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ABSTRACT 

A spirited research interest in romantic jealousy within the past 

decade has not shown one gender to be more jealous than the other; 

however, important observations have been made concerning differences 

in vulnerability to jealousy threats and in the ways that men and women 

manage jealousy. Some researchers have noted that these differences 

are not attributable to gender, per se, but to sex role and power 

inequities in relationships. This study investigated the proposal that 

differences in men's and women's management of jealousy might be 

associated with the distribution of power in romantic relationships. 

Following a preliminary study, 244 female and 156 male students at 

two Texas universities completed a questionnaire that included items 

for further development of the Relationship Power Scale and self-report 

measures of affect responses and coping strategies used in a recent 

jealousy experience involving their partners. Internal reliability was 

shown for the resultant measure of relationship power, but validation 

data suggested that the construct may have had different implications 

for males and females. Factor analyses of jealousy affect produced a 

two factor solution representing anger and anxiety. Similarly, factor 

analyses of jealousy coping yielded four direct/bilateral and five 

indirect/unilateral scales. 

There was no difference in males' and females' scores on 

relationship power. The findings also failed to show that either 

gender or relationship power were related to anger or the engagement of 

direct/bilateral strategies such as seeking retribution, aggressing 

toward the partner or rival, or even asserting oneself. Coercion 



related to power only for males, but unexpectedly, greater power was 

inversely related to coercion. 

Consistent with the research hypotheses, participants with less 

relationship power experienced greater anxiety, but this association 

was stronger for males. As predicted, males reported greater use of 

withdrawal; however, females in equitable relationships were least 

likely to withdraw or avoid the partner when jealous. Except those in 

equitable relationships, females compared themselves to rivals more 

than males, and, unexpectedly, males engaged in greater self-blame and 

displacement. Positive reframing was utilized most by equitable status 

males. 

Although inferences pertaining to anger and direct/bilateral 

coping strategies are not possible, the findings suggested that 

high power status males and females in equitable relationships were 

troubled least by jealousy. Surprisingly, low and high power females 

appeared to manage jealousy in a similar fashion. The inclusion of 

additional variables in regression analyses suggested that, in addition 

to power, qualitative aspects of the relationship may be important 

predictors of females' jealousy, whereas males' jealousy may also 

relate to sex attitudes and degree of security concerning their 

partner's sexual fidelity. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Literary writers and scholars have long labored to capture the 

essence of jealousy by trying to understand how it is experienced and 

expressed differentially by men and women. Freud (1946) and Mead 

(1931) both observed that women may be the "more jealous sex" because 

of their greater dependency. However, whereas Freud viewed the 

difference as rooted in anatomy, Mead asserted that women's jealousy 

stemmed from the insecurity caused by their culturally circumscribed 

dependence on men for self-identity and economic security. Reik (1957) 

explained that men become jealous, but women are envious and rarely 

jealous. More recently, sociobiologists Daly, Wilson, and Weghorst 

(1982) argued that males' greater inclination to use threat and 

violence to control fidelity may be an attribute that evolved to ensure 

that a male's resources are invested in the survival of his genes. In 

contrast, Whltehurst (1971) argued that men are more aggressive and 

violent when jealous because they are socialized to be so. "Men simply 

have no culturally approved ways of coping with uppity women who want 

to be really free" (p. 76). These brief examples illustrate the 

diversity of views concerning gender and jealousy. They also 

underscore a rudimentary problem in this field—the absence of 

consensus about how jealousy may be defined and operationalized. 

In recent years research interest in measuring jealousy has 

proliferated, but evidence has not consistently demonstrated that men 

and women differ in either intensity or frequency of jealousy (for 

reviews see Bringle & Buunk, 1985; White & Mullen, 1989). 



Conversely, a steady accumulation of evidence has shown that men and 

women are inclined to different vulnerabilities and that they manage 

jealousy experiences differently. White (1977, 1980; White & Mullen, 

1989) proposed that, in part, gender differences related to jealousy 

may be explained by understanding normative sex-role behavior and power 

inequalities within the romantic relationship. This thesis has 

received support from a number of research findings (cf. Bryson, 

1977; Hansen, 1982, 1985; McDonald, 1982; Pines & Aronson, 1983; 

Shettel-Neuber, Bryson, & Young, 1978). These have been post hoc 

interpretations, however, and only limited direct research is 

available. The aim of the present study was to investigate the impact 

of gender and relationship power on emotional responses and the 

cognitive and behavioral coping strategies used to manage jealousy 

conflicts. It was expected, for example, that regardless of gender per 

se, individuals occupying different positions of relationship power 

would report different intensities of affective responses and disparate 

forms of coping in response to a jealousy experience in their current 

or recent romantic relationship. More specific research questions are 

discussed following an overview of literature pertaining to the 

principal variables (see Appendix A for an expanded review of the 

conceptual and empirical literature pertaining to jealousy and romantic 

jealousy). 

Romantic Jealousy 

Based on considerable conceptual and empirical work. White and 

Mullen (1989) defined romantic jealousy as 

a complex of thoughts, emotions, and actions that follow 
loss of or threat to self-esteem and/or the existence or 



quality of the romantic relationship. The perceived loss 
or threat is generated bv the perception of a real or 
potential romantic attraction between one's partner and a 
(perhaps imaginary) rival, (p. 9) 

White and Mullen explained that there is no single pattern of 

affective, cognitive, or behavioral components that comprise 

jealousy. There are many potential jealousy complexes or patterns. 

An accompanying conceptual model consolidated the metatheoretical 

scheme of close relationships developed by Kelley and colleagues 

(Kelley et al., 1983) and Lazarus' theory of stress and coping (cf. 

Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Lazarus & Lanier, 1978). Several classes of 

stable causal conditions were specified as pertinent to romantic 

jealousy: attributes of the jealous person, the partner, the rival, 

the primary and rival relationships, and the sociocultural environment. 

Causal conditions may be linked to each other and changes in these are 

expected to constitute the antecedents of the jealousy complex. For 

example, the partner's sudden interest in greater autonomy may evoke a 

perceived threat to the quality and stability of the relationship. 

Consistent with Lazarus' formulations (e.g., Lazarus & Folkman, 

1984), White and Mullen identified two processes, cognitive appraisal 

and coping, as critical mediators of stressful person-environment 

relations and their immediate and long-range outcomes. Cognitive 

appraisal includes primary appraisal and secondary appraisal. Primary 

appraisal involves the person's evaluation of a potential threat, harm, 

or challenge to one's well-being (and/or relationship). Secondary 

appraisal includes evaluations of what, if anything, can be done and 

whether one has the resources to overcome, prevent, or to improve the 

situation. Coping refers to the person's constantly changing efforts 



to manage external and/or internal demands when these tax or exceed the 

person's resources. Thus, coping has two major regulating functions: 

management of stressful emotions such as anger, fear, or guilt and 

alteration of the person-environment conditions which contribute to the 

distress. The model provides a framework for ordering extant research 

to examine what is currently understood about how component elements of 

the jealousy process may be linked to gender and relationship power. 

Gender as a Causal Condition 

Research findings regarding gender differences in affective 

responses to jealous situations have been inconsistent. For instance, 

Shettel-Neuber, Bryson, and Young (1978) asked college students to 

observe a videotape of a jealousy situation and to report how they 

would respond if they were in the protagonist's position. Compared to 

females, males reported that they were likely to become angry at 

themselves, to threaten the rival, and to feel flattered and "turned 

on" by their partner. Females were more likely to report that they 

would become anxious, confused, depessed, fearful, betrayed and angry 

at the partner. Similar findings were reported by Hupka and Eshett 

(1988), also using hypothetical events. Amstutz (1982), however, was 

unable to replicate these findings using subjects who were actually 

jealous. Bryson (1977) asked participants to report how accurately 

various feelings and actions described their responses to a contrived 

jealousy situation involving a confederate. Males rated themselves as 

more angry, confused, depressed, and embarrassed. White (1985) found 

that males whose partners were actually involved with 

another rated themselves as more angry, but females whose partners were 

involved with another reported greater depression. In contrast, Bryson 



(1976) found that females were more likely to report experiencing anger 

and depression when jealous, but males were more likely to respond with 

overt behavior such as becoming aggressive or getting drunk. To 

complicate matters further, Hupka and Eshett (1988) found that the 

intensity of emotions varied, depending on variables such as status of 

the rival and whether the event occurred in public. 

With respect to threat appraisal, considerable empirical evidence 

demonstrates that, generally, women appear to be more concerned with 

events that threaten the relationship, particularly the rival's 

diversion of time, attention, resources, and the mate's emotional 

involvement. In contrast, men appear to be more threatened by sexual 

aspects of the partner's behavior and with issues related to status 

and social comparison (Bryson, 1976; Buunk, 1980; Francis, 1977; 

Gottschalk, 1932; Teismann & Mosher, 1978; White, 1981d). Buunk 

(1980) and Shettel-Neuber et al. (1978) reported that unattractive 

rivals precipitated more jealousy than attractive rivals. However, 

Buunk, Bringle, and Arends (1984) found evidence to suggest that 

females felt more threatened if the rival was more physically 

attractive, superior in social skills, and superior in professional 

competence. Somewhat different results were reported by Hupka and 

Eshett (1988) who had subjects report physiological and affective 

responses to a hypothetical event involving the partner engaged in 

passionate kissing of someone else at a party. Based on their 

findings, males should be most upset when the interloper is a best 

friend and least concerned when he is a stranger. Females, in 

contrast, should be most upset when the interloper is someone equal or 

lower in status but less upset if the interloper is their best friend. 



These authors reasoned that women are less threatened by their best 

friend's involvement because their friends are similar to themselves in 

values and taste but the interloper of low or equal status would have a 

devastating effect on their self-concepts. Research on secondary 

appraisal is lacking (but see White & Mullen, 1989, for review of 

ancillary cognitive processes). 

Despite lack of similarity in methodology, research findings 

concerning jealousy coping have been relatively consistent. For 

example, Francis (1977) interviewed 15 couples and reported that males 

made greater use of denial, repression, and externalization while 

females were more likely to internalize blame for the incident and 

tended to be more suspicious. In Bryson's factor analytic study 

(1976), females reported they would use denial or seek social support 

when jealous, but males reported that they were more likely to get 

drunk, become critical of the partner, sexually aggressive with others, 

and try to have a friend talk to the partner. Males in Shettel-Neuber, 

Bryson, and Young's (1978) videotape study reported that they would 

likely get drunk, and verbally threaten the rival. Females were more 

likely to report that they would cry when alone, make themselves more 

attractive to their partner, and try to make their partner think they 

did not care. White (1981d) asked partners how frequently they 

resorted to different coping strategies when jealous. No gender 

differences were reported for interference with the rival relationship, 

derogation, and introspection. Females were more likely to report 

trying to improve the relationship and to demand commitment. Males in 

this sample were more likely to compare themselves unfavorably with the 

rival and to cope with the situation by using denial and avoidance. 



