Supplementary Analyses
In Study 2, we measured non-normative status using the same procedure described in Study 1. For reasons of power the findings should be interpreted with caution, but nonetheless for interested readers we describe the findings below.
To assess whether non-normative status moderated the effect of the EI primes on our dependent variables we ran a series of moderated regression analyses using PROCESS Model 1 (v 3.4, Hayes, 2018). We computed specific binary comparisons between our experimental conditions (Student EI, General EI) against our control conditions (loneliness, control). These binary comparisons were inserted as the independent variable and non-normative status as a moderator. The findings are displayed in Table S.A.1. The analyses show that non-normative status did not moderate the effects.























Table S.A.1: Findings using non-normative status as a moderating variable.
	
	University Identification
	Peer 
Connections
	Emotional Connections

	
	
	
	

	Condition (-1 = Control, +1 = Student EI)
	b = -.64, t (96) = 3.23, p = .002, 95% CI [-1.05, -.25]
	b = -.72, t (96) = 4.42, p < .001, 95% CI [-1.05, -.40]
	b = -.33 t (96) = 1.79, p = .077, 95% CI [-.70, .04]

	Non-normative status
	b = -.04, t (96) = .44, p = .664, 95% CI [-.24, .15]
	b = -.07, t (96) = .91, p = .364, 95% CI [-.23, .09]
	b = -.04, t (96) = .43, p = .666, 95% CI [-.22, .14]

	Interaction
	b = -.10, t (96) = .50, p = .621, 95% CI [-.48, .29]
	b = -.26, t (96) = 1.61, p = .111, 95% CI [-.57, .06]
	b = -.13, t (96) = .73, p = .470, 95% CI [-.23, .49]

	
	
	
	

	Condition (-1 = Loneliness, +1 = Student EI)
	b = -.42, t (98) = 2.01, p = .048, 95% CI [-.84, -.00]
	b = -.39, t (98) = 2.35, p = .021, 95% CI [-.73, -.06]
	b = -.32, t (98) = 1.84, p = .069, 95% CI [-.66, .03]

	Non-normative Status
	b = -.12, t (98) = 1.31, p = .191, 95% CI [-.31, .06]
	b = -.14, t (98) = 1.80, p = .075, 95% CI [-.28, .01]
	b = -.05, t (98) = .68, p = .499, 95% CI [-.21, .47]

	Interaction
	b = .07, t (98) = .37, p = .711, 95% CI [-.31, .45]
	b = -.12, t (98) = .83, p = .411, 95% CI [-.42, .17]
	b = -.12, t (98) = .83, p = .411, 95% CI [-.42, .17]

	
	
	
	

	Condition (-1 = Control, +1 = General EI)
	b = -.50, t (93) = 2.44, p = .017, 95% CI [-.90, -.09]
	b = -.38, t (93) = 1.84, p = .069, 95% CI [-.78, .03]
	b = .24, t (93) = 1.26, p = .210, 95% CI [-.14, .62]

	Non-normative status
	b = .02, t (93) = .16, p = .873, 95% CI [-.19, .22]
	b = -.08, t (93) = .73, p = .466, 95% CI [-.28, .13]
	b = -.13, t (93) = 1.30, p = .198, 95% CI [-.32, .07]

	Interaction
	b = .02, t (93) = .09, p = .925, 95% CI [-.39, .43]
	b = -.27, t (93) = 1.31, p = .195, 95% CI [-.68, .14]
	b = -.04, t (93) = .20, p = .842, 95% CI [-.42, .34]

	
	
	
	

	Condition (-1 = Loneliness, +1 = General EI)
	b = -.27, t (95) = 1.32, p = .221, 95% CI [-.70, .16]
	b = -.06, t (95) = .27, p = .791, 95% CI [-.47, .36]
	b = .23, t (95) = 1.30, p = .196, 95% CI [-.12, .59]

	Non-normative status
	b = -.07, t (95) = .69, p = .493, 95% CI [-.27, .13]
	b = -.14, t (95) = 1.45, p = .151, 95% CI [-.33, .05]
	b = -.14, t (95) = 1.65, p = .102, 95% CI [-.30, .03]

	Interaction
	b = .19, t (95) = .92, p = .362, 95% CI [-.22, .59]
	b = -.14, t (95) = .71, p = .478, 95% CI [-.53, .25]
	b = -.01, t (95) = .08, p = .936, 95% CI [-.35, .32]
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