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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 

 

Jealousy Responses in Same-Sex Friendship 

 

by 

 

Min-gi Chung 

Doctor of Philosophy in Experimental Psychology 

 

University of California San Diego, 2021 

 

Professor Christine R. Harris, Chair 

 

From a functional perspective, jealousy may help protect an important relationship 

against a rival regardless of the types of relationships. This dissertation focuses on a valuable 

nonromantic relationship—namely, same-sex friendship— and investigates how people try to 

maintain it in a jealousy situation by examining a wide range of responses, from prosocial to 

antisocial. While answering this question, I also aim to overcome a major obstacle in the 

jealousy literature by assessing jealousy via methods reflecting more real-life situations, such as 

experimental manipulation in the lab and a diary method. Chapter 1, which elicited jealousy via
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a recall and hypothetical scenarios, finds that adults often experience friendship jealousy and 

when they do, they engage in both prosocial and antisocial behaviors. Chapter 2 uses an in-lab 

manipulation in actual same-sex friends in an ethical manner, and successfully changed self-

reported emotions and behaviors. Participants in the jealousy condition were less likely to take 

risks in their friendships by engaging in less confrontation and acting more nicely towards rivals, 

most of whom were also friends with participants. Finally, using a 14-day diary method, Chapter 

3 examines the early and late processes of friendship jealousy in more naturally occurring 

situations, and the effects of existing friendship quality as a moderator on each process. 

Consistent with the previous findings, real-life friendship jealousy increased both prosocial and 

antisocial behaviors in individuals. Moreover, the study found that better friendship quality 

provided a buffer against perceiving the presence of rival however, once the rival became 

threatening, it intensified the motivation to protect their friendships. Together, this dissertation 

extends the jealousy literature and our understanding of how people react to friendship jealousy 

and offers new insights on how jealousy unfolds in real life situations. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

 Jealousy is an emotion that arises when an important relationship is threatened by a rival 

(Parrot, 1991; Parrot & Smith, 1993; White & Mullen, 1989); it differs from envy, which occurs 

when a person wishes to have what someone else has (Parrot, 1991; Parrot & Smith, 1993; 

Salovey, 1991). Although jealousy has recently become a more popular topic in scientific 

research, there are major limitations to the jealousy literature. Prior jealousy research in adults 

has primarily focused on romantic relationships and the destructive effects of jealousy as 

manifested in extreme negative consequences such as spousal abuse, divorce, and homicide 

(Daly, Wilson, & Weghorst, 1982; Harris, 2003). However, from a functional perspective, one 

would expect that jealousy could serve the function of maintaining important relationships of 

various types, including nonromantic relationships such as same-sex friendship. Furthermore, 

while jealousy can certainly produce maladaptive behaviors, it can also motivate more prosocial 

behaviors (e.g., paying more attention to a loved one) in order to serve its goal of maintaining a 

relationship. The aim of the current work is to help overcome this literature’s limited focus on 

antisocial responses of jealousy in romantic contexts. The goal is to explore how people try to 

protect a valuable nonromantic relationship—namely, same-sex friendship—in jealousy-

inducing situations by examining a wide range of reactions from more prosocial to antisocial. 

Moreover, this dissertation aims to further jealousy research by attempting to investigate 

jealousy via methods more closely approximating or reflecting real life, such as experimentally 

manipulating jealousy in a lab in an ethical manner and assessing real-life jealousy and its 

behaviors using a longitudinal diary method.  

Functional Account of Jealousy 
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 The present dissertation will apply a functional perspective of emotions that follows 

Darwinian reasoning. This functional view of emotions assumes that each emotion has its own 

distinct motivational tendency that may have evolved in our ancestral past to help increase 

inclusive fitness (Darwin, 1872/1965; Ekman, 1992; Frijda, 1986; Nesse, 1990; Roseman, 2013). 

In this view, each emotion functions to motivate an organism to engage in certain behaviors that 

help reduce a particular inclusive fitness risk. This does not mean, however, that emotions 

produce reflexive responses; rather, it means that emotions increase the likelihood that an 

organism, when confined by different situations, will engage in multiple behaviors aimed at 

fulfilling the emotion’s motivational state (Ekman, 1992; Frijda, 1986; Harris & Salovey, 2008; 

Keltner & Haidt, 1999).  

 Given this functional framework, I posit in this dissertation that jealousy is a specific 

emotion with its own motivational state that encourages behaviors aimed at breaking up the 

threatening liaison between a loved one and a rival (Chung & Harris, 2018; Harris, 2003; Harris 

& Darby, 2010; Harris & Salovey, 2008). Importantly, this motivational state is not reducible to 

or reproducible by other related emotions, such as anger, fear, and sadness, which are often 

considered components of jealousy (Chung & Harris, 2018; Harris & Darby, 2010; Harris & 

Salovey, 2008). This functional approach to jealousy—that it has its own specific motivation—is 

also supported by developmental and nonhuman animal research. For example, a number of 

studies of human infants have found that infants as young as 6-month-old exhibited jealous-like 

behaviors (e.g., negative affect) when their mothers paid attention to another baby but not when 

their mothers interacted with a nonsocial object, such as a book (Hart & Carrington, 2002; Hart, 

Carrington, Tronick, & Carroll, 2004; Hart, Field, Del Valle, & Letourneau, 1998; Legerstee, 

Ellenbogen, Nienhuis, & Marsh, 2010). Using a similar paradigm, researchers have found that 
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dogs also displayed jealous responses, specifically when they lost their owner’s attention to a 

rival-like item (i.e., a stuffed dog) (Harris & Provoust, 2014). This evidence suggests that the 

underlying emotional process that is involved in inducing jealousy is likely the same across all 

types of valued relationships, including nonromantic bonds (e.g., parent-child). Among many 

important nonromantic relationships, this dissertation will focus on one that few studies have 

examined: same-sex friendships in adults.  

Jealousy in Friendship 

Emotion researchers operating from a functional perspective argue that jealousy occurs 

when the benefits of an important relationship, such as a friendship, are at risk (Henniger & 

Harris, 2014; Harris, 2003; Parrot, 1991; Salovey & Rodin, 1984). Friends, same-sex friends in 

particular, play a powerful role in adulthood. Friendships last longer than romantic relationships 

for many young adults (Lennarz, Lichtwarck-Aschoff, Finkenauer, & Granic, 2017), and friends 

offer major input on romantic relationships, career decisions, and changing self-concepts 

(Rawlins, 1992). Importantly, the quality of close friendships strongly predicts adults’ well-

being, including physical health (House, Landis, & Umberson, 1988), happiness (Demir, 

Ozdemir, & Weitekamp, 2007; Demir, 2010), and other psychosocial adjustments such as 

depression and self-esteem (Bagwell, Bender & Andreassi, 2005). 

Moreover, adults’ friendships can even influence the quality and stability of their 

romantic lives. A longitudinal study revealed that the strongest predictor of a satisfying romantic 

relationship in adulthood was an adolescent’s ability to establish and maintain friendships with 

peers of the same gender (Narr, Allen, Tan, & Loeb, 2019). Much of the literature on close 

relationships has also found that positive support for and approval of a romantic relationship 

from an individual’s friends have been associated with stronger feelings of love and 
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commitment, increased relationship satisfaction and stability, including a decreased intent to 

divorce (Bryant & Conger, 1999; Doxey & Holman, 2002; Larson & Holman, 1994; Surra, 

1990). Conversely, negative perceptions and disapproval of one’s spouse from a person’s friends 

predicted the decreased quality and stability of the marital relationship, including an increased 

likelihood to divorce (Doxey & Holman, 2002; Fiori, Rauer, Birditt, Marini, Jager, Brown, & 

Orbuch, 2018; Sprecher & Felmlee, 1992). 

Clearly, there are numerous benefits derived from friendships, and these rewards are at 

stake when a friendship is threatened by a potential rival, and therefore, jealousy in this context 

can help secure their friendship. However, the vast majority of work on jealousy in adults 

heavily focuses on romantic relationships. Only a handful of studies have examined jealousy in 

friendships, some of which only examined it in the context of mate competition. For instance, 

individuals reported feeling jealous of their romantic partner’s opposite-sex friend as a potential 

usurper (Worley & Samp, 2014; Miller, Denes, Diaz, & Buck, 2014) or of partner’s  a same-sex 

friend as someone who shares romantic partner’s resources such as time and energy (Gomillion, 

Gabriel, & Murray, 2014).  

More recently, a few studies have documented experiences of jealousy in same-sex 

friendships in adults. Unlike the common assumption that friendship jealousy rarely occurs in 

adults, research on late adolescents noted that friendship jealousy increased from 8th to 12th grade 

(Parker et al., 2005) and research on college students found that about 30% of college students 

reported friendship jealousy when they were instructed to describe one episode of jealousy in any 

type of close relationship, from the romantic to an opposite- or same-sex friendship (Blomquist, 

2018). Importantly, participants also recalled feeling more jealousy when their close friend 

formed a new same-sex friendship than when he or she formed a new romantic relationship 
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(Burkett, 2010; Krems, 2018; Krem, Williams, Aktipis & Kenrick, 2020). This evidence 

highlights that same-sex friendship jealousy shares the same underlying emotional state of 

jealousy as jealousy in other types of relationships, such as parent-child relationships and 

romantic relationships: it occurs not merely because of the loss of attention but because of the 

loss of attention over a specific rival (Hart, Field, Del Valle, & Letourneau, 1998; Harris & 

Chung, 2018; Harris & Provoust, 2014; Krem et al., 2020; Masciuch & Kienapple, 1993; 

Mathes, 1991). Additionally, supporting the functional perspective that jealousy has a distinct 

motivational state to secure a valued relationship (i.e., friendship), participants also reported 

engaging in “friend-guarding” behaviors, such as monopolizing their best friend’s time in 

recalled episodes and imagined scenarios of friendship jealousy (Krems, 2018; Krem et al., 

2020). 

Although mounting evidence described in this section suggests the importance of and 

need for research on friendship jealousy, little is known about adults’ experiences of jealousy in 

same-sex friendships. The current dissertation aims to fill that gap in the jealousy literature and 

extend our understanding of how people behave to threats in friendships. 

Reactions of Jealousy 

While the literature of romantic jealousy reveals a variety of jealous behaviors, from 

prosocial (i.e., a behavior that benefits another) to antisocial (i.e., a behavior that does not benefit 

another), the majority of previous jealousy studies have focused on antisocial behaviors and the 

negative consequences of jealousy (e.g., aggression). However, theorists with the motivational 

view of emotions suggest that jealousy serves the adaptive function of protecting important 

relationships from rivals (Henniger & Harris, 2014; Harris & Darby, 2010). While the goal of 

protecting a relationship could possibly be achieved by a variety of behaviors, from prosocial to 
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negative, less research has examined prosocial reactions of jealousy (e.g., trying to be a better 

partner) and their effects on relationships.  

Recently, some studies of jealousy in romantic relationships have noted that individuals 

reported engaging in prosocial responses when feeling jealous. Guerrero, Hannawa, and Babin 

(2011) developed the Communicative Responses to Jealousy Scale (CRJ) based on recalled 

jealousy experiences of dating couples. They found that one of the four main responses to 

jealousy is constructive communication, which consists of direct prosocial behaviors (e.g., trying 

to talk to one’s partner and reaching an understanding) and indirect prosocial behaviors (e.g., 

spending more time with one’s partner than usual). Moreover, married and dating couples also 

reported engaging in more constructive behaviors (e.g., increasing affection) and less destructive 

behaviors (e.g., yelling at their partner) when they were more satisfied with their relationships 

(Buunk, 1982; Guerrero, Hannawa, & Babin, 2011; Kennedy-Lightsey & Booth-Butterfield, 

2011).   

However, the nature of friendship can be different from that of a romantic relationship 

because a friendship is not an exclusive relationship like a committed romantic relationship  

(Fletcher, Hunter, & Eanes, 2006; South & Haynie, 2004; Parker, Kruse, & Aikins, 2010). Due 

to the greater ambiguity of relational threats and betrayals in friendships, research on friendship 

jealousy may reveal a wider range of jealous behaviors that people strategically employ, 

including not only direct and antisocial but also indirect and prosocial. In fact, in a recent study, 

college students experiencing jealousy in same-sex friendships endorsed engaging in less 

extreme jealous behaviors overall while reporting both direct and indirect and prosocial and 

antisocial responses (Blomquist, 2018). Another study on jealousy also found that young adults 

reported utilizing different types of responses (e.g., prosocial, antisocial, and avoidance/denial) 
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depending on the specific situations that triggered their jealousy in opposite-sex friendship; of 

these, prosocial behaviors (e.g., explaining their feelings) were among the most favored 

responses (Bevan & Sampter, 2004). Additionally, participants in more satisfying, invested, or 

committed same-sex or opposite-sex friendships were more likely to use prosocial expressions 

rather than direct aggression, passive aggression, or denial when feeling angry with their friends 

(Allen, Babin, & McEwan, 2012). Based on this evidence, we may expect a wider range of 

jealous reactions in friendships than romantic relationships, and therefore, it is necessary to look 

at the comprehensive range of jealous behaviors in same-sex friendships from prosocial to 

antisocial and from direct to indirect.  

 Other overlooked, yet important, aspects of jealous reactions are those directed towards a 

rival. A number of studies on jealousy have primarily focused on behaviors directed towards a 

loved one. Although this is a logical first step in investigating jealous responses, it does not 

sufficiently capture all the possible reactions of jealousy. For example, if we only examine 

behaviors towards a loved one, individuals with avoidant attachment style and those with secure 

attachment style may seem to behave very similarly in a jealous situation. People with both 

avoidant and secure attachment styles generally report low levels of jealousy (e.g., Buunk, 1997; 

Guerrero, 1998; Rydell & Bringle, 2007; Sharpsteen & Kirkpatrick, 1997). However, when it 

came to behaviors towards a rival, it was avoidant individuals who expressed the greatest level of 

aggression (Powers, 2000; Sharpsteen & Kirkpatrick, 1997). This evidence indicates that 

reactions towards a rival may help shed light on different motivations and consequences of 

jealousy. Given the different nature of rivalry in friendships compared to romantic relationships, 

in that a rival can be another friend or a potential friend rather than a competitor, we may expect 

reactions towards a friendship rival to be more diverse than those towards a romantic rival. One 
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of the aims of the present dissertation is to provide clarity on this important difference by 

examining changes in perceptions and behaviors towards a rival when an individual is feeling 

jealous in a same-sex friendship. 

New Methodologies for Eliciting Jealousy 

 Another major limitation in the jealousy literature is the lack of methods for examining 

jealousy in more real-time situations. More importantly, to my knowledge, no study has 

examined the effects of jealousy in nonromantic contexts in real time. Experimentally 

manipulating jealousy has been particularly challenging given that jealousy requires complex 

interpersonal interactions. It also imposes an ethical issue as inducing jealousy in existing 

relationships could have negative repercussions for the relationship. For these reasons, the vast 

majority of prior research on adult jealousy has relied heavily on either hypothetical scenarios or 

recall of past experiences of jealousy. Although such approaches certainly provide insights into 

jealousy, they also have limitations. The next paragraphs will discuss some limitations of each 

approach. 

 Reactions to hypothetical scenarios often do not accurately predict people’s responses in 

real emotional situations. For instance, the findings of some jealousy research that used 

hypothetical scenarios to assess sex differences in infidelity were not supported by the studies 

that examined people’s feelings about actual experiences of infidelity (Grice & Seely, 2000; 

Harris, 2000, 2002, 2003). Furthermore, numerous reports on emotional forecasting suggest that 

people are often poor at predicting their own feelings in a variety of situations, including losing a 

romantic partner (Gilbert, Pinel, Wilson, Blumberg, & Wheatley, 1998; Kahneman & Snell, 

1992; Loewenstein, O'Donoghue, & Rabin, 2003; Mellers & McGraw, 2001; Wilson & Gilbert, 

2003, 2005). A recent study developed a 5-stage hypothetical scenario in which participants were 
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exposed to increasing levels of relationship threat (Heulsnitz, Farrell, Simpson, Griskevicius, & 

Szepsenwol, 2018). Although this method may replicate the dynamic process of feeling jealous 

in a more realistic way, it is still subject to the same limitation: individuals may respond 

differently in real-life situations.  

 The retrospective recall paradigm also has its drawbacks, such as memory bias. For 

example, the outcome of a recalled event may bias an individual’s feelings about and appraisals 

of that event when it is recalled (Hawkins & Hastie, 1990). Moreover, because the recalled 

episode is self-selected, individual differences in self-reported jealousy may be attributable to the 

different situations they selected or to their recollection of different parts of the situation 

(Heulsnitz, Farrell, Simpson, Griskevicius, & Szepsenwol, 2018). Thus, the recall approach also 

has potential validity issues in jealousy research. 

 To avoid such problems, several studies have attempted to assess jealousy in real-time, 

using methods ranging from experimental manipulation in the lab to a longitudinal diary method. 

DeSteno and his colleagues (2006) evoked jealousy through highly sophisticated social 

encounters in the lab in which a participant was rejected by a partner (i.e., a confederate) in favor 

of another stranger. Another experiment by Harmon-Jones and his colleagues (2009) utilized a 

computerized ball-toss game in which a participant was ostracized by two other computerized 

players. Both paradigms successfully elicited jealousy, clearly demonstrating that specific social 

rejections triggering jealousy can be produced in the lab. However, a question still remains as to 

whether or not the reactions would hold true if a participant’s existing primary relationship was 

at stake as opposed to a temporary relationship formed in the lab. In a recent study, another 

group of researchers tested this by bringing actual couples into the lab and creating a 

relationship-threatening situation. In their experiment, a participant was led to believe that 
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according to past research, their partner would possibly experience attraction to a confederate 

when the confederate shared a secret with their partner (Montoya & Hibbard, 2014). Their 

paradigm attempted to minimize the potential harm on participants’ relationships by designing 

that their cover story (i.e., past research on attraction) was not real.  

Overcoming both logistical and ethical constraints in the lab, Neal and Lemay (2014) 

employed a dyadic diary method to examine daily experiences of jealousy in established 

romantic relationships. Using this longitudinal approach, they found that when participants 

perceived a relationship threat, they were more likely to engage in mate-guarding behaviors, 

which led to increases in their partner’s subsequent satisfaction and commitment. The new 

paradigms described in this section seem promising in that they enable researchers to overcome 

challenges in jealousy research and investigate the effects of actual emotional experiences of 

jealousy. However, as discussed previously, the effects of jealousy on friendships have not been 

examined in real-time situations. Hence, one of the aims of this dissertation will be to investigate 

same-sex friendship jealousy in real-time interactions.  

Dissertation Aims & Outline 

 The aim of the present dissertation is to explore a more comprehensive range of 

behaviors associated with jealousy, including those that help serve jealousy’s goal of protecting a 

relationship when an adult’s same-sex friendship is threatened by a rival. Past research on 

jealousy has primarily emphasized destructive reactions towards a loved one, and therefore, this 

dissertation fills a gap in the research by examining a broader range of responses, including 

prosocial and antisocial behaviors, as well as responses directed both towards a loved one and 

towards a rival. A number of different methodologies will be used in this investigation: a recall 
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of a past experience of jealousy; a hypothetical scenario; a laboratory experiment; and a 

longitudinal diary.  