Some studies have reported that males are more likely to seek an 

outside romantic or sexual relationship when jealous (Amstutz, 1982; 

Francis, 1977). One study (Shettel-Neuber et al., 1978) found that 

males were especially likely to seek an alternative if the rival was 

attractive. Another study (White, 1981d) found this outcome to be the 

case if men thought their professional status or ability were 

unfavorable in comparison to their rival. Women have also been found 

to be more likely to deliberately induce jealousy in their mates in 

order to preserve the existing relationship (White, 1980). Finally, 

Buunk (1982) asked spouses who knew of their partner's extramarital 

sexual involvement to report how frequently each of thirteen thoughts 

and behaviors were used to cope with the situation. No gender 

differences were found for strategies classified as "communication" or 

"reappraisal," but females more frequently appeared to respond by 

avoiding the spouse and trying to manage jealousy in a cognitive way. 

Generally, then, there appears to be substantive support for 

Bryson's (1976) proposal that men's coping strategies are meant to 

maintain self-esteem and women's strategies attempt to protect the 

relationship. Men also appear to either deny their jealousy and avoid 

the situation or to respond with direct and aggressive strategies, 

whereas women are inclined to blame themselves and use more indirect 

coping strategies. 

Relationship Power, Gender, and Coping 

Most theories of power share the assumption, at least implicitly, 

that power is an ability to achieve ends through influence (Huston, 

1983). The literature on power in close relationships is vast and 
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much of this work has focused on defining the causal conditions that 

underlie power dynamics. For example. Waller and Hill (1951) theorized 

that the person who has the least interest or is less involved in the 

relationship is in a position of greater power and can dictate the 

conditions of the relationship. Building on this thesis, Thibaut and 

Kelley (1959) explained that a person's dependence on and power in a 

relationship is a joint function of the relative contribution of 

resources by partners and the availability of resources in alternative 

relationships. Equity theory (Walster, Berscheid, & Walster, 1978) 

proposed that in most relationships there is a rough balance between 

the rewards and costs allocated by partners and that the relatively 

underbenefited would experience a lower power status. Perceived equity 

has been found to relate to relationship satisfaction and stability as 

well as to the likelihood of extramarital involvement (Hatfield, 

Traupmann, Sprecher, Utne, & Hay, 1985). Blood and Wolfe (1960) 

explained that relative imbalance of power occurs when one partner has 

greater control of resources and is given priority in making important 

decisions. Women, and to a lesser extent, men, who believe they are 

more in love than their partner have been found to perceive themselves 

to be less powerful (Safilios-Rothschild, 1976; Sprecher, 1985). 

There are important parallels in the literature on power that have 

especially pertinent implications regarding jealousy coping. Despite 

diverse concepts of power, research has commonly found that men 

generally wield more power than women (Huston, 1983). Furthermore, 

typical societal expectations are that, generally, men use direct and 

confrontational modes of influence while women are expected to use 

indirect and disguised strategies (Broverman, Broverman, Clarkson, 



Rosenkrantz, & Vogel, 1970). This relationship between power and 

gender has led to the hypothesis that some behavioral differences may 

be due to power inequalities rather than solely because of sex-role 

behavior (cf. Cowan, 1981; Falbo & Peplau, 1980). Germane to the 

current research is Falbo and Peplau's pivotal work (1980). Utilizing 

multidimensional scaling techniques, these researchers classified 

participants' reports of influence tactics used in intimate 

relationships on two dimensions. One dimension was termed "directness" 

representing at one end, overt behaviors such as asking, telling, and 

talking. The other extreme included indirect behaviors such as 

emotional displays, hinting, and withdrawing. The second dimension, 

"bilaterality," ranged from interactive strategies such as persuasion, 

and bargaining, to strategies involving a person's independent, 

unilateral behavior such as laissez-faire actions and withdrawing. 

Falbo and Peplau found that, as expected, men used more bilateral and 

direct strategies in intimate heterosexual relationship conflicts, 

whereas women used more unilateral and indirect strategies. Regardless 

of gender, however, participants who perceived themselves as having 

more power were also likely to use bilateral and direct strategies. 

Drawing on Thibaut and Kelley's social exchange theory (1959), 

White (1977) reasoned that romantic jealousy could, in part, be gauged 

by understanding the asymmetric distribution of power within the 

relationship and that power could be determined by the relative 

involvement of the partner. More involved partners scored higher 

than less involved and equally involved groups on self-report measures 

of jealousy and level of perceived threat. A number of additional 

studies have also found significant positive correlations between 
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various jealousy measures and self-reports of relative involvement 

(Bringle & Boelinger, 1990; Bringle, Renner, Terry, & Davis, 1983; 

Bush, Bush, & Jennings, 1988; Griffin 1979; Manges & Evenbeck, 1980; 

White, 1984). However, only two studies have linked power to specific 

jealousy components. White (1980) proposed that jealousy induction may 

be used as a tactic to enhance one's power status in the relationship. 

He hypothesized that if this were the case, jealousy induction is more 

likely to be used by those more involved. In his sample of 149 

couples, 31 percent of females and 17 percent of the males reported 

deliberately inducing jealousy. Effect of level of involvement was 

related only to the females' reports of inducement. The more involved 

women were found to be twice as likely to induce jealousy than the less 

involved women. The most common motive reported for inducing jealousy 

was to test the relationship and to increase rewards. White (1985) 

found that the effect of power accounted for much of his observed 

findings that women reported being more depressed and intropunitive 

when jealous, while men reported being more angry and vengeful. 

Goals of the Present Study 

The empirical study of romantic jealousy remains in its infancy, 

and, although it may be interesting to speculate about whether men or 

women are more jealous, researchers have come to recognize that this 

issue, in and of itself, is not very informative. Instead, White and 

Mullen (1989) proposed that, at the current state of knowledge, 

research should aim to reveal the intrapersonal and interpersonal 

patterns of thoughts, feelings and behaviors that people experience 

when jealous. These patterns may then be causally linked to more 
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stable antecedents such as individuals' beliefs, values, commitments, 

as well as properties of the relationship. Understanding the processes 

comprising the jealousy experience should eventually lead to greater 

insight concerning relationship outcomes, whether damaging or 

beneficent. The present study sought to identify specific forms of 

affective responding and coping, and to understand how these may be 

related to two forms of causal conditions, gender and relationship 

power. Thus, the intent was to examine more closely the proposition 

that relationship power is an important determinant in the jealousy 

process and that this construct may help to explain gender differences 

in the experience of jealousy. 

Rationale for Scale Development 

Much of the research on jealousy coping has been based on 

piecemeal, rationally compiled lists of coping behaviors, which were 

often applied to hypothetical situations having questionable relevance 

to real life events. When subjected to factor analysis, coping has 

been frequently confounded with affect and outcome variables (for 

reviews see Bringle & Buunk, 1985, and White & Mullen, 1989). Other 

scales have been limited in scope or designed to answer circumscribed 

questions (e.g., Buunk, 1982; Salovey & Rodin, 1988). At present there 

exists no published measure of jealousy coping which includes a 

relatively broad range of cognitive and behavioral modes of coping. 

Nonetheless, there is certainly no shortage of suggested strategies, 

all of which share many common features (e.g., Bringle & Buunk, 1985; 

Bryson, 1976; Buunk, 1982; Constantine, 1976; McDonald, 1982; Salovey & 

Rodin, 1988). Only White and Mullen (1989) have proposed a reasonably 
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comprehensive typology which attempts to integrate extant research 

while being rooted within a broad theoretical framework. Their 

typology of jealousy coping includes: improving relationship, 

interfering with rival relationship, demanding commitment, derogating 

the partner or rival, developing alternative, self-assessment, 

support/catharsis, and denial/avoidance. However, White and Mullen's 

delineations require empirical validation. 

White's (1977, 1980, 1985, White & Mullen, 1989) propositions and 

research findings concerning the relations between romantic jealousy 

and relationship power are penetrating. However, in view of the 

numerous theories and extensive research pertaining to the djmamic 

determinants of power in relationships. White's almost exclusive 

reliance on the concept of relative involvement as an index of power 

seems rather limited and unlikely to capture the complexity of this 

important construct. Nevertheless, there exits no discernible 

consensus about how to measure relationship power. Generally, 

researchers either confined themselves to a single component (i.e., who 

is more involved, or who has more say) or have inferred power from its 

mode of influence or outcomes (see review by Huston, 1983). 

Initial development of relationship power and jealousy coping 

scales used in this study was conducted in a preliminary study (see 

Appendix B). Twelve items were written to tap the domain of marker 

variables suggested by the theoretical and research literature reviewed 

above pertaining to power in close relationships. Additionally, guided 

by White's (1981a; White & Mullen, 1989) model of romantic jealousy and 

supportive research as discussed previously, 56 cognitive and 

behavioral jealousy coping items were written for inclusion in the 
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preliminary version of the Jealousy Coping Scale. The two sets of 

questions and a number of validation scales were included in an early 

version of "Romantic Relationship Questionnaire" (see Appendix C) and 

administered to 154 female and 106 male Texas Tech undergraduate 

students. Data pertaining to each measure were subjected to factor 

analyses as well as reliability and validation study. The analyses 

produced five direct/bilateral and six indirect/unilateral jealousy 

coping scales and a four-item measure of relationship power (see 

Appendix B). Although the emergent scales were judged to be 

conceptually sound, they were considered to be structurally less robtist 

than desirable. Consequently, the present study was, in part, designed 

to improve the structural properties (e.g., factor structure, internal 

consistency) of the two scales and to further validate the constructs. 

Research Hypotheses 

In addition to the objective of scale development, the present 

study sought to investigate the proposition that relationship power may 

help explain gender differences in responses to jealousy experiences. 

In this regard. White (1977; White & Mullen, 1989) argued that 

positions of high and low power in romantic relationships involve 

different forms of vulnerability based on the meanings and values 

attached to the relationship itself as well as to the implications of 

the jealousy threat to self-esteem and self-concept. In his earlier 

paper. White (1977) explained that a position of chronic low power 

involves a continual debasement of self-esteem and a lack of a sense of 

competence to affect what happens to oneself or to the relationship. 

Due to greater dependence, perceived threats are likely to be centered 
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on the relationship and coping is aimed at maintaining the relationship 

and moderating emotions. Traditionally and contemporarily, low 

relationship power positions and corresponding roles are likely to be 

associated with females. In contrast, the person in a high power 

position, most commonly characteristic of the male's role, is likely to 

be threatened by a potential loss of power or control as well as by 

violations of perceived "rights." Coping is likely to center on 

diminishing threats to power in order to maintain self-esteem. Based 

on these considerations and supportive research reported earlier, the 

following hypotheses were posed. 

1. Consistent with the common findings pertaining to power and 

with research on power as related to jealousy, it was expected that 

males would score higher on relationship power than females. 

2. It was predicted that males and individuals occupying 

positions of relative high power would report greater externalized 

anger in response to a jealousy threat, whereas females and those with 

low relationship power would report more intense fear and internalized 

anger. 

