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ABSTRACT 

Recent research has showed that advertising deception not only has a negative 

effect on consumers’ responses to subsequently encountered similar products and sources, 

but also carries over onto other unrelated advertisements. This research shows through one 

online and three lab experiments that social exclusion attenuates this carryover effect. 

These negative attitudes towards subsequent advertising are expected to be the least likely 

to occur when the subsequent advertising conveys high permeability of joining a group. In 

addition, this research shows that the effects of exclusion do not wash out the initial 

negative attitude towards the deceptive advertisement, only the carryover effect. 
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Chapter One: Introduction 

People face numerous deceptive advertisements every year. Imagine the 

following: you go to a bank and apply for a credit card that the bank has advertised as the 

lowest rate credit card. After applying for that card, you are informed by the bank that the 

lowest rate only applies to your first statement and then your credit card interest rate will 

increase and the new rate will be higher than other credit cards in the market. This is a 

type of deception that many people have faced. How people who have been deceived 

react to these kinds of advertisements and how deceptive advertising affects the whole 

marketing industry has already been studied in the marketing literature (e.g. Darke and 

Ritchie 2007, Shimp 1978). This research aims to look at this topic from another angle 

and see what would be the reaction of people towards deceptive advertisements when 

they feel excluded from their peer group, or friends.  

Prior research on social exclusion posits that people are not able to manage their 

emotions after feeling excluded and their emotions do not operate properly (e.g. 

Baumeister et al. 2005; Twenge, Cantanese, and Baumeister 2003). The current research 

focuses on the effect of this impaired emotion management on people’s attitudes towards 

advertising. In particular, this research proposes that feeling excluded attenuates the 

carryover effect of biased distrust towards subsequent advertising. A series of studies 

show that excluded people have higher positive attitudes towards subsequent advertising 

in comparison with those who are not excluded. This research also aims to show that 
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negatively biased distrust does not carryover towards subsequent advertising for 

excluded people, especially when the advertising suggests there is high permeability to 

join a group. In this research, the underlying mechanism for the observed effects is 

discussed; in particular, it is proposed that consumers frame their attitude towards 

subsequent advertising based on automatic emotion regulation and therefore their level of 

distrust towards the initial advertising does not carry over to subsequent ads. The main 

implication of this research is to find one way to protect innocent firms and businesses 

from other firms’ deceptive advertising.  

This dissertation will contribute to the existing consumer behaviour research in 

three ways. First, it will extend earlier research by showing that an initial experience of 

deception does not always carryover to advertising of other products. Second, it will 

highlight the area of social exclusion that has received less attention. In particular, most 

research on social exclusion has investigated the effect of social exclusion via systematic 

processing; however the marketing literature has mostly ignored the fact that social 

exclusion can activate automatic emotion regulation. Finally it will be shown that other 

than the importance of affiliation for excluded consumers, the chance of being accepted 

by a group is another factor that affects excluded consumers’ behaviour.  

The remainder of this research is divided into three chapters. In Chapter Two, I 

review and integrate the literature on deception and social exclusion in sociology, 

marketing, and social psychology. Moreover, in this chapter, I try to understand the 

underlying mechanisms and factors that may affect the main research findings. In this 

chapter the formal hypotheses of this research program are also framed. Chapter Three 

presents the research methodology, results, and discussion of four studies that have been 
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conducted. Finally, in Chapter Four, contributions, limitations and areas for future 

research, and managerial implications of this research have been identified.    
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Chapter Two: Research Background 

Deception 

 Deception in advertising is not new. It has its own roots in human social life. 

Learning to deceive and how to cope with deceit are part of human daily activities and 

fundamental social life (Boush, Friestad, and Wright 2009). Aaker (1974) defined 

deception as a misleading output of perceptual processes which affects consumers’ 

buying behaviour. The literature on deception recognizes three types: fraudulent, claim-

fact discrepancies, and claim-belief interactions (Gardner 1975). Fraudulent deception 

refers to completely false claims by an advertiser (e.g., drug A cures ALL headaches). 

Claim-fact discrepancies refer to those deceptions that are partly but not entirely truthful 

(Shimp 1978). An example of this kind of deception is a Sensodyne toothpaste 

advertisement which says 4 out of 5 dentists recommended Sensodyne Pronamel 

toothpaste (Pronamal website, 2011). However, this advertisement does not provide any 

information about the types of doctors, how many were surveyed, what questions were 

asked from those doctors, or if the doctors had any conflict of interest with the advertised 

product or company.  Claim-belief interactions represent a form of advertising that 

interacts with consumers’ accumulated beliefs. For example, a detergent manufacturer 

found that adding crystals into detergents makes people feel that the detergent has more 

cleaning power when compared to those detergents that do not have crystals. Therefore 

adding the statement that their detergent has crystals will be considered as deceptive even 

though no explicit claim on the quality of detergent was made (Pollay 1986). 
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Massip, Garrido, and Herrero’s (2004) integrative definition for deception is  “the 

deliberate attempt, whether successful or not, to conceal, fabricate, and/or manipulate in 

any other way factual and/or emotional information , … in order to create or maintain … 

a belief” (p. 1487). The term deliberate and intentional in this definition introduces the 

notion that unintentional works that deceive consumers are not considered as deception, 

however Boush et al. (2009) believe in marketing communications that deceptiveness is 

intentional and cannot be unintentional. Therefore all deception in marketing should be 

considered as intentional. This is because it is mostly believed that all marketing 

communications are planned and designed by professionals, so no marketers should 

claim that their deceptive communications were unintentional. From a legal perspective, 

any acts that mislead consumers are considered to be deception (FTC 1984). The Federal 

Trade Commission looks at potential deception as any form of omission of information 

when the information is necessary for evaluation, implied claims, misrepresentation of 

information, or anything involving consumers’ health and safety (Richards and Preston 

1992). This shows how protecting consumers from deception is important from a public 

policy perspective. 

In a marketing context, there has been a great deal of research on deception and 

false advertising. Pollay’s research (1986) was one of the earliest on deception. He found 

that facing false advertising could expose consumers to broader negative beliefs toward 

future advertising. More recent research on deception has examined the underlying effect 

of distrust on carryover effects of deception. Darke and Ritchie (2007) investigated the 

effect of deceptive advertising on subsequently encountered advertisements. They found 

that a deceptive advertisement induces distrust towards the source of the advertising and 
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thereafter negatively affects people’s attitude towards other products and advertisements. 

This means it is possible to literally say that deception in one ad can harm more than just 

that ad’s - the whole marketing industry - as this initial deception leads people to have 

less positive beliefs and attitudes towards f subsequently encountered advertising.  Their 

research shows that distrust towards an initial advertisement carries over to a new 

advertisement, even if the new advertisement comes from a different source. They 

demonstrate that distrust mediates this finding. To explore the underlying mechanism, 

they utilized the concept of dual information processing (Chaiken, Giner-Sorolla, and 

Chen 1996), a well-established concept in psychology and  marketing. 

According to Chaikan et al (1996), the dual processing model or heuristic-

systematic processing model posits that persuasion can occur both through heuristic 

(automatic) and/or systematic processes. Heuristic processing involves minimal cognitive 

load. In contrast, systematic processing consumes cognitive resources, is more detailed, 

and involves more effort to process information and occasionally corrects the output of 

the heuristic route. Systematic processing can be activated by experiencing threat or 

suspicious activity. In a deception context, systematic processing is responsible for most 

deception detection (Boush et al.  2009).  Darke and Ritchie (2007) found that distrust 

towards deceptive advertising transfers to the same advertising source via the systematic 

route and consumers are able to process information consciously, however when 

consumers face advertising from a different source, their distrust towards an initially 

deceptive advertisement carries over to the new advertisement through heuristic cues and 

with minimal effort. Mood does not mediate this relationship; it is solely mediated by 

distrust.  A paper based in the disconfirmation literature (Darke, Ashworth, and Main 
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2010) also shows that misleading claims-expectancy disconfirmation induces distrust and 

this distrust not only carries over to products from the same manufacturer, but affects 

consumers’ attitudes towards different products from different manufacturers.  

Another factor that may affect people’s reaction towards deception is resistance to 

persuasion. Resistance to persuasion has been vastly studied under the topic of 

persuasion knowledge (Ahluwalia 2000; Knowles and Linn 2004) and its main idea is to 

compare it with compliance and acceptance in the Persuasion Knowledge Model. It can 

help people to detect deception. Resistance to persuasion is motivated by a desire to gain 

control over a persuasive message (Wegener et al. 2004) and is influenced by factors 

such as the importance of the topic (Brinol et al. 2004). In other words, it is possible to 

see people are more able to detect deception when their desire to control is high versus 

when their desire to control is low. Desire to control is an important factor from a social 

inclusion perspective. It has been shown that included people have a higher desire for 

control and therefore they are more able to shape their spending behaviour and not spend 

their money on impulsive purchasing (Mead et al. 2011; Vohs and Faber 2007). 

All this research shows that misleading claims and deception have broader effects 

on consumers and not just towards the firm or the source of the deceptive advertising. 

The current research aims to show that this carryover effect does not affect consumer 

beliefs towards advertising in all situations. In particular, this research proposes that if 

people experience a situation in which their emotion management is impaired, they 

would have difficulty regulating their emotions through the systematic route and 

therefore, heuristic emotion regulation activates and consumers cope with the negative 

effects caused by feeling excluded, and this process prevents carryover effects of the 
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initial deception to the subsequent ads. To understand how social exclusion impacts the 

carryover effect of deception, it is necessary to explore the literature on social exclusion.   

Social Exclusion 

The most important difference between humans and other animals is a human’s 

social life. “People depend heavily on others for much of their physical and mental well-

being” (DeWall and Baumeister 2006, 1). Although technological evolution has changed 

many aspects of our day-to-day lives, we still depend on each other and crave social 

interactions with other people. It is difficult to imagine a person without social relations. 