 The outline for the remainder of the dissertation is as follows. Chapter 1 presents data 

from participants who recalled an actual experience of jealousy and from those who imagined a 

hypothetical jealousy scenario. Participants who recalled an experience of jealousy in a same-sex 

friendship reported engaging in both prosocial and antisocial behaviors during the experience. 

Using lists of prosocial and antisocial behaviors comprised from participants’ reported responses 

to actual experiences of jealousy in friendships, I attempted to replicate and extend the findings 

in a hypothetical study. Using a hypothetical scenario, I examined how people respond to a 

friendship-threatening situation with both prosocial and antisocial behaviors.  

In Chapter 2 and Chapter 3, I discuss the new methodologies I employed to induce 

jealousy in more real-time interactions. Chapter 2 explores the reactions of jealous behaviors in 

an established friendship in a laboratory experiment. In the experiment, a participant’s best 

friend chose another friend over the participant and appeared to exclude the participant from 

spending time with them. Self-reported emotions, the participant’s perceptions about the rival, 

and prosocial and antisocial behaviors towards both the best friend and the rival were assessed. 

Chapter 3 examines responses to friendship jealousy in a more real-life setting using the 

longitudinal diary method. For 14 days, participants reported their daily perceptions of 

relationship threat, jealous feelings, a variety of jealous behaviors, and friendship outcomes, 

including satisfaction from and commitment to their best same-sex friendship. The relationship 

between threat perception, jealous feelings, jealous behaviors, and relational outcomes were 

examined. The final chapter provides a review of and conclusion to the findings from the 

previous empirical chapters. 
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CHAPTER 2 

Jealousy in Same-Sex Friendship Elicited via a Recall Experiment and via Hypothetical 

Scenarios 

 This chapter will explore adults’ jealousy in same-sex friendship and the variety of 

jealous behaviors that they engage in. Although there has been some previous research on the 

responses of jealousy in same-sex friendships, it has heavily focused on children and adolescents 

(e.g., Kraft & Mayeux, 2018; Lavallee & Parker, 2009; Parker, Campbell, Kollat, & Lucas, 

2008; Parker, Ebrahimi, & Libber, 2005; Parker et al., 2010; Parker et al., 2005; Parker, Ramich, 

& Roth, 2009; Roth & Parker, 2009). A few studies have looked at adults’ jealousy experiences 

in non-romantic relationships, but, to date, little research has really delved into the wide range of 

behaviors that adults engage in to protect their same-sex friendships. The present chapter will 

investigate a more comprehensive set of behaviors that adults engage in during jealousy in same-

sex friendship by 1) examining recalled experiences of jealous behaviors, including both 

prosocial and antisocial behaviors, and 2) manipulating jealousy with a hypothetical scenario 

using a list of possible jealous behaviors compiled from the recall study.  

 The focus on examining a variety of jealous behaviors in this study is based on the 

functional approach to emotion that was introduced in the previous chapter. The functional view 

of emotion emphasizes that each emotion is a motivational state that helps resolve a particular 

inclusive fitness risk and that it can be fulfilled by a number of different ways (Darwin, 

1872/1965; Ekman, 1992; Frijda, 1986; Harris & Salovey, 2008; Keltner & Haidt, 1999; Nesse, 

1990; Roseman, 2013). From this perspective, jealousy is an emotion that motivates people to 

engage in various behaviors to achieve the goal of protecting the relationship from a rival. 

However, the previous literature on jealousy heavily focused on antisocial behaviors because 
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some of their consequences are extreme, even homicidal (Daly, Wilson, & Weghorst, 1982; 

Harris, 2003). This study aims to refocus attention on the goal of jealousy and the variety of 

behaviors that people choose to engage in to achieve that goal, ranging from prosocial to 

antisocial.  

The small number of studies that have examined friendship jealousy in any age group 

indicated that, across adolescents and adults, individuals who experienced same-sex friendship 

jealousy reported engaging in as wide a range of jealous behaviors as people do when 

experiencing romantic jealousy. The included behaviors varied on dimensions related to 

prosociality/antisociality (i.e., whether a behavior benefits another) and directness/indirectness 

(i.e., whether a behavior explicitly deals with the jealousy situation involving the loved one or 

not). In hypothetical vignettes, adolescents reported that they would engage in direct prosocial 

jealous behaviors, such as talking to their best friend to resolve their hurt feelings (Parker, 

Campbell, & Lucas, 2007, as cited in Parker, Kruse, & Aikins, 2010) and indirect prosocial 

jealous behaviors, such as making their friend something special to show him/her how much they 

mean to them (Giltenboth, 2001, as cited in Parker, Kruse, & Aikins, 2010). In the same projects, 

adolescents also reported direct antisocial behaviors (e.g., physically aggressing against their best 

friend or rival) and indirect antisocial behaviors (e.g., spreading negative rumors about their best 

friend or rival to hurt their reputations), as well as surveillance (e.g., spying or snooping to learn 

more about the threat the rival poses) and avoidance/denial behaviors (e.g., ignoring the issue 

altogether) (Giltenboth, 2001; Parker, Campbell, & Lucas, 2007, as cited in Parker, Kruse, & 

Aikins, 2010). Similarly, using a small sample size, Blomquist (2018) focused on college 

students’ recalled experiences of same-sex friendship jealousy and found that young adults also 

reported engaging in a variety of jealous behaviors, including direct prosocial behaviors (e.g., 
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calmly talking with their friend about their feelings), indirect prosocial behaviors (e.g., 

increasing affection towards their friend), direct antisocial behaviors (e.g., verbally confronting 

their friend in an aggressive way), indirect antisocial behaviors (e.g., showing their negative 

feelings through body language), surveillance (e.g., spying, snooping, or keeping tabs on their 

friend), and avoidance/denial behaviors (i.e., avoiding/decreasing communication). Lastly, a 

recent study (Krems, Williams, Aktipis, & Kenrick, 2020) that investigated friendship jealousy 

in college students and community samples documented that jealous adults in friendships 

endorsed various “friend-guarding” behaviors although the majority of them were antisocial. 

These findings suggest that, similar to a romantic relationship, individuals may engage in a 

number of different jealous behaviors, from prosocial to antisocial and from direct to indirect, 

trying to secure their best same-sex friendship.  

 However, we hypothesize that there may be notable qualitative differences in jealous 

behaviors between friendships and romantic relationships; specifically, people may be more 

likely to respond with indirect behaviors in friendships compared to romantic relationships. This 

hypothesis was based on previous research suggesting that people perceive direct jealous 

behaviors towards a partner as riskier when there is considerable uncertainty in the relationship 

(Guerrero, Anderson, Jorgensen, Spitzberg, & Eloy, 1995) and the nature of friendship, which is 

a relationship that involves greater uncertainty and ambiguity regarding betrayals. Although little 

research, to our knowledge, has directly compared jealous behaviors in friendships and romantic 

relationships, some research that has examined conflict behaviors across different types of 

relationships suggests the possibility that differences in behaviors will arise. Connolly and her 

colleagues (2015) compared adolescents’ behavioral differences in conflict strategies in romantic 

relationships and friendships. They found that, overall, more aggressive behaviors were observed 
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in romantic relationships whereas relatively fewer aggressive behaviors and more prosocial 

behaviors, such as humor and expressions of caring, support, and affection, were reported in 

same-sex friendship (Connolly et al., 2015). Moreover, when adults felt angry with their same-

sex or opposite-sex friends, better friendship qualities (e.g., higher satisfaction and commitment) 

predicted the greater use of prosocial behaviors rather than aggressive behaviors and denial 

behaviors (Allen, Babin, & McEwan, 2012). Taken together, we predict that individuals may be 

more likely to react prosocially and indirectly and use less direct antisocial behaviors in a same-

sex friendship jealousy situation than in a romantic one. 

Lastly, the current chapter aims to capture a more comprehensive set of jealousy 

behaviors by including reactions towards rivals. Previous findings in romantic relationships 

suggest that jealous individuals more often respond indirectly towards rivals (e.g., rival 

derogation) rather than directly (e.g., rival contact) (e.g., Guerrero, Hannawa, & Babin, 2011). 

Given that friendship jealousy may motivate individuals to react more indirectly overall than 

romantic jealousy, as we previously hypothesized, we predict that people may be even more 

likely to engage in indirect behaviors towards rivals in same-sex friendship jealousy.  

Furthermore, the present work will assess jealous cognitions as well as behaviors towards 

rivals. Argyle and Henderson (1985) noted that adults generally understand that being jealous or 

critical of a friend’s other relationships is against the “rules” of friendship. If this is true, one can 

expect that jealous adults may show attenuated or fewer behaviors in friendship jealousy than in 

romantic jealousy, especially towards rivals. However, that does not necessarily mean that adults 

do not experience any friendship jealousy. Thus, to fully understand how friendship jealousy 

influences reactions towards rivals, the current study will investigate more covert manifestations 
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of jealousy — particularly, cognitive assessments about rivals — by measuring jealous 

individuals’ perceptions of a rival’s personality traits.  

In summary, up to this point, little research has focused on adults’ jealousy experiences in 

same-sex friendship. The current project aims to verify that adults do indeed feel jealous of 

same-sex rivals and when they do, they may engage in a variety of jealous behaviors to secure 

their friendship. The second aim of the current project is to examine any qualitative differences 

between adults’ jealous behaviors in same-sex friendships and romantic relationships. Based on 

the previous findings, we predict that adults may be more likely to engage in indirect behaviors 

when feeling jealous in same-sex friendships compared to romantic relationships. Moreover, to 

capture more comprehensive reactions to friendship jealousy, the present work also aims to 

assess jealous cognitions as well as jealous behaviors towards rivals.  

We tested these hypotheses with two studies in which jealousy was elicited with 

retrospective recall and a hypothetical scenario, respectively. In Study 2.1, participants were 

asked to recall their most recent jealousy experiences in same-sex friendships in an open-ended 

survey. They were then asked to specifically recall and describe in detail any positive and 

negative behaviors that they engaged in at the time of the jealousy episode.   

In Study 2.2, using a list of various jealous behaviors compiled from Study 2.1, we 

manipulated jealousy with a hypothetical scenario. Participants were randomly assigned to a 

jealous or non-jealous condition in which they imagined reading a conversation between their 

best friend and another friend of the same sex. After the manipulation, they completed a survey 

that assessed their emotions, their perceptions of the rival’s personality, and their behaviors. 

Additionally, to explore whether and how the factors known to be associated with romantic 
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jealousy are related to friendship jealousy, we measured jealousy-related personal and relational 

factors, such as attachment styles, self-esteem, and friendship satisfaction.  

Study 2.1 

 In the first experiment, we aimed to understand adults’ overall jealousy experiences with 

their best same-sex friends. After answering general information questions about their best same-

sex friendship, participants provided information about their overall tendencies towards and 

experiences of jealousy in same-sex friendships. Then participants were asked to recall the most 

recent time that they felt jealous of their best same-sex friends’ friendships with another person 

and to describe any positive and negative behaviors in which they engaged in an open-response 

format. We were specifically interested in 1) whether and to what extent adults report 

experiencing jealousy in same-sex friendships and 2) the types of behaviors that they engaged in 

when feeling jealous in same-sex friendships. 

Method 

 Participants. We recruited 290 participants from a subject pool of a large research 

university. They received a course credit for their participation. Because the focus of the current 

work is friendship jealousy in a non-romantic context, we excluded 22 participants whose sexual 

orientation was either homosexual or bisexual due to potential confounding factors. Thus, the 

final sample size was 268 participants (137 male/131 female; age M = 20.5, SD = 2.5).   

 Measures. Participants first answered a short questionnaire on demographic information 

including age, gender, and ethnicity, and basic information about their best friend. Specifically, 

participants provided their definition of a best friend, and disclosed whether they currently have 

a friend whom they consider to be their best friend excluding their current romantic partner, the 
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number of best friend(s) they have, and the number of best friend(s) whom they regularly hang 

out with.  

Next, participants were shown a short passage on the definition of jealousy in scientific 

research. The instructions described how jealousy and envy differ in their definitions and 

provided examples of each emotion. Participants then completed five questions about their 

general tendencies towards and overall experiences of jealousy. Specifically, we asked whether 

participants had ever experienced jealousy in same-sex friendship at some point in their life and 

within the past year. Participants were also asked whether they have suspected or known that a 

same-sex friend was jealous of their relationship with someone else at some point in their life 

and within the past year. Lastly, they rated how their propensity towards jealousy has changed 

since they were younger on a 7-point Likert scale, in which 1 = “Much decreased”, 2 = 

“Moderately decreased”, 3 = “Slightly decreased”, 4 = “About the same”, 5 = “Slightly 

increased”, 6 = “Moderately increased”, and 7 = “Much increased”.    

 Then, participants were asked to recall the most recent time that they felt jealous in a 

same-sex friendship and to respond to questions about that experience. Participants were first 

asked to describe their jealousy experience in detail in an open-response format (“Please recall 

the most recent time you have felt jealous of your same-sex friend. Please describe in detail the 

(1) thoughts, (2) feelings, and (3) behaviors that you engaged in at that situation. This could 

include anything from when you started feeling worried and jealous, to direct (e.g., talking to 

your friend about what you felt) or indirect (e.g., stopping talking to your friend) behaviors you 

engaged in. These are just some examples; please describe what you personally thought, felt and 

did”). Next, participants were asked to describe any positive behaviors that they engaged in 

during the jealousy episode that they had just described (“In the jealous episode you just 
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described, please specifically describe in detail any positive behaviors you engaged in to regain 

your friend's attention. For example, it can include behaviors such as trying to spend more time 

with your friend, and trying to be a better friend, etc. These are some examples; please describe 

what you personally engaged in”). Lastly, participants were asked to describe any negative 

behaviors that they engaged in during the same episode (“In the jealous episode you just 

described, please specifically describe in detail any negative behaviors you engaged in. For 

example, it can include behaviors such as speaking ill of my friend to someone else, going 

through my friend's Facebook, and stopping talking to my friend, etc. These are some examples; 

please describe what you personally engaged in”). For the analysis, the author and two 

independent coders coded the behaviors. The specific coding process will be discussed in more 

detail in the results section.   

Results and Discussion 

Descriptives of Best Friends. In order to establish that most adults have experienced 

best same-sex friendship, we first asked participants whether they currently have any best same-

sex friends. The majority of the sample, 231 participants (86.2%), answered that they currently 

have a best friend who is not their current romantic partner. On average, participants had three 

best friends, although the most frequent answer was two. There were seven participants (3.0%) 

who answered that they have more than 10 best friends. The average number of best friends 

whom participants regularly spent time with was two whereas the mode was one. The maximum 

number of best friends whom participants regularly hung out with was seven. Table 1.1 shows 

the descriptive results of best friends.  

Next, to understand what best friendship means to participants, we asked for a definition 

of a best friend. Two independent coders coded the essential content words from participants’ 
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answers. For example, if a participant wrote, “Someone who is always there for you and is 

trustworthy”, “trust” and “reliability” would be coded. Although the two coders showed high 

interrater reliability (88.7%), when there were differences between the coders, the author made 

the final decision. In this way, we found seven core concepts: closeness, trust, reliability, 

enjoyment of time spent together, loyalty, familial feelings, and longevity. Among these, 

participants most frequently mentioned closeness (38.0%), trust (23.1%), and reliability (22.3%) 

as the core concepts of a best friend. The full list of coded words and their frequency are also 

presented in Table 2.1.   

Overall Jealousy Experiences in Same-Sex Friendship. We then asked participants 

about their overall experiences of and tendency towards jealousy. Out of 268 participants, 60.1% 

of them reported that they had experienced jealousy in same-sex friendship at some point in their 

life, and 30.6% said that they had experienced it within the past year. As to being the target of a 

friend’s jealousy, 49.3% of participants answered that they had suspected or known that a same-

sex friend was jealous of them and someone else (i.e., a rival) at some point in their life, and 

27.6% of participants said they had been the subject of such jealousy within the past year. 

Considering the possibility that people may underreport the experience of this socially 

undesirable emotion, it is noteworthy that more participants reported being the jealous person 

than being the target of jealousy. This may suggest that jealousy often goes unexpressed and/or 

undetected, especially in a friendship context.  

More than half of the participants (62.3%) reported that their propensity towards jealousy 

has decreased since they were younger. There were 16.8% of participants who reported their 

propensity towards jealousy was about the same, and 20.9% who reported increases in their 
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propensity towards jealousy. Table 2.1 shows a detailed breakdown of the changes in propensity 

towards jealousy.  

Recalled Jealousy and Jealous Behaviors. When asked to recall their most recent 

jealousy experience in same-sex friendship, 64 participants (23.8%) reported that they could not 

remember any episodes. Additionally, 83 participants (30.9%) failed to follow the instructions 

(e.g., by describing an envy episode, by describing romantic jealousy). After excluding these 

responses, 121 same-sex friendship jealousy episodes were included for further analyses. The 

majority of the recalled episodes (86%) tapped into a situation in which a participant’s best 

friend hung out with another friend or group of friends without the jealous individual, whereas 

the rest (14%) discussed instances in which a participant’s best friend spent more time with 

his/her romantic partner or family.   

Out of 121 jealousy episodes, 64.6% of them included participants engaging in both 

prosocial and antisocial jealous behaviors. Twenty-eight episodes (23.1%) included only 

prosocial behaviors, whereas 12 episodes (9.9%) reported only antisocial behaviors. Three 

participants (2.4%) reported engaging in neither prosocial nor antisocial behaviors. Interestingly, 

overall, participants reported a higher number of prosocial behaviors than antisocial behaviors. 

More details on each type of behavior will be discussed in the following paragraphs.  

In coding specific jealous behaviors, we utilized two steps to prevent any biases. The 

author and two independent coders individually coded the behaviors. When there were 

inconsistencies, the author made the final decisions after reviewing the results of the independent 

coders. There was high inter-rater agreement (76.4%) among the two independent coders (not the 

author), and the final full lists of coded behaviors are presented in Table 2.2.  
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Most prosocial behaviors reported by participants were indirect behaviors that did not 

explicitly deal with the jealousy situation. The list of specific behaviors reported by participants 

in order of highest frequency include the following: trying to hang out first and to spend more 

time together; trying to talk with or contact the friend more; trying to be a better friend (e.g., 

being more attentive and more caring); trying to strengthen the friendship or to reaffirm the value 

of the friendship; talking openly about the situation causing jealousy; trying to understand the 

friend’s point of view; trying to have more fun together and to be funnier; and asking directly for 

more attention. The top two most frequently reported behaviors tap into the category of “friend-

guarding”, which is related to dominating a friend’s attention and time. These results fit with the 

functional view of jealousy, which suggests that, even in a non-romantic context, the core 

motivational state of jealousy is to secure the loved one and the relationship against a rival 

(Krems et al., 2020).  

Putting these findings in the context of the literature, we will compare these behaviors in 

friendships to those in romantic relationships to get a general impression of how they differ. 