3. Males and individuals in relatively higher relationship 

power positions were expected to report greater engagement of direct/ 

bilateral coping strategies, whereas females and those with relatively 

low relationship power would report greater use of indirect/unilateral 

modes of dealing with jealousy (this hypothesis pertains to the 

composites of direct/bilateral and indirect/unilateral coping 

strategies). 

4. Because males and individuals with greater relationship power 

are expected to be more concerned with control issues and to expect 
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compliance, whereas females and low power individuals are thought to be 

more wary about alienating the partner, it was anticipated that males 

and high power individuals would report greater use of "reactive 

retribution," "derogation," "aggression," and "coercion" when jealous. 

5. White's (1977) formulations suggest that "assertive" 

strategies, because they are meant to improve the relationship and to 

restore or establish a more equitable power distribution, would be 

utilized more by females and lower power status individuals. 

6. Because females, generally, and individuals in low power 

positions are thought to experience diminished efficacy to dictate 

relationship outcomes in a direct manner, these persons were expected 

to resort more frequently to the use of indirect and independent modes 

of coping such as "displacement," "social comparison," "positive 

reframing," and "self-blame." 

7. "Withdrawal" and "avoidance-denial" coping modes were expected 

to be endorsed more frequently by males and high power individuals. 

This prediction was based on the premise that, compared to individuals 

with low power, high power individuals are thought to be more concerned 

with maintaining self-esteem and less invested in the continuation of 

the relationship, thus, more likely to leave or deny a problem in order 

to preclude loss of self-esteem. 

8. Because gender and relationship power were expected to be 

related (i.e., males having higher power, females lower power), it was 

anticipated that relationship power would account for observed gender 

differences in the affective responses and coping strategies employed 

in response to a jealousy threat (as specified in hypotheses 2-7 

above). 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Subjects 

This study was concerned with jealousy as experienced in romantic 

relationships and not specifically with jealousy in a clinical 

population or jealousy associated with characterological disturbances. 

As such, it dealt with a range of jealousy processes pertaining to a 

jealousy event in the participants' current or recent romantic 

relationships. All sampled subjects were studied with the exceptions 

noted below. The original sample included 455 participants solicited 

from the Introductory Psychology subject pools at Texas Tech University 

and Southwest Texas State University during the spring semester of 

1991. All participants were given credit for partial fulfillment of 

course requirements. From the original sample, 12 protocols were 

eliminated due to missing data or deviant response patterns. Seventeen 

protocols were eliminated because respondents reported that they had 

never been involved in a romantic relationship. Four cases were 

identified as outliers on principal variables and eliminated. 

Additionally, 22 participants who indicated that their jealousy 

experience involved a relationship which had ended more than 12 months 

previously were excluded from final data set. 

Participants who were to report about a relationship which had 
ended were asked to report the length of time since the break-up 
(within six months, six months to one year, more than one year). 
Subsequent to an initial series of factor analyses, inspection of 
intercorrelations revealed expected correlations between relationship 
power and various measures of jealousy (e.g., relationship jealousy, 
affect, and jealousy coping) among groups reporting about an existing 
relationship and the two groups of respondents who had ended 

16 
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The final data set from 400 protocols included 110 female and 70 

male students attending Southwest Texas State University and 134 female 

and 86 male students at Texas Tech University (School X Gender Chi-

square = .002, £ > .05) during the Spring semester of 1991. The sample 

representation was predominantly White/Anglo (78%), middle-income (77% 

from families with incomes above $35,000), and urban (only 22% from 

communities of 10,000 or less). Only 6.5 percent identified themselves 

as Black (African-American), 13.5 percent as Hispanic, .8 percent as 

Oriental, and 1.3 percent as "other." For the two schools combined, 

233 (58%) of the participants were first-year students, 87 (21%) were 

second year students, and 80 (20%) were either third-year, fourth-year 

or graduate students. 

Seventy-seven (49%) males and 156 (64%) females were 19 years 

old or younger. The distribution of age (collapsed into two groups, 

19 and younger and 20 and older) by gender indicated that females in 

the sample were disproportionately younger than males (Chi-square = 

8.31, £ < .001). Males (43%) and females (27%) were also 

disproportionately represented in groups reporting about a terminated 

relationship (Chi-square = 11.62, £ < .001). Fourteen males and 19 

females were married, ten males and ten females were unmarried but 

cohabitating, and 20 males and 12 females indicated that they were not 

romantically involved at the time of the study. Among the total 

sample, 71 (29%) females and 54 (35%) males described themselves as 

their relationship within one year prior to the study. In contrast, 
participants whose relationship had ended more than one year prior 
exhibited opposite correlations between the same measures (though not 
necessarily statistically significant). Consequently, the later group 
was judged to comprise a different population and were dropped from the 
sample. All factor analyses were repeated with the new data set. 
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casually dating, while 132 (54%) females and 58 (37%) males reported 

that they were seriously dating. Three participants in the sample 

(2 males and 1 female) reported that their romantic relationship 

involved a same-sex partner. There was no gender difference in length 

of relationship. One question asked whether the participant was in 

love (or in love prior to the break-up) with their partner. Eighty-six 

percent of females and 84 percent of males responded affirmatively. 

Five males and six females indicated that they had never been in love. 

Seventy-seven percent of the sample reported that they were involved in 

an exclusive sexual relationship with their partner, 14 percent were 

not sexually involved with anyone (no gender difference). Seven 

percent of females and 14 percent of males indicated that they were 

sexually active with their partner and/or someone else. Only 66 

percent of males and 70 percent of females could definitively report 

that their partner was not sexually involved with another. 

Procedures 

Participants were seen in groups of about 25 in a classroom 

setting at each of the universities. Once seated, all were provided 

with the consent form and a battery of the self-report measures 

presented as the "Romantic Relationship Questionnaire" (Appendix D). 

In introducing the task, students were informed that the study 

attempted to understand the relation between jealousy and a number of 

personality and relationship variables. They were told that they could 

elect to terminate at any point without penalty (only two participants 

terminated prematurely). The consent form was read, questions 

solicited, then collected separately from the questionnaire to insure 
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anonymity. The questionnaire was constructed for responding on 

computer scored answer forms. The questionnaire began with initial 

instructions, followed by questions (items 1-9) which tapped a number 

of demographic details (e.g., gender, age, ethnicity, classification, 

SES). Per the proctor's verbal instructions and written instructions 

included on the questionnaire, participants who were to report about a 

former relationship were asked to respond so as to reflect conditions 

and events prior to the break-up. Questions pertaining to intimate 

aspects of participant's romantic relationship (items 10-16) were 

included for post hoc study (e.g., length of relationship, relationship 

status, love status, and sexual involvement). 

A number of established scales were included in the questionnaire 

for construct validation of the Relationship Power Scale (items 

20-28), an instrument designed for the current research. These 

included: Sprecher's (1985) three-item measure of perceived power 

(items 17-19), the Marlow-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Crowne 

& Marlow, 1964) (items 29-48), Rosenberg's Self-Esteem Scale 

(Rosenberg, 1965) (items 49-58), selected items from Lund's (1985) 

Investment Scale (items 59-68), selected items from the Permissiveness 

subscale of the Sexual Attitudes Scale (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1987) 

(items 69-74), and the Relationship Jealousy Scale (White, 1981a, 

1981b, 1984) (items 75-80). 

All materials pertaining to jealousy were placed at the end 

of the questionnaire so that recollections of jealousy would not 

influence responses on the other measures. The "Jealousy Experience 

Worksheet" (Appendix E), included as a priming exercise, was completed 

prior to responding to items pertaining to jealousy affect and coping. 
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It asked participants to describe in detail an important jealousy 

event in their current or recent relationship and to identify 

affective, cognitive, and behavioral aspects of their experience. 

Item 81, a forced-choice question, required the participant to classify 

the jealousy event described in the worksheet into one of five 

prototypical jealousy scenarios (adapted from Salovey & Rodin, 1986). 

This item and item 82, length of time since the experience occurred, 

were included for post hoc study. Participants were then asked to 

rate the intensity of various emotions experienced during the event 

(items 83-88). Items 89 through 150 included 36 jealousy coping items 

retained from the preliminary study and 25 new items written for 

further development of the Jealousy Coping Scales (see "Rationale for 

Scale Development" above). The final set of items (items 151-164) 

tapped irrational or dysfunctional responses associated with the 

participants' experiences and were included for exploratory study. 

These items failed to produce a satisfactory factor analytic solution, 

thus, were excluded from subsequent analyses. More detailed 

information pertaining to each scale follows. 

Instruments 

Validation Scales 

The following existing, relatively established scales were 

included in the present study in order to ascertain the construct 

validity of the Relationship Power Scale. More specifically, it 

was expected that convergent validity could be demonstrated by a 

predicted positive association between relationship power and 

Sprecher's (1985) measure of Perceived Power. Further, based on 

the premise that power is linked to the partners' access to and 
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control of resources (Blood & Wolfe, 1960), it was reasoned that 

relationship power should correlate inversely with the absolute 

resources invested in the relationship as measured by Lund's (1985) 

Investment Scale. It was also predicted that because lower 

relationship power represents conditions of greater dependence, 

involvement, and commitment, individuals with lower relationship 

power should also endorse more conservative sexual attitudes on the 

Permissiveness subscale of the Sexual Attitudes Scale (Hendrick & 

Hendrick, 1987). Similarly, they were anticipated to score lower on 

the Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965). Moreover, due to the 

inference of greater vulnerability experienced by persons occupying 

the lower power status (White, 1977), relationship power was predicted 

to correlate inversely with White's Relationship Jealousy Scale 

(1981a, 1984). In addition to interest in providing support for the 

construct validity of the Relationship Power Scale, the aforementioned 

scales were included in order to explore whether these constructs may 

correspond in a systematic way to participants' affective and jealousy 

coping responses (treated below as post hoc investigations). The 

Marlow-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Crowne & Marlow, 1964) was 

included in the study as an index of method variance, divergent 

validity, and to examine the extent to which the Relationship Power 

Scale (and/or the affect and coping measures) might be saturated with 

participants' propensity toward self-presentation bias. More specific 

information pertaining to the existing scales is provided here. 

Perceived Power (items 17-19) 

Sprecher's (1985) measure of perceived power in the relationship 

includes three items which tap perceptions of relative power. 
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decision-making power, and effort contributed to the relationship. For 

each item, a five-category rating is provided (e.g., "My partner has 

much more of a say" to "I have much more of a say"). Higher summed 

scores represented greater perceived power. Sprecher provided 

preliminary support for construct validity and reported alpha 

coefficients of .58 and .68 for males and females respectively. 

Cronbach's alpha for the current study was .68 for the entire sample. 

Investment Scale (items 59-68) 

Ten items were randomly selected from Lund's (1985) 26 item-scale 

developed to assess how large an investment has been made in the 

partner and relationship. Respondents rate on a 5-point scale how 

large an investment/effort has been made pertaining to various types of 

resources. Lund reported good construct validity and a Cronbach's 

alpha of .93 for the complete scale. The current sample yielded an 

alpha of .83. 

