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Abstract
Based on the notion that the history of victimization has an impact on the sensitivity to current victimization situations this study investigated whether
victims of bullying show more pronounced responses to single episodes of social exclusion. We examined whether victimization experiences in
school are associated with responses to ostracism in a virtual ball tossing game (Cyberball). We compared two groups of students: 26 victims
of bullying and 32 students not involved in bully/victim problems (mean age = 12.12). After playing Cyberball, the victimized students in the
ostracism condition scored significantly lower on feelings of meaningful existence compared to the ostracized students not involved in bully/victim
problems. These results strongly support the idea that previously victimized students are more affected by experiences of social exclusion than
students who are not involved in bully/victim problems.
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The experience of being victimized and systemat-
ically rejected by peers has profound consequences
for the victims (Alsaker, 2012; Olweus, 1978; Perren
& Alsaker, 2006). One of the possible consequences
of episodes of victimization, that has not received
much attention yet, might be that victims become
much more vigilant of potentially threatening situa-
tions and also show more pronounced reactions to single
episodes of rejection or exclusion. This, in turn, could
increase the likelihood for a previous victim to become
a target of further bully attacks. Against this back-
ground, the aim of the present study was to examine
whether self-reported previous victimization moderates
the aversive psychological and affective consequences
of a well-defined, experimentally induced episode of
social exclusion. More specifically, we investigated
whether students who view themselves as victims
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responded more negatively to being excluded from a
ball-tossing game (Cyberball: Williams, Cheung, &
Choi, 2000) than their non-victimized peers.

State of Research

Bullying has been described as a subtype of aggressive
behavior (Olweus, 1978; 1996), in which an individ-
ual or a group of individuals (called bullies) repeatedly
and systematically attack, humiliate, or exclude a peer
(called a victim) who cannot easily defend him or
herself (Olweus, 1978; 1996). Bullying takes many dif-
ferent forms of negative actions, ranging from physical
abuse (e.g., hitting, kicking) and verbal abuse (e.g.,
name-calling) to more subtle forms like isolation and
social exclusion from a group. It has been repeatedly
argued that subtle acts of aggression should always be
included in the definition of bullying in order to fully
grasp this phenomenon because the act of bullying is
aimed at humiliating the victim and always has a psy-
chological component (Alsaker, 2004).
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As a consequence, social exclusion is known to be a
common and powerful tool to bully peers. The need to
belong is central and fundamental to humans (Bastian
& Haslam, 2010; Baumeister & Leary, 1995) and the act
of being excluded from a group generates strong feel-
ings of social pain and distress (Williams, 1997; 2001).
Moreover, it is associated with depression (Gazelle &
Ladd, 2003), low self-esteem (Leary, Tambor, Terdal,
& Downs, 1995), poor academic achievement (Gra-
ham & Juvonen, 1998), and dropping out of school
(Graham & Juvonen, 1998; Juvonen & Gross, 2005;
Rubin, Bukowski, & Parker, 2006). The impact of social
exclusion is profound and surprisingly general. In fact,
experiments have shown that social exclusion threat-
ens four fundamental needs: sense of belonging (Zadro,
Williams, & Richardson, 2004), self-esteem (Zadro et
al., 2004; Williams et al., 2000), sense of meaningful
existence (Williams, 2001, 2007) and control (Williams
et al., 2000).

Even though social exclusion has devastating conse-
quences for the victims, it is sometimes still dismissed
as a harmless rite of passage or as an inevitable part
of growing up (Alsaker, 2012). This is especially
true for single incidences of social exclusion (or bul-
lying in general), which are occasionally described
as non-dramatic or even trivialized (Alsaker, 2012).
However, in particular, children with a longer history
of school victimization may be extremely sensitive
to single episodes of exclusion. Individuals differ in
how they process information about acceptance and
rejection (Downey & Romero-Canyas, 2005; Zadro,
Boland, & Richardson, 2006), and based on their pre-
vious history victims might have developed particular
cognitive-affective networks (Wölfer & Scheithauer,
2012). One such system is called the “sensitivity to
rejection system” (Downey & Feldman, 1996), which
develops through a history of repeated rejection. The
more frequently individuals experience victimization
in social interactions, the more likely they are to incor-
porate the role of “victim” into their social schemas
(Rosen, Milich, & Harris, 2009), increasing the like-
lihood that corresponding cognitive-affective patterns
of processing are activated in social situations where
the issues of acceptance and rejection are of particular
salience (Wölfer & Scheithauer, 2012).