Studies have consistently found that jealous people in romantic relationships were relatively 

more likely to engage in direct prosocial behaviors (e.g., discussing the situation with a partner) 

than indirect prosocial behaviors (e.g., spending more time with a partner) (e.g., Guerrero et al., 

2011). However, in same-sex friendships, we found that  indirect prosocial behaviors were more 

frequently mentioned than direct prosocial behaviors. In fact, direct prosocial behaviors (e.g., 

talking openly about the jealousy situation, asking directly for more attention) were among the 

least frequently mentioned behaviors in our data. Although both direct and indirect prosocial 

behaviors were reported across friendship and romantic contexts, our data suggests that different 
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interpersonal contexts may influence the type of behaviors that people think are the most 

effective or appropriate in a certain jealousy situation. 

Similar to prosocial behaviors, the antisocial behaviors reported by participants were also 

largely indirect. The greater frequency of indirect behaviors in friendships is interesting in this 

context given that work on romantic relationships puts a lot of emphasis on (extreme) antisocial 

behaviors. The most frequently mentioned antisocial behaviors in same-sex friendships were 

avoidance/distancing behaviors, including stopping talking to the friend and contacting the friend 

less. Some other notable behaviors involved other friends, such as venting about the friend 

and/or the situation to other friends and spending more time with other friends. The remaining 

antisocial behaviors included giving the friend the cold shoulder and acting more passive 

aggressive, going through the friend’s or rival’s social media, staying angry or worried, 

confronting the friend about the situation, doubting oneself and questioning the friendship. 

Importantly, it is noteworthy that the second most frequently reported behavior in this category 

was to not engage in any antisocial behaviors at all. This is an interesting finding as it differs 

from the common assumption that jealousy makes people hastily jump into antisocial behaviors.   

Moreover, we found several important differences between the antisocial behaviors we 

found in our work on friendship jealousy and those reported in the literature on romantic 

jealousy. As with prosocial behaviors, jealous people in friendships were more likely to endorse 

indirect antisocial behaviors than direct antisocial behaviors. Direct antisocial behaviors, such as 

confronting the friend about the situation, were among the least mentioned behaviors. Another 

important distinction between friendship and romantic jealousy was the lack of reports of direct 

antisocial behaviors towards a rival. For example, numerous studies of jealousy in romantic 

relationships have discussed various antisocial jealous behaviors towards a rival, including rival 
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confrontation, rival derogation to a partner, and showing the rival signs of possession (e.g., 

Bevan, 2008; Guerrero, 2014; Guerrero & Afifi, 1999; Guerrero et al., 2011, Yoshimura, 2004). 

However, in our study, participants rarely mentioned similar behaviors and only a few mentioned 

that they talked badly about the rival to their other friends, which is still not a behavior directed 

at a rival. These results may illustrate one of the most striking differences between romantic 

relationships and friendships. Unlike in romantic relationships, friends may feel less legitimate 

about explicitly “warning” or condemning a rival regarding jealous situations due to the less 

clear exclusivity that exists in friendships (Parker, Campbell, & Lucas, 2007). Furthermore, it 

may often be the case that the jealous individual is also friends with the rival, with whom they 

want or need to maintain a positive relationship. These findings might be the first, to our 

knowledge, that document subtle but important differences in the goals and manifestations of 

jealousy in friendship.   
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Table 2.1 

Study 2.1 General Information about Best Friends and Overall Jealousy Experiences 

Current Best Friendship Status Yes 86.2% 

 No 12.3% 

 Other 1.5% 

Number of Best Friends 1 16.8% 

 2 29.8% 

 3 21.6% 

 4 10.8% 

 5 11.2% 

 6 3.4% 

 7 2.1% 

 8 2.1% 

 9 0.4% 

 More than 10 3.0% 

Number of Best Friends 1 56.7% 

Participants Regularly See  2 34.1% 

 3 11.6% 

 4 6.0% 

 5 5.1% 

 6 0.4% 

 7 0.4% 

Core Concepts of a Best Friend Closeness 38.0% 

 Trust 23.1% 

 Reliability 22.3% 

 Enjoyment of Time Spent Together 7.8% 

 Loyalty 3.6% 

 Familiar Feelings 3.0% 

 Longevity 2.2% 

Changes in Propensity Towards Jealousy Much Decreased 23.9% 

With Age Moderately Decreased 20.9% 

 Slightly Decreased 17.5% 

 About the Same 16.8% 

 Slightly Increased 14.9% 

 Moderately Increased 4.1% 

 Much Increased 1.9% 

Ever Experienced Jealousy in SSF Yes 60.1% 

     at Some Point in Life No 39.9% 

Ever Experienced Jealousy in SSF Yes 30.6% 

     within the Past Year No 69.4% 

Ever Been a Target of Jealousy in SSF Yes 49.3% 

     at Some Point in Life No 50.7% 

Ever Been a Target of Jealousy in SSF Yes 27.6% 

     within the Past Year No 72.4% 
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Table 2.2 

Study 2.1 The Frequency of Recalled Prosocial and Antisocial Jealous Behaviors 

Prosocial behaviors  Antisocial behaviors  

Asking to hang out first; Trying to spend 

more time together 
28.0% 

Stopping talking or contact for a while; 

Distancing 
29.1% 

Trying to talk or contact more  19.8% Nothing 23.1% 

Trying to be a better friend (e.g., more 

attentive, more caring) 
15.7% 

Venting about the situation to another 

friend; Talking badly about the friend or 

rival to others  

14.1% 

Nothing 12.3% 
Giving the cold shoulder; Acting more 

passive aggressive 
8.2% 

Trying to strengthen the friendship or 

reaffirm the value of the friendship 
9.5% 

Hanging out or talking more with other 

friends 
7.4% 

Talking openly about the jealousy 

situation 
5.4% 

Going through the friend’s or rival’s 

social media 
7.4% 

Trying to understand the friend’s point of 

view 
4.1% Staying angry or worried 4.4% 

Trying to have more fun together or be 

funnier 
4.1% Confronting the friend about the situation 2.9% 

Asking directly for more attention 0.6% Doubting oneself 2.2% 

  Questioning the friendship 0.7% 

 

 

Study 2.2 

 Study 2.1 provided evidence that individuals who experienced same-sex friendship 

jealousy reported engaging in both positive and negative behaviors. In fact, participants reported 

more positive behaviors than negative behaviors and, as predicted, they overwhelmingly reported 

engaging in more indirect behaviors regardless of the type of behaviors. In the next study, we 

attempted to extend and replicate the results of Study 2.1 in several ways. First, we manipulated 

jealousy with a hypothetical vignette and examined whether we could replicate the previous 

findings that individuals report engaging in both positive and negative behaviors when feeling 

jealous in same-sex friendship. Importantly, in doing so, we composed and provided participants 

with a comprehensive list of jealous behaviors in same-sex friendship compiled from Study 2.1. 

This process further ensured the validity of the findings of Study 2.1.  



27 

 

 Next, in addition to emotional and behavioral responses, we also examined cognitions 

regarding how individuals perceive a rival’s characteristics. Although having a rival is one of the 

inherent components of jealousy (Harris & Darby, 2010; Parrott & Smith, 1993; Salovey & 

Rothman, 1991; White & Mullen, 1989), the majority of jealousy research has only focused on 

overt behaviors towards rivals. However, in Study 2.1, few participants reported engaging in 

overt negative behaviors such as rival confrontation or showing signs of possession in front of a 

rival. Furthermore, considering the nature of friendship, which has less clear-cut rules about the 

rights and expectations of those in the relationship, and the fact that a rival can also be another 

friend or a potential friend of the jealous individual, one would predict that jealous people in a 

friendship context may be less likely to show overt reactions towards a rival than in a romantic 

context. Therefore, in addition to behaviors, we also examined cognitions towards rivals that 

may capture covert manifestations of friendship jealousy. Specifically, we assessed the jealous 

parties’ perceptions of rivals’ personalities.  

We also assessed a variety of personal and relational factors that are known to be 

associated with romantic jealousy experiences. Despite many inconsistent findings within the 

previous literature on romantic relationships, an extensive review has reported differential 

jealous responses as a function of several factors that are theoretically closely related to jealousy, 

such as attachment style and relational satisfaction and commitment (Chung & Harris, 2018). By 

examining those predictors in this study, we tested their possible effects in a non-romantic 

context, namely, in same-sex friendship jealousy. 

In the present study, participants were randomly assigned to the jealous or non-jealous 

condition in which they would imagine reading an excluding or non-excluding chat between 

their best friend and another friend of the same sex. Following the chat, participants reported 
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their emotions, their perceptions of the rival, and their behaviors in a survey. By experimentally 

manipulating jealousy in same-sex friendship, we specifically 1) attempted to replicate the 

results of Study 2.1 in which adults responded with both positive and negative behaviors, 2) 

assessed cognitive manifestations of jealousy by examining perceptions about rivals, and 3) 

explored how the factors that have previously been shown to be associated with jealousy (e.g., 

attachment style) predict jealous reactions in same-sex friendship.  

Method 

 Participants. A sample of 441 participants was recruited from a subject pool of a large 

research university, and they received a course credit for their participation (129 male/312 

female; age M = 20.4, SD = 1.9). The specific sample size was determined prior to this study 

based on the effect size from our pilot study and the power analysis with 80% power.  

 Measures. Participants first completed a demographic questionnaire, including questions 

regarding gender, age, ethnicity, native language, sexual orientation, year in school, birth order, 

and number of siblings. 

 Friendship Information. Participants were then asked about their best same-sex 

friendship. Participants first wrote down the initials of their best same-sex friend and answered 

questions on the length, closeness, value, and satisfaction of that friendship. For example, the 

question on friendship value asked, “How much do you value your friendship with (initials of 

their best same-sex friend)?” The length of friendship question was answered in the unit of 

month(s), and the rest of the questions were answered using a 5-point Likert scale, in which 1 = 

“Not at all” and 5 = “Very much”. 

Jealousy Manipulation. A hypothetical scenario was used to manipulate jealousy. 

Participants were shown message exchanges between two people and instructed to imagine a 
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situation in which their best same-sex friend’s laptop was on, and they accidentally read the 

message conversation that was open. Participants were told that the conversation was between 

their best friend and another same-sex friend that they also knew.  

Two message conversations were created by the author. In the jealousy condition, two 

friends planned to go to a restaurant together and explicitly excluded the participant from their 

plan, whereas in the control condition, they only talked about the restaurants they separately 

visited. The other topics (e.g., class) and the cheerful tone in the conversation were kept the 

same. The scripts of both conditions are presented in Appendix A (i.e., jealousy condition) and 

Appendix B (i.e., control condition).   

Jealousy Reactions – Self-Reported Emotions. After the chat, participants were asked to 

respond to the following items as honestly as possible. Participants rated the degree to which 

they would experience 10 emotions immediately after reading the messages. We included 

“Jealous” to directly assess jealousy, and “Betrayed”, “Hurt”, “Angry”, “Anxious”, and “Sad” to 

assess jealousy-related emotions (Parrot & Smith, 1993; Sharpsteen & Kirkpatrick, 1997). As 

distractors, we also included other social emotions (i.e., “Embarrassed” and “Guilty”) and a 

positive emotion (i.e., “Happy”). All emotions were measured on a sliding scale from 0 = “Not at 

all” to 100 = “Extremely”. 

Jealousy Reactions – Perceptions of the Rival’s Personality. Next, participants reported 

their perceptions of the rival’s personality. Participants were asked to rate as honestly as possible 

the degree to which they thought each personality adjective in a provided list would be 

descriptive of the rival. The list of personality adjectives consisted of positive and negative traits: 

“Nice/Likable”, “Good Communicator”, “Selfish”, “Sociable”, “Incompetent”, “Successful in 
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School”, “Untrustworthy”, “Intelligent”, “Sensitive”, “Good personality”, and “Self-Involved”. 

Each adjective was measured on a sliding scale from 0 = “Not at all” to 100 = “Extremely”. 

Jealousy Reactions – Behaviors. Lastly, using the comprehensive list of jealous 

behaviors compiled from Study 2.1, participants rated the degree to which they were likely to 

engage in each jealous behavior after reading such a conversation. All questions were answered 

on a sliding scale from 0 = “Not at all” to 100 = “Extremely”. 

Antisocial Behaviors. We included 10 negative jealous behaviors. The statement “I would 

confront my best friend about the situation” assesses a direct negative behavior towards the best 

friend. The statements “I would give the cold shoulder to my best friend and react more passive-

aggressively”, “I would stay angry and worried”, and “I would vent about the situation to others 

and talk badly about my best friend” capture indirect negative behaviors towards the best friend. 

“I would vent about the situation to others and talk badly about the other person” assesses an 

indirect negative behavior towards the rival. Surveillance behaviors were captured with the 

statements, “I would go through my best friend’s social media such as Facebook or Instagram” 

and “I would go through the other person’s social media such as Facebook or Instagram”. 

Distancing and avoidance behaviors were measured by the statements, “I would stop talking to 

my best friend and distance myself from my best friend”, “I would ignore contact from my best 

friend”, and “I would start hanging out more with another friend”. 

Prosocial Behaviors. We included 7 positive jealous behaviors. Direct positive behavior 

towards the best friend was captured by “I would calmly talk about the situation and explain my 

feelings to my best friend”. Indirect positive behaviors were measured by “I would try to talk to 

my best friend more (e.g., call, text)”, “I would ask my best friend to hang out more and try to 

spend more time together”, “I would try to be more caring, affectionate, and present in my best 
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friend’s life”, “I would try to reaffirm the value of our friendship and what he/she means to me”, 

“I would try harder to understand my best friend without bringing up the situation with him/her”, 

and “I would try to have more fun together and be a funnier person”. 

Manipulation Checks. To confirm that the jealousy manipulation would prompt 

participants to perceive the chat conversation differently from the control condition, we asked 

participants to answer three questions about the chat. Participants rated the degree to which they 

thought their best friend and the other person seemed to get along in the chat conversation, the 

degree to which they thought their best friend seemed to enjoy interacting with the other person, 

and the degree to which they thought the other person seemed to enjoy interacting with their best 

friend. All three questions were measured on a sliding scale from 0 = “Not at all” to 100 = 

“Extremely”.   

Personality Measures. Finally, we also included several factors that have been 

previously shown to be related to jealousy experiences. The following paragraphs provide 

detailed information about each measure. 

Attachment Style – Categorical Type. We first measured participants’ attachment style 

with their best friend. We used one of the most popular and conventional scales measuring 

adults’ attachment style, developed by Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991). In this scale, 

participants were asked to choose the style that best describes him/her or is closest to the way 

he/she is with their best friend out of the four types (i.e., secure, preoccupied, dismissing, and 

fearful).   

Attachment Style – Continuous Type. Due to growing criticism that attachment styles are 

better captured by continuous measures than by categorical measures (Fraley & Waller, 1998; 

Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998), we also included a continuous measure of adults’ attachment 
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style. We used the Relationship Structures questionnaire of the Experiences in Close 

Relationships – Revised (ECR-RS) developed by Fraley, Waller, and Brennan (2000). This scale 

is known to be particularly useful in assessing individual differences in attachment across 

various relational contexts, including friendship (Fraley, Waller, & Brennan, 2000; Fraley, 

Heffernan, Vicary, & Brumbaugh, 2011). Participants responded to nine items about their best 

friend on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 = “Strongly disagree” to 7 = “Strongly agree”. 

Some example items include “I usually discuss my problems and concerns with this person”, “I 

talk things over with this person”, and “It helps to turn to this person in times of need”. 

Big Five Personality. The Big Five personality traits were assessed with a brief version of 

the Big Five Personality Inventory by Rammstedt and John (2007). The inventory consists of 10 

items rated with a 5-point Likert scale: 1 = “Disagree strongly”, 2 = “Disagree a little”, 3 = 

“Neither agree nor disagree”, 4 = “Agree a little”, and 5 = “Agree strongly”. 

Results 

Sample Checks. Of a total sample of 441 participants, 220 participants were randomly 

assigned to the jealousy condition and 221 to the control condition. Since many previous studies 

on jealousy reported gender differences in jealous reactions, we checked the distribution of 

gender by condition, and there was no significant difference (𝜒2(1, n = 441) = .49, p = .48).   

 Overview of Analyses. We performed one-way ANOVAs by condition on the following 

dependent variables: manipulation checks; emotions; perceptions of the rival’s personality; and 

antisocial and prosocial behaviors. The results of each dependent variable will be discussed in 

the following paragraphs. 

Manipulation Checks. We confirmed that, overall, participants perceived the interaction 

between their best friend and the rival as more positive in the jealousy condition. Participants in 
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the jealousy condition were more likely to think that their best friend and the rival got along 

(F(1, 431.52) = 29.98, p < .001), that their best friend enjoyed interacting with the rival (F(1, 

422.50) = 51.23, p < .001), and that the rival enjoyed interacting with their best friend (F(1, 

423.87) = 34.78, p < .001) compared to the control condition. 

 Jealousy Elicitation. Participants in the jealousy condition were more likely to report 

feelings of jealousy and related emotions than those in the control condition. The specific 

emotions include feeling jealous (F(1, 335.04) = 98.29, p < .001), betrayed (F(1, 285.58) = 

125.93, p < .001), hurt (F(1, 289.09) = 234.07, p < .001), angry (F(1, 319.09) = 106.57, p < 

.001), anxious (F(1, 331.22) = 68.27, p < .001), and sad (F(1, 339.20) = 190.00, p < .001) 

(Figure 2.1). We also found differences by condition in the distractor emotions such that 

participants in the jealousy condition reported feeling more surprised (F(1, 385.16) = 170.59, p < 

.001) and embarrassed (F(1, 351.51) = 37.83, p < .001) and less happy (F(1, 438.73) = 78.29, p < 

.001) compared to the control condition. There was no significant difference in guilt (F(1, 439) = 

.39, p = .53).    

Jealousy and Changes in the Perception of the Rival’s Personality. Participants in the 

jealousy condition were more likely to say that they perceived the rival more negatively 

compared to the control condition. Specifically, individuals in the jealousy condition reported 

that they thought the rival was more untrustworthy (F(1, 405.12) = 22.51, p < .001), more selfish 

(F(1, 424.17) = 12.87, p < .001), less nice/likeable (F(1, 406.40) = 4.88, p < .05), and had a 

worse personality (F(1, 429.27) = 9.97, p < .01) compared to the control condition (Figure 2.2). 

There were no differences by condition in the traits of being incompetent (F(1, 439) = 3.79, p = 

.05), self-involved (F(1, 439) = 3.13, p = .08), a good communicator (F(1, 424.74) = 1.26, p = 

.26), sociable (F(1, 439) = .03, p = .87), successful in school (F(1, 439) = 2.47, p = .12), and 
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intelligent (F(1, 439) = 1.44, p = .23). This is an interesting finding given that in the script it was 

their best friend who said no to inviting the participant, not the rival.   

 Jealousy and Behaviors Towards the Best Friend and the Rival.  

 Antisocial Behaviors. When feeling jealous, participants were more likely to report 

engaging in all types of negative behaviors (Figure 2.3). Participants in the jealousy condition 

reported that they were more likely to stop talking to their best friend (F(1, 368.08) = 40.91, p < 

.001), ignore contact from their best friend (F(1, 411.08) = 20.64, p < .001), act more passive-

aggressive (F(1, 376.64) = 43.18, p < .001), stay angry or worried (F(1, 354.39) = 48.73, p < 

.001), surveil their best friend’s social media (F(1, 391.25) = 21.69, p < .001) and the rival’s 

social media (F(1, 401.97) = 24.57, p < .001), vent to someone else about their best friend (F(1, 

373.04) = 26.34, p < .001) and the rival (F(1, 373.23) = 17.62, p < .001), try to hang out with 

another friend (F(1, 376.03) = 62.55, p < .001), and confront their best friend (F(1, 324.61) = 

120.51, p < .001) compared to the control condition.  

