ideology would expect conservatives
(vs. liberals) to have larger effects of exclusion, but interactions
did not reach significance. It is possible that the group‐based
manipulation relying solely on general political ideology (liberal
vs. conservative) was weaker, as these groups are less defined.
Furthermore, we did not find significant effects with anger or
outgroup attitudes, which is contrary to past group‐based ex-
clusion research. These null effects could also be explained by
the less‐defined groups of liberal/conservative, which could
induce less anger than more well‐defined political social
groupings.

Thus, Study 1 was limited by the fact that we defined political
groups based on liberal and conservative, which are broad
descriptors of political ideology, which could have also ac-
counted for weak and nonsignificant effects. In addition,
participants were only recruited from the Washington, D.C.
metro area. This area is largely liberal, and thus even the
people who identify as conservatives recruited from this area
may be more liberal‐leaning and more accustomed to being in
outgroup situations. In Study 2, we manipulated groups based
on stronger political group identities (i.e., supporting a can-
didate) during a politically charged election, which can also
increase salience of political group differences and amplify
effects (Iyengar et al. 2019). Study 2 also had a larger, better
powered sample. We also recruited participants from
both Washington, D.C. and a more conservative area of the
US–Texas. By recruiting from these two areas, we were able to
capture liberals from a more liberal area of the US, and con-
servatives from a conservative area of the US. In this way, we
attempted to capture more polarized young adults to capture
political exclusion's effects.

Furthermore, in Study 1 we only manipulated outgroup
political exclusion with no ingroup comparison. We wanted to
first examine the potential effects of outgroup political exclu-
sion on polarizing outcomes such as affiliation, particularly
given the present state of inter group political animosity in the
US. In Study 2, we wanted to expand on the results of Study 1
by examining ingroup exclusion and a different political
outcome–antisociality. By manipulating ingroup exclusion and
inclusion, we could also examine ingroup exclusion's polariz-
ing effects on group attitudes, affect, or inclinations toward
group‐based behaviors.

5 | Study 2

We utilized a 2 (Cyberball: exclusion vs. inclusion) × 2 (candi-
date supported: Trump vs. Biden) × 2 (group: ingroup vs. out-
group) factorial design. Expanding from Study 1, we examined
the effects of political exclusion on antisocial inclinations with
needs‐threat and anger as potential mediators. We hypothesized
that excluded (vs. included) participants would report: (1) lower
needs satisfaction and more anger, and (2) more negative out-
group attitudes and higher antisocial inclinations. We examined
the exclusion × group interaction to understand whether the
effects of exclusion were contingent on the excluding group,
and we also tested whether participants' political group (Trump
vs. Biden supporters) moderated the effects of exclusion.

6 | Methods

6.1 | Participants

Young adults in Texas and the Washington, D.C. area granted
informed consent and completed an online study on political
attitudes between August 2020 and November 1, 2020 (the day
before the election). Eligible participants were 18–25, eligible to
vote in the 2020 election, and planning to vote for Biden or
Trump. We recruited through universities' psychology partici-
pant pools and other online sources for Texas and D.C.

TABLE 2 | Study 1 correlations and descriptive statistics.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Ideology —
2. Exclusion −0.01 —
3. Needs Satisfaction 0.11 −0.53** —
4. Anger 0.003 0.15 −0.22* —
5. Outgroup Warmth 0.44** −0.07 0.37** −0.24* —
6. Affiliation Interest 0.05 −0.19 0.45** −0.23* 0.36** —
7. Gender −0.43** 0.05 −0.20* 0.12 −0.28** −0.21 —
8. Online 0.70** 0.13 0.02 0.09 0.33** −0.04 −0.33** —
M 0.50 0.45 2.49 1.58 4.79 3.37 0.61 0.33

SD (0.50) (0.50) (0.67) (0.76) (2.13) (1.67) (0.49) (0.47)