Despite the need that we have for belonging, there are many situations, however, in 

which we are excluded from a group, friends, or our colleagues. The concept of social 

exclusion goes back to 5
th

 century B.C.  (Allman 2013) and researchers believe social 

exclusion and inclusion are the basis of social ontology where the definition of social 

hierarchies and groups were explained by being either included or excluded (Pocock 

1957).  Suburban gated communities, which aim to protect those who are inside the 

community from unwanted circumstances (Flusty 2004), are an example of social 

exclusion. These gated communities are not just in the past, but we have these 

communities as a legitimated way to protect people such as borders between countries 

and regions (Kabachnik 2010). In contrast to gated communities which base their 

structure on geographical exclusion, there are other modes of exclusion which rely on 

social distance. The caste system in India is one of those societies that has its roots in 

social stratification and segmentation (Nayar 2007; Deliege 1992).While exclusion 

societies are more connected to limited access to economic well-being and proximity to 

difficulty and hardship, inclusion societies tend to be more related to social justice and 
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equality in societies (Allaman 2013). While social exclusion and inclusion can be 

systematic and structural in different societies, the scope of this research is on 

interpersonal exclusion and therefore it is beneficial to have an overview of social 

exclusion literature in an interpersonal context. By interpersonal exclusion, I refer to 

people who have been excluded by other people, not from their society or community 

more broadly. While different types of exclusion are likely to have different effects, 

looking at how exclusion influences responses to advertising deception necessitates an 

interpersonal focus to the exclusion as consumers can only defensively process 

advertising deception at an individual level, despite the fact that deception can affect 

larger groups. Looking at interpersonal exclusion then is an important subject in the field 

of consumer behaviour. 

In addition to the exclusion literature from sociology scholars, extensive research 

has been done on exclusion in the field of psychology. Research on social exclusion has 

found that people show aggressive behaviour after feeling excluded (Kirkpatrick et al. 

2002; Leary et al. 2003; Twenge et al. 2001), spend strategically (Mead et al. 2011), and 

have impaired logical reasoning (Baumeister, Twenge, and Nuss 2002). Research on 

exclusion suggests that exclusion decreases people’s emotions (Buckley, Winkel, and 

Leary 2002) and this reduction in emotion leads people to react towards exclusion and 

show greater anger, sadness, and hurt as well as feeling less happiness. However, other 

research has not supported this premise. Through a functional Magnitude Resonance 

Imaging (fMRI) study, Williams, Cheung, and Cho (2000) found people feel numb after 

exclusion and their sensitivity towards pain decreases. Other researchers have found that 

exclusion does not affect mood (Twenge et al. 2001; 2002).  In rare instances, research 
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has found that exclusion reduces emotions and increases people’s reported negative 

mood (Gerner and Wheeler 2009), however, this reduction did not mediate the effect of 

exclusion on actual behaviour. A meta-analysis examining the effects of exclusion on 

mood found that excluded people suffer from a reduction in their reported general mood 

but this reduction is not statistically significant (Blackhart et al. 2009). Other research 

has found that this insensitivity is the result of feeling numb after exclusion (Twenge, 

Catanese, and Baumeister 2003). In particular, excluded people show a slower reaction 

time, overestimate the duration of time intervals, perceive life as meaningless and are 

neutral toward their surroundings with a minimal display of emotion. Williams (2001) 

compared this numb feeling with the situation where a person has been hit with stun gun. 

This impaired emotion leads excluded people to feel desensitized and leads to 

unexpected behaviors such as consuming alcohol or remembering positive memories to 

get rid of the numbness. 

 To understand the underlying mechanism of responses towards exclusion, 

DeWall et al. (2011) found that exclusion has minimal effects on conscious emotion. In 

particular, they found that numbness is what people feel and this numbness does not 

influence responses towards the exclusion, but there is unconscious emotion which is 

affected by exclusion and this unconscious emotion leads excluded people to respond to 

the exclusion. The term unconscious emotion refers to changes in experience, thought 

and actions that affect one’s emotional state, but at the same time the person is not aware 

of this affect and therefore the excluded person is not able to report it (Winkielman and 

Berridge 2004). DeWall et al. (2011) showed that unconscious emotion causes a coping 

strategy which is not processed through the systematic route; instead this coping strategy 
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was heuristically processed. Therefore to regulate unconscious emotion, which is caused 

by exclusion, the excluded person looks for positive cues and therefore positive emotions 

become more accessible and desirable. The researchers tested whether excluded people 

remember more positive experiences than those who had been accepted. Across nine 

experiments, they found that excluded people categorize words based on common 

positive emotions, not based on negative common emotions, and give more weight to 

positive emotions in their judgement. All these findings emphasize the importance of 

automatic emotion regulation. The dual process model of emotion regulation, similar to 

the Persuasion Knowledge Model and dual information processing, assumes that emotion 

regulation happens through either systematic regulation, which is conscious, or automatic 

emotion regulation, which happens heuristically and with minimal effort. Although there 

has been less attention devoted to this automatic regulation, this type of emotion 

regulation exists (Bargh and Williams 2007; Koole and Jostmann 2004; Mauss, Bunge, 

and Gross 2007; Rothermund, Voss and Wentura 2008). These findings could affect the 

deception literature. Current findings on deception posit that based on the source of the 

initial deceptive information, consumers could engage in systematic or heuristic 

processing to evaluate the subsequent information (Darke and Ritchie 2007; Darke et al. 

2010).  

To go further, DeWall et al. (2011) borrowed the concept of immune neglect 

from affective forecasting. Immune neglect proposes that the effects of distress lead 

people to overestimate its effect and ask their inner self to cope with this negative 

emotion (Gilbert et al. 1998). One way to cope is to unconsciously ignore the unpleasant 

event and focus on positive emotions as an antidote to negative emotions (Folkman and 
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Moskowitz, 2000; Fredrickson 2001; Fredrickson and Levenson, 1998). Looking for 

positive memories to cope with the affected unconscious emotion following social 

exclusion is consistent with other research which has looked at coping strategies. 

Research on coping strategies shows that people spend their money to affiliate with a 

group (Mead et al. 2011).  From the literature, it is known that people misattribute their 

feelings to their judgment and engage in behaviours to change their (unconscious) mood 

(Isen, Nygren, and Ashby 1988; Manucia, Bauman, and Cialdini 1984). Therefore people 

who are looking for positive cues to boost their unconscious affect following exclusion 

misattribute this positive seeking behaviour to other people or products and feel positive 

towards that person or object (Dunn and Schweitzer 2005). This process may cause 

excluded people to evaluate a person or object they encounter in a positive direction and 

have a positive attitude towards the person/object. This means that following deceptive 

advertising, even though people distrust advertising; this distrust would not carryover to 

other advertisements if the person feels excluded. In particular I posit that by feeling 

excluded, people process information heuristically and look for positive cues to boost 

their unconscious emotion and this positive searching leads them to ignore the distrust 

they have towards the initial deceptive advertising and also makes them have more 

positive attitudes toward subsequent advertising. In particular, excluded people will still 

experience distrust towards the initial deceptive advertisement, but this distrust does not 

carry over to the new advertisement when consumers are excluded.  

H1: Following a deceptive ad, excluded people have a more positive 

attitude towards subsequent advertising as compared with those who are 

not excluded. 
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While H1 states an effect of social exclusion on responses following advertising 

deception, it is still not clear if there will be any difference between included people and 

those who are neither excluded nor included. As was already discussed, the goal of 

humans is to be part of a group and socially interact with others, so feeling socially 

included means people satisfy this goal. As it is noted, exclusion makes people 

emotionally impaired and therefore their unconscious emotion regulation operates to 

cope with this unwanted situation. Literature on why people desire to obtain money 

shows that money gives people the power to control and therefore obtain what they want 

from social systems (Lea and Webley 2006). It is also shown that having money can be 

considered similar to being included in a way that helps people to achieve benefits from 

society (Zhou, Vohs, and Baumeister 2009), therefore, when people are included, they 

have the psychological power to manage and try to obtain what they want. It has also 

been documented that while social exclusion does not affect self-esteem, social inclusion 

boosts consumer’s self-esteem and self-control. All this means that social inclusion will 

not alter the effect of initial distrust toward subsequent advertising, however as people 

with high self-esteem are more able to control the self and this leads them to speak out 

more in groups, criticize their own group, and to be less intimidated by the presence of 

other people to speak about what they want (Baumeister et al. 2003).  It is plausible that 

socially included people feel less positive towards the initial and therefore subsequent 

advertising in comparison with socially excluded people because they would be more 

likely to criticize what they see. 
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H2: Following deception, socially included consumers have less positive 

attitudes towards a subsequent advertisement in comparison with those 

who are socially excluded. 

While H1 and H2 describe the effect of social exclusion and inclusion on subsequent 

advertisements, it is important to see how social exclusion affects consumers’ attitudes 

towards the initial deceptive advertisement. This question is crucial as it may give more 

explanation on the process of the aforementioned effect. One alternative explanation for 

the effect of social exclusion on subsequent advertisements following deception might 

come from the idea that social exclusion has a major impact on consumers and it impairs 

their recall of the initial deceptive advertisement they have encountered. If this happens 

then there is no carryover effect from the initial deceptive advertisement to the 

subsequent advertisement because of consumers’ inability to remember the deceptiveness 

of the initial deceptive advertisement. In this case, consumers would not have distrust 

towards subsequent advertisements because they do not consider the initial advertisement 

as deceptive and therefore nothing carries over from the initial ad to the subsequent ad. 

This can be hypothesised as: 

H3a: Following social exclusion, consumers have more positive attitudes 

towards the initial deceptive advertisement as compared with those who 

are not excluded.  

 While H3a posits that consumers are unable to recognize the deceptiveness of the 

initial ad and this lack of recognition leads them to have positive attitude towards the 

subsequent ad, there is another alternative hypothesis to explain why consumers have 
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positive attitudes towards the subsequent ad when they feel excluded. So far there is no 

evidence that shows exclusion affects memory or alters established beliefs about facts, 

but the literature shows that exclusion impairs people’s reasoning (Baumeister, Twenge, 

and Nuss 2002). Therefore it is plausible that following exclusion, consumers hold a 

negative attitude towards the deceptive information they received, however the effect of 

exclusion makes them process information heuristically and therefore those negative 

effects do not carry over to the subsequent ad, but people still hold that distrust to the 

original ad they encountered. This hypothesis follows the current literature as it shows 

that exclusion affects consumers’ unconscious emotion, there is a desire to cope with this 

negative emotion and boost unconscious emotion, which may lead to looking for positive 

cues and misattributing this search to the subsequent advertisement. Based on this 

explanation, it is expected that consumers still exhibit a negative attitude towards the 

initial deceptive advertisement. Specifically, 

H3b: Following social exclusion, consumers have less positive attitudes 

towards an initial deceptive advertisement as compared to those who were 

not deceived, regardless of feeling excluded or not. 