In a major study, Rosen, Milich, and Harris (2007)
found that students who were identified as victims
were much more likely to report frequent victimization.
Moreover, a history of victimization was associated
with a significantly higher degree of arousal with
regard to the victimization narrative task, as well as

greater difficulty in regulating emotions in high stress
social situations (e.g., online ball tossing game). Rosen
and colleagues (2007) concluded that victims identi-
fied with the role of victim and seemed to internalize
their victimization experiences into their implicit self-
concept.

Overall, there is evidence indicating that students
who have a history of victimization and students who
had not been involved in bully/victim problems respond
differently to social exclusion.

Hypotheses

To examine whether victims of bullying respond more
sensitively to short episodes of social exclusion, we
used Cyberball, an Internet ball tossing game (Williams
et al., 2000) previously shown to work well in samples
of early adolescents (Abrams, Weick, Thomas, Colbe,
& Franklin, 2011; Gross, 2009; Ruggieri, Bendixen,
Gabriel, & Alsaker, 2013; Sebastian, Viding, Williams,
& Blakemore, 2010).

The following hypotheses were tested: First, we
expected students in the ostracism condition to report
significantly lower scores on needs reflecting belong-
ing, self-esteem, meaningful existence and control
(H1a) and to be in a less positive mood at posttest
compared to students in the inclusion condition (H1b).
Second, within the ostracism condition, we expected
the victimized students to report significantly lower
scores for all four needs (H2a) and a less positive
mood at posttest compared to students not involved in
bully/victim problems (H2b).

Methods

Participants

Participants were recruited from schools in Switzer-
land. The principals and teachers were asked
permission to conduct the study. Upon permission from
the schools, written information and letters of consent
were distributed to the students’ parents. All children
whose parents had given their consent agreed to par-
ticipate in the study. The participation rate was 72%.
The sample of the present study was selected from the
obtained total sample of 189 students and consisted of
26 passive victims (17 girls and 9 boys) and 32 stu-
dents not involved in bully/victim problems (17 girls
and 15 boys) between 9 and 14 years of age (M = 12.12,
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SD = 1.31). The remaining 131 students were not
included in the present study because they had been cat-
egorized as bullies (n = 6), aggressive victims (n = 6),
belonging to the mix category (n = 103) or as passive
victims outside the prescribed age range (n = 16).

Materials

Cyberball (Williams et al., 2000). Students played
Cyberball and were led to believe that they would
play this “Internet ball tossing game” with two other
same-sex peers taking part in the experiment. In reality,
these “other children” were computer-generated con-
federates, who were represented by a photo of a child’s
face and an animated figure at the bottom of the screen.
We adapted the procedure developed by Williams et al.
(2000), and instructed the students in simple words to
think about what kind of children they are playing with,
where they are playing and how the children they play
with are like (mental visualisation). Students were fur-
ther instructed that when “their” figure received the ball,
they had to use the mouse to indicate which of their two
co-players they wanted to throw the ball to. In line with
Ruggieri et al. (2013) in the ostracism condition, all stu-
dents experienced inclusion first (12 ball exchanges);
then they did not receive the ball anymore (28 ball
exchanges between the other (pretended) co-players).
In the inclusion condition, students and (pretended) co-
players received the ball equally often throughout the
whole game.

Experiences of victimization were assessed using
a validated self-report bully-victim scale (Alsaker &
Brunner, 1999; Alsaker, Nägele, Valkanover, & Hauser,
2008). This questionnaire is very similar to the Olweus
Bully/Victim Questionnaire (Olweus, 1986; 1996) and
positive assessments have been made regarding the
validity of self-report questionnaires (Lee & Cornell,
2009; Olweus, 1994). The items on the self-report
bully-victim scale were: “Did other students laugh at
you or call you names?” “Did other students hurt you
physically (e.g., hit, pinch)?” and “Did other students
exclude you on purpose?” for victimization (! = 0.75).
The items to assess bullying were “Did you laugh at
other students or call them names?” “Did you hurt other
students physically (e.g., hit, pinch)?” and “Did you
exclude other students on purpose?” (! = 0.53). The
possible responses were: 1 (never), 2 (once only), 3
(at least once a month), 4 (at least once a week), and 5
(almost every day). In line with the categorization sug-
gested by Alsaker (2004), we coded students as passive
victims if they indicated to have experienced at least