Range 0.1 0.1 1.60–4.25 1.00–4.75 1–11 1–7 0.1 0.1

Note: Boldened correlations p< 0.05, *p< 0.01, **p≤ 0.001 Exclusion 0 = inclusion, 1 = exclusion; Gender 0 =man, 1 = non‐man identifying; Ideology 0 = conservative,
1 = liberal; Online 0 = in‐person, 1 = online.
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participants (e.g., social media, Research Match; n= 61). We
recruited our sample size based on previous Cyberball studies,
with participants randomly assigned to each group: Biden
supporters included by the ingroup (n= 39), Biden supporters
excluded by the ingroup (n= 44), Biden supporters included by
the outgroup (n= 45), Biden supporters excluded by the out-
group (n= 45), Trump supporters include by the ingroup
(n= 44), Trump supporters excluded by the ingroup (n= 41),
Trump supporters included by the outgroup (n= 44), Trump
supporters excluded by the outgroup (n= 41). Participants
received course credit or a $10 gift card.

6.2 | Procedure

The procedure closely mirrored Study 1. After consenting and
completing the screening and premanipulation items, partici-
pants introduced themselves and wrote a “post” about why they
would vote for their preferred candidate (300 characters; Sup-
porting Information S1: Appendix B). Participants then were
randomly assigned to read three posts from their ingroup (i.e.,
same candidate supporters) or outgroup (i.e., opposite candidate
supporters). We composed the group posts based on college
students' public statements about Biden and Trump (i.e., You-
Tube, political Facebook groups; Supporting Information S1:
Appendix B), which were read and edited by other under-
graduate students to ensure believability. Again, these “posts”
were designed to mimic the ways people may divulge political
views to one another. After participants read the posts, they
were randomly assigned exclusion or inclusion in Cyberball,
stratified by gender and candidate supported.

6.3 | Precyberball Measures

Participants indicated which presidential candidate they would
vote for “if the election were today” (Donald Trump, Joe Biden;
Third Party Candidate and Undecided were screened out). Voting
registration, political ideology, and demographics (recoded gen-
der 0 =Man/Transman 1 =Woman) replicated Study 1.

6.4 | Postcyberball Measures

The measures for needs satisfaction (α= 0.94; Zadro
et al. 2004), anger (α= 0.86), and manipulation checks
(ostracism r= 0.90) replicated Study 1.

Participants indicated how warm they felt toward their out-
group (Democrats, liberals, Republicans, conservatives) on a
sliding scale from 0 to 100 (Kimel et al. 2017). In addition to
warmth, we examined evaluative group attitude measures:
rating on a 7‐point scale how dishonest/honest, unaggressive/
aggressive (reverse scored), unfriendly/friendly, and weak/
strong they viewed the outgroup (Kaid 2004). These measures
were z‐score standardized and averaged for outgroup attitudes
(Trump supporters α= 0.85; Biden supporters α= 0.87). Higher
scores indicated more positive attitudes.

The 2020 election was during a global pandemic, increasing
online political engagement (Shah and Grant 2021), andT
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political exclusion on social media (Anderson et al. 2018). We
therefore examined whether exclusion may influence online
antisocial inclinations. Participants imagined they were in-
teracting on social media with opposing candidate supporters,
and rated how tempted (1 = not at all tempted to 7 = very
tempted) they would be to engage in four behaviors: insult them,
humiliate them, purposely ignore them, and threaten them
(α= 0.79; Buckley et al. 2004).