While the aforementioned hypotheses show the effect of social exclusion on 

deceptive advertising, it is important to see how this effect can be moderated. Research 

suggests that social exclusion heightens the desire to connect with others. Excluded 

people tend to have a positive view of situations, which helps them to form connections 

with others, including a greater motivation to make new friends (Maner et al. 2007), 

purchase nostalgic items to reconnect to the past (Loveland, Smeesters, and Mandel 

2010), help to engage in prosocial behaviour (Lee and Shrum 2012), and spend money to 
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gain acceptance from the group (Mead et al. 2011). This notion conveys the idea that 

following deception, excluded consumers should have more positive attitudes toward the 

subsequent advertising if the advertising induces connectedness in comparison with those 

advertisements that do not induce this connection possibility. The opportunity of joining 

and being part of a group is related to how reference groups influence people’s attitudes 

and behaviours. Individuals distance themselves from negatively valued groups (Jackson, 

Sullivan, Harnish, and Hodge 1996), evaluate ingroup members more positively than 

outgroup members (Marques, Abrahams, Paez, and Martinez-Taboada 1998), show more 

agreement to a persuasive message when the speaker is perceived to belong to an ingroup 

rather than an outgroup member (McGarty, Haslam, Hutchinson, and Turner 1994), show 

higher intentions to engage in regular exercise (Terry and Hogg 1996) and engage in 

recycling (White, Smith, Terry, Greenslade, McKimmie 2009)  when such behaviour it is 

perceived as a normative behaviour of the ingroup.  

Reference groups also affect adolescent’s smoking behaviour (Urberg, 

Degirmencioglu, and Pilgrim 1997), and people’s political thinking (Conover 1988).  

Intergroup permeability is usually dependent on how easy it is to join another group. 

Intergroup permeability is said to be low when it is hard to join another group and high 

when it is easy to join another group. Ellemers et al. (1988) suggests that when 

intergroup boundaries are less permeable, members of low status groups tend to identify 

more with their ingroup and show less signs of upward mobility than when intergroup 

boundaries are more permeable. Then, it can be expected that when consumers feel that it 

is harder to join a group, they show less signs of influence by that group. From the 

literature on exclusion societies and histories of exclusion, it is inferred that excluded 
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people may feel they are part of a low status group and therefore excluded people prefer 

to be connected with their ingroup members (e.g.: another alone or excluded person) 

instead of moving upward and connecting to a group when the chance of being accepted 

is low. Therefore if a subsequent ad suggests the chance of joining an ingroup/intergroup 

(high permeability), then consumers would have more positive attitudes towards this 

subsequent ad in comparison with those situations in which the subsequent ad suggests 

more difficulty to join the group (low permeability). In particular, while excluded people 

feel distrust towards the initial advertising, this distrust does not carry over to the 

subsequent advertising, especially when the subsequent advertising has associations of 

high permeability that fulfils consumers’ need to belong to a group. An example of this 

situation could be where people find that advertisement A is deceptive and in general this 

deception should impact people’s trust toward advertisement A and B, but following 

exclusion when advertisement B shows a single person (vs. a group of other people), this 

gives an opportunity to the excluded person to cope with the unconscious negative 

emotion and realize the potential to join the group as a way of seeking a positive cue and 

misattributing this positive cue to the subsequent ad and therefore has a positive attitude 

towards the subsequent ad.   

H4: Following deception, the moderating effect of social exclusion is 

stronger for subsequent advertisements with high permeability in 

comparison with those low in permeability. 

In the next chapter the results of four conducted experiments will be discussed. The first 

experiment has been conducted to study the effect of social exclusion on an initial 

deceptive advertisement. The goal of experiments 2 and 3 is to find the effect of an initial 
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deceptive advertisement on subsequent advertisements when consumers either feel 

excluded or included.  Those two experiments use different types of exclusion 

manipulations and also investigate a different order of exclusion/deception to increase 

confidence in the results. Finally, the last experiment investigates the effect of 

permeability on excluded consumers’ attitude towards a subsequent advertisement when 

consumers are encountered with initial deceptive ads. 
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Chapter Three: Test of Hypotheses 

Study 1 

Overview 

In this part, an experiment is presented with the aim of showing the effect of 

social exclusion on an initial deceptive advertisement.  In particular, this experiment tries 

to determine if social exclusion prevents people from recognizing the deceptiveness of a 

deceptive ad (H3a and H3b).   

In the first section, the research design that was employed is presented, and then 

the procedure of the experiment is described in detail. Finally the results and discussion 

of the study are presented. All statistical analyses in this research have been conducted 

with a 95 percent confidence interval (α=.05). 

Participants and Design 

One hundred and eighteen undergraduate students from the University of 

Manitoba (49% male) were recruited to participate in this study in return for course 

credit. This is a one way experiment with two levels of deception (deceptive ad vs. no 

deceptive ad) in a between participants experimental design. The main dependent 

variable was consumers’ attitudes toward the initial advertisement after being socially 

excluded. 

Procedure 
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The procedure of this study consisted of three phases. In phase one, participants 

were asked to look at an advertisement for a fictitious pair of headphones. The ad 

included a picture of the headphones and listed some features of the headphones in point 

form such as quality, lightweight, comfort, and aluminum enclosure (see Appendix A for 

all study materials). Next, participants were asked to rate the product based on quality 

and value. After finishing this part, half of the participants received additional 

information about the headphone advertisement. This is the deception manipulation and 

is based on Darke and Ritchie (2007). Those in the deception condition were asked to 

read a short review of a Consumer Report magazine article on these headphones. 

Participants were informed that this product does not meet its promised features (a claim-

fact discrepancy). In particular, participants were informed that: 

The XA-120 model is quite different from other earphones we tested. The bass is 

really poor, probably the worst we heard for a canal headphone. Bass extension 

and impact are both really poor- you can barely hear it. The midrange is good, 

reasonable, and clear but nothing remarkable. The highs are another problem. 

They are really strong, far too strong. It initially comes across as having lots of 

detail but after ten minutes of listening they seem quite shrill, almost painful. 

Overall the almost total lack of bass and the very strong highs make this poor 

headphone and one I can’t recommend at all. If they come down the treble and 

give it more bass then they might have something. 

Headphones were chosen as the experimental product as many students use 

iPhones and smartphones while they are studying, commuting to work and school, and/or 

exercising. Further, the price of a pair of headphones varies from less than 10 dollars to 
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more than five hundred dollars, so it can be considered as neither cheap nor a luxury 

product. One additional difference between the current work and that of Darke and 

Ritchie (2007) is that while they provide an extensive review, I only provided a review of 

the product itself without comparing it to any other product or brand.  This was done 

mainly to ensure that the deception manipulation does not interact with other potential 

variables such as product comparisons. To make sure participants spend enough time to 

read the report, they were instructed to spend at least 45 seconds to read the review. 

Other than this instruction, the study was designed in a way that participants could not 

continue to the next page until 45 seconds had passed. Following this phase, participants 

were redirected to the next phase to manipulate exclusion. All participants were 

instructed to play a short game called Cyberball. It is a virtual ball tossing game that has 

been used in research to manipulate exclusion (William, Cheung, Choi 2000). In this 

computerized game, participants have to toss the received ball to two other players. 

While participants are informed that they are playing with other people in the same room, 

they are actually playing against the computer and the condition they are in is randomly 

determined by the number of balls they receive from other players. In the exclusion 

condition –which is the case for all participants for this study, participants receive the 

ball a few times initially, and then are excluded and do not receive the ball again. To 

mask the goal of this game, participants were told that: 

We need you to practice your mental visualization skills. We have found that the 

best way to do this is to have you play an on-line ball tossing game with other 

participants who are logged on at the same time.  In a few moments, you will be 

playing a ball tossing game with other students over our network.  The game is 
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very simple.  When the ball is tossed to you, simply click on the other player you 

want to throw the ball to.  When the game is over, just go on to the next page of 

the survey. 

After this manipulation, participants were asked to indicate how they feel about 

the initial headphone ad and then participants were thanked and debriefed about the 

purpose of the research.  

Dependent Variables 

Respondents were asked to provide their attitude towards the product in the initial 

ad (i.e. the headphones) before the deception manipulation to make sure there is no 

difference in their initial attitude towards the product. Their attitude towards the 

headphones was measured with the following four bipolar 5-points items (High 

quality/low quality, high value/low value, durable/not durable, expensive/not expensive). 

These items were averaged to form a measure of attitudes towards the initial product 

(α=0.84).  

Following the deception manipulation and playing Cyberball to manipulate 

exclusion, respondents were asked to provide their attitude towards the initial ad based 

on the information they received from a Consumer Report magazine on the following 

items: “The ad was deceitful (reverse item)”, “I trust the ad”, and “I think the ad fooled 

me (reverse item)” on a scale (from 1: not at all to 5: very much) with lower numbers 

representing a more negative attitude towards the initial ad. These items were averaged to 

form a measure of attitudes towards the initial advertisement (α=0.88). 
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Results and Discussion 

An independent t-test was conducted to determine participants’ attitudes towards 

the product before the deception and exclusion manipulations. A Levene's Test for 

Equality of Variances showed that the variance between the two groups was equal 

(F=.166, P>.05). The results of the t-test show that there is no difference in the attitudes 

of consumers towards the product before receiving extra information on the 

deceptiveness of the ad (Mdeception = 3.77, SDdeception = .86, Mno-deception = 3.87, SDno-depetion = 

.84 t = .569, df = 116, p > .5). Figure 1 depicts the obtained results. Another independent 

t-test was conducted to determine participants’ attitude towards the ad after deception 

was manipulated and all participants were instructed to play Cyberball.  A Levene's Test 

for Equality of Variances showed that the variance between the two groups is equal 

(F=.318, P>.5). As can be seen in figure 2, the results of the independent samples t-test 

shows that those people who received information about ad deceptiveness had a more 

negative attitude towards the ad compared with those who did not learn of the 

deceptiveness of the ad (Mdeception = 2.31, SDdeception = .75, Mno-deception = 3.11, SDno-deception 

= .79, t = -5.48, df = 112, p < .05).  
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Figure 1: Attitude towards the product before manipulating deception  
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Figure 2: Attitude towards the ad after manipulating deception  
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In summary, this study was conducted to see how social exclusion affects 

attitudes towards the initial ad. To understand its effect, two alternative hypotheses were 

discussed. One competing hypothesis was that social exclusion has a major impact on 

consumers and they do not recall the initial deceptive advertisement they have 

encountered. If this happens then there should not be any carryover effect from the initial 

deceptive advertisement to the subsequent advertisement because of consumers’ inability 
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to remember the deceptiveness of initial deceptive advertisement. If this reasoning was 

true, then consumers would have had no distrust towards the initial deceptive 

advertisement when they were asked to play Cyberball, however this idea is not 

supported in this study.  Therefore Study 1 rules out H3a which claimed that consumers 

were not able to recognize the deceptiveness of the initial deceptive ad as social 

exclusion affects their memory. Instead the results of this study confirm the competing 

hypothesis (H3b) that excluded consumers do have negative attitudes towards the initial 

deceptive ad as compared with those excluded consumers who did not receive 

information on the deceptiveness of the ad. 