Sexual Permissiveness (items 69-74) 

Six items with the highest factor loadings (.71-.79) were 

included from Hendrick and Hendrick's (1987) Permissiveness subscale 

of their Sexual Attitudes Scale. Each item is scored on a 5-point 

Likert format (1, strongly agree; 5, strongly disagree). Items are 

summed to provide an index of participant's acceptance of open, casual 

sex and multiple partners. Low scores indicate greater permissiveness. 

The authors demonstrated criterion and construct validity, a Cronbach's 

Alpha of .94, and test-retest reliability of .88 for their 21 item 

measure. A Cronbach's alpha of .89 was obtained with the current 

sample. 
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Self-Esteem Scale (items 49-58) 

This measure of global self-esteem consists of five positive 

and five negative self-referent items (Rosenberg, 1965). The form used 

here was a five-point Likert format (strongly agree to strongly 

disagree). Items are summed with higher scores reflecting greater 

levels of self-regard. Construct validity is well established and 

test-retest reliability is .83 (Wylie, 1974). For the current sample, 

the Cronbach's alpha for the Self-Esteem scale was .88. 

Relationship Jealousy Scale (items 75-80) 

White's (1981a, 1984) six-item self-report scale measures the 

intensity of jealousy generally experienced by the respondent in the 

context of his or her romantic relationship. The scale uses a variety 

of item-appropriate 5-point response formats. White (1984) reported a 

coefficient alpha of .83, and good convergent and discriminant 

validity. Cronbach's alpha with the current sample was .86. 

Marlow-Crowne Social Desirability Scale 
(items 29-40) 

This scale measures the respondent's bias to present self in a 

socially desirable manner (Crowne & Marlow, 1964). It is comprised 

of 33 true-false items but since its internal consistency is so high 

(.88), 20 items were randomly selected for the current study. 

Cronbach's alpha for the current sample was .60. 

Development of the Experimental Scales 

Following is a description and summary of the factor analytic and 

reliability studies pertaining to each of the three scales designed for 

the current study. 
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Relationship Power Scale (items 20-28) 

Table 1 shows the questionnaire item number and description of the 

four relationship power items retained from the preliminary study (see 

Appendix B) and the five items developed for inclusion in the present 

study. Questions were written to represent marker variables suggested 

by the conceptual and empirical literature pertaining to power dynamics 

in close relationships (e.g., Blau, 1964; Blood & Wolfe, 1960; 

Hatfield, Traupman & Waller, 1979; Johnson, 1976; Rollins & Bahr, 1976; 

Thibaut & Kelly, 1959; Waller, 1938; Walster, Walster, & Bercheid, 

1978). The nine items were presented randomly on the questionnaire. 

Each included an item-appropriate 5-point response format. The final 

scale was expected to yield a continuous variable measure where high 

scores represent greater relationship power. 

The initial item pool was subjected to principal factor analysis 

with prior estimates of communality set at the squared multiple 

correlation coefficient. A priori criteria for inclusion of items 

included .30 factor loadings, significant interitem correlations, 

and a final solution with a uniform factor structure for males and 

females (in addition to the total sample, separate factor analyses were 

also performed for male and female samples). Extraction was limited to 

factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0. The first column of factor 

loadings on Table 1 shows the single factor that emerged when all items 

were included in the analysis. The factor accounted for 25 percent of 

the common variance. Items 21, 22, and 24 were dropped successively 

because of their poor loadings. Remaining items were subjected to 

reanalysis each time an item was dropped. Item 25 failed to meet the 

criteria for both male and female samples and was also dropped. 
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The last column of Table 1 lists the factor loadings for the items 

comprising the Relationship Power Scale. With the exception of item 

23, all loadings were substantial and together contributed to 41 

percent of the common variance. Average interitem correlations for 

male and female samples were .45 and .37, respectively, and Cronbach's 

alphas equaled .79 and .74, respectively. For the total sample, an 

average inter-item correlation of .40 and a Cronbach's alpha of .76 

provided support for the consistency of the scale. A series of 

alternative confirmatory extraction methods (e.g., two factor 

extraction, principal components, alpha, and maximum likelihood 

methods) were conducted, all yielded a single factor solution with the 

same item composition.2 

Intensity of Emotional Responses (items 83-88) 

Based on the literature on jealous affect (cf., Salovey & Rodin, 

1986; White & Mullen, 1989) six items were included as self-report 

measures of the intensity of emotional responses experienced during 

the jealousy event described on the Jealousy Experience Worksheet. 

Ratings are on a Likert-type scale (1, not at all; to 5, very 

strongly). Items 86 (angry [at partner and/or rival]) and 88 

(bitter and vindictive) were expected to yield a single measure of 

2In addition to the procedures described above, Sprecher's 
Perceived Relationship Power, items 17, 18, and 19, was included 
to determine whether these might contribute to the structure and 
stability of the Relationship Power Scale. Generally, Sprecher's 
items loaded significantly on a separate factor which accounted for 
approximately 15 percent of the variance. Because Sprecher's items 
appeared conceptually dissimilar to the original items and did not 
add substantially to the internal consistency of the scale, a decision 
was made to not include these items in the final version of the 
Relationship Power Scale. 
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externalized anger. Items 83 (angry with myself) and 87 (sad/ 

depressed) were expected to combine as a measure of internalized anger 

(guilt). Items 84 (scared) and 85 (anxious) were expected to combine 

as a measure of fear. 

All the emotion items were subjected to principal component 

analysis with oblique rotations and extractions limited to factors with 

eigenvalues greater than 1.0. The results are shown in Table 2. As 

indicated, the ratings of emotional responses appear to represent two 

distinct compound emotions. The first accounted for 34 percent of the 

variance and was comprised primarily of items 84 (scared), 87 

(sad/depressed), 83 (angry with myself), and 85 (anxious). The second 

factor with principal loadings on item 88 (bitter and vindictive) and 

item 86 (angry [at partner and/or rival]) accounted for 28 percent of 

the variance. The inter-factor correlation was -.21. 

For confirmatory purposes, principal component with orthogonal 

rotation, principal factor analyses with oblique and orthogonal 

rotations, maximum likelihood, and alpha factor analysis, as well 

as separate extractions for males and females yielded essentially 

identical results. In essence, there was no statistical basis for 

treating the four items loading prominently on the first component 

as two discrete emotions (i.e., fear and guilt). Thus, the four 

items were combined as a single scale which appears to represent a 

compound of internalized emotions. For the sake of parsimony, the 

scale is referred to as "anxiety." The average inter-item correlation 

for the anxiety scale was .32 and Cronbach's alpha was .65. The two 

items comprising the second measure of emotion, termed "anger," 

produced a Pearson correlation of .56. 
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Table 2: Means, Standard Deviations, and Factor Loadings for Jealousy 
Emotions produced by Principal Component Analysis. 

Item Number with Description 
of ilated Emotions 

Means 

84. Scared 2.78 

87. Sad/Depressed 3.41 

83. Angry with myself 3.30 

85. Anxious 3.15 

88. Bitter and vindictive 3.35 

86. Angry (at partner/rival) 4.24 

SD Factor Loadings 

Factor 1 Factor 2 

1.39 

1.41 

1.30 

1.29 

1.38 

1.07 

.83 

.70 

.66 

.60 

.18 

.21 

.07 

.17 

.15 

.29 

.88 

.87 
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Jealousy Coping Scales (Items 89-149) 

Items for the Jealousy Coping Scales were generated by tapping 

the domain of coping strategies discussed in the jealousy literature 

(e.g., Bryson, 1976; Buunk, 1982; Clanton & Smith, 1977; Constantine, 

1977; Hupka, 1981; McDonald, 1982; Salovey & Rodin, 1988; Rogers & 

Bryson, 1978; White, 1981a, 1985; White & Mullen, 1989) and the 

coping literature concerned with scale development (e.g., Folkman 

et al, 1986; Folkman & Lazarus, 1980; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 

McCrae, 1984; McCrae & Costa, 1986; Menaghan, 1982; Rim, 1986). A 

number of items were borrowed or modified from sources cited above, 

and some were written specifically for the present research. A 

five-point scale (1, does not apply or not used at all; to 5, used 

a great deal) was provided to reflect the extent to which each type 

of coping was used in the respondent's jealousy experience (as 

delineated in the Jealousy Experience Worksheet). The 36 items 

retained from the preliminary study and the 25 new items developed 

for inclusion in the present study were randomly ordered on the 

questionnaire. 

All 61 jealousy coping items were initially subjected to a 

principal components analysis with varimax rotation. As in the 

preliminary study, this initial approach produced 12 largely 

uninterpretable components with eigenvalues greater than 1.0. 

Following the work of Falbo and Peplau (1980), the 61 coping strategies 

were classified into direct/bilateral and indirect/unilateral modes 

based on face validity. Conceivably, there are many other ways of 

classifying the data for the purpose of data reduction; however, these 
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divisions were selected because of their theoretical importance as 

reflected in both the power and coping literatures and because they 

appear to capture conceptually the functions involved in jealousy 

coping. Lazarus' (e.g., Folkman et al, 1986; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) 

problem-focused and emotion-focused coping patterns are conceptually 

comparable to the direct/bilateral and indirect/unilateral 

classifications used in the present study. 

The items classified into direct/bilateral and indirect/unilateral 

were subjected to separate principal component analyses with varimax 

rotation. Again, limiting factor extraction to those with eigenvalues 

greater than 1.0 and excluding items with less than .30 loadings 

yielded a four-factor solution for the direct/bilateral coping 

strategies and a five-factor solution for indirect/unilateral 

strategies. Within the context of Lazarus' conceptual framework, 

coping is viewed as a dynamic process involving a variety of strategies 

which may be reciprocally related. Thus, in addition to the orthogonal 

rotations, the data were also subjected to principal component analyses 

with oblique rotation; and for confirmatory purposes, to principal 

factor analyses with oblique rotations, alpha factor analysis, and 

maximum likelihood factor analysis. All procedures produced 

essentially identical final factor structure solutions. 

Factor Solution for the Direct/Bilateral 
Jealousy Coping Scales 

Table 3 shows the best factor solution for the direct/bilateral 

coping strategies. Eighteen of the 28 items originally included 

were retained. The four factors accounted for a healthy 53 percent 

of the total variance which was rather evenly distributed among the 
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T a b l e 3 : R e s u l t s of P r i n c i p a l Components A n a l y s e s f o r t h e 
D i r e c t / B i l a t e r a l Coping S c a l e s . 

Scale Itens (Scale Title) Means Rotated Factor Loadings 

(SD) 1 2 3 4 

Factor 1 (Coercion) 

117. I sulked, cried, or threv a temper tantrum to get 
ny partner to feel bad and guilty ahxit the Incidait. 

104. Denanded greater oonmltnient and attention from my partner. 
93. Acted very suspicious and possessive. 

140. Demanded that nrjr partner make a choice between me and 
the other person. 

130. Put down. Insulted, criticized, and generally tried to 
make my rival look bad. 

Factor 2 (Retrlbutloa) 

96. Started going out with or threatened to go out with 
other people to make my partner feel guilty airi to 
realize what he/she could lose. 