one of the three items presented at least once a week
over the last three months (without having been aggres-
sive towards their peers within the last three months).
Students were coded as not involved in bully/victim
problems if they indicated they had never experienced
any of the three items presented and had never com-
mitted any of the bullying acts. As pointed out by
Alsaker (2004), this coding procedure is very rigorous
and allows for the distinct identification of students as
either passive victims or not involved in bully/victim
problems. It was important to restrict the analyses to
these two categories because the two subgroups of vic-
tims – passive victims and aggressive victims – exhibit
a different behavioral pattern (Alsaker, 2004, Olweus,
1978; Perren & Alsaker, 2006). Aggressive victims are
victims who act aggressively themselves and therefore
show a pattern of behavior that is typical for both vic-
tims and bullies (Alsaker, 2004; Olweus, 1978; Perren
& Alsaker, 2006). In addition, in this age group very
few students report being aggressive victims (Monks,
Smith, & Swettenham, 2003).

Mood was measured using four bipolar mood items
(good–bad, happy–sad, friendly–unfriendly, relaxed–
tense) presented with a 7-point rating scale ranging
from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much so) (Cronbach’s alpha
at pretest = 0.72 and posttest = 0.76). The mood mea-
sure was a German translation of items previously used
by Gonsalkorale and Williams (2007) and had already
been used in a previous study with a German sample in
Switzerland (Ruggieri et al., 2013).

Need threats were measured using a 12-item ques-
tionnaire for self-reported levels of needs assessing
their sense of belonging (“I felt disconnected,” “I
felt rejected,” “I felt like an outsider”; Cronbach’s
alpha = 0.85), self-esteem (“I felt good about myself,”
“My self-esteem was high,” “I felt liked”; Cronbach’s
alpha = 0.62), sense of meaningful existence (“I felt
invisible,” “I felt meaningless,” “I felt non-existent”;
Cronbach’s alpha = 0.69), and control (“I felt powerful,”
“I felt I had control over the course of the interaction,”
“I felt superior”; Cronbach’s alpha = 0.49). These items
were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not true)
to 5 (very much true). Also, these items were a German
translation of the items previously used by Gonsalko-
rale and Williams (2007), which had been used earlier
(Ruggieri et al., 2013).

Procedure

The participants were randomly assigned to either the
ostracism condition or the inclusion condition. The
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students were tested individually in a single session
and in a separate room in their school. A research assis-
tant was present during the entire session to answer
any questions. Before playing the Cyberball game on
a computer, the students provided personal informa-
tion regarding their date of birth, sex and current mood.
Immediately after playing the game, students com-
pleted a questionnaire covering the same four mood
items as at pretest, twelve items on self-reported levels
of need and six items from a self-report bully/victim
scale (Alsaker & Brunner, 1999; Alsaker et al., 2008).
Finally, to check whether the manipulation had the
intended effect, participants were asked “How often
did you get the ball?” and “To what extent were you
included by the other participants during the game?”
using a 4-point rating scale ranging from 1 (not at all)
to 4 (very much so), as well as to indicate the extent
to which they felt rejected (1) or accepted (9) using a
9-point scale.

Upon completion of the questionnaire, the students
were thanked and debriefed. The debriefing consisted
of verbal information about the randomized allocation
of the participants to the inclusion and ostracism condi-
tion. Students were told that they were playing the game
with two computer-generated confederates. For ethical
reasons, students who were assigned to the ostracism
condition were invited to play Cyberball in an inclu-
sion condition before leaving. All students accepted
the invitation. The research assistant made sure that
the students understood the difference between the two
conditions. At the end, the students received a small gift
(a yoyo-game) in exchange for their participation in the
study. The study was approved by the ethical commit-
tee of the Faculty of Human Sciences, University of
Bern.

Results

From the sample of 58 students, 31 students were
assigned to the ostracism condition (20 girls, 11 boys)
and 27 students to the inclusion condition (14 girls,
13 boys). The percentage of passive victims and stu-
dents not involved in bully/victim problems did not
differ between the ostracism and inclusion condition,
!2(1, N = 58) = 1.24, p = 0.27. Of the passive victims,
16 students were in the ostracism condition and 10 stu-
dents were in the inclusion condition. Of the students
not involved in bully/victim problems, 15 students were
in the ostracism condition and 17 students were in the
inclusion condition.