While study 1 discusses the effect of exclusion on attitudes towards the initial ad, 

it is important to understand the effect of social exclusion on consumers’ attitudes 

towards a subsequent ad, therefore study 2 and study 3 were conducted to explore this. 

Study2 

 Overview 

In this part, an experiment is presented that tests the effect of social exclusion and 

inclusion on the carryover effect of initial deception to subsequent advertising (H1, H2). 

In particular, this experiment tries to determine if social exclusion attenuates the 

carryover effect of ad deception on subsequently encountered ads. It is predicted that 

people will have positive attitudes towards subsequent advertisements when they feel 

socially excluded from their peers and/or group. It is also predicted that socially included 

consumers will have higher distrust towards subsequent advertising as compared to those 

who are socially excluded and those people who neither feel excluded nor included (a 
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neutral control group) and this distrust leads them to have lower attitudes towards 

subsequent advertising as compared to those who are in the control group. 

In the first section, the research design that was employed is presented, and then 

the procedure of the experiment is described in detail. Finally the results and discussion 

of the study are presented. 

Participants and Design 

 One hundred and twenty four undergraduate students from the University of 

Manitoba (58% male) were recruited and received course credit for their participation. 

They were randomly assigned to conditions in a 2(deception: yes vs. no) x 2(social 

exclusion: yes vs. no) + 2(socially included with deception vs. socially included with no 

deception) between participants experimental design. The main dependent variable was 

consumers’ attitudes towards the subsequent advertisement. 

Procedure 

 The procedure of this study consisted of three phases. In phase one, participants 

were asked to look at an advertisement for a fictitious pair of headphones. As in Study 1, 

the ad included a picture of the headphones and listed some features of the headphones. 

Next, participants were asked to rate the product based on quality and value. After 

finishing this part, half of the participants received additional information about the 

headphone advertisement. This is the deception manipulation and is based on Darke and 

Ritchie (2007). Those in the deception condition were asked to read a short review of a 
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Consumer Report magazine article on the headphones (see Appendix B for all study 

materials).  

In phase two of this study, participants in the exclusion condition were asked to 

write an essay about a time when they felt rejected or excluded by others. Participants in 

the social inclusion condition wrote instead about a time when they felt accepted by 

others. Participants in the neutral control group wrote about their routine activities during 

the day (based on Maner et al. 2007). Regardless of condition, participants were told that 

they needed to spend 5 minutes writing about their experience and also were asked to 

write at least 4 lines about their experience. 

In phase three, participants were given a print TV advertisement and were asked 

to read information regarding the TV.  The ad had a picture of a LCD TV and some its 

features such as “real time 2D to 3D video convention, share music and video wirelessly” 

(See Appendix B). These features are the common features in the current market for a 

mid-range TV. While Darke and Ritchie (2007) used a dishwasher as their subsequent 

ad, I used a TV given it is likely a more relevant product for students. Following this, 

participants were asked to provide their attitude towards the TV and questions were 

asked to check the success of the manipulations, demographic information and a 

suspicion probe question (see the entire experimental questionnaire in Appendix B). 

Thereafter all participants were thanked for their participation in the study and debriefed. 

Dependent Variables 

  Respondents were asked to provide their attitude towards the initial product (i.e. 

the headphones) before the deception manipulation to make sure there is no difference in 
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their initial attitudes towards the product. Their attitude towards the headphones was 

measured with the following four bipolar 8-points items (high quality/low quality, high 

value/low value, durable/not durable, expensive/not expensive). These items were 

averaged to form a measure of attitudes towards the product (α=0.79).  

Following the deception manipulation, respondents were asked to provide their 

attitude towards the initial ad based on the information they received from the Consumer 

Report magazine on the following items: “The ad was deceitful (reverse item)”, “I trust 

the ad”, and “I think the ad fooled me (reverse item)” on a scale (from 1: not at all to 5: 

very much) with lower numbers representing a more negative attitude towards the initial 

ad. These items were averaged to form a deception index (α = .69). This has been done to 

check the manipulation for deception. The social exclusion manipulation check asked 

respondents to indicate how they feel right now on 5 bipolar scale items with 7 points 

with lower numbers meaning feeling excluded and higher numbers included. The items 

were: bad-good, rejected-accepted, worthless-valuable, excluded-included, avoided-

welcomed. These items were averaged to form an exclusion index (α=.89). Respondents 

rated (on a scale from 1 to 7) their overall attitude toward the TV ad on the following 

items: “not trusted/trusted, credible/not credible (reversed), not reliable/reliable, 

complete/incomplete (reversed). This scale is borrowed and shortened from the 

ADTRUST scale (Soh, Reid, and King 2009). These items were averaged to form a 

trustworthiness index (α = .78). 
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Results and Discussion 

Preliminary Analyses. For the deception manipulation check, it was expected that 

people in the deception condition would feel fooled and tricked by the initial 

advertisement more than those in no-deception condition and results confirm this 

expectation (F(1,122) = 26.40, p < .05). People in the deception condition felt fooled by 

the ad when compared with those who were not deceived (Mdeception = 3.30, Mno-deception = 

2.65). The results of the manipulation check for exclusion shows no effect of the 

manipulation (p > .3, NS). It was expected that excluded people would report feeling 

more excluded in comparison with the neutral and included participants. However this 

method to manipulate exclusion is widely used in other research with either no reported 

manipulation check or no significant results (see Gardner et al. 2000; Pickett, Gardner, 

and Knowles 2004; Maner et al. 2007). Therefore, this result is not unexpected as it may 

show that exclusion makes people feel impaired to express their feelings and that 

systematic emotion is impaired. Results of respondents’ attitude towards the initial 

product (before the deception manipulation) shows no differences between those who 

were randomly assigned to the deception and no deception conditions (F(1,122) = .6, p > 

.4, NS) This shows that all participants had similar attitudes towards the initial product 

before the deception manipulation. 

Main Analyses. An ANOVA with deception and exclusion as the independent 

variables on attitudes towards subsequent advertising shows a significant two-way 

interaction of social exclusion and deception (F(1, 74) = 4.04, p < .05). In the no 

exclusion group, there is a marginal effect where the deception carries over from the 

initial ad to the subsequent ad (Mdeception = 4.83, SDdeception = .84, Mno-deception = 5.38, SDno-
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deception = 1.08, t = 1.74, df = 36, p = .08), however, this effect is reversed for those people 

who were in the social exclusion condition. In particular, for socially excluded people, 

the effect of deception does not carryover from the initial ad towards the subsequent ad 

(Mdeception = 5.43, SDdeception = .82, Mno-deception = 5.10, SDno-deception = 1.06, t = 1.08, df = 

38, p > .28, NS). This finding is in accordance with H2 as it shows excluded people’s 

attitudes towards the subsequent ad is not related to whether the initial ad is deceptive or 

not.  

To determine if socially excluded people have significantly more positive 

attitudes towards subsequent advertising, an independent t-test was computed and results 

show a significant and more positive attitude of socially excluded people towards the 

subsequent ad in comparison with those who were not socially excluded (Mexclusion = 5.42, 

Mno-exclusion = 4.83, t = 2.27, p < .05). This finding is consistent with H1 as it shows that 

excluded people’s attitudes towards the subsequent ad are not impacted by advertising 

deception and also they have a more positive attitude towards the subsequent ad in 

comparison with those people who were not socially excluded. 

To see the effect of deception on consumers who were socially included, an 

independent t-test was conducted to see if there is any difference between socially 

included consumers on attitudes toward the subsequent ad, and results show regardless of 

deception, socially included consumers have similar attitudes towards the subsequent ad 

(Mdeception = 4.65, SDdeception = .92 Mno-deception = 4.67, SDno-deception = 1.25, t = -0.55, df = 

44, p > 0.9). Another independent t-test revealed that following the initial deceptive ad, 

socially included consumers have lower attitudes (higher distrust) towards the subsequent 

ad in comparison with socially excluded consumers (Mexclusion = 5.42, Minclusion = 4.65, t = 
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2.89, df = 41, p < .05). This finding confirms H3 which posits that following deception; 

socially included people have higher distrust towards subsequent advertising. Taken 

together, this study confirms that deception in the initial ad does not carry over to 

subsequent ads when people are feeling either socially excluded or included when 

compared to a neutral control condition. Figure 2 demonstrates the carry over effect of 

the initial deception on subsequent ads across all cells in the design.  

Results of study 2 replicate the literature which demonstrates that deception 

carries over to a subsequent ad, however this research adds a more nuanced 

understanding of the factors affecting this relationship and provides evidence that social 

exclusion is attenuating this carryover effect. In particular this study confirms the idea 

that following deception, socially excluded people rate the subsequent ad more favorably 

in comparison with those who are not socially excluded, or are socially included. The 

initial effect of deception does not carry over onto subsequent advertising when people 

feel socially excluded in support of H1. The findings from study two also show that 

regardless of deception, socially included people have higher distrust towards subsequent 

advertising as compared to socially excluded group in support of H2. 
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Figure 3: Carryover effect of initial deception on attitude towards subsequent ad. 
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Study 3 

Overview 

In this part, an experiment is presented with the aim of replicating the results 

from study 2 and to also show that the obtained results are not the outcome of the order 

of exclusion and deception. Also through this study, I aim to show that different types of 

exclusion have similar carryover effects of deception from the initial ad to a subsequent 

advertisement. In the first section, the research design that was employed is presented, 

and then the procedure of the experiment is described in detail. Finally the results and 

discussion of the study are presented. 

Participants and Design 

 One hundred and sixteen undergraduate students from the University of 

Manitoba (54% male) were recruited to participate in this study in return for course 

credit. This study is a 2(deception: yes vs. no) x 2(exclusion: social exclusion, social 
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inclusion) between participants experimental design. The main dependent variable was 

consumers’ attitudes toward the subsequent advertisement. 

Procedure 

 Similar to study 2, the procedure of this study consists of three phases with a few 

differences. First, in study 2 deception was manipulated before exclusion. In the current 

study, social exclusion was manipulated first and then deception was manipulated. This 

has been done to rule out an alternative explanation for the obtained results in study two 

that manipulating exclusion may wash out the effect of deception as it happened after 

manipulating deception. Therefore in this study, it was decided to manipulate exclusion 

first and then deception.  A second change was in the way in which exclusion was 

manipulated. In study 2, participants were instructed to write an essay on their past 

experience, however in this study it was actual and current exclusion/inclusion as was 

used in Study 1. The reason for this change was to make sure that the results were 

consistent over different types of exclusion (previous exclusion experience vs. current 

one). For this purpose, participants were instructed they have to play the Cyberball game.  