126. Tried to make my partner feel jealous. 
122. I became more sexually and emotionally oold toward 

wf partner. 
101. Broke vp with or left my partner. 
139, I had sex with soooone else. 

Factor 3 (Assertion) 

141. Without becoming hostile, I asked my partner to explain 
the situation. 

100. Calmly, openly, and frankly discussed my feelings 
with 0^ partner until we came to an understanding. 

142. Tried to get my partner to understand o^ expectations 
about our relationship. 

149. I stood ijp for iny rights without beaxuing hostile 
or aggressive. 

95. Tried to talk things out with my rival without losing 
control. 

Factor 4 (Aggressloa) 

91. Slapped or hit a^ rival. 
102. Slapped or hit aiy partner. 
99. Threatened to hit or throw something at my partner. 

2.09 (1.37) 
2.33 (1.29) 
2.71 (1.34) 

2.16 (1.45) 

2.37 (1.46) 

.75 

.70 

.69 

.59 

.51 

.11 

.02 

.02 

.32 

.29 

-.06 
.16 
.08 

.15 

-.02 

.12 

.03 

.14 

.19 

1.91 (1.33) 
2.24 (1.34) 

2.25 (1.34) 
1.83 (1.41) 
1.48 (1.13) 

.22 

.3 

.27 

.01 

.09 

.70 .01 

.68 .03 

.63 -.09 

.62 .CA 

.62 -.02 

.06 

.07 

-.04 
.16 
.24 

2.95 (1.44) 

2.92 (1.41) 

3.14 (1.42) 

2.44 (1.38) 

2.53 (1.51) 

.01 

.02 

.41 

.05 

.01 

-.14 

-.27 

.03 

.19 

.10 

.80 

.72 

.64 

.64 

.63 

.01 

.00 

-.10 

.06 

-.03 

1.29 (.86) .15 .17 -.04 .81 
1.22 (.74) .23 .17 -.03 .78 
1.35 (.87) .08 .07 -.02 .71 



32 

four factors (14.31%, 14.0%, 13.59%, and 10.87%, respectively). 

Each factor was named to reflect the nature of the coping strategies. 

These include: Coercion (first factor). Retribution (second factor). 

Assertion (third factor), and Aggression (fourth factor). With the 

exception of Aggression, each of the scales demonstrated approximate 

normal distribution. As suggested by the low means of the items 

comprising the Aggression scale (attributable to low rate of 

endorsement), this scale was markedly positively skewed. This matter 

will be treated more closely in a subsequent section. The coping 

strategies labeled "Derogation," produced in the preliminary study did 

not hold with the current sample. However, some of the items 

did merge with Coercion. 

Factor Solution for the Indirect/Unilateral 
Jealousy Coping Scales 

The same approach to data analysis was used for the 33 items 

included for factor extraction of the indirect/unilateral modes of 

coping. Table 4 shows the means and factor loadings of the 22 items 

that were retained. In this case, the best solution was represented by 

five factors. These accounted for 54 percent of the total variance, 

also relatively uniformly distributed among the factors (12.98%, 

12.94%, 9.91%, 9.74%, and 8.1%, respectively). The indirect/unilateral 

scales are labeled Withdrawal (first factor). Self-blame (second 

factor). Positive Reframing (third factor). Social Comparison (fourth 

factor), and Displacement (fifth factor). An additional factor 

produced in the preliminary study and termed "Avoidance/Denial" did not 

hold for the present sample. Generally, items that tapped avoidant 

modes of coping merged with the Withdrawal factor. 
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Table 4: Results of Principal Components Analyses for the 
Indirect/Unilateral Coping Scales. 

Scale ItatB (Scale Title) tfeam Factor T/v»/̂ n̂gQ 
(SD) 1 ~2 3 4 

Factor 1 (Withdrawal) 
135. Though ab)ut leaving my partner. 2.59(1.55) .69 .09 - .U .24 .(A 
116. Decided that my relatLcnshlp with ray partner was ret 

worth getting excited atout. 1.83 (1.19) .69 -.06 .13 -.07 .09 
127. Told myself not to get more serious ahxit my partner. 2.41 (1.42) .68 .20 .02 .08 -.05 
120. Started going out with other people to take my mind off 

of my partner and to make myself feel better. 1.98 (1.35) .68 .11 .07 .01 .26 
144. Avoided my partner to keep from getting more upset. 2.2fi (1.41) .53 .23 .05 .07 .22 

Factor 2 (Self-^lame) 
125. I blamed myself and searched for a reason for why I had 

failed to make my partner happy. 1.89 (1.26) .09 .80 .06 .09 .14 
98. Tried to figure out what I had done wroc«. 2.41 (1.41) .15 .76 .13 .04 .09 

106. Criticized and/or lectured myself. 2.39 (1.34) .28 .64 .12 .03 .17 
143. Tried to figure out what would make my partner 

happier with me. 2.82 (1.40) -.12 .62 .12 .39 .05 
114. Realized that I had brougjit the problem on myself. 1.82 (1»19) .05 .48 .16 -.12 .40 

Factor 3 (Positive Reframing) 
89. Tried to look on the bright side of things. 2.50 (1.26) .15 .00 .73 .00 -.17 
94. I thought ahxit positive aspects of the relationship to 

get n^ feelings under control and make n^self feel 
better. 2.85 (1.36) -.26 .20 .63 .08 -.15 

90. Used the situation to understand inyself better. 2.59 (1.31) .24 .22 .63 -.02 -.04 
113. Stopped to think about my good qualities and/or did 

something nice for myself. 2.02 (1.20) .40 -.06 .55 .11 .12 
109. Saw the Incident aa a challenge to make things betta: in 

the relatJ-cnshlp then made a plan to diange things so 
that I WDuM coae out of i t better than I went in. 2.14 (1.29) -.17 .15 .55 .14 .20 

Factor 4 (Social Coqparlsaa) 
132. Looked for faults in my rival. 2.73 (1.44) .07 .00 -.08 .77" .23 
131. Tried to learn more about ny rival. 2.33 (1.37) -.03 .00 .22 .70 .07 
146. Tried to make myself look and feel more attractive. 2.84 (1.44) .32 .19 .16 .61 .11 
136. Tried to figure out why ny partner would be attracted 

to someone else and thou^tt about how I measured up in 
oomparlson to ny rival. 3.15 (1.45) .18 .48 -.05 .55 -.10 

Factor 5 (Displacement) 
D7. Did something risky like speeding or picking a 

fight with someone other than my partner or rival. 1.48 (1.03) .17 .09 .05 .11 .71 
134. Became Irritable aixi took It out on others. 2.00 (1.22) .07 .12 -.09 .28 .70 
115. Tried to make inyself feel better by drinking, smoking, 

using drugs or medication, and so forth. 1.80 (1.29) .26 .27 -.22 .01 .50 
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Reliability and Interrelationships of 
the Jealousy Coping Scales 

Mean interitem correlations for each of the scales, alpha 

coefficients, and correlations among scales are summarized in Table 5. 

Also included in the table are composite scales of direct/bilateral and 

indirect/unilateral strategies (referred to on the table respectively 

as "direct" and "indirect"). Note that the mean interitem correlations 

for the two composites refer to correlations among direct/bilateral and 

indirect/unilateral scales rather than to correlations between specific 

items. 

To begin with. Alphas for all the direct/bilateral scales were 

uniformly quite substantial in view of the small number of items 

comprising each scale. Quite respectable interitem correlations per 

scale provided further support for the reliability of the measured 

constructs. The correlation among direct/bilateral scales (r = .22) 

was lower than desirable. However, it is important to note that this 

relationship was markedly influenced by the weak correlations 

associated with the Assertion scale. This was to be expected in that, 

conceptually, the use of assertive coping should obviate, to some 

degree, the use of other modes of coping (e.g., aggression). 

Elimination of Assertion from the mean interscale correlation enhanced 

the correlation substantially (r = .35). 

Reliabilities of the indirect/unilateral scales were generally 

less substantial. Interitem correlations and alphas for Withdrawal 

and Self-blame were quite respectable. However, whereas the interitem 

correlations for Positive Reframing (.29), Social Comparison (.36), 

and Displacement (.33) were adequate, alpha coefficients for the 
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former two scales were marginal (.65 and .69). Displacement, with 

an alpha of .59, lacks conceptual clarity. More specifically, "Tried 

to make myself feel better by drinking, smoking, using drugs, or 

medication ...." does not clearly appear to be a form of displacement, 

unless, perhaps, these behaviors are understood as a form of self-

directed aggression. Additional complications with the Displacement 

scale were that scores are moderately positively skewed and that males' 

and females' scores were heterogeneous, Cochran £ = .636, £ < .01.3 

Nevertheless, the scale was retained because statistical procedures 

used in subsequent analyses were expected to be robust to violations of 

assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variance with large samples 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989). Additional reasons for retaining the 

Displacement scale were that it contains important information and its 

inclusion or exclusion from the factor analyses did not alter the 

composition of the other scales. Results involving the Displacement 

scale should be interpreted cautiously, however. 

A mean cross-structure correlation (the mean of correlations of 

each scale with scales not included in the same category) of .19 and 

the patterns of relationships shown in Table 5 demonstrate that, for 

the most part, coping strategies were interrelated. This is especially 

evident in the inordinately high correlation (r = .71) between 

Retribution and Withdrawal. One way to interpret this relationship is 

that devaluing one's relationship or avoiding one's partner may be 

used, perhaps, to minimize emotional distress or to maintain self-

esteem. However, the effect might also directly influence the 

%one of the other principal variables failed to meet the 
homogeniety of variance assumption. 
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partner's responses, such as inducing jealousy, guilt, the pain of 

rejection, and/or contributing to an actual break-up. Another 

explanation for this result may be that overt behaviors such as 

breaking up and/or going out with another are likely to be preceded by 

indirect and emotion-focused forms of coping such as developing a plan 

about leaving one's partner or reappraising the significance and value 

the relationship or partner. 

In brief, then, there appears to be sufficient statistical support 

for the factor analytic solutions used to reduce, summarize, order, and 

manage the large number of potential modes of coping with a romantic 

jealousy experience. The measures of relationship power, jealousy 

affect, and jealousy,coping will certainly benefit from additional 

programmatic development and investigation with different populations. 

Nevertheless, the scales in their present form appear adequate for 

exploratory research. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

The data analyses are presented in four sections. The first 

examines the construct validity of the Relationship Power Scale. 