To test whether the ostracism manipulation was
effective, we performed three ANOVAs comparing the
ostracized and included students. Students correctly
perceived whether they were excluded or included in
the game. Students in the ostracism condition (M = 2.39,
SD = 0.76) reported to have received the ball signif-
icantly less often, F(1,56) = 23.46, p < 0.001, partial
"2 = 0.29 than students in the inclusion condition
(M = 3.22, SD = 0.50).

Furthermore, students in the ostracism condition
(M = 2.52 SD = 0.77) reported feeling more excluded
than students in the inclusion condition (M = 3.48, SD
= 0.50), F(1, 56) = 30.76, p < 0.001, partial "2 = 0.36,
and students in the ostracism condition (M = 6.10,
SD = 2.43) felt more rejected than students in the inclu-
sion condition (M = 8.11, SD = 1.01), F(1, 56) = 16.12,
p < 0.001, partial "2 = 0.22.

Mood at Pre- and Posttest

To test whether the mood levels differed for the ostra-
cized and included students, we performed two 2
(condition: included vs. ostracized) " 2 (victimiza-
tion: victim vs. non-involved) ANOVAs (see Table 1
for means and SD). Mood level at pretest did not dif-
fer between students in the ostracism vs. inclusion
condition, F(1, 54) < 1. There was however a signif-
icant main effect of victimization, F(1, 54) = 9.67,
p < 0.05, partial "2 = 0.15, indicating that the passive
victims’ mood was significantly lower than the mood
of students not involved in bully/victim problems.
The interaction effect condition " victimization was
not significant F(1, 54) = 1.22, p = 0.27. For mood at
posttest, both experimental condition, victimization
status and their interaction became significant: Stu-
dents in the ostracism condition reported a significantly
lower mood at posttest compared to students in the
inclusion condition, F(1, 54) = 6.22, p < 0.05, partial
"2 = 0.10, and the passive victims reported a lower
mood, F(1, 54) = 12.60, p < 0.05, partial "2 = 0.19, com-
pared to students who were not involved in bully/victim
problems. Furthermore, follow up analysis on the sig-
nificant victimization " condition interaction effect,
F(1, 54) = 4.62, p < 0.05, partial "2 = 0.08, indicated that
passive victims showed a significantly lower mood than
the non-involved students in the ostracism condition,
F(1, 54) = 18.1, p < 0. 001, partial "2 = 0.25, but not in
the inclusion condition, p = 0.35 (see Table 1 for means
and SD).
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Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations (SD) for Mood and Needs Separately in the Inclusion and Ostracism Condition

Condition Victimization Mood Needs
Mood Mood Sense of Self-esteem Sense of Control

at pretest at posttest belonging meaningful existence

Inclusion Not involved 6.25 (0.538) 6.37 (0.626) 1.22 (0.352) 2.98 (0.640) 1.39 (0.517) 2.51 (0.393)
condition Passive victims 5.80 (0.888) 6.03 (0.885) 1.40 (0.584) 3.00 (0.737) 1.50 (0.689) 2.53 (0.571)

Total 6.08 (0.707) 6.24 (0.735) 1.28 (0.450) 2.99 (0.663) 1.43 (0.576) 2.12 (0.456)
Ostracism Not involved 6.38 (0.533) 6.28 (0.632) 1.98 (0.850) 2.84 (0.616) 1.93 (0.594) 2.71 (0.689)

condition Passive victims 5.44 (1.21) 4.89 (1.31) 2.83 (0.807) 2.42 (0.694) 2.77 (0.540) 2.29 (0.824)
Total 5.90 (1.05) 5.56 (1.24) 2.42 (0.923) 2.62 (0.681) 2.37 (0.701) 2.49 (0.779)

Note: For “sense of belonging” and “sense of meaningful existence,” higher values indicate lower sense of belonging and lower sense of meaningful
existence.