After this instruction, participants were randomly assigned to either the exclusion 

or inclusion condition. After playing the game, participants were asked to answer a few 

questions for the manipulation check. Then they were thanked and told the study had 

finished and they would be redirected to another separate and unrelated study. In the next 

phase, participants saw the same headphone ad and description used in study 1 and study 

2. After exposure to this advertisement, participants were randomly assigned to the 

deception or no deception conditions. Deception was manipulated through the same 
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method as in Study 1 and 2 and then participants were redirected to an unrelated study 

which took around five minutes. After participants finished the unrelated study, they 

were provided with the same TV ad used in study two. Finally, participants were asked to 

provide their attitude towards the TV and answer a few questions to check the 

manipulation, some demographic questions, as well as a suspicion probe question. 

Thereafter all participants were thanked for their participation in the study and were 

debriefed later (see the entire experimental questionnaire and materials in Appendix C). 

Dependent Variables 

  The social exclusion manipulation was checked by asking respondents to indicate 

if “I was ignored”, and “I was excluded” on scale from 1(not at all) to 5(very much). 

These items are the recommended manipulation check for Cyberball (Williams et al. 

2012). These items were averaged to form an exclusion index (r = .88). Similar to Study 

2, respondents rated (on a scale from 1 to 7) their overall attitude toward the TV ad on 

the following items: not trusted/trusted, credible/not credible (reversed), not 

reliable/reliable, complete/incomplete (reversed) as in Study 2). These items were 

averaged to form a trustworthiness index (α = .92).  

Results and Discussion 

Preliminary Analyses.  An independent sample t-test has been conducted to check 

whether the manipulation of exclusion occurred immediately after the exclusion 

manipulation and before manipulating deception. Results of the manipulation check for 

social exclusion showed that participants who were excluded felt significantly more 
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ignored and excluded as compared to those who were included (Mexclusion = 3.89, Minclusion 

= 1.95, df=103, t=-94.67, p = .00).  

Main Analyses. Results of the univariate ANOVA with deception and exclusion 

as independent variables and attitude towards subsequent advertising as the dependent 

variable revealed a significant main effect of deception (Mdeception = 3.26, Mno-deception = 

3.57, F(1,112) = 2.34, p < .05) and a significant main effect of exclusion (Msocial exclusion = 

3.60, Msocial inclusion = 3.24, F(1,112) = 7.32, p < .05) which were qualified by  a significant 

two-way interaction of deception x social exclusion (F(1,112) = 4.30, p < .05).  

Further analysis of the significant two way interaction of deception and social 

exclusion shows that the effect of deception from the initial deceptive ad carries over to 

the subsequent ad when consumers are socially included (Mdeception=2.94, SDdeception = .62, 

Mno-deception = 3.54, SDno-deception = .64, F(1, 46) = 10.54, p < .05), but this carryover effect 

did not happen when consumers felt socially excluded (Mdeception=3.60, SDdeception = .79 

Mno-deception = 3.58, SDno-deception = .65, F(1, 66) = .009, p > .9).  Figure 3 shows this two-

way interaction. This finding is consistent with the prior findings that the social exclusion 

prevents the carryover effect of deception in initial advertisements to a subsequent 

advertisement.  
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Figure 4: Interaction effect of deception and exclusion on attitude towards subsequent ad. 
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This study along with Study 1 has shown that reminders of previous exclusion or 

actual exclusion have similar effects. In particular Studies 2 and 3 shows that regardless 

of receiving the deceptive ad and then feeling excluded or feeling excluded and then 

receiving deceptive information, there is no carryover effect of distrust from an initial 

deceptive advertisement to a subsequent advertisement. The current study also replicated 

the previous literature showing that distrust from initial deceptive advertisements has a 

carryover effect to a subsequent advertisement and this effect is intensified when 

consumers are socially included. The main purpose of study 4 is to examine the effect of 

permeability on the obtained results from Studies 1-3. In addition to this major goal, it is 

also important to replicate the findings from Studies 1 and 2 with other products and 

advertisements as well as a different sample. 
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Study 4 

Overview 

The primary goal of this experiment is to demonstrate how permeability affects 

the relationship between social exclusion and consumers’ attitudes towards a subsequent 

advertisement. If the subsequent ad induces a higher chance of joining a group (high 

permeability), then consumers would have more positive attitude towards this subsequent 

ad in comparison with those situations in which the subsequent ad suggests it may be 

more difficult to join the group (low permeability). Other than this important goal, it was 

important to replicate the results from previous studies. While in Studies 1-3 the 

subsequent ad featured a product with no person in the ad, in this study it is important to 

see if there would be a similar effect if the subsequent advertisement included a person in 

the ad. This is an important factor as social exclusion is mainly related to being out of a 

group, so it is valuable to see what the carryover effect of initial deception towards a 

subsequent advertisement, when consumers are excluded and subsequent messages bring 

some signs of group membership. 

Pretest 

As the goal of this study is to see the effect of permeability, a pretest had been 

conducted to validate the permeability manipulation. Twenty participants were recruited 

through an online social media website to participate in a one way within participants 

design. All participants were residing in North America and were fluent in the English 

language. All participants had to rate 3 separate photos based on how they would feel 

about joining the people in the photos. For each participant there were three photos, of 
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which one photo showed a single person (gender matched with participant’s gender), 

another photo which showed a group of 6 people (3 males and 3 females), and the other 

photo featured of a family of four (one male adult, one female adult, one boy, and one 

girl). The order of the photos was counterbalanced to reduce the potential bias. Figures 4 

and 5 shows the photos that were shown to participants based on their gender. 

The reason to select these three photos was to induce permeability. It was 

hypothesised that people feel it is easier to join and start a conversation with a single 

person alone compared with a group of people who appear to know each other. While the 

other two photos show a group of people, one features a family and the other features a 

group of people. These two group photos selected with the goal of finding a suitable 

stimulus for the low permeability condition. Each of those photos have the ability to be 

considered as low permeability stimuli, as both have signs of joining to a group. It is 

possible to find that joining a group of people with similar ages, with no information if 

they are part of a family, would be easier compared with a situation when people see a 

group as a family which may induce the perception of a stronger in-group relationship 

and therefore lower chance of being accepted by the family. However it is also plausible 

to say that it is easier to join a strange family as people are more familiar with the 

construct of family and its members compared with group of friends which may have 

different reasons to become a group. Therefore both of photos were included in this 

pretest with the goal of selecting stimuli for the actual experiment. 
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Figure 5: Three photos that male participants saw 
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Figure 6: Three photos that female participants saw 
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Participants had to provide their attitude towards each photo after seeing the 

photo based on the following five items: It would be easy for me to start a conversation 

with this person (people/family), I would feel comfortable approaching this person (this 

family/these people), I would be at ease in approaching this person(this family/these 

people), I feel I am an outsider (reverse), and I would feel anxious about having to talk 

with this person (this family/these people) (reverse) on a scale from 1(strongly disagree) 

to 8 (strongly agree) where a higher number reflects greater ease to join the group. These 

items were averaged to form a permeability index (r = .82). 

A one-way within participants (repeated measures) ANOVA was conducted to 

compare the effect of permeability and the results show a significant effect on the attitude 

of participants towards joining the person(s) in the photos (Wilks’ Lambda = 0.65, F 

(2,18) = 4.79, p < .05). Further analysis was conducted to find the differences between 

the three types of photos that were provided to participants. Results of the paired t-test 

show that participants reported that it is significantly easier to join the single person 

compared with a family (Msingle=4.99, Mfamily=4.06, t=2.06, df=19, p <.05) and it is 

significantly easier to join the single person compared with friends (Msingle=4.99, 

Mfreinds=3.88, t=3.01, df=19, p <.05). The conducted paired t-test to see the difference 

between the group photos and family photos shows no significant difference 

(Mfriends=3.88, Mfamily=4.06, t=.797, df=19, p > .4). Figure 6 shows the results of this 

pretest. 

Following the results of this pretest, a photo with a single person in it was used to 

manipulate high permeability and a photo of a group of friends was used as the low 

permeability manipulation as these two photos were significantly different in how 
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respondents perceived how easy it was to join the group.  In the next part, the details of 

study 4 are provided. 

Figure 7: Effect of three photos on attitude toward the ease of joining a group 
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Participants and Design 

 One hundred and seventy one participants from across North America were 

recruited from an online panel (Qualtrics) to participate in this study in return for 

nominal compensation for their participation. The range of reported age of participants 

was from 18 to 85 with average age of 44.67 (57% male). This study was a 2(deception: 

yes vs. no) x 2(permeability: high vs. low) between participants experimental design. The 

main dependent variable was consumers’ attitudes toward the subsequent advertisement. 
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While participants for the first three studies have been recruited from a marketing 

subject pool program and were all undergraduate students, for this study participants 

were recruited from an online panel. This change increases generalizability of the results 

obtained in this experiment by examining a different sample. Overall then, running three 

lab experiments with undergraduate students and one with an online panel using 

participants from across North America will increase the validity and generalizability of 

this research.  

Procedure 

 Similar to Studies 2 and 3, the procedure of this study consists of three phases 

with a few differences. First, when participants started the study, they were asked to read 

all the questions carefully. As participants were recruited by an online panel and there 

was no way to monitor them and see if they spent enough time and effort to each 

question, an instructional manipulation check was conducted and those who did not pass 

this check were not redirected to the main part of the study (Oppenheimer, Meyvis, and 

Davidenko 2009). The instructional manipulation check asked participants to follow this 

instruction: 

This is important! Read carefully, please.  In this study, we are interested 

in mental stimulation.   Please check a word that best describes how you 

are currently feeling. To show that you have read the instructions, please 

ignore the question below about how you are feeling and instead check 

only the "Paper clip" option as your answer. Thank you very much. 
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Following this instruction, participants were given 17 options including 16 items 

regarding emotions and one choice of “paper clip”. Those who selected only “paper clip” 

were redirected to the main study and the rest of people were unable to continue in the 

experiment (for detail information, see Appendix D). 