In the second section are presented findings pertaining to gender 

differences and to patterns of intercorrelations among the principal 

variables as these relate to specific hypotheses. Focus is placed on 

relationship power and the significance of its associations with 

the jealousy response measures. In the third section relationship 

power is treated as a categorical variable to more closely examine 

its correspondence to the hypotheses and to ascertain whether 

relationship power may play different functions for men and women, 

depending on the level of power each occupies. Finally, the results 

of multiple regression analyses which included additional variables 

are presented to investigate their possible mediational functions in 

the jealousy experience. Although not presented as specific 

hypotheses, relationship jealousy was included in the following 

analyses because its association with other variables provided 

information about the patterns of affect, cognition, and behavior 

which may contribute to the phenomenologial experience of jealousy 

(provided that an inference can be made from a single event). The 

inclusion of relationship jealousy also provided information relevant 

to the construct validity of the other variables. The General Linear 

Model (SAS Institute Inc., 1985), because of its ability to utilize 

dummy coding and accept unequal cell sizes, was utilized for analyses 

of variance. 

38 
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Validation of Relationship Power Scale 

The construct validity of the final form of the Relationship Power 

Scale was investigated by its associations with the established scales 

included in the questionnaire. Correlations of the Relationship Power 

Scale with the validation scales were computed for the total sample as 

well as for males and females separately and are shown in Table 6. 

First, it was hoped that the final measure of relationship power would 

not be substantially confounded by participants' propensity to present 

themselves in a biased manner on the self-report measures. Indeed, 

nonsignificant correlations between Relationship Power Scale and the 

Marlow-Crowne Social Desirability Scale for the entire sample (£ = -lO, 

£ >.05) and for males (_£ = .08, 2, >-05) and females (T_ = .11, £ >»05) 

separately suggested that the scale was not unduly confounded by self-

presentation bias. These results also provided some degree of 

assurance that the self-report measures used in the study were not 

heavily laden with common method variance (as will be seen, social 

desirability was also not substantially correlated with the affect and 

jealousy coping measures). 

Support for the construct validity of the Relationship Power Scale 

was expected to be provided by its convergence with a similar measure 

of the construct. In this regard, the correlation with Sprecher's 

Perceived Power Scale was significant for the total sample (£ = .44, 

p < .01) and for both genders. Further, it was expected that because 

relationship power is thought to be partly determined by the relative 

contribution and investment of resources made by partners, relationship 

power should also be related (inversely) to the absolute investments as 
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Table 6: Cor re la t ions of Re la t ionsh ip Power Scale with the Val idat ion 
Sca le s . 

Validation Scales Total Males Fpnwi<»« 
(£^T6b) (n = 156) (n = 244) 

Marlow-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (alptei = .60) .10 .08 .11 

^recher's PetceivBd Pdwer (alpha» .68) .44* .43* .45* 

Investment Scale (alpte = .83) -.18* -.37* -.03 

Sexual Permissiveness (alpha = .89) .05 -.05 -.02 

Self-^teem Scale (alpha = .88) .02 .001 .03 

Relationship Jealousy Scale (alpte = .86) -.19** -.32* -.09 

* 2 < '05 (two tailed). 

**£< .01 (two tailed). 
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measured by the Investment Scale. This appeared to hold true for 

the entire sample (£ = -.18, £ < .01) and for males (£ = -.37, £ 

< .01). In contrast, however, was the absence of a clear relationship 

for the female sample (£ = -.03, £ > .05). The correlations for 

male and female samples were significantly different from one another 

(£ = 3.47, £ < .001). Similarly, it was reasoned that individuals 

who scored lower on relationship power should report higher scores on 

the Relationship Jealousy Scale. This prediction was borne out for 

the entire sample (_r = -.19, £ < .01) and males (£ = -.32, £ < .01), 

but not for females (£ = -.09, > .05). Again, the correlations for 

males and females were significantly different from one another (z = 

2.34, £ < .01). To provide additional support for the construct 

validity of the Relationship Power Scale, it was reasoned that 

individuals with low relationship power should also hold more 

conservative sexual attitudes and lower levels of self-esteem. This 

did not prove to be the case as indicated by the nonsignificant 

correlations of the Relationship Power Scale with the (sexual) 

Permissiveness scale (£ =» .05, £ > .5) and Rosenberg's (1965) measure 

of self-esteem (r_ = .02, £ > .05). In essence, the data provided some 

support for the validity of the present measure of relationship power. 

However, the support is less unequivocal than desirable, particularly 

as pertains to the meaning of the construct with respect to females in 

the sample. 

Gender Differences and Correlates 
of Relationship Power 

The initial data analysis was conducted to investigate gender 

differences without regard to the possible influence of relationship 
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power. Table 7 presents the means and standard deviations obtained 

for each measure of the principal variables for males and females and 

results of analyses of variance (ANOVAS). It is immediately evident 

that a majority of the expected results did not materialize. 

To begin with, as has been reported by a majority of researchers 

using various concepts and measures of power (see review by Huston, 

1983), the first hypothesis predicted that males would score higher on 

relationship power than females. Although males' scores were higher 

(M = 15.15, SD = 4.10) than females' (M = 14.80, SD = 3.50), this 

difference did not achieve statistical significance, _F (1,398) = .87, 

£ > .05, in the present study. To some extent, this finding may appear 

to reduce or undermine confidence in the premises of the study. 

However, the more germane concern was that relationship power may help 

to explain romantic jealousy as well as the manner in which it is 

experienced and expressed by both men and women. 

Consistent with much of White's work (see White & Mullen, 1989) 

there was no gender difference in self-ratings of levels of jealousy 

experienced in the relationship generally, ¥_ (1,398) = .38, £ > .05. 

However, as posed by hypothesis 2, it was predicted that males woxild 

report higher levels of anger in response to a jealous threat while 

females would report more Intense anxiety. Again, there was no 

statistically significantl difference between males' and females' 

ratings of intensity of either anger, _F (1,398) = .87, £ > .05, or 

anxiety, £ (1,398) = 3.00, £ > .05. 

Perhaps the most striking and unforeseen result of the study was 

the absence of gender differences on the composite measure of direct 

coping tactics, F̂  (1,398) = .89, £ > .05. Whereas males were expected 
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Table 7: Means, SD's, and Results of Analyses of Variance Comparing Males' 
and Females' Scores on Relationship Power, Romantic Jealousy, 
Affect and the Jealousy Coping Strategies. 

Measures Means (Standard Deviat ions) 

Relationship Power 

Relationship Jealousy 

Anger 

Anxiety 

Direct Coping Composite 

Retribution 

Assertion 

Aggression 

Coercion 

Indirect Coping Composite 

Withdrawal 

Self-blame 

Positive Reframing 

Social Comparison 

Displacement 

Males 

15.15 

16.47 

7.46 

11.23 

39.77 

10.14 

14.22 

3 .83 

11.58 

52.58 

11.85 

12.14 

12.34 

10.35 

5.90 

(n - 156) 

( 4 . 1 0 ) 

( 5 . 7 7 ) 

(2 .25 ) 

( 3 . 9 2 ) 

( 9 . 8 5 ) 

( 4 . 7 8 ) 

(4 .92 ) 

(1 .76 ) 

(4 .59 ) 

( 1 4 . 1 2 ) 

( 5 . 1 2 ) 

( 4 . 6 7 ) 

( 4 . 1 7 ) 

( 3 . 9 5 ) 

(3 .00 ) 

Females 

14.80 

16.12 

7.67 

11.90 

38.7 5 

9.41 

13.79 

3.87 

11.69 

49 .92 

10.52 

10.80 

12.24 

11.49 

4.87 

(n = 244) 

( 3 . 5 0 ) 

( 5 . 5 9 ) 

( 2 . 1 0 ) 

( 3 . 6 9 ) 

( 1 0 . 9 1 ) 

( 4 . 2 1 ) 

( 5 . 0 4 ) 

( 2 . 1 1 ) 

( 4 . 9 2 ) 

(12 .96 ) 

( 4 . 6 1 ) 

( 4 . 7 3 ) 

( 4 . 1 2 ) 

( 4 . 1 5 ) 

( 2 . 2 7 ) 

.87 

.38 

.87 

3.001 

.89 

2.58 

.73 

.04 

.05 

3 .72^ 

7.18** 

7.69** 

.06 

7 .44** 

15.24** 

l£ < .10. 

* £ < .05. 

** £ < .01. 
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to score higher than females on the direct coping composite, females 

were hypothesized to score higher than males on the indirect coping 

composite. Although the difference for the indirect coping composite 

approached significance, F̂  (1,398) = 3.72, £ < .10, what was most 

surprising was that the scores were opposite than expected (males' 

M = 52.58, females' M = 49.92). Thus, while the results pertaining to 

the composite measures were remarkable, the third hypothesis was also 

unsupported by the findings. 

With regard to the specific direct/bilateral coping strategies, 

hypothesis 4 predicted higher scores for males on retribution, 

aggression, and coercion, whereas hypothesis 5 predicted that assertive 

strategies would be used more by females. Nonsignificant gender 

differences on each of these scales failed to provide support for 

either hypothesis. 

The findings pertaining to the indirect/ unilateral coping 

strategies were much more telling. Quite unexpectedly, males scored 

significantly higher than females on the use of self-blame, F̂  (1,398) 

= 7.69, £ < .01, and displacement, F̂  (1,398) = 15.24, £^ .0001. No 

gender difference was found for the use of positive reframing £ (1,398) 

= .06, £ > .05. As expected, however, females' scores on social 

comparison were higher than males', £ (1,398) = 7.44, £ < .01. Thus, 

hypothesis 6 held only insofar as pertains to social comparison as a 

jealousy response utilized differently by males and females. Finally, 

hypothesis 7 was supported by the significantly higher scores on 

withdrawal, F̂  (1,388) = 7.18, £ < .01, reported by males. 

To this juncture, the data analysis has centered on gender 

differences. However, each hypothesis related to relationship power as 
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well, and as indicated by hypothesis 8, it was expected that 

relationship power would help to explain how males and females 

responded to their jealousy experiences. Prior to examining these 

questions more closely, it is important to note that, based on 

inspection of residual plots and blvariate scatterplots, there appeared 

to be definitive curvilinear relationships for females between 

relationship power and a niimber of the dependent variables. 

Particularly evident was that females scoring in the middle ranges of 

relationship power, as compared to those in the high or low ranges, 

appeared to report less intense anxiety and lower scores on virtually 

all indirect/unilateral measures of coping. This pattern was not 

clearly indicated with relationship jealousy, anger, nor with the 

direct/bilateral coping strategies. For males, associations between 

relationship power and all dependent variables appeared to be linear. 

With these important qualifications in mind, intercorrelations between 

relationship power, relationship jealousy, and the affect and coping 

scales are presented in Table 8. References to specific hypotheses are 

deferred to the next section which presents the results obtained by 

treating relationship power as a categorical variable, revealing that 

relationship power may have different implications for males and 

females. 

The first column of Table 8 shows the correlations of relationship 

power with each measure of the dependent variables. As discussed 

previously, the association of relationship power and relationship 

jealousy for males was moderate (£ = -.32) and in the predicted 

direction. Males also exhibited the expected inverse correlation 

between relationship power and anxiety (r = -.40). This was also the 
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Table 8: Intercorrelations of Relationship Power, Relationship Jealousy, 
and Jealousy Affect and Coping Responses for Males and Females. 