 Prosocial Behaviors. Similarly, participants in the jealousy condition were also more 

likely to increase their engagement in all types of positive behaviors compared to the control 

condition (Figure 2.4). Individuals in the jealousy condition reported that they were more likely 

to try to contact their best friend more (F(1, 439) = 22.13, p < .001), ask to hang out first and try 

to spend more time together (F(1, 435.45) = 31.87, p < .001), try to become more caring, 

affectionate, and present in their best friend’s life (F(1, 430.55) = 27.44, p < .001), try to reaffirm 

or strengthen their friendship (F(1, 432.19) = 49.53, p < .001), try to be funnier and have more 

fun together (F(1, 433.90) = 41.37, p < .001), try to understand their best friend (F(1, 432.18) = 

38.02, p < .001), and calmly talk about the situation (F(1, 408.63) = 77.01, p < .001).  
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 As a post-hoc analysis, we also examined participants’ overall tendency to engage in 

particular behaviors: whether they endorsed mainly prosocial behaviors versus mainly antisocial 

behaviors versus both types. For this analysis, we divided participants into four groups 

depending on their level of endorsement for prosocial and antisocial behaviors and compared it 

to the average level of each type. For example, if a participant’s endorsement for all prosocial 

behaviors is greater than the average of all participants’ endorsement for all prosocial behaviors, 

and the participant’s endorsement for all antisocial behaviors is lower than the average of all 

participants’ endorsement for all antisocial behaviors, then the participant was categorized into 

the group “Only Prosocial High”. With this group categorization, we ran a chi-square test as a 

function of condition to see whether jealousy really increases willingness to engage in both types 

of behaviors. Indeed, we found a significant effect (𝜒2(1, n = 441) = 90.13, p < .001) such that 

jealousy was associated with the groups that increased both types of behaviors and it mainly 

increased antisocial behaviors (Figure 2.5). It is also noteworthy that the majority of participants 

in the control condition belonged to the group “Both Low”.  

 Jealousy and Personal and Relational Factors. To explore what factors predict jealous 

reactions in same-sex friendship, we next examined the associations between jealous responses 

and a series of personal and relational factors. However, contrary to our expectations, we did not 

find interpretable relationships. Therefore, we will not discuss personal and relational factors 

further in this section but will include the full results in Appendix C (i.e., personal factors) and 

Appendix D (i.e., relational factors). 
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Figure 2.1. Study 2.2 Mean (SE) self-reported emotions. 
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Figure 2.2. Study 2.2 Mean (SE) perceptions of the rival’s personality. 
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Figure 2.3. Study 2.2 Mean (SE) antisocial behaviors 
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Figure 2.4. Study 2.2 Mean (SE) prosocial behaviors 
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Figure 2.5. Study 2.2 The number of participants for the type of dominant behaviors 

 

Discussion 

Using a realistic vignette, we successfully manipulated jealousy in this study, which led 

to changes in participants’ self-reported emotions, cognitions, and behaviors. These results 

replicate Study 2.1 in several important ways. Participants in the jealousy condition were more 

likely to report feeling jealous, hurt, betrayed, angry, sad, and anxious compared to the control 

condition, with hurt being the strongest emotion. These emotions have been reported to be 

related to jealousy such that both scholars and ordinary people deem the characteristics of 

jealousy to be feeling hurt, angry, rejected, betrayed, uncertain, insecure, and self-conscious 

(Parrott, 1991; Smith, Kim, & Parrott, 1988). These findings support that our manipulation 

induced jealousy and that the cognitive and behavioral changes we saw in this study were 

reactions stemming from jealousy.     
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 Another aim of this study was to examine cognitions towards a rival in a jealousy 

situation. We successfully captured how jealousy influences perceptions about a rival’s 

personality. Specifically, jealous individuals were more likely to derogate a rival’s 

characteristics, especially in the dimensions of morality (e.g., trustworthy, selfish) and likeability 

(e.g., nice/likeable, good personality). This is interesting given that it was the participant’s best 

friend who intentionally excluded the participant, not the rival. These findings also fit well with 

the definition of jealousy: that jealousy occurs when a rival usurps one’s invaluable relationship 

(Harris & Darby, 2010; Parrott, 1991; Parrott & Smith, 1993; White & Mullen, 1989). Because 

people may not always engage in overt behaviors when feeling socially undesirable emotions 

like jealousy, especially in friendship, these results highlight the importance of examining a 

comprehensive set of possible jealous reactions.  

 In terms of behaviors, consistent with the findings of Study 2.1, we found that individuals 

in the jealousy condition were more likely to report engaging in both prosocial and antisocial 

behaviors. Also consistent with Study 2.1, prosocial behaviors were endorsed more overall than 

antisocial behaviors in the present study, which suggests that in common jealousy situations, 

people have a greater motivation to repair their friendship in a constructive manner than to 

damage it through destructive behaviors. Another interesting finding regarding behaviors was 

that jealousy motivated some people to increase both their prosocial and antisocial behaviors 

whereas others were only motivated to increase their antisocial behaviors. Although we did not 

find any significant relationship between a particular group of people and individual difference 

factors measured in this study, this finding suggests that there are possible moderators for jealous 

responses. Further discussion of the overarching findings regarding the behaviors identified 

across Study 2.1 and Study 2.2 will be included in the general discussion section. In the present 
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study, we replicated the findings of Study 2.1 that when feeling jealous in same-sex friendships, 

adults employ a number of different behaviors to secure their friendships.  

 Finally, the present study attempted to examine what factors predict jealous reactions in 

same-sex friendship. While past research on romantic relationships has suggested somewhat 

consistent associations between jealousy and other factors (e.g., attachment styles, relationship 

satisfaction), this study, to our knowledge, was the first that attempted to explore the relationship 

of such factors to adults’ friendship jealousy. However, the data showed that those factors had 

very little association with manifestations of jealousy in a friendship context. We will discuss 

some of the possible explanations for this finding in the next section when examining limitations 

and future research.      

General Discussion 

 The present chapter revealed several important findings regarding how jealousy is 

manifested in same-sex friendship. First, our findings suggest that adults often report 

experiencing jealousy in same-sex friendship. Moreover, jealous individuals reported engaging 

in a wide range of behaviors, from prosocial to antisocial, as a means of protecting their same-

sex friendships. In addition to behaviors, our data also indicated that jealousy may alter 

cognitions, such as making individuals perceive their rivals more negatively. However, contrary 

to our expectations, our data did not show interpretable associations between same-sex 

friendship jealousy and the factors that are known to be related to jealousy experiences in a 

romantic context. Overall, these findings have important implications for making sense of 

jealousy literature  from a motivational lens: 1) jealousy is a distinct motivational state that may 

occur across all types of valued relationships, and 2) jealousy can yield a wide variety of 

reactions that can help fulfill its goal. We will discuss these implications further below.   
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 Across the two studies in this chapter, we found that adults often experience and report 

feeling jealous in a non-romantic context, namely, in same-sex friendship. This is one of the first 

empirical evidence-based studies that explored friendship jealousy (in addition to Krems, 

Williams, Aktipis, & Kendrick, 2020). That adults report feeling jealous in same-sex friendship 

is noteworthy because this demonstrates that jealousy may arise to protect the relational benefits 

of any type of relationship, not only to secure sexual or romantic benefits. These findings help 

demonstrate that adults also perceive rivals in friendship contexts and feel threatened about 

losing their same-sex friend much as they do in romantic relationships even though the rules of 

exclusivity in friendships differ from those in romantic relationships.  

 Another contribution of the current work from the motivational lens is that it revealed a 

wide range of behavioral strategies that people engaged in to fulfill the goal of protecting their 

friendships. In particular, we found that across both studies, people engaged in more prosocial 

behaviors than antisocial behaviors and in various indirect behaviors when they felt jealous in 

their friendships. These findings make sense given the nature of friendship, in which relationship 

threats and betrayals are far more uncertain and unclear compared to those in romantic 

relationships. Considering the uncertainty in friendship, prosocial and indirect behaviors may be 

“safer” moves to improve a friendship compared to other behaviors that could lead to negative 

reactions from the friend and/or that require an immediate response from the friend (Guerrero et 

al., 1995). For instance, telling your friend how much your friendship means to you may better 

help regain your friend’s attention than giving your friend the cold shoulder. Even when 

gathering information to reduce uncertainty, looking through your friend’s social media to find 

out the friend’s whereabouts may be a less risky behavior than confronting your friend (Guerrero 

et al., 1995). These findings highlight the importance of taking various types of jealous reactions 
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into account, especially in contexts where individuals may feel less legitimacy in experiencing 

and expressing jealousy.  

 While participants across the two studies utilized both prosocial and antisocial behaviors 

in general, we found notable individual differences in their dominant behavior patterns. 

Particularly, a small percentage of people tended to mainly channel their jealousy into antisocial 

behaviors. Even in the context of friendship, in which antisocial behaviors may be riskier due to 

greater uncertainty (Guerrero et al., 1995), 10% of the participants in Study 2.1 reported 

engaging in only antisocial behaviors and 17% of the participants in Study 2.2 reported 

increasing mainly antisocial behaviors. Although we did not see any significant associations with 

possible moderators, such as attachment style and friendship satisfaction and commitment, these 

findings suggest that some people are more prone to behave in an antisocial manner regardless of 

the magnitude or the context of jealousy. It is also possible that the extremely antisocial jealous 

reactions reported in the literature may have come from a small percentage of people, and we 

may need to consider the factors that represent more “maladaptive” psychological features to 

better capture these people.  

However, we also found a discrepancy in participants’ dominant behavior patterns 

between the two studies, which may reflect the methodological differences of the studies. In 

Study 2.1, 65% of the participants reported engaging in both types of behaviors while 10% of 

them reported engaging in only antisocial behaviors and 23% reported engaging in only 

prosocial behaviors. In Study 2.2, however, only 36% of the participants endorsed increasing 

both types of behaviors while 17% endorsed increasing mainly antisocial behaviors and 22% 

endorsed increasing mainly prosocial behaviors. Although the assessments of dominant 

behaviors were not exactly the same in the two studies, broadly speaking, more people 
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mentioned using both types of behaviors in Study 2.1 compared to Study 2.2. This discrepancy 

may be associated with the differences in jealousy induction. It is possible that people in the 

hypothetical scenario study (Study 2.2) may have underestimated their engagement in prosocial 

behaviors in a real-life situation due to the negative feelings of jealousy, and that people in the 

recalled study (Study 2.1) overestimated their engagement in prosocial behaviors because of 

memory bias. Future research using a more real-time induction of jealousy may help clarify the 

extent to which friendship jealousy motivates different types of behaviors.  

Last but not least, the present work also provides foundational information about how 

reactions towards a rival may differ in friendship jealousy compared to reactions towards a rival 

in romantic jealousy, based on what has been reported in the literature. Although previous 

literature on romantic jealousy has often found antisocial behaviors towards rivals (Bevan, 2008; 

Guerrero, 2014; Guerrero & Afifi, 1999; Guerrero et al., 2011, Yoshimura, 2004), participants in 

Study 2.1 rarely reported similar behaviors even though they were given the opportunity to list 

all the behaviors that they engaged in during their friendship jealousy experience. Instead of 

engaging in explicit antisocial behaviors, we found in Study 2.2 that participants in the jealousy 

condition reported thinking the rival was a less ethical and likable person. These findings suggest 

that jealous people in same-sex friendship may be more hesitant to engage in overt antisocial 

behaviors towards rivals compared to romantic relationships, yet jealousy still influences their 

perceptions about the rival in a negative way. These findings not only highlight the importance 

of investigating various aspects of jealous reactions but also inform the field of jealousy research 

regarding how the type of valued relationship can greatly influence the way that how specific 

jealous behaviors may or may not unfold.  

Limitations and Future Research 
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 Although this work clearly demonstrated a more comprehensive set of jealous responses 

in same-sex friendship than other research has, there are limitations to these studies. Because we 

relied on retrospective recall and a hypothetical scenario, we were subject to the limitations of 

those methodologies, such as memory bias for the recall study (Hawkins & Hastie, 1990) and 

unreliable affective forecasting for the hypothetical scenario study (e.g., Gilbert, Pinel, Wilson, 

Blumberg, & Wheatley, 1998; Kahneman & Snell, 1992). However, eliciting and manipulating 

emotions such as jealousy that involve complex situations is challenging for many reasons. Thus, 

retrospective recall and hypothetical manipulation studies like the present ones may be the most 

appropriate first step to study these socially undesirable emotions. Furthermore, consistent 

findings across both studies in this chapter provide a reason to believe that their effects on 

participants were real, although actual interactions could be even more informative.  

In this regard, one direction that deserves future attention is examining jealousy in a real-

time situation. To our knowledge, the present research includes one of the first studies to 

manipulate friendship jealousy, and we consistently found that jealous individuals responded 

with both prosocial and antisocial behaviors. However, some insignificant findings and 

inconsistent findings across the two studies suggest that a real-time induction of jealousy, such as 

in a lab study, would provide helpful clarification. For instance, if we examine real-time jealous 

responses, we may find that they do in fact relate to personal and relational factors. Given the 

differences in friendship jealousy that we found in this chapter and the greater uncertainty 

regarding betrayals in friendship compared to romantic relationships, it is also possible that we 

may find different types of jealous reactions or may not observe certain responses in an actual 

situation. Experimentally manipulating jealousy in real time will help elucidate these remaining 

questions. 
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Final Thoughts 

 Although this study is not without limitations, it does provide foundational and unique 

information about the emotional, cognitive, and behavioral reactions of jealousy in same-sex 

friendship. This study is one of the first to show distinct and diverse jealous reactions in a non-

romantic context. These findings are not only informative for understanding adults’ jealous 

behaviors in different types of interpersonal relationships, but they also further the theoretical 

understanding of jealousy from a functional perspective. 
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CHAPTER 3 

Experimentally Manipulated Jealousy in the Lab 

 Chapter 2 presented evidence that individuals experience a wide range of emotional, 

cognitive, and behavioral reactions when feeling jealous in same-sex friendships. It also 

presented evidence for some unique jealous reactions in a friendship context, such as few 

antisocial behaviors towards rivals and indirect behaviors towards both friend and rivals. The 

present study will attempt to replicate and extend these findings by experimentally manipulating 

jealousy in a more real-life situation. We created a same-sex friendship jealousy situation in the 

lab with actual friends and assessed a large number of jealous responses including self-reported 

emotions, perceptions of the rival’s personality, and a variety of behaviors towards the best 

friend and the rival, as well as whether some personal and relational factors predict jealous 

responses.    

Jealousy Elicitation in the Lab 

 The present research is one of the first studies, to our knowledge, that aims to 

experimentally elicit friendship jealousy in a real-life situation with actual friends. Only a few 

studies have experimentally manipulated jealousy in the lab, and those that have done so focused 

exclusively on jealousy in romantic couples or among strangers of the opposite sex. Regardless 

of the type of relationship, however, experimentally manipulating jealousy in the lab has been 

notably challenging, as discussed in previous chapters, because jealousy inherently requires 

complex interactions and modern culture discourages people from experiencing and expressing 

jealousy (Argyle & Henderson, 1985; Parker, Walker, Low, & Gamm, 2005). Moreover, if not 

done carefully, inducing jealousy in established relationships could raise questions about 

research ethics for potentially yielding negative repercussions. For these reasons, the vast 
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majority of jealousy research across both romantic relationships and friendships has largely 

relied on recalled or hypothetically elicited jealousy in spite of the limitations of these methods 

(e.g., Gilbert, Pinel, Wilson, Blumberg, & Wheatley, 1998; Hawkins & Hastie, 1990). Likewise, 

the two studies in the previous chapter were based on recall and hypothetical methods. Although 

they successfully provided foundational information about same-sex friendship jealousy, we 

suspect that our use of a hypothetical scenario may have been one of the reasons that possible 

mediators did not predict any jealous responses in those studies. Therefore, despite the 

difficulties of eliciting jealousy in a real-life situation, the present chapter aims to develop an 

ethically acceptable and well controlled friendship jealousy manipulation in the lab to test the 

previous findings in a real-time experimental setting.  

The Dynamic Functional Model of Jealousy and Responses of Jealousy 

Although many theorists argue that jealousy, as a specific emotion, has its own distinct 

motivational state that is not reducible to other emotions (e.g., Harris & Darby, 2010; Henniger 

& Harris, 2014; Mathes, 1991; Parrott, 1991), some characteristics of jealousy, such as its longer 

duration, do not exactly fit with the typical characteristics of specific emotions (e.g., quick onset 

and short duration) (Roseman, 2011). While jealousy can last for a brief moment, it often 

develops and dissolves gradually over a longer course of time because a relationship also 

develops and dissolves over time. To capture this unique characteristics of jealousy, Chung and 

Harris (2018) proposed the Dynamic Functional Model of Jealousy (DFMJ) and argued that the 

prolonged state of jealousy makes perfect sense from the functional viewpoint because, from this 

perspective, an emotion should last as long as is needed to resolve a particular fitness risk, such 

as a gradually developing bond between a loved one and a rival. Moreover, the DFMJ 

emphasizes the ongoing process of threat assessment that occurs over a prolonged state as 
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jealousy produces a lot of uncertainty about the extent and nature of a threat, which requires 

extensive information gathering. For example, at an earlier stage of jealousy, an individual must 

find out whether the threat actually exists. Even when the partner’s betrayal seems clear, the 

individual still must assess and determine its magnitude and consequence to their relationship.  

 According to the DFMJ, the great uncertainty of the threat leads to complex and various 

jealous behaviors, including prosocial behaviors, and the findings in previous research are 

consistent with this model. The two studies in the previous chapter consistently indicated that 

jealous individuals were more likely to increase prosocial behaviors (e.g., trying to spend more 

time with their partner) as well as antisocial behaviors (e.g., making negative comments about 

the rival). One recent lab experiment (Montoya & Hibbard, 2014) also found that, under a 

relationship threat, male participants were more likely to increase nonverbal behaviors towards 

their partners, such as touching or smiling. These findings support the idea proposed by the 

DFMJ that jealous individuals will strategically employ a variety of behaviors to secure their 

relationship. Following this insight into the beneficial role of prosocial jealous responses in 

romantic relationships, in the present study, we aim to assess both prosocial and antisocial 

jealous reactions in same-sex friendships in real time.     