Following the instructional manipulation check, participants were redirected to 

the Cyberball. Before starting Cyberball, they were asked to provide their gender. All 

participants were assigned to the social exclusion condition. Following the game, 

participants were asked some unrelated questions and then they were thanked and 

redirected to the next study. The next study was the second phase of this experiment, but 

participants were told that it is a separate study to reduce the potential bias. In the next 

phase of the study participants had to review the same headphone and product 

information used in previous studies and then were asked to provide their attitude 

towards the headphones. Following this step, half of participants were randomly assigned 

to the deception condition and they had to read the same fictitious Consumer Report 

article about the headphones. Participants had to wait for at least 45 seconds before they 

could click next to move to the next part. Thereafter, participants evaluated the 

headphones based on the extra information they received and then they were thanked and 

were told it was the end of the survey and they will be redirected to a new survey. 

The next study, which was the third phase of this experiment, was the way that 

permeability was manipulated and the dependent variable was measured. To manipulate 

permeability, participants were asked to read a laptop ad. The ad contained general 

features of an average laptop (information about CPU, hard disk, ram, etc.) and also a 

picture of the laptop.  To manipulate permeability we used those photos from the pretest 
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as the screen photo of the laptop ads. As it can be seen in figure 7, participants were 

randomly assigned to either the high permeability condition with a photo of a single 

person (gender matched with the gender of participants), or low permeability with a 

photo of a group of friends as the screen photo of the laptop. Following the ad, 

participants were asked to provide their attitude towards the laptop ad. In this study, the 

gender of the participants and of the person in the ad was matched to rule out possible 

confounds including attractiveness (Jones et al. 1998) and identity congruency (Shang, 

Reed II and Croson 2008) of the person in the ad to name a few. While other variables 

including race might affect perceptions of permeability, participants’ background is 

randomly distributed across conditions. 

Dependent Variables 

  Similar to Study 2, respondents rated (on a scale from 1 to 7) their overall attitude 

toward the laptop ad on the following items: “not trusted/trusted, credible/not credible 

(reversed), not reliable/reliable, complete/incomplete (reversed). These items were 

averaged to form a trustworthiness index. The higher the value of this scale means the 

higher trust in the subsequent advertisements (laptop).   
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Figure 8: Permeability Manipulation 
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Results and Discussion 

Results of the univariate ANOVA with deception and permeability as 

independent variables and attitude towards subsequent advertising as the dependent 

variable revealed a significant main effect of permeability (Mlow-permability = 4.77, Mhigh-

permability = 5.07, F(1,167) = 5.94, p < .05) which is qualified by a significant two-way 

interaction of deception and permeability (F(1,167) = 4.59, p < .05).  

Further analysis of the significant two way interaction shows that the effect of 

deception from the initial deceptive ad carries over to the subsequent ad when socially 

excluded consumers encounter a low permeability ad (Mlow-permability = 4.63, SDlow-

permeability = .83, Mhigh-permeability = 5.18, SDhigh-permeability = .76, F(1, 84) = 10.16, p < .05), 

and there is no difference between high and low permeability when there is no deception 

(Mlow-permability = 4.91, SDlow-permability = .75, Mhigh-permeability = 4.95, SDhigh-permeability = .77, 

F(1, 83) = 0.64, p > .8).   

Figure 9: Interaction effect of deception and permeability on attitude towards subsequent ad. 
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These findings are consistent with Study 2 and Study 3 findings that social 

exclusion prevents the carryover effect of deception from an initial advertisement to the 

subsequent advertisement. The results from this study also show that following the initial 

deceptive ad, consumers would have higher trust in the subsequent ad if the ad induces 

high as compared to low permeability in confirmation of H4. 
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Chapter Four: General Discussion and Future Research 

General Discussion 

Four experiments are intended to demonstrate that biased distrust from deceptive 

advertising does not always carryover to subsequent advertising. It has been shown that 

social exclusion moderates this effect and prevents biased distrust from carrying over to 

innocent firms and their subsequent advertisements. This effect is likely due to the fact 

that excluded people try to cope with exclusion by boosting their unconscious affected 

emotion and during this coping process, they look for positive cues that affect their 

attitude toward advertising (Study 2 and Study 3). A competing explanation for these 

results is to say that social exclusion can affect memory and this is why distrust from the 

initial advertisement does not transfer to the subsequent advertisement. This research 

ruled out this competing explanation by showing that social exclusion does not make 

people unaware of the deception in the initial deceptive advertisement. Consumers are 

aware of deceptiveness of the initial ad, however the deception of the initial ad does not 

carry over to the subsequent ad. This research has explored the effect of permeability and 

how this permeability affects consumers’ attitude towards a subsequent ad when they are 

socially excluded. It has been shown that high permeability of the subsequent ad makes 

socially excluded people trust the subsequent ad in comparison to an ad which promotes 

low permeability. 

Contribution 
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This research has several contributions to both the deception and exclusion 

literatures: while prior research warned that deception not only has negative effects on 

deceptive products and information sources, but also has effects on people’s attitudes 

toward subsequent advertising, this research shows a way to reduce the impact on 

subsequently encountered innocent firms. In particular, prior research showed that when 

people are deceived by an advertisement, that distrust carries over to impact other 

advertisements, regardless of the source of the ad. Therefore deceptive advertising can 

harm the whole advertising industry (Darke, Ashworth, Main 2010; Darke and Ritchie 

2007; Shimp 1978).  

This research also contributes to the literature by showing that these results are 

consistent regardless of the type of exclusion as this research employs different types of 

social exclusion such as remembering past exclusion and real time exclusion experiences. 

The other theoretical contribution of this research is to explore the effect of permeability 

on excluded consumer’s perceptions of subsequently encountered advertisements. While 

the current literature shows that socially excluded people spend more time and money on 

products that fulfill affiliation goals (Mead et al. 2011), this research goes one step 

further and shows that socially excluded people are not just looking for affiliation, 

instead they also evaluate how easy it is to join a group and if they find that there is a 

good chance of being in a group then they desire joining that group. For example, if a 

student feels that he/she is excluded from other people, that student may want to be 

affiliated with other students’ associations to fulfill the need for affiliation. However the 

current research shows that the students analyze the permeability of being accepted by 
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the other group and in case of high permeability she/he would move to the other group, 

otherwise there is no point to change the current ingroup status.   

Managerial Implications 

Deceptive advertising is something that makes government and officials react to 

with the goal of protecting consumers. Indeed, deceptive advertising can have negative 

effects on the whole advertising industry. Many people do not believe advertising 

messages or at least do not trust to all messages they receive from advertisements. False 

advertising is more common in some industries than others, for example there are many 

cases on weight loss products that used false advertising. Recently the Federal Trade 

Commission (FTC.gov 2014) fined several weight loss companies for false advertising, 

therefore surviving on the market would be more difficult for those companies who did 

not use false advertising but have been harmed by effect of general view of people on the 

number of suspicious products in weight loss industry. The findings of this research show 

that managers and advertisers can benefit from the concept of social exclusion by 

reminding consumers of exclusion moments as one strategy to protect the brand and 

products from other false advertising messages available on the market. 

The findings of this research could be applicable for consumers who are faced 

with deceptive advertising. In a retail context, it is possible that some sales clerks could 

try to use these findings and try to socially exclude consumers to prevent carryover 

negative effects of their deceptive ads/products to their other products, so it is important 

to educate consumers to know how to react when they are in this type of situation. 

Therefore managers need to make sure that their employees are not using inappropriate 
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tactics to sell products as this may have broader negative effect on brands and products 

associated with what one clerk or sales agent try to sell.  

Limitations and Future Research Directions 

While in this research, it is explained that the carryover effect does not happen 

due to unconscious emotion regulation; unfortunately so far there is no accepted method 

to measure this mechanism. Therefore, it would be valuable to investigate  methods to  

measure unconscious emotions regulation. This would open new ways to answer many 

research questions on emotion, which mostly captures emotion through self-reported 

scales, which is not applicable in the case of unconscious emotions. 

As it was mentioned earlier, the current research focused on claim-fact 

discrepancy deception in advertising. It would be interesting to expand the current 

research to other types of deception such as claim-belief interactions. In this research, as 

well as other research on deception, scholars have focused on the falsify functions that 

were claimed by the advertiser. This means that the deception is  revealed by comparing 

the claims made by an advertiser to its actual function, but as it is noted in this research, 

in some other types of deception, advertisers can deceive consumers with no explicit 

claim (e.g.: red and blue crystals in detergent). It is easier to find deception through 

functional facts, but it is unclear how people are able to detect deception from those 

claims that do not have objective criteria against which to measure the claim and how 

this deception would impact subsequent responses to advertising.     

Related research already demonstrated the effect of affiliation on excluded 

consumers’ behaviour; however this research expanded those finding a step further by 
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showing the effect of permeability. While the prior research discussed that excluded 

people are attracted to products that promote affiliation, the current research introduces 

the notion of permeability and shows that consumers have different behaviours when 

they feel they will be accepted by a group as compared to those who were included. 

Subsequent research should focus on how consumers make judgements of permeability.    

In study one the effect of exclusion on the initial ad was examined, however this 

study does not show the effect of social inclusion on attitude towards initial ad. To be 

consistent with all three other studies, it would be a good idea to run another study to see 

the effect of social inclusion on consumers’ attitudes towards the initial deceptive ad. 

Comparing the effect of social inclusion and exclusion would give researchers a better 

understanding of the potential underlying mechanism and may also provide another 

opportunity to rule out other plausible explanations. 

In this dissertation, all studies have been conducted in lab settings or data 

collected through an online panel. This research would be enriched by conducting a field 

study. While in three of the current studies, exclusion was manipulated by asking 

participants to play a game, it is also important to understand the effect of actual 

exclusion. Exclusion caused by salesperson and the influence on sales is something that 

has not been studied in this research and is essential to examine in the field.  

 

One last limitation of this research is the inability to empirically test the 

underlying mechanism for the obtained results as was outlined briefly above. One future 

direction would be to conduct an experiment to show the underlying mechanism of 
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unconscious emotion possibly through the use of implicit measurement such as word 

fragment completions. Here,  participants would be presented with a word with some 

missing letters and they will be asked to fill in the blanks to form a completed word. The 

number of completed items and the meaning of the completed words may implicitly 

measure respondents’ emotion and therefore testing the underlying mechanism of 

unconscious emotion as the mediator of the obtained results. 