Measures 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 1 1 2 D 1 4 

1. RelaHonshlp Power (1) 

2. Relationship Joaloiay -.09 (2) 
-.32* (2) 

3. Anger -.07 .38* (3) 
-.06 .28* (3) 

4. Arodety -.15* .21* .17* (4) 
-.40* .21* .33* (4) 

5. Direct Conposlte .07 .38* .47* .29* (5) 
-.14 .44* .34* .32* (5) 

6. Retrlbutloa -.01 .26* .33* .20* .69* (6) 
.00 .41* .32* .16* .71* (6) 

7. AssertLon .10 .05 .04 .23* .51* .08 (7) 
-.11 .01 -.13 .21* .34*-.15 (7) 

8. AggreasioQ -.05 .22* .30* .02 .52* .35*-.01 (8) 
-.02 .26* .21* .03 .46* .31*-.04 (8) 

9. Ooercion .05 .33* .42* .31* .79* .38* .29* .36* (9) 
-.16* .38* .32* .30* .78* .43* .U .29* (9) 

10. Indirect Cooposlte -.16* .27* .15* .55* .50* .54* .22* .14* .31* (10) 
-.39* .37* .16* .44* .59* .57* .18* .21* .34* (10) 

11. Withdrawal - . D * .17* .16* .25* .40* .65* .02 .17* .17* .67* (11) 
- . U .32* .18* .15 .53* .77*-.06 .18* .26* .72* (11) 

12. Self-hlane -.20* .25* .12 .60* .30* .23* .20* .04 .27* .76* .31* (12) 
-.49* .33* .20* .62* .41* .25* .20* .09 .35* .76* .29* (12) 

D . Positive Refrandng -.05 - . D * -.26* .22* .00 .01 .19* - . D * -.08 .53* .15* .28* (13) 
-.14 .00 -.24* .13 .12 .09. .27* .07 - . » .54* .19* .35* (D) 

14. Social Goaparlson -.08 .29* .24* .36* .50* .42* .22* .14* .36* .70* .29* .40* .21* (14) 
-.27* .24* .09 .24* .46* .36* .20* .06 .29* .73* .42* .45* .23* (14) 

15. Displacement .00 .37* .29* .32* .49* .48* .02 .36* .36* .52* .34* .35* -.05 .35* 
-.33* .37* .33* .35* .45* .38* .00 .36* .26* .60* .40* .43*-.OB .38* 

Note: Paarsoa £^s for females (n » 244) are in upper position, nales' ( £ » 156) In lower. 

* P < .05 (one tailed test) . The critlal values of Pearson r. two tailed, are .144 for females and .18 for nales. 
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case for self-blame (£ = -.49), displacement (£ = -.33), and social 

comparison (£ = -.27). The correlations of relationship power with 

positive reframing (£ = -.14) and withdrawal (£ = -.11) were 

nonsignificant. Correlations with the direct coping measures were 

significant only for coercion. However, this relationship did not 

achieve significance with a two-tailed test (£ = -.16, £ > .025) and 

the direction was opposite to that anticipated. 

Concerning females, the possibility of curvilinearity does not 

offer an explanation for the nonsignificant correlations of 

relationship power with measures of relationship jealousy (r -.09), 

anger (£ = -.07), and each of the direct coping scales. On the other 

hand, and despite the presence of curvilinearity, the correlation 

between relationship power and self-blame (£ = -.20) was significant, 

and withdrawal (£ = -.13) achieved significance using a one-tailed 

test. Positive reframing (£ = -.05), social comparison (£ = -.08), and 

displacement (£ = .00) were not correlated with relationship power for 

females. Both genders produced significant correlations between 

relationship power and measures of anxiety (males £ = -.40; females r 

= -.15) and with the indirect coping composite (males £ = -.39; females 

£ = -.16). This pattern suggests that regardless of gender, 

individuals with less relationship power may experience greater anxiety 

and resort to indirect and cognitive forms of jealousy coping. This 

issue will be more closely considered in the next section. 

One of the most notable of the findings pertaining to correlates 

of relationship power was the generally low magnitude of correlations 

for females and the absence of meaningful associations with anger and 

direct coping strategies regardless of gender. A count of correlations 
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among the affect measures and coping strategies scales which 

achieved significance with a one-tailed test revealed that 80 

percent of the 55 possible correlations were significant for females 

whereas 71 percent were significant for males. This is a marked 

difference from the 50 percent of signficant correlations associated 

with relationship power for males and 28.6 percent for females. 

In addition to reinforcing the notion that coping strategies are 

complexly interrelated, these differences lend support to the 

conclusion that the low frequencies and magnitudes of correlations 

with relationship power were not likely to be attributable to some 

anomaly with the affect or coping measures. 

There were some additional relationships among variables that 

deserve note. First, with regards to which forms of affect and 

coping may be associated with the phenomonological experience of 

jealousy—for males and females alike, relationship jealousy appeared 

to have been more closely associated with the experience of anger 

and to a lesser magnitude with anxiety. For males, relationship 

jealousy was most strongly associated with retribution (£ = '41), 

followed by coercion (£ = '38), displacement (£ = -37), self-blame 

(£ = .33), and withdrawal (£ = .32). Among females, relationship 

jealousy appeared to be most strongly related to displacement 

(£ = .37), an indirect coping strategy, followed by coercion 

(r = .33), and another indirect coping strategy, social comparison 

(r =* .29). For both genders, relationship jealousy was least 

associated with assertion and positive reframing. Indeed, for 

females, positive reframing and relationship jealousy were inversely 

related (r = -.13). 
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For males and females, anger was more closely associated with 

the direct coping composite (males' £ = .34, female's £ = .47) 

than with the indirect coping composite (males' r = .16, female's 

£ " .15). Among males, anger was most closely associated with 

displacement (£ = .33), retribution (£ = .32), and coercion (£ = .32) 

For women this relationship was strongest with coercion (£ = .42). 

For both genders, anger and assertion were least related. Concerning 

anxiety, males' and females' scores were strongly correlated with the 

indirect coping compos^ite (£ = .44, £ = .55, respectively) and to a 

lesser extent, with the direct coping composite (£ = .32, £ = .29, 

respectively). Among specific coping strategies, anxiety was most 

strongly correlated with self-blame for males and females alike 

(£ = .62, £ = .60, respectively) and least correlated with aggression 

(£ = .02, £ » .03, respectively). 

Comparisons of Gender and 
Relationship Power Status 

In addition to weakening the magnitude of correlations 

pertaining to the female sample, the presence of curvilinearity 

between relationship power and several of the other variables also 

restricted the use of various planned analyses (i.e., analysis of 

covariance, discriminant analysis). Relatedly, the application of 

score transformations was considered; however, because the objective 

of the study was try to understand the possible function of 

relationship power rather than merely to predict various of the 

dependent variables, it was decided to treat relationship power 

as a categorical variable with three levels. This was accomplished 
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by classifying individuals falling approximately one-half standard 

deviation below the mean of relationship power (scores of 13 or less) 

as "low power status." Those with scores approximately one-half 

standard deviation above the mean (scores of 17 or more) were grouped 

as "high power status." Scores in the middle range were classified 

as "equitable power status." The split achieved a relatively even 

gender distribution between low, equitable, and high power statuses 

(£'s for males = 45, 58, 53; £'s for females = 83, 82, 79, 

respectively; Chi-square = 1.22, £ > .05). 

To protect against familywise Type I error, a two-by-three 

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted using gender 

and relationship power status as independent variables and relationship 

jealousy, anger, anxiety, and the direct and indirect coping composites 

served as the dependent variables. This analysis produced significant 

effects for relationship power status, Pillai's Trace = .126, JF 

(10,780) = 5.24, £ < .0001; for gender, Pillai's Trace = .036, £ 

(5,390) = 2.87, £ < .025; as well as a significant interaction, 

Pillai's Trace = .068, £ (10,780) = 2.77, £ < .01. Table 9 presents 

means, standard deviations, and the results of the univariate analyses 

of variance (ANOVAS) for each of the dependent variables included in 

the MANOVA. The Type III sums of squares (SS) function, also referred 

to as "partial sums of squares" (SAS Institute, 1985), was applied in 

order to manage the unequal £'s and because the procedure allowed for 

estimation of the magnitude to which variance attributable to gender 

may be explained by relationship power. That is, when the independent 

variables are orthogonal, the Type III SS is produced when the effects 

of a specific variable (i.e., gender) are added last to the model. 
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Table 9; Results of Gender by Relationship Power Status Analyses 
of Variance. 

Jealousy Response Measures 

Relationship Power Statis 
( 

RelatLooshlp Jealousy 

Low Power (HF 128) 
Equitable Pdwer (DP 140) 
High Power (np 132) 

Anger 

Low Power (np 128) 
Equitable Pbwer (n= 140) 
Hlgji Power ( I F 132) 

Anxiety 

Low Power (n= 128) 
Equitable Power (n» 140) 
Higji Power (IF» 132) 

Direct/Bilateral Coping (locnposite 

Low Power (HF 128) 
Equitable Power (n» 140) 
Higji Power (np 132) 

Means 

Males 
n = 156) 

18.36^ 
16.71 
14.47^ 

7.76 
7.38 
7.30 

12.98^ 
11.911> 
9 . 0 0 ^ 

41.62 
39.07 
38.96 

laHrect/Qnilateral Cbping Composite 

Low Power (n= 128) 
Equitable Power (n= 140) 
High Power (IF= 132) 

58.47^ 
53.62*^ 
4 6 . 4 3 ^ 

oT^tx^a a ino 

Fenales 
(n = 244) 

16.71 
15.61 
16.01 

7.84 
7.55 
7.61 

12.45 
11.43 
11.82 

38.53 
37.27 
40.53 

58.83c 
45,45cxie 
50.46 d 

a-i arri-fl nartt- • 

Analysis of Variance 
(Type n i SS) 

Source 

Gender 
Power Status 
(lender X Power 

Gender 
Power Status 
Gender X Power 

Gender 
Power Status 
Gender X Power 

(lender 
Power Status 
Gender X Power 

Gender 
Power Status 
Get¥der X Power 

frar nai rxr{ OA rnmn 

1 

.60 
5.12* 
3.01 

.71 

.99 

.08 

2.58 
12.25** 
8.86** 

1.05 
1.23 
1.63 

4.90* 
12.69** 
7.71** 

arianna f^ 

Effect 
Size 

.14 
2.51 
1.47 

.18 

.50 

.00 

.60 
5.66 
4.09 

.26 

.61 

.81 

1.12 
5.80 
3.52 

•«Vio^f o 

P < .05). 

Note: £*s for Low, Equitable, and High Power males = 45, 58, 53, respectively; for females, 
£'s =83, 82, 79, respectively. 

Note: Effect size equals percent of variance accounted for. 

* £ < .05, Scheffe; **£< .01, Scheffe, 
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A significant main effect for relationship power status was 

produced by the univariate ANOVA applied to relationship jealousy, £ 

(1,398) = 5.12, £ < .01. Employment of Scheffe's multiple comparison 

procedure to control for Type I familywise error, suggested the result 

was principally attributable to males' scores on relationship jealousy. 