6.5 | Data Preparation and Analytic Plan

As with Study 1, we a‐priori decided to remove participants for
whom the manipulation was weakened. Of the 368 participants
we removed 52: 6 (1.6%) previously participated in a Cyberball
study, 4 (1.1%) did not attribute their exclusion to politics, 15
(4.1%) did not pass an attention check, and 27 (7.3%) before de-
briefing did not believe the Cyberball players were real (n=316).
A sensitivity power analysis (G*Power) showed that with this
sample (n=316) and an α of 0.05, we had 80% power to detect an
effect as small as ηp

2 =0.024. Removed participants did not

significantly differ in self‐reported gender, race, candidate sup-
ported, or recruitment location χ2(1) < 3.40 ps > 0.090. Removed
participants were, again, more likely to be assigned to the exclu-
sion (vs. inclusion) condition χ2(1) = 9.14, p=0.003. To examine
our primary hypotheses, we conducted 2 (Exclusion; Inclusion vs.
Exclusion) × 2 (Group; ingroup vs. outgroup) × 2 (Candidate;
Trump vs. Biden) ANCOVAs controlling for gender (Man/Trans-
man vs. Woman) and recruitment source (D.C. university, Texas
university, or online). Two‐way interactions were the focus of our
analyses and are reported here; three‐way interactions were not
the focus of our study and are not discussed, though we include
them in the Supporting Information S1: Table S2; b‐values are also
provided in Supporting Information S1: Table S2. Hayes' PRO-
CESS Macro tested mediation (v4.2; 5,000 samples; Model 4).

7 | Study 2 Results

Table 1 displays demographic information and Table 5 contains
bivariate correlations and descriptive statistics. Participants
primarily identified as White women (48.73%), were young

FIGURE 1 | Mediation analyses indicated the effect of exclusion on affiliation inclinations was mediated through threatened psychological

needs.

TABLE 5 | Study 2 correlations and descriptive statistics.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Candidate —
2. Group −0.001 —
3. Exclusion 0.06 0.03 —
4. Needs
Satisfaction

−0.04 −0.28** −0.57** —

5. Anger 0.06 0.16** 0.20** −0.41** —
6. Outgroup
Attitudes

−0.10 −0.05 0.01 0.004 0.06 —

7. Antisocial
Inclinations

0.10 −0.01 0.11 −0.08 0.22** −0.19** —

8. Gender 0.12 0.01 −0.02 −0.12 0.05 −0.12 −0.11 —
9. Age −0.33** −0.40** −0.02 0.22** −0.10 0.14* 0.05 −0.16* —
M 0.51 0.52 0.47 2.56 1.71 −0.50 1.85 0.72 19.09

SD 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.81 0.97 0.66 1.08 0.45 1.68

Range 0.1 0.1 0.1 1.00–4.85 1.00
to 5.00

−2.00
to 1.78

1.00
to 7.00

0.1 18.00
to 25.00

Note: Boldened correlations p< 0.05, *p< 0.01, **p≤ 0.001 Candidate 0 = Trump 1 = Biden; Exclusion 0 = inclusion 1 = exclusion; Gender 0 =man/transman 1 =woman;
Group 0 = ingroup 1 = outgroup.
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(M= 19.09), and politically active (92.1% registered voters). Men
(58.62%) and White participants (59.90%) were more likely to be
Trump (vs. Biden) supporters whereas women (54.59%) and
nonwhite identifying people (69.75%) were more likely to be
Biden (vs. Trump) supporters (gender: χ2(1) = 4.40, p= 0.044;
racial group: χ2(1) = 26.38, p< 0.001). Participants recruited
from the Texas university and community/social media sources
were more likely to be Trump supporters χ2(2) = 96.93,
(p< 0.001), whereas participants recruited from the D.C. uni-
versity were more likely to be Biden supporters. However,
recruitment sources were equally likely to be assigned to
inclusion or exclusion χ2(2) = 2.11, (p= 0.348).

7.1 | Manipulation Checks

Excluded (M= 5.92, SE= 0.10) participants felt more excluded
than included (M= 3.72, SE= 0.10, p< 0.001) F(1,
308) = 245.96, ηp

2 = 0.44 95% CI [−2.47, −1.90]. A significant

group × candidate interaction illustrated that participants cor-
rectly identified the other players' ideology (p< 0.001) F(1,
308) = 0.65, ηp

2 = 0.77. Trump (M= 2.05, SE= 0.10) supporters

saw the other players as more liberal than Biden (M= 6.09,
SE= 0.10; 95% CI [−4.33, −3.76]) supporters in outgroup con-
ditions; Trump (M= 5.57, SE= 0.13) supporters saw ingroup
participants as more conservative than Biden (M= 2.34, SE=
0.10; 95% CI [2.89, 3.57]) supporters in ingroup conditions.