Self-Reported Levels of Needs at Posttest

To test if sense of belonging, self-esteem, sense of
meaningful existence, and control differed for passive
victims and students not involved in bully/victim prob-
lems, we performed four 2 (condition: included vs.
ostracized) " 2 (victimization: victim vs. non-involved)
ANOVAs (see Table 1 for mean and SD). On aver-
age, students in the ostracism condition reported scores
indicating feelings of less belonging, F(1, 54) = 36.25,
p < 0.001, partial "2 = 0.40, lower self-esteem, F(1,
54) = 4.05, p < 0.05, partial "2 = 0.07 and feelings of
less meaningful existence, F(1, 54) = 34.46, p < 0.001,
partial "2 = 0.39, compared to students in the inclu-
sion condition. Students in the ostracism condition did
not differ from students in the inclusion condition in
terms of control, F(1, 54) < 1. After playing Cyberball,
the passive victims reported scores indicating feel-
ings of less belonging, F(1, 54) = 8.13, p < 0.05, partial
"2 = 0.13, and feelings of less meaningful existence,
F(1, 54) = 9.38, p < 0.05, partial "2 = 0.15, compared to
not involved students. Regarding feelings of “meaning-
ful existence” a significant victimization " condition
interaction effect, F(1, 54) = 5.59, p < 0.05, partial
"2 = 0.09 emerged. Follow up analysis revealed that
passive victims scored significantly lower on feelings of
“meaningful existence” compared to not involved stu-
dents in the ostracism condition F(1, 54) = 16.41, p < 0.
001, partial "2 = 0.23, but not in the inclusion condition
F(1, 54) < 1.

Discussion

Based on the notion that the history of victimization
has an impact on the sensitivity to current victim-
ization situations we expected victims of bullying to
show more pronounced responses to single episodes
of social exclusion. More specifically, we examined

whether self-reported victimization moderates the aver-
sive psychological (need-threat) and affective (mood)
consequences of an experimentally induced episode
of exclusion. The findings of the present study repli-
cate and extend previous results. In line with previous
research we found that short episodes of a laboratory-
based exclusion experience have an adverse affect on
mood and primary needs (for a review, see Williams,
2001) in early adolescents (Abrams et al., 2011;
Gross, 2009; Ruggieri et al., 2013; Sebastian et al.,
2010; Wölfer & Scheithauer, 2012). Extending previ-
ous research, the most important finding of the current
study was that victims of bullying responded more sen-
sitively to being excluded in terms of lower mood levels
and feelings of less meaningful existence.

Meaningful existence is about feeling that one’s
life has a purpose and that this purpose is recog-
nized by others. Compared to self-esteem, i.e., how
one feels about oneself, meaningful existence focuses
more on the mechanisms through which these feelings
are formed. The items assessing meaningful existence
may therefore better capture the core issue of social
exclusion as well as the central mechanism of bul-
lying in general. Psychological well-being is at least
partly dependent on the perception that one is valued by
others (Pyszeczynsky, Greenberg, & Solomon, 1997).
Therefore, the well-being of victims may be especially
disturbed by systematic and repeated bullying attacks.
In fact, Alsaker (2012) has argued that the discrepancy
victims perceive between their suffering and the triv-
ialization expressed by others triggers feelings of not
being a valuable person, or as Williams puts it, not
having a meaningful existence (Williams, 2001). This
experimental study lends support to these assumptions
by showing that the perceptions and feelings of victims
are profoundly damaged and that their negative feel-
ings may be easily activated even in virtual ostracism
situations.

International Journal of Developmental Science 7/2013, 25–32 29
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Mood was also more affected from short episodes
of social exclusion in students who view themselves
as passive victims. Unexpected events can influence
mood. Individuals differ however in how easily their
mood is affected through such events. Mood is gener-
ally less affected in adults (Twenge, Baumeister, Tice, &
Stucke, 2001; Zadro et al., 2004) and adults have also
been described as more stable compared to children
and adolescents (Larcom & Isaacowitz, 2009) indicat-
ing that self-confidence and stability might moderate
the impact of unexpected events on mood. This in turn
might explain, why passive victims, who seem to be
generally less self-confident and less stable (Alsaker,
2006; Boulton & Smith, 1994) are more strongly
affected by negative events.

Our study is the first to show a different psychological
response after short episodes of exclusion depending
on one’s bully/victim status. In general our findings
suggest that being victimized may bias how subse-
quent exclusion situations are interpreted and being
victimized may be associated with lower rates of recov-
ery (because the devastating episodes are experienced
repeatedly). In a similar vein, Zadro and colleagues
(2006) reported that highly anxious adults (mean age
22 years) recovered more slowly from the effects of
exclusion compared to non-anxious participants.