 Another important aim of the current chapter is to examine jealous reactions towards a 

rival in the lab. Specifically, it will test whether the findings of the previous chapter (i.e., jealous 

individuals were more likely to derogate the rival’s personality but less likely to engage in overt 

antisocial behaviors towards the rival) can be replicated in a real-time laboratory setting. To date, 

only one in-lab experiment assessed jealous reactions towards a rival in real time. DeSteno and 

his colleagues (2006) found that participants in the jealousy condition were more likely to act 

aggressively towards a rival of the same sex (as well as towards an assigned partner of the 
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opposite sex) by giving them a greater amount of hot sauce that could potentially inflict pain than 

were participants in the control condition. However, these findings are inconsistent with the 

results of the previous chapter, which showed that jealous people in same-sex friendships rarely 

reported engaging in antisocial behaviors towards a rival when recalling prior jealousy episodes 

or imagining hypothetical scenarios. By examining how jealous individuals behave towards 

rivals in same-sex friendships in real life, the experimental manipulation in this chapter will 

further illuminate how jealous reactions towards rivals unfold. Importantly, the present research 

builds on the literature by being the first study to manipulate jealousy in established friendships 

as opposed to temporarily formed relationships in the lab. This procedure, as well as the real-

time elicitation of jealousy, will increase the validity of the present work.  

Method 

 Participants. We recruited 159 triads of same-sex friends (N=477 individuals) from the 

SONA subject pool of a large research university in exchange for course credit for their 

participation. One individual from each triad was selected to be the main participant and the 

other two people from the triad unknowingly partook in the jealousy manipulation (see below for 

more details). This sample size exceeds the required minimum number of participants based on 

the effect size of the pilot study with 80% power, which was calculated prior to the current study. 

After excluding 34 participants who suspected the hypothesis or the manipulation of the study 

(as revealed when participants were debriefed), the final sample included 125 participants (31 

males/85 females/9 missing;1 age M = 19.3, SD = 1.8).  

 
1 These participants did not indicate their gender in the baseline survey. However, the experimenters confirmed that 

all groups of participants consisted of same-sex friends, and the distribution of gender, including missing values did 

not significantly differ by condition (𝜒2(2, N = 125) = 2.36, p = .31).  
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 Procedure. All individuals (N=477) first completed a questionnaire that was sent via 

email two days before they came into the lab. The questionnaire collected personal and 

friendship information about measures that were identical to those used in Study 2.1, including 

demographics, big five personality traits, attachment style, and the length, value, closeness, and 

satisfaction of the friendship.  

 Jealousy Manipulation.2 After completing the questionnaire, the recruited individuals 

who signed up for the study came into the lab with two of their same-sex best friends. The 

recruited individual was designated as the best friend for the purposes of the study and the two 

friends became either the main participant or the rival, depending on the length of their 

relationship with the recruited individual. The friend who had the longer relationship with the 

recruited individual was selected to be the main participant and the other friend was selected to 

be the rival. If the friendships between the recruited individual and their two best friends were 

 
2 A total of four pilot studies were conducted prior to the present study. The first two pilot studies (𝑁1=18 pairs of 

friends, 𝑁2=15 pairs of friends) involved two friends and a confederate, and each study tested different types of 

manipulations to elicit jealousy. For example, the first study had one of the friends and the confederate enjoy getting 

to know each other more deeply by going through a conversational task while the other friend, designated as the 

participant, was watching their interaction through a one-way mirror. In the second study, we tested a more physical 

interaction by having one of the friends and the confederate create their own handshake, also while the participant 

was watching their interaction through a one-way mirror. However, participants in both studies were highly likely to 

question one step of the experimental setup: that their best friend would choose a stranger (i.e., the confederate) over 

themselves as a partner for the pair task. Or, if they believed that their friend had actually chosen the stranger, they 

did not report feeling much jealousy or being very threatened by the stranger. Therefore, for the remaining pilot 

studies, we recruited triads of friends and eliminated the involvement of the confederate. Additionally, in the second 

study, we observed greater individual differences by gender in the participants’ attitudes towards the handshake 

manipulation such that male participants were far more likely to enjoy the handshake task compared to female 

participants. Thus, for the third pilot study, we proceeded with the conversational task rather than the handshake task 

(𝑁3=12 triads of friends). In the fourth pilot study, we created a chat manipulation, which is the same as used in the 

present chapter. As it became clear that the chat manipulation had better experimental control and elicited greater 

jealousy than the conversational task, we focused on it in the fourth pilot and tested it on a total of 56 triads of 

friends. In that study, participants in the jealousy condition were more likely to report feeling jealous, betrayed, hurt, 

angry, and sad compared to the control condition. Although we did not observe significant differences in perceptions 

about the rival’s traits and behaviors, which is possibly due to the small sample size, we found that some of the 

trends in the results followed the expected pattern with relatively high effect sizes. For example, participants in the 

jealousy condition were more likely to derogate the rival as a less trustworthy and more selfish person while also 

decreasing negative behaviors towards both their best friend and the rival. After finding these results, we finalized 

the current manipulation and conducted the present study. 
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the same length, the experimenter then randomly selected one of the friends to be the main 

participant and the other friend to be the rival. This procedure was to ensure the successful 

manipulation of jealousy, i.e., the participant being excluded from spending time with their best 

friend (see below for more details). Figure 3.1 illustrates the process of role assignment 

described in this paragraph.  

 

Figure 3.1. Recruiting and role assignment process 

After the experimenter decided who would become the participant (by casually asking 

who had the longer friendship with the recruited individual), all individuals were told the cover 

story that the study was investigating how online communication between known people affects 

memory. They were then taken into separate rooms where they completed a baseline survey, and 

in the jealousy condition, the final question of the survey asked the participant to choose a 

partner for the next task. When all individuals finished completing the baseline survey, the 

experimenter went into the participant’s room and informed him or her that the other two friends 

chose each other as partners, and therefore, the participant would participate in an individual 

task. The participant’s individual task was to watch a live online chat between the other two 

friends and memorize as much of it as possible. In the chat, the two friends discussed eating out 

together and explicitly excluded the participant from their plans. Specifically, the rival said “no” 
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when the participant’s best friend asked whether they should invite the participant or not.3 In 

reality, however, the experimenter’s comment to the participant that the other two individuals 

chose each other as partners for the next task was the first part of the jealousy manipulation. In 

fact, in both conditions, the participant was always assigned to the individual task, and the other 

two individuals were never asked to choose a partner for the next task. The online conversation, 

which was the main part of the jealousy manipulation, was also scripted. The other two friends 

unknowingly partook in the manipulation only by typing the script provided by the lab in their 

own styles of chatting.  

 In the control condition, the participant was not asked to choose a partner for the next 

task at the end of their baseline survey; instead, they were only informed by the experimenter 

that they had been randomly assigned by a computer to complete their next task individually. In 

the script of the control condition, the other two friends casually discussed their favorite 

restaurants without planning to hang out together or excluding the participant. The chats in both 

conditions were designed to be highly similar to the hypothetical conversations in Study 2.2. The 

actual scripts used in each condition are presented in Appendix E (i.e., jealousy condition) and 

Appendix F (i.e., control condition). 

 Jealousy Measures. After they finished watching the online chat unfold, the participant 

completed a comprehensive survey measuring their jealous responses. We used three measures 

to assess jealous responses: self-reported emotions, perceptions of the rival’s personality, and 

behaviors towards their best friend and the rival.  

 Self-Reported Emotions. Participants indicated the degree to which they experienced 13 

emotions while they were watching the online chat. “Jealous” directly assessed jealousy. We also 

 
3 Pilot studies revealed that participants were more likely to be suspicious of the experimental design when their best 

friend refused to invite them than when the rival did so.  
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included “Betrayed”, “Hurt”, “Angry”, “Fearful”, “Anxious”, and “Sad” to assess jealousy-

related emotions that often co-occur with jealousy (Parrot & Smith, 1993; Sharpsteen & 

Kirkpatrick, 1997). As distractors, we also included other items (i.e., “Embarrassed”, “Guilty”, 

“Proud”, “Happy”, “Sleepy” and “Excited”). Each item was measured on a sliding scale from 0 = 

“Not at all” to 100 = “Extremely”.   

 Perceptions of the Rival’s Personality. Participants also rated the degree to which they 

thought different personality traits were descriptive of the rival who chatted with their best 

friend. The list of personality descriptions was identical with that used in Study 2.2. It consisted 

of “Nice/Likable”, “Good Communicator”, “Selfish”, “Sociable”, “Incompetent”, “Successful in 

school”, “Untrustworthy”, “Intelligent”, “Sensitive”, “Good personality”, and “Self-involved”. 

Each adjective was measured on a sliding scale from 0 = “Not at all” to 100 = “Extremely”.  

 Behaviors. We measured a series of behaviors that may capture participants’ antisocial 

and prosocial engagement towards both their best friend and the rival when experiencing 

friendship jealousy. As a cover story, the experimenter explained to the participant that the others 

(i.e., their best friend and the rival) would listen to a story for their next individual tasks after the 

chat, and that the participant would help select some stimuli (see below for more details) for 

them as an independent rater. In reality, there were no further tasks. To reduce the possible effect 

of social desirability, participants were also assured that their decisions would be completely 

anonymous to the others except for the open-response message (discussed below), and the 

experimenter would not know their decisions either.  

Antisocial Behavior – Noise Blast Assignment. The first task that participants were asked 

to select stimuli for was a modified version of the Competitive Reaction Time Task, one of the 

most commonly used lab-based measures of aggression (McCarthy, Elson, Vazire, & Tullett, 
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2018). After listening to the experimenter’s cover story (described above), participants were told 

that the noise they selected would be played to the others after the others listened to a story. 

Then, the experimenter played sample noises at levels 1, 5, and 9 to help them gauge the 

intensity of the noises. After the experimenter exited the room, participants selected a noise blast 

intensity using an online survey for their best friend and the rival, respectively, on a 10-point 

scale from 1 = 60 dB to 10 = 105 dB (about the same volume as a smoke alarm) (Konijn, 

Bijvank, & Bushman, 2007).     

Prosocial Behavior – Humor Assignment. As a measure of prosocial behavior, we 

examined the level of humor that participants assigned to the others. After the instructions 

regarding the noise blast assignment, participants were told that they also needed to select how 

funny the story the others would hear should be. The experimenter explained that the higher the 

number they selected, the funnier the story would be. Participants chose the level of humor using 

an online survey for their best friend and the rival, respectively, on a 10-point scale. Although 

this measure was newly developed in our lab, participants in our pilot studies confirmed that they 

agreed this assignment was a valid measure of prosocial behavior towards others.       

Interactive Behavior – Open-Response Messages. To capture more interactive behavioral 

aspects of jealousy, we also asked participants to leave a short open-ended message purportedly 

as part of a communication task for their best friend and the rival, respectively. Participants were 

told that the others would read the message (knowing that it is from the participant) before they 

proceeded to their next task. In reality, the others did not actually see these messages. 

Approach Behavior – Choice of Next Partner. Some theorists have argued that jealousy is 

associated with approach motivation and approach-oriented action tendencies (Harmon-Jones, 

Peterson, & Harris, 2009; Lazarus, 1991). To measure possible approach motivation under a 
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relationship threat, participants were asked whom they would like to be partnered with for the 

next task. Participants were able to choose one option among “alone”, “with your friend (who 

signed up for this study)”, “with the other friend”, and “with both”.4  

 Debriefing. Following these measures, the experimenter led participants through a funnel 

debriefing, in which participants commented on what they thought the purpose of the study was 

and the degree to which they believed that the online chat between the two friends was real. 

Participants were marked for exclusion if they suspected that 1) the purpose of the study was to 

examine jealousy in friendship, or 2) the online chat was fake with more than 95% certainty.5 

The experimenter then debriefed the participants about the deception of the scripted chat and the 

purpose of the study.  

Manipulation Checks. After debriefing, participants completed a final survey about their 

perceptions of the manipulation of the current study. Participants rated the effectiveness of the 

jealousy induction in their condition, the successfulness of eliciting hurt feelings in their 

condition, the successfulness of producing a sense of threat to the friendship in their condition, 

the degree to which their best friend would feel jealous or hurt in their role, and the degree to 

which an “average undergraduate” would feel jealous or hurt in their role on a sliding scale from 

0 = “Not at all” to 100 = “Very much”. Because the questions in the manipulation checks 

revealed the hypothesis of the study (i.e., jealousy), this procedure took place after debriefing. 

 

 
4 In the fourth pilot study, we only utilized two options, “alone” and “with your friend (who signed up for this 

study)”, for this measure. However, because of participants’ feedback that only having those two options added 

suspicion about the hypothesis of the study (i.e., jealousy), we included all possible options for the measure in the 

present study.  
5 In our pilot studies, participants rarely reported 100% certainty even when they were highly suspicious of the 

authenticity of the chat. Instead, those participants usually reported between 97% and 99% certainty that the chat 

was fake. Thus, we decided to cut off at 95% certainty in order to make sure that we excluded all participants who 

strongly suspected the main manipulation (i.e., the chat).  
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Results 

 Sample Checks and Overview of Analyses. Of the 125 participants, 64 were randomly 

assigned to the jealousy condition and 61 were randomly assigned to the control condition, and 

106 participants (84.8%) were also friends with the rival. There were no significant differences 

in the distribution of gender (𝜒2(2, N = 125) = 2.36, p = .31) and being friends with the rival 

(𝜒2(1, N = 125) = 2.66, p = .10) as a function of condition. Therefore, one-way ANOVAs were 

performed on the majority of the following dependent variables.  

 Manipulation Checks. After being debriefed, participants answered a series of questions 

about the manipulation of the study. Across all questions, participants in the jealousy condition 

were more likely to report that their condition successfully elicited jealousy compared to 

participants in the control condition. Participants in the jealousy condition were more likely to 

attest that the experiment was effective in inducing jealousy (F(1, 121) = 21.12, p < .001), that 

the experiment was successful in eliciting hurt feelings (F(1, 117.94) = 18.76, p < .001), that the 

experiment produced a sense of threat to the friendship (F(1, 118.03) = 20.43, p < .001), that 

their best friend would feel jealous or hurt in the participant’s role in the experiment (F(1, 121) = 

10.17, p < .01), and that an average undergraduate would feel jealous or hurt in the participant’s 

role in the experiment (F(1, 116.78) = 6.98, p < .01).  

Jealousy Elicitation. As can be seen in Figure 3.2, the jealousy manipulation 

successfully elicited jealousy and related emotions. Particularly, participants in the jealousy 

condition were more likely to report feeling jealous (F(1, 77.75) = 4.06, p < .05; d = 0.35), 

betrayed (F(1, 64.25) = 9.62, p < .01; d = 0.54), and hurt (F(1, 85.47) = 4.69, p < .05; d = 0.38) 

compared to participants in the control condition. Although the reported levels of emotions in the 

jealousy condition were low, their effect sizes were close to medium effect. There were no 
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significant differences in feeling anxious (F(1, 123) = .48, p = .49), angry (F(1, 112.09) = 1.43, p 

= .24), and sad (F(1, 123) = .01, p = .91). However, we did observe significant differences in 

feeling fearful, but in a way that was contrary to our expectations. Participants in the control 

condition were more likely to report feeling fearful compared to participants in the jealousy 

condition (F(1, 68.33) = 7.58, p < .01). Nonetheless, since the other emotions that are closely 

tied to the experience of jealousy, including feeling jealous, betrayed, and hurt, demonstrated the 

expected patterns, we believe the overall manipulation was successful. It is possible that feeling 

fearful may reflect the nervousness of being in a lab experiment for participants in the control 

condition while participants in the jealousy condition were more likely to be distracted by the 

manipulation and as a result, less fearful. We did not find any significant differences in the 

distractor items, including feeling happy (F(1, 123) = 2.93, p = .09), embarrassed (F(1, 123) = 

.27, p = .61), guilty (F(1, 123) = .08, p = .78), sleepy (F(1, 123) = .01, p = .94), excited (F(1, 

123) = .74, p = .39), and proud (F(1, 123) = 1.20, p = .28).   

 

Figure 3.2. Mean (SE) self-reported emotions. 
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 Jealousy and Changes in Perception of the Rival’s Personality. Despite the success of 

the jealousy elicitation, participants did not significantly differ by condition in their perceptions 

of the rivals’ personality. Table 3.1 contains the mean ratings of the perceived traits of the rival 

by condition. The lack of significant differences in perceptions of rivals by condition could 

possibly be because about 85% of the time, participants were also friends with the rivals and 

people usually perceive personality as a set of highly stable traits over a long period of time 

(Costa & McCrae, 1989; Roberts & Del Vecchio, 2000). The short manipulation that occurred in 

the lab may not have been strong enough to change participants’ established perceptions of the 

rivals.  

Moreover, we tend to have a self-serving bias towards ourselves and our friends such that 

we want to believe that they and we are good people (Hess, Cossette, & Hareli, 2016). Therefore, 

it may have been difficult for participants to judge their friends in a negative way after this short 

manipulation of jealousy. To test this idea, we ran a post-hoc analysis on how participants 

perceived the rival’s personality depending on if the participants were already friends with the 

rival or not. Although the findings were not statistically significant, the overall patterns of the 

results seemed to support the idea that participants would judge rivals more favorably if they 

were friends than if they were strangers. For those who were strangers to the rival, we found 

patterns of results that were similar to our findings in the previous chapter: participants were 

more likely to derogate the rival’s personality (e.g., less trustworthy, more selfish) in the jealousy 

condition compared to the control condition. In contrast, for participants who were already 

friends with the rival, the patterns revealed the opposite tendency. Those participants were more 

likely to think that the rival, who was their friend, was more trustworthy and a good person in the 
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jealousy condition compared to the control condition. We will discuss these findings further in 

the discussion section.  

Table 3.1.  

Mean (SD) Ratings of Perceived Rival’s Personality by Condition. 

 

 Jealousy and Behaviors Towards the Best Friend and the Rival. Next, we analyzed 

behavioral outcomes. Table 3.2 presents the mean ratings of behaviors by condition. Contrary to 

our expectations, we did not observe significant differences in participants’ engagement in 

antisocial behavior towards their best friend (F(1, 123) = 1.41, p = .24), antisocial behavior 

towards the rival (F(1, 123) = .01, p = .94), prosocial behavior towards their best friend (F(1, 

123) = 1.33, p = .25), and prosocial behavior towards the rival (F(1, 123) = .43, p = .51). Despite 

having no effect, the overall pattern appears to be consistent with increases in prosocial 

behaviors in the control condition and decreases in antisocial behaviors in the jealousy condition. 

 

  Jealousy Control Test Statistic 

     

Untrustworthy  3.70 (12.76) 4.49 (13.66) F(1, 123) = .11, p = .74 

Selfish  10.66 (22.50) 8.80 (15.55) F(1, 123) = .28, p = .60 

Self-Involved  30.31 (29.15)  35.79 (31.18) F(1, 123) = 1.03, p = .31 

Sensitive  46.59 (29.97) 41.49 (30.23) F(1, 123) = .90, p = .35 

Nice/Likable  82.31 (17.46) 83.46 (20.02) F(1, 123) = .12, p = .73 

Good Personality  84.05 (19.73) 80.89 (19.73) F(1, 123) = .69, p = .41 

Good Communicator  75.77 (17.98) 76.93 (18.54) F(1, 123) = .13, p = .72 

Sociable  65.17 (22.88) 67.54 (26.25) F(1, 118.96) = .29, p = .59 

Intelligent  78.18 (19.83) 76.64 (23.53) F(1, 123) = .16, p = .70 

Incompetent  6.5 (16.07) 3.08 (10.36) F(1, 108.28) = 2.02, p = .16 

Successful in School  74.38 (22.15) 74.54 (23.66) F(1, 123) = .00, p = .97 
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Therefore, we performed an exploratory analysis by collapsing these behaviors into prosocial 

versus antisocial behaviors towards either the best friend or the rival. However, we did not 

observe significant differences in either prosocial behavior (F(1, 123) = 1.52, p = .22) or 

antisocial behavior (F(1, 123) = .37, p = .54). Participants also did not differ in their choice of a 

partner for the next task (𝜒2(3, N = 125) = 4.20, p = .24).6 

Table 3.2.  