7.2 | Needs Satisfaction and Anger

Means, standard errors, effect sizes, and 95% CIs for main effects
of exclusion are reported in Table 6, and for two‐way interactions
are in Table 7. As hypothesized, excluded participants reported
significantly lower needs satisfaction than included participants
(p< 0.001). The exclusion × group (p= 0.091) and exclusion ×
candidate (p= 0.053) interactions did not reach significance.

Furthermore, excluded (vs. included) participants indicated
significantly more anger (p< 0.001). However the interactions
(exclusion × group p= 0.260; exclusion × candidate p= 0.53)
did not approach significance.

7.3 | Outgroup Attitudes

Similar to Study 1, there were no significant main effects of ex-
clusion (vs. inclusion) for outgroup attitudes (p=0.554). However,
the exclusion × group interaction was significant (p=0.007;
Figure 2). Participants' outgroup attitudes did not significantly
differ if they were included versus excluded by the outgroup
(p=0.086; 95% CI [−0.03, 0.37]). But when excluded (vs. included)
by the ingroup, participants reported significantly more positive
outgroup attitudes (p=0.034; 95% CI [−0.43, −0.02]).

7.4 | Social Media Antisocial Inclinations

As we hypothesized, excluded (vs. included) participants indi-
cated significantly more social media antisociality (p= 0.047). T

A
B
L
E
6

|
St
u
dy

2
m
ai
n
ef
fe
ct
s.

E
xc

lu
si
on

G
ro
u
p

C
an

d
id
at
e
su

p
p
or
te
d

In
cl
u
si
on

E
xc

lu
si
on

In
gr
ou

p
O
u
tg
ro
u
p

B
id
en

T
ru

m
p

n
=
16
6

n
=
15
0

n
=
15
1

n
=
16
5

n
=
15
5

n
=
16
1

M
(S
E
)

M
(S
E
)

95
%

C
I

F
(1
,
30
5)

η p2
M

(S
E
)

M
(S
E
)

95
%

C
I

F
(1
,3

05
)

η p2
M

(S
E
)

M
(S
E
)

95
%

C
I

F
(1
,
30
5)

η p2

N
ee
ds

sa
ti
sf
ac
ti
on

3.
04

a

(0
.0
5)

2.
13

b

(0
.0
6)

[0
.7
7,

1.
05
]

16
4.
87
**

0.
35

2.
76

a

(0
.0
6)

2.
41

b
(0
.0
8)

[0
.1
2,

0.
57
]

9.
21
**

0.
03

2.
61

a

(0
.0
7)

2.
56

a

(0
.0
5)

[−
0.
23
,

0.
12
]

0.
35

0.
00
1

A
n
ge
r

1.
49

a

(0
.0
8)

1.
88

b

(0
.0
9)

[−
0.
60
,

−
0.
18
]

13
.1
5*
*

0.
04

1.
55

a

(0
.1
0)

1.
81

a
(0
.1
2)

[−
0.
60
,

0.
07
]

2.
37

0.
01

1.
68

a

(0
.1
1)

1.
68

a

(0
.0
8)

[−
0.
26
,

0.
27
]

0.
00
1

<
0.
00
1

O
u
tg
ro
u
p

at
ti
tu
de

s
−
0.
50

a

(0
.0
6)

−
0.
47

a

(0
.0
6)

[−
0.
17
,

0.
12
]

0.
13

0.
00
1

−
0.
51

a

(0
.0
7)

−
0.
46

a
(0
.0
8)

[−
0.
29
,

0.
17
]

0.
26

0.
00
1

−
0.
42

a

(0
.0
5)