Implications

The cognitive-affective network seems to play an
important role in understanding the negative adjustment
of victims. In line with the finding that frequently expe-
rienced victimization might lead to incorporating the
role of “victim” into one’s social schemas (Rosen et
al., 2009), our results showed that students who per-
ceive themselves as victims responded more intensively
to a short episode of social exclusion. This finding
has important implications for handling bullying. Sin-
gle episodes of victimization that might seem harmless
for teachers and for other students, would activate the
cognitive-affective network in the victim who perceives
the “minor incidence” more negatively. Consequently
single incidences of victimization should be seen as
adding burden to a history of victimization. It often
happens that victims of bullying change class or even
school. However, our results suggest that changing
the situation might not be the appropriate action. The
history of victimization remains unchanged and the
cognitive-affective networks of victims might put them
at risk to become a victim in a new situation.

Today, researchers agree that bullying constitutes a
serious risk with respect to the psychological, social
and academic adjustment of victims (Buhs, Ladd, &
Herald, 2006; Hawker & Boulton, 2000). Overall, the
present study has demonstrated that although the aver-
sive experience of exclusion may be universal, whether
or not we recover from the experience may be mod-
erated by victimization history. Given the detrimental
consequences of ostracism, those who are vulnerable
or particularly susceptible to ostracism (e.g., victims of
bullying) need to be identified early in order 1) to stop
the victim’s suffering, and 2) to stop negative cycles of
exclusion, interpretations, and expectations.

Previous studies have found that many teach-
ers ignore and passively support bullying behaviors
(Alsaker, 2012; Salmivalli, 2010; Stassen Berger,
2007). It is possible that teachers do not recognize the
severity of bullying. In fact, Cohn and Canter (2002)
reported that 25% of teachers see nothing wrong in bul-
lying and intervene in only 4% of bullying incidents.
Likewise, teachers often indicate that they intervene if
they perceive the situation as serious (Newman, 2011).
In fact, acknowledging the severity of bullying is the
basic assumption for keeping the eyes open. Unless
bullying is acknowledged as disrespectful and unfair,
teachers (and other witnesses) will not be motivated
to recognize bullying and implement intervention mea-
sures. In summary, teachers first need to recognize the
severity of bullying and the significance that a single
incidence represents for the victims in order to recog-
nize it when it happens and take responsible actions
to stop it. Our results emphasize that taking single
episodes seriously may be especially important for vic-
tims of bullying who already show a history of rejection
and exclusion.

Second, social exclusion is a common and power-
ful form of bullying and differs from other forms of
bullying. It is comparatively subtle to exclude some-
one from a social activity (e.g., by saying “you can’t
play, this game is only played by three people”). Fur-
thermore, social exclusion can be easily reframed. In
the example mentioned above, one could simply refer
to the rules of the game instead of intending to do
harm. Unfortunately, due to the lack of visible scars
in social exclusion, people often think that the victim
is exaggerating since there is no visible trail for others
to follow (Alsaker, 2012; Nordgren, Banas, & Mac-
Donald, 2011). However, researchers agree that it is
not necessary to be physically harmed in order to suf-
fer lasting harm (Alsaker, 2012; Nordgren et al., 2011).
Social exclusion is not always included in the research
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on bullying and may even be given less importance
compared to direct forms of bullying (e.g., pushing,
hitting, verbal bullying) (Alsaker & Valkanover, 2001).

Strengths and Limitations

One strength of the study is the rigorous use of the
bully/victim concept. We refrained from mixing aggres-
sive and passive victims and were rigorous in the
determination of the cut-off point. A major strength of
the study is clearly the experimental design in study-
ing the immediate outcome of a situation of social
exclusion. The Cyberball paradigm is an appealing tool
because it captures the essence of the ball-tossing game
without having to use or engage in the time consuming
training of confederates (Williams & Jarvis, 2006); in
addition, it has been shown to work well in this age
group of early adolescents (Gross, 2004; Ruggieri et
al., 2013). However our procedure differs slightly from
that used e.g. by Abrams et al., 2011 and Sebastian et
al., 2010 in that the participants received the ball more
often before the exclusion episode started, and the total
length of the episode was shorter.

The small sample size with a relatively large age
span and the cross-sectional design are limitations of
the present study. Moreover, it should be taken into
account that we did not use a baseline measure of the
four needs (as was done for the mood measure) and
therefore could not assess whether the victims differed
from the not involved students prior to playing the game
on these needs. In addition, different measures from
the ones suggested by Williams (2001) may be used in
future studies. Moreover all measurements were gath-
ered during a single session. Future studies would be
advised to performing pre-and posttests of need threats.
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