Mean (SD) Ratings of Behaviors by Condition. 

 

Open-Response Messages. The open-response messages that participants separately 

wrote to their best friend and the rival were coded for two aspects. We coded disclosure about 

the chat (i.e., whether participants disclosed that they had watched the chat between their best 

friend and the rival as part of the experimental setup) and the valence of the messages (i.e., 

whether the messages were negative, neutral, or positive).  

 
6 As an exploratory analysis, we ran an additional chi-square test on a new dependent variable of next partner 

choice. We grouped the original four next partner choices into two categories “alone” versus “together” as all three 

choices other than “alone” (i.e., “with your friend (who signed up for this study)”, “with the other friend”, and “with 

both”) can be interpreted as approach behaviors. However, we still did not observe significant differences by 

condition (𝜒2 (1, N = 125) = .16, p = .44)  

 

  Jealousy Control Test Statistic 

     

Positive Behavior 

Towards Best Friend 

 7.88 (2.61) 8.39 (2.40) F(1, 123) = 1.33, p = .25 

Positive Behavior 

Towards Rival 

 7.88 (2.85) 8.21 (2.89) F(1, 123) = .43, p = .51 

Negative Behavior 

Towards Best Friend 

 6.45 (3.15)  5.77 (3.28) F(1, 123) = 1.41, p = .24 

Negative Behavior 

Towards Rival 

 5.59 (3.15) 5.64 (3.36) F(1, 123) = .01, p = .94 



63 

 

The disclosure factor was coded by the author. In most cases, disclosure was clear 

because participants explicitly mentioned the chat or referenced some parts of it (e.g., asking to 

join the outing, mentioning that the participant also liked the discussed restaurant). When it was 

not apparent, however, the author reviewed the chat that the participant read and coded 

disclosure. Figure 3.3 contains the distribution of disclosure to the best friend and the rival, 

respectively, as a function of condition. Participants in the jealousy condition were less likely to 

reveal that they secretly watched the chat to either their best friend (𝜒2(1, N = 125) = 6.73, p < 

.01; d = .48) or the rival (𝜒2(1, N = 125) = 11.65, p = .001; d = .64) compared to participants in 

the control condition. In other words, participants in the control condition, not feeling any threat 

to their friendship, were more likely to be comfortable enough to let the others know that they 

had read their “private” conversation. In contrast, participants in the jealousy condition, feeling 

jealous, betrayed, and hurt, were rather conservative about expressing possible emotion or 

rushing into any action by choosing not to disclose their knowledge of the chat to protect their 

friendship. Other factors, such as being privy of a private conversation, could have affected the 

decision to disclose the conversation or not, however, only in the jealousy condition, participants 

were less likely to disclose while participants in both conditions watched private conversations. 

As a post-hoc analysis, we separately examined the disclosure factor depending on 

whether participants were already friends with the rival. Our interpretation regarding the 

disclosure finding was that participants in the jealousy condition were less likely to tell the others 

that they secretly watched the chat because they wanted to protect their friendship by not 

exhibiting any expressions that may harm the friendship. If this is correct, then, in the jealousy 

condition, participants who were also friends with the rival should be even more likely to hide 

their knowledge of the chat from the rival because they too had an established friendship that the 
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participant wanted to protect. Indeed, this is the precisely what we found when we compared the 

effect sizes of the two groups. Participants who were friends with the rival in the jealousy 

condition were less likely to reveal the experimental setup to the rival (𝜒2(1, N = 106) = 13.10, p 

< .001; d = .75) as well as to their best friend (𝜒2(1, N = 106) = 8.86, p < .01; d = .60) with 

stronger effect sizes compared to the entire sample. This finding suggests that the motivation to 

maintain their friendship may have driven participants to be less confrontational. 

 

Figure 3.3. Disclosure in the open-ended message. 

For the valence of the messages, three independent coders coded whether each message 

was negative, neutral, or positive. The final valence was determined when two or more coders 

agreed. When there was inconsistency among the three coders, the author made the final 

decision. The results of the coding showed very high inter-coder reliability (97.4%). Figure 3.4 

represents the distribution of the valence of the messages to the best friend and the rival, 
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respectively, as a function of condition. For the messages to the best friend, chi-square analyses 

showed no significant differences by condition (𝜒2(2, N = 125) = 2.83, p = .24). However, we 

observed significant differences in the messages to the rival. Participants in the jealousy 

condition were more likely to leave a positive message to the rival compared to participants in 

the control condition (𝜒2(2, N = 125) = 9.04, p = .011; d = .56). Similar to disclosure, one of the 

possible explanations for this result is that given the friendship context, participants in the 

jealousy condition may need to maintain good relationships with the rival even in a jealousy 

situation. An additional post-hoc analysis supported this argument. When the effect sizes were 

compared, participants who were already friends with the rival in the jealousy condition were 

much more likely to send a positive message to the rival (𝜒2(2, N = 106) = 11.52, p < .01; d = 

.70) than the entire sample. This evidence bolsters our arguments that what individuals consider 

the most effective strategies to protect their relationships may include a wide range of behaviors 

and depend on specific relationship contexts.   
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Figure 3.4. Valence of the open-ended message. 

Jealousy and Personal and Relational Factors. To examine whether and what factors 

predict real-time jealous reactions, we investigated the relationships between jealous reactions 

and personal and relational factors. However, similar to Study 2.2, the results did not indicate 

interpretable associations. Thus, instead of detailing them in this section, the full results of the 

zero-order Pearson’s correlations are contained in Appendix G and Appendix H. 

Discussion 

The aim of the present study was to experimentally manipulate jealousy in actual friends 

in an ethical manner and examine behavioral changes from prosocial to antisocial. We 

successfully manipulated participants’ sense that their friendship was being threatened and 

induced feelings of jealousy in the lab. When participants believed that their best friend chose 

another friend over themselves and agreed to exclude the participant from spending time with 
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them, participants were less likely to reveal the manipulation setup – that participants had 

secretly watched their chat – to their best friend and the rival. Furthermore, in the same situation, 

participants were more likely to be nice towards the rival when they had the chance to interact 

with the rival by sending a message. However, despite this effective manipulation, jealousy did 

not appear to have immediately changed participants’ perceptions about the rivals’ personalities 

nor did it affect some of the participants’ behaviors. The following sections will examine 

implications of each significant finding and provide possible interpretations of the insignificant 

findings that may actually reflect jealous reactions in a real-life situation.   

The Real-World Manipulation of Jealousy  

The current project overcame one of the major obstacles in jealousy research: 

experimentally manipulating jealousy in the lab in established relationships within the 

boundaries of ethical research. We successfully elicited jealousy in the lab, which resulted in 

changes in self-reported emotions and behaviors. Despite the relatively low intensity of the 

emotions, this work serves as a well-controlled and psychologically meaningful experiment 

given the social undesirability of jealousy and the ethical constraints of experimental 

manipulation in the lab. Because this work is, to our knowledge, the first in-lab experiment that 

manipulated jealousy in actual friendships as opposed to in romantic partners, it provides 

evidence of real-life jealous behaviors in a non-romantic context. This project also serves as an 

important comparison work when examining the differences between hypothetical and real-

world jealous responses, which will be discussed in the following paragraphs.    

Less Confrontation and More Niceness towards Rivals 

One of the most important findings in the present work is participants’ prosocial jealous 

responses. Jealous participants in the present study were less likely to confront their best friend 
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and the rival about the uncomfortable situation (i.e., secretly watching the chat that excluded the 

participant) and more likely to act nicely towards the rival by sending a more positive message. 

Considering that the jealous participants did not react more prosocially towards their best friend 

and that previous literature on jealousy has almost exclusively discussed antisocial behaviors 

towards rivals, these findings are surprising. Nonetheless, these results fit well with the findings 

from Study 2.1 that, in contrast with romantic situations, people rarely reported engaging in 

antisocial behaviors towards rivals in their recalled experiences of friendship jealousy. These 

findings highlight the wide range of behaviors people may engage in to fulfill the desired goal 

state of an emotion and how different contexts (e.g., friendship) can influence those strategies. 

The following paragraphs will examine each of the jealousy reactions focusing on the context of 

same-sex friendship.  

 Considering that people feel less “legitimacy” in demanding relational exclusivity in 

friendships compared to romantic relationships (Parker, Campbell, & Lucas, 2007), participants’ 

less confrontational behaviors regarding the jealousy situation may well reflect how people 

would behave in a real-life situation of friendship jealousy. This finding may at first seem 

contradictory to previous literature, most of which has heavily focused on antisocial jealousy 

responses. However, given that jealousy involves great uncertainty, less confrontation can be a 

“safer” move, at least initially, than hastily engaging in actions that require an immediate 

response from a friend (Guerrero et al., 1995). These results also align with the previous findings 

in this dissertation that people in a friendship jealousy situation were less likely to engage in 

direct behaviors, such as confronting their best friend and/or the rival about the jealousy 

situation. Furthermore, this fits with the DFMJ, described in the introduction, that at least 

initially, people may engage in prolonged processes of threat assessment and information 
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gathering by trying to figure out whether the threat actually exists and then determining its 

magnitude and possible consequences instead of rushing into any behaviors. It is also possible 

that participants might have used other means outside the lab if available, such as gossiping or 

complaining to others to react to the jealousy situation. 

 Another important contribution of the present study is capturing that jealousy in a 

friendship context can lead to prosocial behaviors towards a rival, the very person threatening the 

relationship. Indeed, in the chat manipulation in the jealousy condition of the present study, it 

was the rival who explicitly mentioned not including the participant. However, participants in 

that condition were more likely to act nicely towards the rival, whereas they did not act much 

differently towards their best friend compared to participants in the control condition. This 

finding may only make sense when we examine the differences between the meaning of a rival in 

friendships and in romantic relationships. For most romantic relationships, a rival in a jealousy 

situation is the jealous party’s competitor. As a romantic relationship typically involves two 

people exclusively, there should be little motivation for the jealous party to want or need to be 

nice towards a rival. However, in many cases of friendship, a rival may be another friend of the 

jealous party or a potential friend. Despite uncomfortable situations, the jealous individual may 

still need to maintain a good relationship with the rival. Moreover, after feeling betrayed by their 

best friend, the jealous individual may even try to curry favor with the rival. For example, the 

jealous individual may try to become closer friends with the rival as a potential new best friend 

to replace their current best friend, which in a long run can be an indirect antisocial behavior 

towards their best friend. Considering these aspects of how a rival might factor into same-sex 

friendship jealousy, the finding that jealous individuals act more positively towards rivals makes 

sense. Indeed, our post-hoc analysis also confirmed that participants who were friends with the 
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rival were much more likely to behave nicely towards the rival compared to those who were not 

friends with the rival. This evidence illustrates how context-specific factors can affect a wide 

range of jealous responses in a real-life jealousy situation. Overall, these results provide 

important evidence that 1) adults employ a variety of strategies to achieve the goal of securing an 

important relationship, and 2) in doing so, they take into account the specific context and its 

broader consequences to their other interpersonal relationships. 

The Lack of Behavioral Changes and the Prolonged State of Jealousy 

Although the findings described in the previous paragraphs provide unique insights into 

jealous responses in same-sex friendship, we did not observe significant conditional differences 

in participants’ perceptions about their rivals’ personality traits or other behavioral measures 

(i.e., white noise blast and humor assignments). Contrary to our initial expectations, these results 

do not replicate the findings in Study 2.2. However, as proposed by the DFMJ, given that 

jealousy can develop over a longer period of time with a lot of uncertainty, we argue that these 

insignificant findings may result from capturing the earliest stage of jealousy in a real-life 

situation. The next paragraphs will discuss some possible explanations for the inconsistent 

findings between Study 2.2 and the current study. 

Unlike Study 2.2, participants in the jealousy condition discussed in this chapter were not 

more likely to derogate the rival’s characteristics compared to participants in the control 

condition. In the present study, as the majority of participants (about 85%) were also friends with 

the rival and the average length of their friendship was 12.3 months, it is safe to assume that they 

generally understood the rival friend’s personality quite well. Also, because people usually 

consider personality traits highly stable over a long course of time (Costa & McCrae, 1989; 
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Roberts & DelVecchio, 2000), the temporary manipulation in the lab may not have been long or 

strong enough to alter participants’ long-established perceptions about people they already knew. 

Moreover, the fact that we did not replicate the findings on rival derogation from Study 

2.2 may highlight the differences between hypothetical and real-world experiments. In Study 2.2, 

participants in the jealousy condition were more likely to report that they would view the rival as 

a less trustworthy and less nice person even though one of the assumptions of the study was that 

participants were also friends with the rival. However, in this study in which the majority of 

participants were in actuality confirmed to be friends with the rival, participants did not report 

such differences in their perceptions of the rival. Since we successfully manipulated jealousy in 

both studies, this inconsistency is most likely a reflection of the difference between hypothetical 

and actual responses: it is difficult to accurately predict one’s responses to emotional events. 

People often mistake the impact of an emotional event on their judgments (Wilson & Gilbert, 

2005). According to our findings, people thought that, when jealousy occurred, they would see 

the rival differently, particularly in a more negative way. However, the results of the current 

study indicate that this prediction may not reflect actual behavior, at least not at the beginning of 

the jealous state. In fact, our additional post-hoc analyses seemed to be consistent with the idea 

that individuals tend to have a self-serving bias towards their friends by judging them more 

positively despite their incivility (Hess, Cossette, & Hareli, 2016). Participants who were friends 

with the rival were still more likely to judge the rival in a more positive way (e.g., more 

trustworthy) in the jealousy condition, whereas those who were strangers to the rival tended to 

derogate the rival in a more negative way (e.g., less trustworthy) in the jealousy condition. Given 

the general lack of real-time experiments in the field of jealousy research, these differences in the 
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findings underscore the importance of continuing to manipulate jealousy in actual relationships. 

Experiments in the lab can re-shape our thinking of how jealous reactions unfold in real time.  

 Another inconsistency between Study 2.2 and the current study is that jealous participants 

in the current study were not more likely to increase prosocial and antisocial behaviors, 

measured  by the humor assignment and the noise blast assignment, respectively. There are at 

least two possible explanations for these results. First, one may argue that the measurements used 

do not have high external validity such that they do not accurately represent and predict real-life 

responses. Although a number of previous studies confirmed the validity of the noise blast 

assignment as a way of measuring aggression towards strangers (Anderson & Dill, 2000; 

Ferguson, 2013; McCarthy, Elson, Vazire, & Tullett, 2018), this particular measurement may 

have lower validity in the context of friendships. It is also possible that the noise blast 

assignment only works to measure aggression against strangers but not against someone the 

participant knows.   

Despite the above possibilities, several factors also indicate that the inconsistencies did 

not arise because of the potential poor validity of the measures. In fact, several key findings 

suggest that the results in the present study may better resemble and reflect jealous responses in 

real-life situations than the hypothetical responses from Study 2.2 do, consequently resulting in a 

discrepancy between the two studies. Although participants in Study 2.2 recalled engaging in 

more prosocial and antisocial behaviors when feeling jealous, one of the other frequently chosen 

responses was “no behaviors at all” when participants were asked separately about their 

prosocial and antisocial behaviors. Moreover, another finding in this study showed that 

participants in the jealousy condition were likely to not disclose what was happening to their best 

friend and the rival compared to participants in the control condition. These findings seem to 
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support that it is not that the behavioral measures used in the current study were not valid but that 

in a more real-life situation, individuals in the jealousy condition may act similarly to those in 

the control condition, at least at the beginning of a jealousy situation. In fact, it was also 

suggested that jealous people may often remain silent and act as usual while they are in the 

process of threat assessment (Guerrero, Hannawa, & Babin, 2011). In short, given that jealousy 

occurs over a longer course of time, we may not have observed any immediate changes in some 

behaviors in the lab because we were only capturing the earliest moments of the jealousy 

experience. Given that many participants were friends with both the best friend and the rival, 

they may not have wanted to risk losing two friends just yet. Overall, these results may reflect 

the amount of uncertainty that jealousy evokes in real life, which requires extensive time for 

jealous individuals to gather information, assess the extent and magnitude of the threat, and 

determine their strategies.  

In summary, the inconsistent findings between Study 2.2 and the present study seem to be 

reflective of the differences between hypothetical responses and actual responses in a real-life 

situation. That participants showed no immediate changes in their thoughts about the rival or in 

some of their behaviors may well capture the beginning stage of a longer lasting emotion, 

namely, jealousy, in which individuals may first engage in an on-going process of threat 

assessment rather than hasty actions. Given that friends have less “legitimacy” in claiming 

exclusivity in a relationship compared to romantic partners, people may be more cautious in 

acting out in a real-life jealousy situation, especially at its beginning stages.  

Limitations and Future Directions 

Although we created a friendship jealousy manipulation that seemed the most 

implementable in the lab with medium effect sizes, some aspects of the manipulation could be 
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altered to elicit stronger responses. Feeling replaced is important in producing same-sex 

friendship jealousy (Burkett, 2010), and participants may not have been feeling replaced enough 

to take more actions in response to the manipulation used in this study. To more strongly elicit 

the feeling of jealousy, the participant’s best friend, rather than the rival, could refuse to invite 

the participant, which may consequently lead to stronger reactions in the participant. However, in 

the pilot study in which we tested a similar exclusion situation, participants were more likely to 

suspect the authenticity of the chat when the suggestion to exclude the participant originated 

from their best friend. Although participants still reported feeling jealous and betrayed with the 

current manipulation, future research may need to sacrifice more of the authenticity of the 

manipulation in order to evoke a stronger sense of friendship threat.  

This study also could only measure a limited range of prosocial and antisocial behaviors 

because it was conducted in the lab in a limited time. Although participants in our pilot study 

reported that the employed measures seemed to be good representatives of prosocial and 

antisocial behaviors in the lab, we failed to find differences in some of them (i.e., the humor 

assignment and the noise blast assignment). It is possible that those measures were not sensitive 

to the spectrum of real-life jealous behaviors. Future research should continue to clarify the 

effects of friendship jealousy on other potential jealous responses than those used in the present 

study in a more real-life situation.  

Conclusions 

Despite a few limitations, the present work provides valuable contributions to the field of 

jealousy research in several important ways. First, we overcame a major obstacle in jealousy 

research by successfully manipulating jealousy in established friendships in the lab. Future 

research on jealousy may benefit greatly from examining real-life manifestations of jealousy and 
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how they may differ from recalled or hypothetical responses. The findings of this project also 

provide foundational and unique evidence to the development of jealousy theories in a non-

romantic context. Not only does it extend the range of potential jealous responses to include not 

responding immediately to threats, but it also underscores the importance of examining the 

interconnections between jealousy and the type of relationship in which jealousy occurs.  
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CHAPTER 4 

Real-Life Responses of Jealousy: A Diary Study 

 The previous chapters showed how friendship jealousy is associated with a variety of 

behaviors, some of which were better understood with the characteristics of friendships. One 

important aspect that requires further investigation is how those jealousy responses manifest in a 

more real-life situation with real-life behaviors. Furthermore, by exploring real-life responses, 

we may also find associations with the factors that have been suggested to the related to jealousy 

in the literature (e.g., relationship satisfaction and commitment). In this chapter, using a diary 

method, we investigate how same-sex friendship jealousy unfolds in a real-life situation and how 

existing friendship quality may influence the jealousy process. To our knowledge, this is the first 

study that examines real-life friendship jealousy responses, including a wide range of behaviors. 