‐
0.
55

a

(0
.0
7)

[−
0.
04
,

0.
32
]

2.
22

0.
01

A
nt
is
oc
ia
l

in
cl
in
at
io
ns

1.
83

a

(0
.0
9)

2.
07

b

(0
.1
0)

[−
0.
48
,

−
0.
00
4]

3.
99
*

0.
01

1.
86

a

(0
.1
1)

2.
04

a
(0
.1
3)

[−
0.
56
,

0.
19
]

0.
94

0.
00
3

2.
12

a

(0
.1
2)

1.
77

b

(0
.0
9)

[−
0.
65
,

−
0.
06
]

5.
48
*

0.
02

N
ot
e:

M
ea
n
s
w
it
h
di
ff
er
en

t
su
bs
cr
ip
ts

di
ff
er

si
gn

if
ic
an

tl
y
(p

<
0.
05
).

*p
<
0.
05
;
**
p
<
0.
01
.

314 of 370 Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 2025

 15591816, 2025, 5, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jasp.13092, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [03/06/2025]. See the T
erm

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

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



Interestingly, Biden supporters reported significantly higher
antisocial inclinations than Trump supporters (p= 0.020). The
exclusion × group interaction was not significant (p= 0.974),
but the exclusion × candidate interaction was (p= 0.005;
Table 4). Trump (vs. Biden) supporters in the inclusion condi-
tion reported significantly lower antisociality (p< 0.001, 95% CI
[−1.06, −0.32]) though in the exclusion condition they did not
significantly differ (p= 0.95; 95% CI [−0.40, 0.38]).

7.5 | Mediation

Mediation analyses (Table 8; Figure 3) indicated that, as ex-
pected, exclusion (vs. inclusion) predicted more anger and
lower needs satisfaction. Anger was a significant positive pre-
dictor of antisocial inclinations toward the political outgroup,
however needs satisfaction was not a significant predictor of
antisocial inclinations. The bias‐corrected 95% CI for the effect
of exclusion on antisociality through anger did not include zero.
However, the 95% CI for psychological needs‐threat did include
zero; indicating that the effect of exclusion (vs. inclusion) on
antisociality was mediated by anger. Supplemental analyses
indicated that running the tests of mediation with candidate as
a moderator (i.e., Model 7 and/or Model 8 in PROCESS) did not
change the results, as the 95% CI for the indices of moderated
mediation included zero.

8 | Study 2 and General Discussion

Our studies illustrated that political exclusion (vs. inclusion)
threatens psychological needs regardless of whether the parti-
cipants were excluded based on political ideology (Study 1) or
candidate preference (Study 2), or from the ingroup or outgroup
(Study 2). We found that exclusion decreased outgroup affilia-
tion willingness mediated by needs‐threat in Study 1 and
increased social media antisocial inclinations mediated by
anger in Study 2. Based on these findings, the polarizing
influences were from the primary effects of exclusion on psy-
chological needs and affect; however we did not have evidence
that exclusion primarily influenced outgroup attitudes. Thus, it
is possible that affect and psychological needs satisfaction–not
attitudes–act as primary drivers of group behaviors such as
antisociality and affiliation. Our mediation results support
theory that exclusion motivates antisociality mediated through
anger (Chow et al. 2008), not threatened psychological needs.
Whereas decreased desire for affiliation is mediated through
threatened psychological needs (Williams and Nida 2011), not
anger. These findings have important implications–political
exclusion that evokes anger may be dangerous as it makes an-
tisociality more likely. This finding fits with other scholarship
on polarization as a positive (e.g., anger) and negative (e.g.,
avoidance) feedback loop (Axelrod et al. 2021).