All exclusion experiences in this research happened within a short period of time, 

usually less than 10 minutes. Regardless of the time interval between exclusion and 

deception, the length of exclusion can also affect the results. Short exclusion activates 

coping strategies or regulating emotion (Williams 2007), but what about long term or 

multiple exclusion events? How do those people react towards exclusion if they have 

been excluded from their peer or group for a lengthy period of time? Williams considers 

long term exclusion as a “kiss of social death” in which these people are no longer able 

to overcome exclusion and have no motivation to change their situation. In this type of 

exclusion when there is no inner motivation to leave the situation, the most extreme 

outcome could be depression, helplessness, worthlessness, and even suicide.  Therefore 

feeling social exclusion for a long time may not have the same effect of preventing 

carryover effects of deception in initial advertising to subsequent advertising.  All this 

means is that effect of multiple or long term exclusion could be different than short time 

exclusion and this is another area for further study. One other area of future research is to 

look at the source of exclusion. While in this research, it is showed that exclusion affects 

consumers’ attitudes towards an innocent ad, but in this research the source of the 

exclusion experience and the source of the ads were literally separate from each other. It 



 

55 

 

is important to investigate what would be the effect if the source of exclusion and 

subsequent ad are congruent.  

It is concluded by hoping that this research prompts a new program of research 

related to social exclusion to understand different behaviours of socially excluded people 

in societies makes everyone knowledgeable on how to deal with the excluded people and 

communities. 
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Appendix A: Study 1 Questionnaire 
 

 

            

                                                                                                

INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

 
Research Project Title: Consumerism Study 

 

Researcher(s): Hamed Aghakhani, PhD Student, Marketing Department. 

This consent form is only part of the process of informed consent. It should give you the basic idea of what 
the research is about and what your participation will involve. If you would like more detail about something 
mentioned here, or information not included here, you should feel free to ask. Please take the time to read 
this carefully and to understand any accompanying information. 
 
In series of studies, you will be asked to perform few separate tasks, including playing Cyberball game, and 
evaluation products and advertisements. There is no risk to participating in this study other than those in 
everyday life. If you feel uncomfortable when answering the questionnaire, you are free to withdrawal at any 
time without any penalty.  

All responses to the questionnaires will be kept in a locked office accessible only to the primary researchers. 
There is no identifying information asked for on any of the questionnaires. At the end of the term, we will 
provide you with feedback on the specific nature of the research questions under investigation. For a 
summary of the results, please contact the corresponding researcher. For your participation in this research, 
you will receive credit towards your research participation in MKT 2210. You are free to terminate your 
participation at any time without any grade penalty. You will get full credit if you terminate or choose not to 
participate in the study. 
 
These research projects have been approved by the Joint Faculty Research Ethics Board of the University 
of Manitoba. If you have any concerns or complaints about any of these projects, you may contact the 
above-named persons or the Human Ethics Secretariat at xxx-xxxx. 

Your response on this form indicates that you have understood to your satisfaction the information regarding 
participation in the research projects and agree to participate as a subject. In no way does this waive your 
legal rights nor release the researchers, sponsors, or involved institutions from their legal and professional 
responsibilities. You are free to withdraw from any of the studies at any time, and/or refrain from answering 
any questions you prefer to omit, without prejudice or consequence. You will still get course credit if you 
choose to withdraw. Your continued participation should be as informed as your initial consent, so you 
should feel free to ask for clarification or new information throughout your participation. The data from the 
study will be used only for academic research. No part of the data will be sold or used for any commercial 
purpose. 
 
If you wish to receive a copy of this INFORMED CONSENT FORM to keep for your own records, please 
inform the researcher conducting your experimental session.   

Please answer the following question. 
____YES, I do wish to participate.                         ___ No, I do not wish to participate.  

If you do not wish to participate in the studies, this concludes your experimental session.    Please raise your 
hand to signal to the researcher that you will be leaving the experimental session.        
 

 Thank you for your time. 
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In this study, you will be asked to rate few products. Please try to provide your best 

answer to each question that you are asked. Try hard to put yourself in the situation 

described.  Think about how you would feel if you were really in that position.  There are 

no right or wrong answers.  We simply want to know how you would feel… 

 

 

Please see the following advertisement which is the latest headphone technology and rate 

the headphone based on the information that you review in the ad.                                      

 

 

Best Boss Quality  

Light weight   

Comfort   

Highest quality in the market   

Aluminum Enclosure             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Please rate the headphone based on the following items: 

 

 1  2  3  4  5   

High Quality           Low Quality 

High Value           Low Value 

Durable           Not Durable 

Expensive           
Not 

Expensive 
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Consumer Report magazine has reviewed this headphone recently. We would like you to 

read the Consumer Report’s review carefully.              

 

 
 

 

Please click “Next” to see the rest of the questions. 
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Welcome to Cyberball, the Interactive Ball-Tossing Game Used 
for Mental Visualization! 

 

We need you to practice your mental visualization skills. We have 
found that the best way to do this is to have you play an on-line ball 
tossing game with other participants who are logged on at the same 
time.  

 

In a few moments, you will be playing a ball tossing game with other 
students over our network.  The game is very simple.  When the ball is 
tossed to you, simply click on the player you want to throw it to.  When 
the game is over, just go on to the next page of the survey. 

 

What is important is not your ball tossing performance, but that 
you MENTALLY VISUALIZE the entire experience. Imagine what the 
others look like. What sort of people are they? Where are you playing? 
Is it warm and sunny or cold and rainy? Create in your mind a 
complete mental picture of what might be going on if you were playing 
this game in real life. 

 

 

Okay, ready to begin? Please click on the "Next" button below to 
begin:  
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Once other players join, please play Cyberball game below 

 

When the game is finished, click “Next” button at the bottom of the page 

 

 
 

 

 

Now please provide your thoughts about this ad based on the following items: 

 

 
Not at all 

(1) 
  (2)   (3)   (4) 

Very 
much (5) 

The ad was deceitful            

I trust the ad           

I think the ad fooled me            

 

Thanks for your participation in this study; you will be redirected automatically to the 

next study 
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Appendix B: Study 2 Questionnaire 
 

 

            

       

                                                                                          

INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

 
Research Project Title: Consumerism Study 

 

Researcher(s): Hamed Aghakhani, PhD Student, Marketing Department 

 

This consent form is only part of the process of informed consent. It should give you the basic idea of what 
the research is about and what your participation will involve. If you would like more detail about something 
mentioned here, or information not included here, you should feel free to ask. Please take the time to read 
this carefully and to understand any accompanying information. 
 
In study, you will be asked to write an essay on your previous experience and then you will be asked some 
questions regarding your own experience. There is no risk to participating in this study other than those in 
everyday life. If you feel uncomfortable when answering the questionnaire, you are free to withdrawal at any 
time without any penalty.  

All responses to the questionnaires will be kept in a locked office accessible only to the primary researchers. 
There is no identifying information asked for on any of the questionnaires. At the end of the term, we will 
provide you with feedback on the specific nature of the research questions under investigation. For a 
summary of the results, please contact the corresponding researcher. For your participation in this research, 
you will receive credit towards your research participation in MKT 2210. You are free to terminate your 
participation at any time without any grade penalty. You will get full credit if you terminate or choose not to 
participate in the study. 
 
These research projects have been approved by the Joint Faculty Research Ethics Board of the University 
of Manitoba. If you have any concerns or complaints about any of these projects, you may contact the 
above-named persons or the Human Ethics Secretariat at xxx-xxxx. 

 
Your response on this form indicates that you have understood to your satisfaction the information regarding 
participation in the research projects and agree to participate as a subject. In no way does this waive your 
legal rights nor release the researchers, sponsors, or involved institutions from their legal and professional 
responsibilities. You are free to withdraw from any of the studies at any time, and/or refrain from answering 
any questions you prefer to omit, without prejudice or consequence. You will still get course credit if you 
choose to withdraw. Your continued participation should be as informed as your initial consent, so you 
should feel free to ask for clarification or new information throughout your participation. The data from the 
study will be used only for academic research. No part of the data will be sold or used for any commercial 
purpose. 
 
If you wish to receive a copy of this INFORMED CONSENT FORM to keep for your own records, please 
inform the researcher conducting your experimental session.   

Please answer the following question. 
____YES, I do wish to participate.                         ___ No, I do not wish to participate.  

If you do not wish to participate in the studies, this concludes your experimental session.    Please raise your 
hand to signal to the researcher that you will be leaving the experimental session.        
 

 Thank you for your time. 
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In this study, you will be asked to rate few products. Please try to provide your best 

answer to each question that you are asked. Try hard to put yourself in the situation 

described.  Think about how you would feel if you were really in that position.  There are 

no right or wrong answers.  We simply want to know how you would feel… 

 

 

Please see the following advertisement which is the latest headphone technology and rate 

the headphone based on the information that you review in the ad.                                      

 

 

Best Boss Quality  

Light weight   

Comfort   

Highest quality in the market   

Aluminum Enclosure             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Please rate the headphone based on the following items: 

 

 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8   

High Quality                 Low Quality 

High Value                 Low Value 

Durable                 Not Durable 

Expensive                 
Not 

Expensive 
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Consumer Report magazine has reviewed this headphone recently. We would like you to 

read the Consumer Report’s review carefully.              

 

 
 

 

Please click “Next” to see the rest of the questions. 
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Now please provide your thoughts about this ad based on the following items: 

 

 
Not at all 

(1) 
  (2)   (3)   (4) 

Very 
much (5) 

The ad was deceitful            

I trust the ad           

I think the ad fooled me            

 

 

Now, we would like you to write an essay about a time when you experienced rejection 

or exclusion by others. Think of a time when you felt that others did not want to be in 

your company and when you did not feel a strong sense of belongingness with another 

person or group. You have 5 minutes to write your essay. Please make sure your essay 

has at least 4 lines in length. 

 

 

 

Now, we would like you to write an essay about your usual activities during a day. Think 

of the routines that you follow. You have 5 minutes to write your essay. Please make sure 

your essay has at least 4 lines in length. 

 

 

 

Now, we would like you to write an essay about a time when you experienced acceptance 

or inclusion by others. Think of a time when you felt that others wanted to be in your 

company and when you felt a strong sense of belongingness with another person or 

group. You have 5 minutes to write your essay. Please make sure your essay has at least 

4 lines in length. 
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Thanks for your cooperation. In next part of this study we would like you to look at the 

following ad and provide your evaluation based on provided items:          

 

 

                          

 
 

 

Please select the response that best describes how you rate the TV ad. 

 

 1  2  3  4  5  6  7   

Not Trusted               Trusted 

Credible               Not Credible 

Not Reliable               Reliable 

Complete               Incomplete 
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In general, how would you say you feel RIGHT NOW about yourself along the following 

dimensions? 