Furthermore, to date, no research has investigated jealousy as a prolonged state with early and 

late processes, and their effects on relationship outcomes.   

The Dynamic Functional Model of Jealousy 

We examine jealousy experiences through the lens of the Dynamic Functional Model of 

Jealousy (DFMJ; Chung & Harris, 2018) in this study. The DFMJ proposes that jealousy can be 

a prolonged state of early process (i.e., threat appraisal) and late process (i.e., manifestations of 

responses) and that different factors (e.g., relationship quality) may differentially influence those 

processes. Figure 4.1 illustrates the involved processes that occur as jealousy unfolds in a 

simplified version (see Chung & Harris (2018) for the detailed version). The early phase 

involves evaluating whether a perceived rival is actually threatening to one’s relationship or not. 

Once the rival is appraised as a threat, jealousy is manifested with a variety of responses, 

including feelings, motivations, cognitions, and behaviors. Importantly, the DFMJ emphasizes 
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that the goal of jealousy, i.e., protecting one’s relationship, can be accomplished by various 

behaviors, ranging from prosocial to antisocial. Individuals may choose different behaviors over 

time depending on what they perceive to be most likely to be effective. The final phase involves 

the impact of jealousy on securing one’s relationship in terms of length and quality.   

 

Figure 4.1. The simplified Dynamic Functional Model of Jealousy 

 A number of factors, such as relationship variables (e.g., satisfaction, commitment) and 

individual differences (e.g., attachment style), may influence these processes because they can 

impact the judgments underlying the jealousy process (e.g., beliefs about self, loved one, and 

rival). In this study, we focus on the relationship quality factor (i.e., relationship satisfaction and 

commitment) and examine how it is related to real-life jealousy responses in same-sex 

friendships. We discuss further in the next section how pre-existing relationship quality may 

differentially impact the early and late processes and base our predictions on the model and 

previous findings.  

Relationship Quality and the Early Process of Jealousy 

 

Figure 4.2. The influence of friendship quality on jealousy process 
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Relational satisfaction generally refers to the degree to which individuals are content with 

their relationships (Bevan, 2013; Guerrero & Eloy, 1992; Rusbult, 1980), and commitment 

generally refers to individuals’ intention to maintain their relationships in a long run with high 

satisfaction and investment, and low interest in alternative partners (Le & Agnew, 2003; Rusbult, 

1983; Stanley & Markman, 1992). These qualities of relationship may differentially impact 

different phases of jealousy and Figure 4.2 demonstrates the specific processes in which 

friendship quality may work as a moderator. At the early process, the DFMJ proposes that 

relational satisfaction and commitment serve as buffers against concerns about mistrust in their 

relationships and the possibility of rivals. Previous studies that explored the frequency of 

suspicious concerns over possible betrayal supported this argument overall. People in more 

satisfied relationships were less likely to report such episodes, as were people in committed 

relationships (Andersen, Eloy, Guerrero, & Spitzberg, 1995; Bevan, 2008; Dandurand & 

Lafontaine, 2014; Demirtaş & Dönmez, 2006; DiBello, Rodriguez, Hadden, & Neighbors, 2015; 

Guerrero & Eloy, 1992; Kennedy-Lightsey & Booth-Butterfield, 2011; Sidelinger & Booth-

Butterfield, 2007).  

However, within the early phase, there are a number of ways in which this buffering 

effect of relationship quality can occur. In this study, we look at three specific processes in the 

early phase to see where it has its impact. First, relationship quality can provide a higher 

threshold for perceiving potential rivals to individuals who are in more satisfied and committed 

friendships (Hypothesis 1). Perceiving few rivals as a result of better relationship quality can 

serve as a fundamental barrier against jealousy because then, the essential component of jealousy 

(i.e., rival) does not exist at all. Second, it is also possible that relationship quality helps 

individuals from feeling threatened over the perceived rivals. People in more satisfied and 
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committed friendships may feel less threatened by rivals because they have higher trust and faith 

in their friendships (Hypothesis 2).  

The last process in the early phase is about how the appraisal of threat leads to jealousy. 

Once a rival is considered threatening, that could lead to the feelings of jealousy. However, 

existing relationship quality could either intensify or attenuate those experiences. Previous 

findings found that relationship satisfaction and commitment were associated with magnified 

reactions of jealousy, such as heightened negative feelings, over more clear threats (Barelds & 

Barelds-Dijkstra, 2007; Barelds & Dijkstra, 2006; Dandurand & Lafontaine, 2014). For example, 

when married and cohabiting couples were asked to imagine more certain infidelity (e.g., sexual 

intercourse), participants with higher relationship satisfaction were more likely to report feeling 

jealous compared to those in less satisfying relationships (Barelds & Barelds-Dijkstra, 2007). 

The effect was similar for commitment such that when participants imagined hypothetical 

jealousy situations, individuals with higher commitment reported that they would feel more 

jealous than less committed individuals (Buunk, 1991; DiBello et al., 2015). This makes sense 

because people who put more value on their relationships have greater potential loss, which then 

could lead to greater feelings of betrayal. Based on these findings, we predict that individuals in 

more satisfied and committed friendship are more likely to experience jealous feelings over the 

appraised threats (Hypothesis 3).  

Relationship Quality and the Late Process of Jealousy 

 The late process of jealousy deals with how individuals’ responses change as a function 

of jealousy experiences. Previous evidence in the literature and in this dissertation have 

consistently found that jealousy increases both prosocial and antisocial behaviors (e.g., Bevan, 

2008; Guerrero, Hannawa, & Babin, 2011). In relation to relationship quality, previous findings 
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suggest that despite eliciting stronger jealous feelings (related to Hypothesis 3), satisfaction and 

commitment are associated with more prosocial behaviors in a jealousy situation. For example, 

when married and seriously dating couples recalled their recent jealousy experiences, individuals 

in more satisfying relationships were more likely to report engaging in more prosocial (e.g., 

increasing affection) and less antisocial behaviors (e.g., avoiding partner or yelling) than less 

satisfied individuals (Buunk, 1982; Guerrero, Hannawa, & Babin, 2011; Kennedy-Lightsey & 

Booth-Butterfield, 2011). Moreover, when jealousy was elicited via hypothetical scenarios, 

dating couples with higher relationship satisfaction were more likely to report engaging in 

prosocial behaviors (Guerrero, 2014). Likewise, in hypothetical studies, commitment was also 

positively related to more prosocial behaviors and less antisocial behaviors (Bevan, 2008; Slotter 

et al., 2012; Timmerman, 2001). Based on these findings, we predict that jealousy increases both 

prosocial and antisocial behaviors. However, this will be moderated by friendship quality. 

Individuals with better friendship quality may be more likely to increase prosocial behaviors 

when they are in a state of jealousy (Hypothesis 4). In contrast, we predict the opposite 

regarding antisocial behaviors. Individuals with better friendship quality will channel their 

jealousy less into antisocial behaviors (Hypothesis 5).   

 Finally, we move to the consequence phase of jealousy. There is little evidence on the 

outcomes of jealousy in both the short-term and the long-term, but it seems fair to assume that 

jealousy experiences may decrease immediate relational outcomes, such as satisfaction, at least 

temporarily. We examine this as well as whether having better relationship quality prior to 

jealousy episodes provides a buffer against the negative impact of jealousy. Despite some 

intensified reactions of jealousy, individuals with better relationship quality may experience less 

reduction in the quality of their relationships. Based on these reasons, we predict that jealousy 
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may reduce relationship quality overall however, its magnitude may be smaller for individuals 

with higher baseline friendship quality. (Hypothesis 6). 

Methods 

Participants 

 A sample of 153 participants from a large research university was recruited with an 

exchange of course credit for their participation. We excluded 8 participants who missed all 14 

days, and additional 22 participants who failed to pass the attention check question (i.e., the 

definition of envy vs. jealousy) in their baseline survey. The final sample included 123 

participants (20 males; age M = 20.41, SD = 2.33, range 18-33 years).  

Procedures 

 The present research involved two parts. For the first part, participants visited the lab to 

listen to the instructions. When participants signed up for the study, they did not know that the 

purpose of the study relates to jealousy. After the experimenter described the study, if 

participants consent to participate, they received a subject number and completed the baseline 

survey, which measured a series of questions regarding their best same-sex friendships. All 

recruited individuals agreed to participate in the study after learning that the study measures their 

jealousy experiences.  

The second part consisted of daily online surveys for 14 consecutive days beginning from 

the day that they visited the lab. The survey asked about daily jealousy experience in their best 

same-sex friendship, including emotions, behaviors, and relationship quality, such as friendship 

satisfaction and commitment. During this period, participants received a daily survey link to their 

email at 7 pm every evening. Participants were instructed to complete the survey any time before 

bed that day. The following morning, they received a reminder text with the survey link of the 
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previous day in case they had not completed it. If participants were unable to complete the 

survey by noon the next day, they were instructed to skip it and move on to the next day. For the 

purpose of anonymity, all participants completed surveys only with their subject number and all 

the emails and text messages were sent out via automatic online programs and settings.           

Measures 

 Rival Perception. To measure whether participants perceived any potential rivals, they 

answered the question “Today, to what extent was your same-sex best friend interested in 

another friend besides you (e.g., bonding, hanging out, talking extensively about that friend, 

texting a lot with that friend)?” on a 9-point scale, from 1 = “Not at all interested” to 9 = 

“Extremely interested”. 

Threat Appraisal. To assess the level of threat appraisal about the perceived rivals, 

participants answered “To what extent did that negatively impact your friendship with your best 

friend (i.e., bonding or closeness)? (Examples of impact may include that you might feel 

replaced by that person or that your friendship is threatened by that person)” on a 9-point scale, 

from 1 = “Not at all interested” to 9 = “Extremely interested”. 

Jealousy and Related Emotions. Participants rated the extent to which they felt jealous 

in their same-sex best friendship that day on a 9-point scale, from 1 = “Not at all jealous” to 9 = 

“Extremely jealous”. Participants also rated the feelings of other emotions that often co-occurr 

with jealousy, including betrayal, anxiety/fear, hurt, anger, and sadness on the same 9-point 

scale.    

Behaviors. We asked 8 yes/no questions to assess whether participants engaged in a 

certain behavior each day. The following behaviors were selected based on the findings of the 

literature and Study 2.1, which represent each type of jealous behaviors in same-sex friendship. 
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Initially, we planned to examine the effects of specific behavior, separately. However, due to the 

high correlations and communalities among them, we aggregated them into the two categories of 

prosocial and antisocial behaviors for further analysis. We present them within those categories 

as follows.  

Prosocial Behaviors. To measure a direct prosocial behavior, participants answered 

“Today, I calmly discussed my feelings with my same-sex best friend, and tried to reach an 

understanding”. For an indirect prosocial behavior, they answered “Today, I tried to spend more 

time with my same-sex best friend than usual, and/or showed my same-sex best friend that I like 

him/her”.  

Antisocial Behaviors. Participants answered one item assessing direct antisocial behavior 

towards their best friend, “Today, I argued with my same-sex best friend and/or made mean 

comments to my same-sex best friend”. We included two items for indirect antisocial behaviors 

towards best friend, including “Today, I acted passive-aggressive towards my same-sex best 

friend, and gave him/her the cold shoulder.” and “Today, I vented or complained about my same-

sex best friend to someone else”.  We measured negativity towards rivals with “Today, I made 

negative comments about the other friend that my same-sex best friend was interested in or 

pointed out that friend’s bad qualities”, and surveillance behavior with “Today, I checked up on 

my same-sex best friend more than usual to find out what my same-sex best friend was doing 

when s/he wasn’t with me”.  Lastly, “Today, I pretended nothing was wrong, and acted like I 

was not feeling any negative emotions.” tapped on avoidance behavior. 

Friendship Satisfaction and Commitment. We asked participants’ daily satisfaction 

and commitment in friendships to gauge the quality of friendship each day. Participants 

separately rated the extent to which they felt satisfied with and committed to their friendship 
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with their best same-sex friend that day on a 9-point scale, from 1 = “Not at all” to 9 = 

“Extremely”.   

General Friendship Information. In the baseline survey, participants provided general 

information about their best same-sex friendship. Participants first wrote the initials of their best 

same-sex friend and answered additional questions on the length, closeness, value, friendship 

satisfaction, and commitment. Specifically, the average responses to friendship satisfaction and 

commitment in this survey served as a baseline level of friendship quality in the analysis. 

Participants separately answered, “How much are you satisfied with your friendship with (initials 

of best same-sex friend)?” and “How much are you committed to your friendship with (initials of 

best same-sex friend)?” on a 5-point scale, in which 1 = “Not at all” and 5 = “Very much”. To 

match the scale that was used in the daily survey for the analysis, the initial responses on a 5-

point scale were re-scaled to a 9-point scale.   

Results 

Overview of the Analysis 

We tested our predictions using regression and repeated-measures ANOVAs with 

participants as the unit of analysis. Because of low frequency of jealousy reports, we averaged 

across days of jealousy versus days non-jealousy. For the same reason, we also simplified the 

variables of behaviors with two categories of prosocial and antisocial behaviors, as previously 

described in the methods section. For the relationship quality measure, friendship satisfaction 

and commitment were averaged. The detailed aggregation processes for each variable are 

presented in Table 4.1.   

Participants’ average number of completing daily surveys was 12.16 out of 14 days. For 

about half of the time that participants completed daily surveys, they reported perceiving rivals. 
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About twenty percent of the time, participants reported feeling jealous and when they did, the 

average intensity was 3.2 on a 9-point scale. Because of the low frequency and variability of 

jealousy on average, as described above, we focused on the variable that captured the proportion 

of the days that participants reported feeling jealous as the main jealousy variable in the current 

study. Regarding the consequence of jealousy, we examined the average friendship quality on 

the days that participants reported feeling jealous, then calculated the difference from their 

baseline friendship quality.7 Table 4.2 presents the descriptives of demographics and aggregated 

variables. 

 

 

 
7Initially, we planned to examine friendship quality in three separate segments as pre-jealousy, during-jealousy, and 

post-jealousy. However, the patterns of reporting jealousy within the 14-day window varied extremely by 

participants. For example, some people reported several punctuated episodes of jealousy at random points of time 

whereas some others more constantly reported jealousy. Due to this issue, we decided to focus on the average 

friendship quality on the days that participants reported feeling jealous, and its change from baseline friendship 

quality.  
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Table 4.2.  

Descriptives of Demographics and Aggregated Variables. 

Variable Mean SD Observed range 

Age (years) 20.41 2.33 18-33 

Friendship Length (months) 34.25 18.22 2-50 

Baseline Friendship Quality (9-point scale) 7.47 1.53 3-9 

Rival Presence .53 .33 0-1 

Threat Perception .17 .23 0-1 

Jealousy (days) .18 .23 0-1 

Jealousy (intensity; 9-point scale) 3.20 1.10 2-6.5 

Prosocial Behaviors (on Jealous Days) .44 .41 0-1 

Antisocial Behaviors (on Jealous Days) .48 .42 0-1 

       Antisocial Communication .19 .32 0-1 

       Avoidance  .30 .38 0-1 

       Surveillance  .17 .30 0-1 

Change in Friendship Quality on  

Jealous Days  
-1.30 1.87 -5.55-2.50 

Change in Friendship Quality on  

Non-Jealous Days 
-.77 1.58 -7.39-3.65 

 

Friendship Quality and the Early Process of Jealousy 

 We first examined the early processes of jealousy that involve threat assessment and 

jealousy elicitation, as well as the effects of existing friendship quality on them. Regression 

analysis was used for all tests in this section. We first predicted that for individuals in more 

satisfied and committed friendships, friendship quality would provide a higher threshold for 

perceiving potential rivals (H1). Consistent with the prediction, we found that participants with 

higher baseline friendship quality were less likely to perceive the potential rivals for their 

friendships (b = -.04, t = -2.09, p < .05).  

Next, we explored the effect of friendship quality on the link between the presence of a 

rival and the appraisal of threat. It was hypothesized that people in better friendships may feel 

less threatened by rivals because of high trust and faith in their friendships (H2). We tested this 
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hypothesis among participants who reported perceiving a rival at least once (N=112). Perceiving 

potential rivals predicted threat appraisal (b = .07, t = 3.17, p < .01). However, contrary to our 

prediction, the level of baseline friendship quality did not moderate the relationship between 

them (b = .01, t = .37, p = .71). 

As the last process of the early phase, we examined whether individuals in more satisfied 

and committed friendships are more likely to experience jealous feelings over the appraised 

threats (H3). Participants who ever reported feeling threatened over rivals were included for this 

analysis (N=73). Both main effects of threat appraisal and baseline friendship quality were 

significant. Threat appraisal increased jealousy experiences (b = .17, t = 6.05, p < .001) whereas 

better baseline friendship quality was related to fewer jealousy experiences (b = -.06, t = -2.04, p 

< .05). The interaction effect between threat appraisal and baseline friendship quality was also 

significant (Figure 4.3). Participants with higher baseline quality were more likely to experience 

jealousy over the perceived threats (b = .04, t = 2.43, p < .05).  

 
Figure 4.3. The moderation effect of baseline friendship quality on the relationship between 

threat appraisal and jealousy. 
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Friendship Quality and the Late Process of Jealousy 

 As we move to the second phase, we now focus on different questions of how jealousy is 

manifested in individuals. Thus, throughout this section, we only included participants who ever 

reported experiencing jealousy during the study (N=74). We used repeated-measures ANOVA 

with a within-subject factor with 2 levels of jealousy (i.e., whether it was a jealous day or not) 

and a between-subject factor of baseline friendship quality as a possible moderator.  

 We first examined the number of prosocial behaviors as a function of jealousy. We 

predicted that jealousy would increase prosocial behaviors overall, and this will be enhanced in 

individuals with better baseline friendship quality (H4). The main effect of jealousy was 

significant (F(1, 68) = 5.75, p < .05), suggesting that regardless of the level of baseline quality, 

participants who experienced friendship jealousy indeed increased prosocial behaviors on the 

days that they felt jealous. However, existing friendship quality did not moderate the association 

between jealousy and prosocial behaviors (F(5, 68) = .23, p < .95).      

 Similar for antisocial behaviors, we hypothesized that jealousy would increase antisocial 

behaviors overall, but this will be attenuated in individuals with better friendship quality (H5). 

Consistent with the prediction, the main effect of jealousy was significant with antisocial 

behaviors (F(1, 68) = 17.77, p < .001). This shows that people do increase engagement in 

antisocial behaviors on the days that they felt jealous. However, the interaction effect was not 

significant (F(5, 68) = .67, p = .65), such that an individual’s baseline friendship quality did not 

affect the amount of antisocial behaviors on a jealous day.  