Theoretically, following group‐based exclusion, individuals should
validate ingroup identity (feel more negative toward the outgroup)
to restore threatened belongingness (Smart Richman and
Leary 2009). But we did not find that outgroup exclusion (vs.
inclusion) polarized outgroup attitudes in either study. In contrast,
ingroup exclusion (vs. inclusion) led to significantly more positive
outgroup attitudes, acting to depolarize outgroup perceptions. ThisT
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could be a “positive” effect of ingroup exclusion, but could come at
the expense of ingroup ties. Thus, ingroup exclusion may be
particularly important to examine in the context of affective
polarization, whereas outgroup exclusion may be more potent for
threatened psychological needs, anger, antisociality, and affilia-
tion. Future studies should examine how ingroup and outgroup
exclusion may have differing attitudinal effects, and how ingroup
exclusion could affect group dynamics.

Interactions in Study 2 did indicate that some effects of exclusion
may differ for the two political polarities–in this case Trump and
Biden supporters. Trump supporters only reported social media
antisocial inclinations as high as Biden supporters after
exclusion–when included they had lower antisocial inclinations
than Biden supporters. Though we covaried participants'
recruitment location (Texas vs. D.C.), this could be an artifact of
the two locations as opposed to the two political groups. A
potential avenue for future research is understanding how lib-
erals and conservatives' do differ in response to social exclusion,
and attempt to understand these within existing frameworks of
understanding how ideological differences drive behavior, such
as the social‐motivational perspective (Jost et al. 2009).

9 | The Cycle of Polarization In 2025

In the US, presidential election cycles have grown increasingly
polarized, with high levels of political animosity and inflam-
matory rhetoric (Rekker 2024), and two attempted assassination
attempts on then‐candidate Donald Trump (Chang 2024;
Rozdilsky 2024). In the 2024 campaign, this included increasing
presence of sexism and racism in coverage regarding Kamala
Harris' campaign run (Thakur and Finkel 2024). One broader
form of political exclusion that Trump supporters may have felt
leading up to the 2024 election could be the debunked myths
that the election was fraudulent; a lie that was repeatedly fan-
ned by Trump himself and his campaign (Arceneaux and
Truex 2023). Though Trump's lies fanned the flames, indeed
Democrats engaged in low blows of name calling which may
contribute to felt political exclusion (Ciorba 2024;
Jacques 2024). And the inflammatory rhetoric and hate speech
(Valentino‐DeVries and Eder 2022) used by Trump supporters
toward their opposition are forms of rejection felt by Demo-
cratic supporters. Our conjecture that political exclusion can
lead to a cycle of polarization through anger and threatened
needs, leading to avoidance and antisociality, is supported by

the broader picture of continued polarization in the US, that has
increased to the point where, for example, polling shows vir-
tually no remaining attitudinal neutrality on the current pres-
ident (FiveThirtyEight 2025).

These results are especially important within the context of
rising global polarization (Gu and Wang 2022). For example, in
Brazil, supporters of ex‐president Bolsonaro and current presi-
dent Lula mirror that of Democrats and Republicans, including
dialed‐up rhetoric, exclusion, and rejection of the opposing
party (Stuenkel 2024). And in Germany, continued anger about
immigration, an urban‐rural divide, and a rising right‐wing
faction is creating stormy, angry waters in contrast to the usual
“blandness” of the country's politics (Angelos 2024). As a global
community, there is deep concern about the continued, wide-
spread trend toward exclusion, rejection, anger, antisociality on
the political stage (Levin et al. 2021).

Particularly because animosity is so high between groups, under-
standing how people could be approached after political exclusion
would be useful, and differences between groups' reactions could be
key to this understanding. Social identity theory (Tajfel 1974, 1981)
highlights the ease in which people who define themselves “as” a
political party are more prone to group‐based behaviors including
social exclusion. One solution could be strategies to reduce the
social categorization into specific political factions, and instead
focus on commonalities between groups. However, most work on
group bias reductions focus solely on attitudes as an outcome
(Paluck et al. 2021), which in our study were not critical mediators
or outcomes of exclusion. Another potential polarization reduction
technique could be mindfulness‐based approaches, which centers a
state of present‐moment awareness and allowing thoughts and
sensations to pass without judgment, prior‐to or after interacting
with the outgroup. In a meta‐analysis, mindfulness can improve
antibias outcomes, including significant impacts on behavior
(Chang et al. 2023). Particularly since other approaches, such as
self‐affirmation, have resulted in null impacts on political attitudes
(Lyons et al. 2022), we would urge researchers to consider affect
and psychological needs as other potential cognitive to examine in
intervention research.