 

 1  2  3  4  5  6  7   

Bad               Good 

Worthless               Valuable 

Rejected               Accepted 

Excluded               Included 

Avoided               Welcomed 

 

 

Your gender: 

 Male  

 Female  

 

Age: 

 

What do you think this study was about? 
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Appendix C: Study 3 Questionnaire 
 

 

            

                                                                                                

INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

 
Research Project Title: Consumerism Study 

 

Researcher(s): Hamed Aghakhani, PhD Student, Marketing Department,  

 

This consent form is only part of the process of informed consent. It should give you the basic idea of what 
the research is about and what your participation will involve. If you would like more detail about something 
mentioned here, or information not included here, you should feel free to ask. Please take the time to read 
this carefully and to understand any accompanying information. 
 
In series of studies, you will be asked to perform few separate tasks, including playing Cyberball game, and 
evaluation products and advertisements. There is no risk to participating in this study other than those in 
everyday life. If you feel uncomfortable when answering the questionnaire, you are free to withdrawal at any 
time without any penalty.  

All responses to the questionnaires will be kept in a locked office accessible only to the primary researchers. 
There is no identifying information asked for on any of the questionnaires. At the end of the term, we will 
provide you with feedback on the specific nature of the research questions under investigation. For a 
summary of the results, please contact the corresponding researcher. For your participation in this research, 
you will receive credit towards your research participation in MKT 2210. You are free to terminate your 
participation at any time without any grade penalty. You will get full credit if you terminate or choose not to 
participate in the study. 
 
These research projects have been approved by the Joint Faculty Research Ethics Board of the University 
of Manitoba. If you have any concerns or complaints about any of these projects, you may contact the 
above-named persons or the Human Ethics Secretariat at xxx-xxxx. 
 
Your response on this form indicates that you have understood to your satisfaction the information regarding 
participation in the research projects and agree to participate as a subject. In no way does this waive your 
legal rights nor release the researchers, sponsors, or involved institutions from their legal and professional 
responsibilities. You are free to withdraw from any of the studies at any time, and/or refrain from answering 
any questions you prefer to omit, without prejudice or consequence. You will still get course credit if you 
choose to withdraw. Your continued participation should be as informed as your initial consent, so you 
should feel free to ask for clarification or new information throughout your participation. The data from the 
study will be used only for academic research. No part of the data will be sold or used for any commercial 
purpose. 
 
If you wish to receive a copy of this INFORMED CONSENT FORM to keep for your own records, please 
inform the researcher conducting your experimental session.   

Please answer the following question. 
____YES, I do wish to participate.                         ___ No, I do not wish to participate.  

If you do not wish to participate in the studies, this concludes your experimental session.    Please raise your 
hand to signal to the researcher that you will be leaving the experimental session.        
 

 Thank you for your time. 
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Welcome to Cyberball, the Interactive Ball-Tossing Game Used 
for Mental Visualization! 

 

We need you to practice your mental visualization skills. We have 
found that the best way to do this is to have you play an on-line ball 
tossing game with other participants who are logged on at the same 
time.  

 

In a few moments, you will be playing a ball tossing game with other 
students over our network.  The game is very simple.  When the ball is 
tossed to you, simply click on the player you want to throw it to.  When 
the game is over, just go on to the next page of the survey. 

 

What is important is not your ball tossing performance, but that 
you MENTALLY VISUALIZE the entire experience. Imagine what the 
others look like. What sort of people are they? Where are you playing? 
Is it warm and sunny or cold and rainy? Create in your mind a 
complete mental picture of what might be going on if you were playing 
this game in real life. 

 

 

Okay, ready to begin? Please click on the "Next" button below to 
begin:  
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Once other players join, please play Cyberball game below 

 

When the game is finished, click “Next” button at the bottom of the page 

 

 
 

 

 

 

For the next questions, please circle the number to the right (or fill in the blank) that best 

represents the thoughts you had during the game. 

 

 
Not at all 

1  
2  3  4  

Very much  
5  

I was ignored            

I was excluded            

 

 

 

Thanks for your participation in this study; you will be redirected automatically to the 

next study 
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In this study, you will be asked to rate few products. Please try to provide your best 

answer to each question that you are asked. Try hard to put yourself in the situation 

described.  Think about how you would feel if you were really in that position.  There are 

no right or wrong answers.  We simply want to know how you would feel… 

 

 

Please see the following advertisement which is the latest HiSound headphone 

technology and rate the headphone based on the information that you review in the ad.          

                            

 

 

HiSound Model XA-120 

 
Best Boss Quality  

Light weight   

Comfort   

Highest quality in the market   

Aluminum Enclosure             
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Consumer Report magazine has reviewed this headphone recently. We would like you to 

read the Consumer Report’s review carefully.              

 

 
 

 

Please click “Next” to see the rest of the questions. 
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Thanks for your cooperation. In next part of this study we would like you to look at the 

following TV ad and provide your evaluation based on provided items:          
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Please select the response that best describes how you rate the TV ad. 

 

 1  2  3  4  5  6  7   

Not Trusted               Trusted 

Credible               Not Credible 

Not Reliable               Reliable 

Complete               Incomplete 

 

 

Your gender: 

 Male  

 Female  

 

Age: 

 

What do you think this study was about? 
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Appendix D: Pretest Questionnaire 

 
 

Dear participant,  

Thank you for your participation in this short study. In this study you will be asked to see 

three photos and provide your thoughts about each of photos. In overall, this study will 

take 5 minutes or so. Please try to provide your best answer to each question that you are 

asked. Your participation in this study is voluntary and your responses will be kept 

totally ANONYMOUS. There are no right or wrong answers. We simply want to know 

how you would feel. To continue in this study, please click "Next". 

Your gender? 

 Male  

 Female   
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Please provide how you feel about each of following statements on a scale from 

1(strongly disagree) to 8 (strongly agree) 

 

It would be easy for me to start conversation with this person  

I would feel comfortable approaching this person  

I would be at ease in approaching this person  

I feel I am an outsider  

I would feel anxious about having to talk with this person  
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Please provide how you feel about each of following statements on a scale from 

1(strongly disagree) to 8 (strongly agree) 

 

It would be easy for me to start conversation with this person  

I would feel comfortable approaching this person  

I would be at ease in approaching this person  

I feel I am an outsider  

I would feel anxious about having to talk with this person  
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Please provide how you feel about each of following statements on a scale from 

1(strongly disagree) to 8 (strongly agree) 

 

It would be easy for me to start conversation with this person  

I would feel comfortable approaching this person  

I would be at ease in approaching this person  

I feel I am an outsider  

I would feel anxious about having to talk with this person  
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Please provide how you feel about each of following statements on a scale from 

1(strongly disagree) to 8 (strongly agree) 

 

It would be easy for me to start conversation with this person  

I would feel comfortable approaching this person  

I would be at ease in approaching this person  

I feel I am an outsider  

I would feel anxious about having to talk with this person 

 

Your age?  

 

 

 

Thanks for your participation in this study! 
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Appendix E: Study 4 Questionnaire 

 
Dissertation-final study-fall2013 

 

This is important! Read carefully, please.  In this study, we are interested in mental 

stimulation.   Please check a word that best describes how you are currently feeling. To 

show that you have read the instructions, please ignore the question below about how 

you are feeling and instead check only the "Paper clip"  option as your answer. Thank 

you very much. 

Interested (1) 

Hostile (2) 

Nervous (3) 

Distracted (4) 

Enthusiastic (5) 

Determined (6) 

Excited (7) 

Proud (8) 

Upset (9) 

Irritable (10) 

Strong (11) 

Paper Clip (12) 

Alerted (13) 

Active (14) 

Guilty (15) 

Ashamed (16) 

Afraid (17) 
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Welcome to Cyberball, the Interactive Ball-Tossing Game Used 
for Mental Visualization! 

 

We need you to practice your mental visualization skills. We have 
found that the best way to do this is to have you play an on-line ball 
tossing game with other participants who are logged on at the same 
time.  

 

In a few moments, you will be playing a ball tossing game with other 
students over our network.  The game is very simple.  When the ball is 
tossed to you, simply click on the player you want to throw it to.  When 
the game is over, just go on to the next page of the survey. 

 

What is important is not your ball tossing performance, but that 
you MENTALLY VISUALIZE the entire experience. Imagine what the 
others look like. What sort of people are they? Where are you playing? 
Is it warm and sunny or cold and rainy? Create in your mind a 
complete mental picture of what might be going on if you were playing 
this game in real life. 

 

 

Okay, ready to begin? Please click on the "Next" button below to 
begin:  
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Before proceeding to the game, it is important for us to know your gender as gender is an 

important factor in Mental Visualization. 

 

Your Gender:  

 

○Male 

○Female 

 

Once other players join, please play Cyberball game below 

 

When the game is finished, click “Next” button at the bottom of the page 
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For the next questions, please circle the number to the right (or fill in the blank) that best 

represents the thoughts you had during the game. 

 

 
Not at all 

1  
2  3  4  

Very much  
5  

I was ignored            

I was excluded            

 

 

 

For each question, please click the number that best represents the feelings you were 

experiencing during the game 

 

 
Not at all 

1  
2  3  4  

Very much  
5  

Good           

Bad           

Friendly            

Unfriendly            

Angry            

Pleasant            

Happy            

Sad            

 

. 

 

 

Thanks for your participation in this study; you will be redirected automatically to the 

next study 
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In this study, you will be asked to rate few products. Please try to provide your best 

answer to each question that you are asked. Try hard to put yourself in the situation 

described.  Think about how you would feel if you were really in that position.  There are 

no right or wrong answers.  We simply want to know how you would feel… 

 

 

Please see the following advertisement which is the latest HiSound headphone 

technology and rate the headphone based on the information that you review in the ad.          

                            

 

 

HiSound Model XA-120 

 
Best Boss Quality  

Light weight   

Comfort   

Highest quality in the market   

Aluminum Enclosure             
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Consumer Report magazine has reviewed this headphone recently. We would like you to 

read the Consumer Report’s review carefully.              
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Now please provide your thoughts about this ad based on the following items: 

 

 
Not at all 

(1) 
  (2)   (3)   (4) 

Very 
much (5) 

The ad was deceitful            

I trust the ad           

I think the ad fooled me            

 

Thanks for your participation in this study; you will be redirected automatically to the 

next study 
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An electronic store has decided to sell the following product. They designed an ad for 

their flyer and would like to know how potential consumers think about this product ad. 

It is appreciated if you spend few minutes and look at all details of the ad and answering 

the following questions regarding the laptop. 
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Please select the response that best describes how you rate the laptop ad. 

 

 1  2  3  4  5  6  7   

Not Trusted               Trusted 

Credible               Not Credible 

Not Reliable               Reliable 

Complete               Incomplete 

 

 

Your gender: 

 Male  

 Female  

 

Age: 

 

What do you think this study was about? 
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Appendix F: Ethics Approval Certificates 
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