 Additionally, we further separated the antisocial behaviors into three sub-categories: 

antisocial communication, avoidance, and surveillance. This categorization was based on both 

theoretical background and the results of principal component analysis in this study. Guerrero, 
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Hannawa, and Babin (2011), who developed the Communicative Responses to Jealousy Scale, 

showed that avoidance and surveillance behaviors were qualitatively different from other 

antisocial communicative behaviors. Indeed, in this study, a principal component analysis also 

revealed the highest uniqueness for avoidance and surveillance behaviors among all behaviors. 

This suggests that participants in this study also considered those behaviors qualitatively more 

different compared to other behaviors. For these reasons, we performed additional analyses on 

how the engagement in antisocial communication, avoidance, and surveillance differs as a 

function of jealousy or its interaction with baseline friendship quality. As a result, we found that 

jealousy specifically increased avoidance behavior (F(1, 68) = 25.27, p < .001) and antisocial 

communication (F(1, 68) = 6.95, p = .01), but not surveillance behavior (F(1, 68) = .02, p = .90). 

None of the interaction effects between jealousy and baseline friendship quality were significant.  

The very last phase of the jealousy process attends to the relationship consequences as a 

result of jealousy experience. We expected that jealousy will reduce perceptions of friendship 

quality, but its magnitude may be smaller for individuals with better baseline friendship quality 

(H6). The main effect of jealousy was significant (F(1, 64) = 8.61, p < .01), suggesting that 

individuals’ perceptions of friendship quality decreased on the days that they felt jealous. 

However, individuals’ baseline friendship quality did not necessarily provide a buffer against 

this effect (F(5, 64) = 1.54, p = .19).  

Discussion 

This study is the first, to our knowledge, to examine numerous important aspects of 

jealousy. It is the first study that longitudinally explored same-sex friendship jealousy. It is also 

the first to examine both prosocial and antisocial responses of same-sex friendship jealousy in 

real life situations. Moreover, the current study examined friendship quality as a moderator for 
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same-sex friendship jealousy for the first time. Importantly, this study also provided the first 

evidence on the change (i.e., increases) of prosocial and antisocial behaviors as a function of 

jealousy within individuals. Across friendship and romantic contexts, it has been difficult to 

capture the within-individuals effects on jealousy behaviors because most previous studies relied 

on recall and hypothetical methods. This evidence supports the functional perspective of jealousy 

in which jealousy is indeed a motivational state that encourages individuals to take a variety of 

actions against relationship threats. In the following sections, we will discuss the findings of each 

phase of jealousy in more detail. 

Baseline Friendship Quality and Threat Appraisal  

In this study, we found evidence that people with better baseline friendship quality 

detected fewer potential rivals. That is, better friendship quality protected them from worrying 

about the possibilities of friendship rivals. However, there are two possible mechanisms that may 

explain this finding. One possibility is that more satisfied and committed friendships actually do 

not have as many threats. The other is that threats similarly exist but people in more satisfying 

and committed friendships just do not perceive them. These are empirical questions that future 

research should explore. Regardless, our findings extend the jealousy literature by showing how 

a moderator, prior friendship quality, can specifically influence the rival perception process in 

naturally occurring jealousy situations.  

 Better baseline friendship quality was associated with fewer jealousy incidents in general 

however, as threats increased, people with higher satisfaction and commitment experienced 

greater jealousy. This reversed pattern underscores how potential loss as a function of existing 

relational rewards can influence the motivational state of jealousy in complex ways. Higher 

satisfaction and commitment helped individuals become more motivated to secure their 
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relationships only when threats passed an alarming point. Previous studies have reported the 

associations between relationship quality and concerns about relationship threats (e.g., Andersen, 

Eloy, Guerrero, & Spitzberg, 1995; Bevan, 2008; Dandurand & Lafontaine, 2014; DiBello, 

Rodriguez, Hadden, & Neighbors, 2015; Guerrero & Eloy, 1992), and between relationship 

quality and greater jealousy (e.g., Barelds & Barelds-Dijkstra, 2007; Barelds & Dijkstra, 2006; 

Buunk, 1991; Dandurand & Lafontaine, 2014), respectively. However, this study is one of the 

first to provide evidence that encompasses these processes beyond correlational findings, 

especially in friendship jealousy.   

Behaviors and Outcomes of Jealousy 

While individuals employed more prosocial and antisocial behaviors altogether in a 

jealousy situation, it is noteworthy that the most often endorsed behavior in this study was 

avoidance behavior, i.e., pretending nothing was wrong. This finding is consistent with the 

previous results in this dissertation that people seem to remain silent or act “normal” when the 

magnitude of friendship threats are not extreme. Several researchers pointed out that this kind of 

avoidance behavior may often occur in jealousy situations and reflect an ongoing process of 

threat assessment in which people try to gather information and decide how to best deal with the 

situation (Chung & Harris, 2018; Guerrero, Hannawa, & Babin, 2011). Because jealousy 

inherently and continuously requires this process, avoidance behaviors may be considered 

neutral rather than destructive in the context of jealousy. In fact, one study reported no 

significant association between avoidance behaviors and relationship satisfaction (Guerrero, 

Hannawa, & Babin, 2011). 

Given that jealousy requires extensive information gathering process, the finding that 

jealousy did not significantly predict surveillance behavior in this study is puzzling. Among 
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many jealous behaviors, surveillance is related to the core aspects of threat detection and mate-

guarding behaviors system (Neal & Lemay, 2014). One of the explanations for this result can be 

the actual item used in the study. In the current study, because of the restrictions on length of the 

daily survey, one item was used to assess surveillance behavior. Participants answered whether 

they checked up on their best same-sex friend more than usual to find out what their friend was 

doing when he or she was not with them. Although the item is highly representative of the 

surveillance behavior based on the previous studies on romantic jealousy, participants in this 

study could have interpreted this particular question as a very “active” surveillance behavior. 

However, in a context of friendship especially with low intensity of threats and jealousy, people 

may prefer more passive surveillance, such as going through their friend’s or rival’s social 

media, as was reported in Study 2.1. Future research that examines more diverse aspects of 

surveillance as a function of the magnitude of threat will provide helpful insights on monitoring 

behaviors especially in the friendship context.  

As for the consequences of jealousy, it seems to make sense that jealousy produces worse 

friendship quality in the short term. Because evidence on outcomes of jealousy is limited, this 

finding extends the jealousy literature in an important way. However, this piece of information 

on immediate outcomes of jealousy only reveals a small part of the picture. In the current study, 

jealous individuals increased their engagement in prosocial and antisocial behaviors. When we 

examine partner’s reactions to one’s jealousy, some studies reported that various jealous 

behaviors, ranging from prosocial to antisocial, actually elicited positive reactions from a 

partner, including positive emotions, and increased commitment (Neal & Lemay, 2014; 

Yoshimura, 2004). These results suggest that the jealous party’s decreased satisfaction and 

commitment in the short term may not necessarily decrease those of their best friend’s or 
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partner’s in the relationships. One possible mechanism that could explain this is the partner’s 

interpretation of jealousy. Jealous behaviors, even those which are antisocial, may signal to 

partners that jealous individuals care to maintain their relationships. In fact, one unpublished 

study by the author suggested that people judged others who experience and express jealousy as 

having more affection and commitment towards the partner compared to those who do not. 

These findings highlight the inherently dyadic and dynamic nature of jealousy. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

Although participants reported perceiving the presence of rivals for about half of the 

time, a 2-week period may have been too short to capture strong jealousy experiences in same-

sex friendships. People only reported feeling threatened by the rivals and feeling jealous about 

twenty percent of the time, and the average intensities of those ratings were low. The low 

variance on these measures may have decreased the probabilities to detect relationships between 

variables in the study. Future research should explore jealousy with a longer timeframe or with 

the focus on a certain period when jealousy is more likely to occur, for example, at the beginning 

of the academic year when people meet a lot of new friends, i.e., rivals. Additionally, the 

baseline friendship quality used in the current study was assessed on the same day of the first 

diary survey, only at an earlier time. Future research should have a similar gap between the 

baseline assessment and the first diary survey to that between the first and the second diary 

reports.      

Future research should also examine long-term effects of jealousy in terms of both 

relationship quality and length. Despite feeling worse about their relationships in the short term, 

jealousy may provide an opportunity to re-examine and improve their relationships. Several 

studies documented that people recalled having beneficial effects of jealousy instances, such as 
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open conversations that might strengthen their relationships, and even increase passion, lust, and 

sexual arousal (Bevan, 2013; Ellis & Weinstein, 1986; Pines, 1998; White & Mullen, 1989). As a 

result, these experiences after jealousy may contribute to keeping relationships intact for a longer 

period of time. Although evidence on long-term effects of jealousy is limited, one longitudinal 

study reported that jealousy was associated with longer relationships after 7 years (Mathes, 

1986). This evidence calls for more longitudinal studies to explore the long-term effects of 

jealousy.  

Conclusion 

The present study provides important evidence in understanding a prolonged process of 

jealousy and how relationship satisfaction and commitment can differentially influence each 

phase of the process. Better relationship quality protected individuals from the worries of the 

interlopers however, once threats became clearer, it helped them have more motivation to secure 

their relationships. Moreover, in jealousy situations, individuals increased engagement in various 

behaviors, from prosocial to antisocial, compared to when in ordinary situations. Although 

jealousy decreased the perceptions of immediate relationship quality, the increased behaviors, 

including antisocial behaviors, may reflect people’s intention to resolve and cope with the 

challenges in their relationships. This study extends the jealousy literature by examining jealousy 

as a gradually developed and longer lasting emotion with real life responses and provides 

ecologically valid evidence on a wide range of behaviors that people employ to protect their 

same-sex friendships.    

Chapter 4, in full, is currently being prepared for submission for publication of the 

material. Chung, Mingi; Vul, Ed; Harris, Christine R. The dissertation author was the primary 

investigator and author of this chapter.  



96 

 

CHAPTER 5 

Conclusions 

 The goal of this dissertation was to understand how individuals try to achieve the goal of 

friendship jealousy, i.e., protecting their friendships against rivals, and examine a wide variety of 

strategies, from prosocial to antisocial. Using diverse methodologies, including a recall, 

hypothetical scenarios, an experimental manipulation in the lab, and a longitudinal diary, we 

explored individuals’ various responses to same-sex friendship jealousy. When friendship 

jealousy was elicited via a recall and hypothetical scenarios, we found evidence that jealous 

individuals engaged in a variety of prosocial and antisocial behaviors (Chapter 2). By 

successfully manipulating jealousy in actual friends in the lab, we were able to capture more 

real-life responses at the beginning of friendship jealousy process. People in the jealousy 

condition were less likely to engage in the behaviors that may harm their friendships, such as less 

confrontation about the conflict situation, and were more likely to behave nicely towards rivals, 

most of whom were also friends with participants (Chapter 3). When friendship jealousy was 

examined in more naturally occurring situations via longitudinal diary method, we found further 

evidence that individuals increase prosocial and antisocial behaviors in a jealousy situation and 

how baseline friendship quality can moderate the jealousy reactions (Chapter 4).     

 This dissertation provides a number of prominent findings through examination of 

jealousy as a prolonged state with the continuous process of threat assessment, and by capturing 

jealousy responses that align with this view in real-life situations. Using the framework of the 

Dynamic Functional Model of Jealousy (Chung & Harris, 2018), we proposed that jealousy 

involves ongoing threat assessment and motivates individuals to employ various behaviors along 

with the assessment process. This perspective differs from the majority of previous findings in 
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the jealousy literature that heavily focus on antisocial behaviors and their destructive effects as if 

they almost always occur immediately following jealousy incidents. However, the overall 

findings in this dissertation suggest that people choose their actions carefully and do not hastily 

engage in any behaviors in real life. People seem to take time to assess the situation, especially at 

the beginning of the jealousy process. For example, in Chapter 3, people in the jealousy 

condition were more likely to remain quiet and avoid a topic that may inflict harm in their 

friendships. Moreover, in Chapter 4, people avoided confronting the jealousy situations by 

pretending nothing was wrong on the days that they felt jealous. Even when jealous individuals 

choose to act, they seem to prefer indirect behaviors across prosocial and antisocial behaviors 

(Study 2.1 in Chapter 2). This makes sense because indirect behaviors could be “safer moves” in 

that they are less likely to require immediate response from their friends or elicit instant negative 

reactions from their friends (Guerrero et al., 1995). Given that same-sex friendships 

characteristically entail greater uncertainty regarding betrayals in relationships and less 

legitimacy to claim exclusive relationships, the tendency for prudence and indirectness may be 

particularly strong in a friendship context.  

Furthermore, this dissertation has consistently provided evidence that same-sex 

friendship jealousy led to prosocial behaviors as well as antisocial behaviors. Across two studies 

in Chapter 2, people endorsed engaging in prosocial behaviors when feeling jealous in same-sex 

friendships, even more so than they did for antisocial behaviors. Importantly, Chapter 4 showed 

that individuals engaged in more prosocial behaviors towards their best same-sex friend when 

feeling jealous compared to when in ordinary situations. These findings highlight the 

motivational aspects of jealousy such that despite subjectively feeling negative, the goal of the 

jealous state is to secure and promote important relationships. By responding to jealousy in a 
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prosocial manner, people may be able to attenuate any destructive effects of antisocial jealous 

behaviors that they engaged in or regain their friend’s attention with few conflicts, which in turn 

will lead to a better chance to achieve the goal of jealousy.    

 Another pattern of findings that deserve attention in this dissertation are responses 

towards rivals. These findings are interesting yet unexpected because of the lack of research in 

same-sex friendship jealousy in the literature. Participants forecasted that they would derogate 

the rival’s personality after jealousy incidents (Study 2.2 in Chapter 2). However, in a lab setting 

where jealousy occurred in real time, people did not change their perceptions about the rival as a 

function of jealousy (Chapter 3). In fact, people held more positive views towards rivals even 

when they believed that the rivals secretly tried to abandon them. Moreover, in the same 

situation, people were more likely to act nicely towards rivals. This overall positivity towards 

rivals makes sense when we consider the unique nature of same-sex friendships. That is, one 

may have a reason to maintain good relationships with rivals. For example, one may be already 

friends with rivals or have overlapping social circles. Future research should further explore how 

this aspect of friendship jealousy may interact with other jealousy responses and outcomes.  

Lastly, we successfully examined the moderation effects of baseline friendship quality in 

this dissertation. Individuals with better friendship quality were less likely to notice the presence 

of rivals but once they felt threatened by rivals, they were more likely to feel motivated to protect 

their friendships (Chapter 4). This research extends the literature on jealousy in an important way 

because it helps us understand how a moderator can affect specific processes of jealousy with 

real-life responses. Despite these successful findings, however, we have consistently failed to 

find meaningful associations between possible moderators and various jealous responses in 

Chapter 2 and Chapter 3. In fact, other research on jealousy has also reported no effects of 
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potential moderators (e.g., Krems, 2018; Guerrero, Hannawa, & Babin, 2011). These “failures” 

seem to resonate well with many inconsistent, mixed findings between jealousy and potential 

moderators in previous research. Future investigation should more comprehensively review 

associations between jealousy and potential moderators, for example, a meta-analysis that 

includes both published and unpublished data, to help elucidate clearer patterns of their 

relationships.    

Beyond children and adolescents, adults also care to protect their same-sex friendships 

from interlopers. When doing so, they often behave in a careful manner and channel their 

jealousy into prosocial behaviors as well as antisocial behaviors. Although friendship jealousy 

experiences could temporarily decrease perceived friendship quality, increased behaviors may 

signal one’s long-term intention to reconcile and improve their friendships. This dissertation 

provides valuable insights in how jealousy manifests in real life situations and demonstrates the 

importance of examining the context and dynamic nature of relationship in understanding 

friendship jealousy.  
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Appendix A 

Study 2.2 Jealousy Chat Script 
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Appendix B 

Study 2.2 Control Chat Script 
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Appendix C 

Study 2.2 Full Results of the Associations between Jealous Responses and Personal Factors 

 

I. Attachment Style (Categorical Type) 
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II. Big Five Personality & Attachment Style (Continuous Type) 
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Appendix D 

Study 2.2 Full Results of the Associations between Jealous Responses and Relational Factors 
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Appendix E 

Study 3 Jealousy Chat Script 

   

  Use the script as a guideline for your conversation but please change the dialogue to match your 

usual pattern of speech used during messages. This includes abbreviations, smiley faces, slang, 

etc. Additionally, fill in the blanks as instructed.   

 

Friend: hey 

Other: hello 

Friend: cool it’s working 

Other: yeah lol 

Friend: so which question do you want to do? 

Other: uhh let’s do number 7! I wanna tell you something lol 

Friend: uhh okay haha. That’s the future weekend plans one right? 

Other: yup, I just found something pretty cool to do 

Other: But what are you doing this weekend? 

Friend: lol. This weekend Im gonna _____(insert your actual plan for this 

weekend)_______ 

Other: nice, nice.  

Friend: you??? spit it out 

Other: okay I got this email for 20% off your entire dinner for this restaurant I want to try 

Friend: what kind of restaurant is it? 

Other: it’s __(a food that you both like a lot)__ 

Friend: oh yesss I am so down!! this weekend? 

Other: yeah let’s go! I saw it and thought of you lol 
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Friend: hehe nice. should we invite __(Insert 3rd friend not in chat’s name)___? 

Other: Uhh I don’t know. lets just go you and me.  

Friend: alright sounds good. we can think about inviting her/him. Yay i’m so excited! 

Other: Cool! I think the instructor just knocked I guess we’re done with this. lets figure out more 

after this 

Friend: okay, see you after 
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Appendix F 

Study 3 Control Chat Script 

 

   Use the script as a guideline for your conversation but please change the dialogue to match 

your usual pattern of speech used during messages. This includes abbreviations, smiley faces, 

slang, etc. Additionally, fill in the blanks as instructed.  

  
Friend: hey 

Other: hello 

Friend: cool it’s working 

Other: yeah lol 

Friend: so which question do you want to do? 

Other: uhh let’s do number 7! That looks easy lol 

Friend: uhh okay haha. That’s the favorite restaurant one right? 

Other: yup. so whats your favorite restaurant in town? 

Friend: I like _____(insert your actual favorite restaurant in town)_______ 

Other: [oh yeah that place is nice] OR [hah ive never heard of that place]  

Friend: yeah they’re good. they sometimes give out some discount coupons too 

Other: sweeeeeet. I didn’t know about that  

Friend: yeah I’ll keep you posted next time!  

Other: awesome! Thanks :) 

Friend: no problem. what about you???  

Other: well I like __(insert your favorite restaurant that is different from your friend’s answer)___ 

Friend: [Oh that’s a nice place too] OR [hm don’t know that place]. What do you usually 

get there? 

Other: I like their ___(insert what you like)___ 

Friend: ohhhh that sounds really good right now 
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Other: Yeah I really like it. Makes me hungry to think about that lol 

Friend: haha yeah me too 

Other: Okay, I guess we’re done?? im gonna open my door for the experimenter now 

Friend: Alright see you later 
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Appendix G 

Study 3 Full Results of the Associations between Jealous Responses and Personal Factors 

 

I. Attachment Style (Categorical Type) 
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II. Big Five Personality & Attachment Style (Continuous Type) 
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Appendix H 

Study 3 Full Results of the Associations between Jealous Responses and Relational Factors 
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