9.1 | Limitations and Future Directions

Our conclusions are limited in generalizability, though we en-
sured both liberal and conservative young adults were

FIGURE 2 | Mediation analyses indicated the effect of exclusion on antisocial inclinations was mediated through increased anger, not threatened

psychological needs satisfaction.
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represented. Young adults are only a small proportion of the
voting population, though they do carry significant weight in
elections. College aged students are an important sample to
examine in the context of political polarization, as they vote at
increasing rates (Osorio and Michelson 2022), but are just as
politically divided as the rest of the population (Murray 2022).
But future studies should examine how other populations in the
US may react to political exclusion. Though we did control for
recruitment location in Study 2, most of the Trump supporters
we recruited were from Texas, which could mean that geo-
graphical differences (vs. group differences which generalize to
all Trump supporters) drive Study 2's comparisons between
Trump and Biden supporters. However, several of our Biden
supporters were also from Texas, and these geographical dif-
ferences do in some ways reflect the political divide of the
country–Texas is a “solid red state” and D.C. “solid blue.” This
means our findings may reflect information about the most
polarized of the young adults in the US Future studies should
examine how other age groups and regions in the US may react
to political exclusion, as well as how this could translate to
other environments such as social media.

Some research illustrates that when American participants rate
political groups, they evaluate the party elites (Druckman and
Levendusky 2019). Thus, our results with group attitudes may
have only assessed attitudes toward primary party members. We
also measured antisociality and affiliation cognitions in ways
similar to other studies (Skulborstad 2016), but it is unclear how
these cognitions translate into behavior. Future studies should
explore how political exclusion affects partisan behaviors.
Political exclusion from an outgroup contributes to the rising
levels of affective polarization. Within a political context,
ostracism from the outgroup can increase the perception that
the opposing side views them as less human, called metade-
humanization (Bastian and Haslam 2010; Landry et al. 2021).
Future research could further consider our findings in the
context of metadehumanization, and how metadehumanization
influences political behaviors.

Our effect sizes for outcomes other than needs satisfaction were
small. This could indicate that political exclusion has only
small, immediate influence, however these effects may accu-
mulate to larger effects over time (Stock et al. 2017). Sensitivity
power analyses indicated that we were adequately powered to

detect small effect sizes, but we still had significant effects with
smaller effect sizes than we should have been able to detect
with affiliation (Study 1) and the main effect with antisociality
(Study 2). Future researchers specifically interested in these
outcomes could use our effect sizes to inform studies that are
properly powered to detect these effect sizes, and understand
the significance of this effect. We also did not examine three‐
way interactions in Study 2 because they were underpowered
and not the focus of our study. Thus, future research into
political exclusion should also examine any potential modera-
tion of the effects of ingroup/outgroup exclusion based on
political group definitions.

10 | Conclusion

Our study extended the existing literature on group exclusion,
showing political exclusion influences antisocial inclinations
through anger, and future chances for political intergroup
contact through needs satisfaction. We further found that in-
group (vs. outgroup) exclusion may have a complex role in
polarization. With increasing interest in bridging the political
divide, understanding how exclusion contributes to partisan-
ship can aid in depolarization. Nonpolitical exclusion can make
participants high in rejection sensitivity endorse extremist
views (Bäck et al. 2018) and partisan false news (Garrett
et al. 2020). These effects could be exacerbated by political ex-
clusion. With another election already on the horizon, research
should focus on ways to discourage exclusion and attenuate its
polarizing effects.
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