More specifically, males, but not females, occupying the low 

relationship power status scored higher on self-reported relationship 

jealousy than did males classified in the high relationship power 

status. 

Because of the meager results reported previously (see Table 7) 

concerning gender differences in the jealousy emotions and the direct 

coping strategies, meaningful changes in gender effects were not 

expected for these variables when variance associated with relationship 

power was partialed out from gender. This proved to be the case as 

is evidenced by a comparison of the F̂  scores presented on Table 9 to 

those produced by the omnibus ANOVAS presented on Table 7. For that 

matter, with the exception of the indirect coping composite, 

controlling for the variance attributed to relationship power status 

did not alter the results of any of the significance tests pertaining 

to gender. This included significance tests of the specific 

direct/bilateral and indirect/unilateral coping strategies. As 

regards the indirect coping composite, the inclusion of relationship 

power status appears to have actually enhanced the effect for gender 

(F^[gender] = 3.72, £ > .05; ¥_ [gender : power] = 4.90, £ < .05). 

This suggests, that to some extent, relationship power may have acted 

as a suppressor variable in the analysis of the indirect coping 

composite. 
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In addition to the absence of a gender differences, there were no 

significant main effects for relationship power status nor significant 

interactions on ANOVAs pertaining to anger and the direct coping 

composite. Parenthetically, a separate gender by relationship power 

status MANOVA was conducted with each the specific direct/bilateral 

coping strategies serving as dependent variables. As expected, the 

results revealed no significant effect attributable to gender, Pillai's 

Trace = .021, V_ (8,784) = 1.06, £ > .05. However, there was also no 

significant effect for relationship power status, Pillai's Trace = .01, 

_F (4,391) = 1.17, £ > .05; nor a significant interaction, Pillai's 

Trace = .026, F̂  (8,784) = 1.30, £ > .05. Due to concern about the 

skewed distribution of aggression, a categorical variable was developed 

by classifying respondents' responses on the three items comprising the 

scale into whether or not a physically aggressive response was 

utilized. Ninety-eight respondents reported using physical aggression, 

but neither the distributions of aggression by gender (Chi-square = 

.44, £ > .05) nor aggression by power status (Chi-square = 2.86, £ > 

.05) were significant. 

Generally, these findings provided little support for hypothesis 

2 pertaining to anger, hypothesis 3 concerning the direct coping 

composite, nor hypotheses 4 and 5 dealing with specific direct/ 

bilateral coping strategies. Suggested is that the effects of 

gender and relationship power may be quite insignificant as concerns 

these variables. More importantly, the findings failed to support 

hypothesis 8 which proposed that relationship power might help to 

explain gender differences and the manner in which both males and 

females respond to jealousy experiences. As will be seen, however. 
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different conclusions are suggested by the data concerning anxiety and 

the indirect coping strategies. 

Before considering the meaning of the interaction patterns, some 

other findings pertaining to the indirect/unilateral coping strategies 

should be examined. All of the indirect/unilateral coping scales were 

first included as dependent variables in a gender by relationship power 

status MANOVA. The procedure yielded a significant effect for gender, 

Pillai's Trace = .118, £(5,309) = 10.47, £ < .05; a significant effect 

for relationship power status, Pillai's Trace = .107, JF(10,780) = 4.44, 

£ < .05; as well as a significant interaction, Pillai's Trace = .07, B; 

(10,782) = 3.01, £ < .05. The results of the univariate ANOVAs and 

subsequent pairwise comparisons (using Scheffe's multiple comparison 

procedure) are presented in Table 10. Except for withdrawal, all of 

the ANOVAs yielded significant interactions. For withdrawal, the main 

effect for gender was principally due to significantly lower scores of • 

females classified in the equitable power status as compared to males 

in the same category. No differences were found for males in different 

power statuses. However, equitable power status females endorsed the 

use of withdrawal significantly less than either of the other two 

groups of females. No gender or relationship power differences were 

observed for positive reframing, but these may have been obscured to 

some degree by the presence of the interaction. Pairwise comparisons 

were made of positive reframing despite the absence of a main effect in 

order to better understand the meaning of the interaction. The 

interaction may be attributable to the significantly higher positive 

reframing scores of the equitable power males as compared to the high 

power males as well as to the equitable power females. 
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Table 10: Results of Gender by Relationship Power Status Analyses of 
Variance for each Indi rec t /Uni la tera l Coping Strategy. 

Jealousy Response Measures 

Relationship Power Status 

WithdraMol 

Low Power (np 128) 
Equitable Power (n= 140) 
High Power (a= 132) 

Self-hlamR 

Low Power (np 128) 
Equitable Power (n= 140) 
Higji Power (n» 132) 

Means 

Malps 
(n = 156) 

12.64 
11.53c 
11.51 

14.87^c 
12.43ad 

9.51^ 

FaoBles 
(n = 244) 

U.84a 
8.90 a ^ 

10.82^ 

U . 9 5 l ^ 
9.88 J ^ 

10.56 

Analysis of Variance 
(Type n i SS) 

Source 

Gender 
Power Status 
Gender X Power 

Gen\pr 
Power Status 
Goader X Power 

_F 

7.97** 
5.76** 
1.75 

10.21** 
17.21** 
7.51** 

Effect 
Size 

1.90 
2.75 

.83 

2.28 
7.95 
3.36 

Positive Reframing 

Low Power (n= 128) 
Equitable Power (DP 140) 
Hi^. Power (np 132) 

Social (}omparison 

Low Power (OP 128) 
Equitable POwer (n= 140) 
Higji Power (n= 132) 

Displacement 

Low Power (np 128) 
Equitable Power (np 140) 
Higji Power (np 132) 

12.71 
13 .2*^ 
11.04^ 

11.20^ 
10.79 
9.15 ^c 

7 . 0 4 ^ 
5.62^ 
5.23^ 

12.77 
11.681> 
12.25 

12.28 t> 
10.53 ^̂  
11.66 c 

4.99 fc> 
4.45 c 
5.16 

Gender 
Power Status 
Gender X Power 

Gender 
Power Status 
Gender X Power 

Gender 
Power Status 
(lender X Power 

.05 
2.39 
3.79* 

7.20** 
3.74* 
3.88* 

17.60** 
5.24** 
4.07** 

.00 
1.18 
1.87 

1.72 
1.79 
1.86 

4.12 
3.96 
2.20 

Note: Figures with common siq)erscripts are significant for pairwise caparisons (Scheffe, 
P < .05). 

Note: £ 's for Low, Equitable, and Hlgji Power males =45, 58, 53, respectively; for females, 
£»s = 83, 82, 79, respectively. 

Note: Effect size equals percent of variance accounted for. 

* £ < .05, Scheffe; * * £ < .01, Scheffe. 
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Figure 1 is presented to help interpret the meaning of the gender 

by relationship power status interactions. Only variables on which a 

significant interaction occurred are illustrated. On the ordinate are 

presented z-score transformations of the dependent variable means. 

The first observation made is that the interaction patterns are 

essentially uniform for anxiety, the indirect coping composite, self-

blame, social comparison, and to a slightly different degree, 

displacement. Generally, it appears that, with the possible exception 

of positive reframing, males exhibited the expected linear relationship 

between relationship power (in this case, relationship power status) 

and the various dependent variables. In each case, low relationship 

power status males scored higher on the respective dependent variable 

measure than either one or both of the other classes of males. 

Equitable power status males also scored higher than high power status 

males on anxiety, the indirect composite, and self-blame. 

The effect of relationship power status appears to have been quite 

different for females. Each plot shows a definitive "V" shaped pattern 

suggesting that females in the equitable power status scored lower than 

the two other groups of females. A similar pattern was exhibited with 

withdrawal (though the interaction was not significant). Moreover, 

despite the characteristic pattern on females' scores on anxiety, 

positive reframing, and displacement, pairwise comparisons failed to 

achieve significance. Females classified as equitable power status did 

score significantly lower than one or both of the other classes of 

females on the indirect composite, withdrawal, self-blame, and social 

comparison. In no case was there a significant difference between 

females in the low and high relationship power statuses. 
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ANXIETY 

z 

S 
c 
o 
r 
e 

1.0 
.9 
.8 
.7 
.6 
.5 
.4 
.3 
.2 
.1 

0 .0 
- . 1 
- . 2 
- . 3 
- . 4 
- . 5 
- . 6 
- . 7 
- . 8 

Males 
Females 

LOW POWER EQUITABLE POWER HIGH POWER 

INDIRECT COPING COMPOSITE 

z 

S 
c 
o 
r 
e 

1.0 
.9 
.8 
.7 
.6 
.5 
.4 
.3 
.2 
.1 

0 .0 
- . 1 
- . 2 
- . 3 
- . 4 
- . 5 
- . 6 
- . 7 
- . 8 

-

LOW 

V 
s 

\ 

POWER 

Males 
Females 

\ 

EQUITABLE POWER HIGH POWER 

Figure 1. Z-score Plots for Dependent Variables on which 
significant Gender by Relationship Power Status Interactions were 
found. 



58 

SELF-BLAME 
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Figure 1. Continued. 
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SOCIAL COMPARISON 
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Figure 1. Continued, 
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Despite some telling, and some not so telling results revealed by 

the above analyses, the effect sizes shown on Tables 9 and 10 are less 

than impressive, even in cases where the comparisons were quite strong. 

Variables on which males and females differed (i.e., age, 

relationship status (broken-up versus involved), length of time since 

the event, duration or relationship, self-esteem, sexual 

permissiveness, and social desirability) were each included in separate 

analyses of covariance. In no case did the inclusion of these 

variables result in alteration of significance tests. 

The Relative Significance of Relationship Power 
and Other Variables for Males and Females 

In order to better understand the relative significance of 

gender, relationship power, and other variables in the jealousy 

process, various forms of post hoc analyses were conducted. Because 

most analyses yielded similar conclusions, and for the sake of brevity, 

only semipartial correlations produced by a series of stepwise multiple 

regressions are examined here. Table 11 displays, for males and 

females, semipartial correlations for those variables which contributed 

sufficient unique variance (£ < .05) for retention in each regression.4 

Included as independent variables (regressors) were measures of social 

^The stepwise regression procedure initially evaluates all 
independent variables (IV's) simultaneously and enters into the 
regression the IV with the largest zero-order, absolute value 
correlation with the dependent variable (DV). In subsequent steps, the 
IV with the largest semipartial correlation is entered and IV's 
previously entered may be dropped should the proportion of variance 
explained no longer satisfy the significance criteria. The semipartial 
correlation represents the association between the IV and DV where the 
linear relationship of the IV with other IV's have been removed 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989). 
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Table 11 : For Males and Females, Resul ts of Stepwise Regressions 
Applied to Each of the Romantic Jealousy Components. 

Dependent Variables 

Independent Variables (see note) 

Relationship Jealousy 

Relationship Power 
Sexual Permissiveness 
Self-esteem 
Length of Relationship 
Age 
Security 
emulative R-squared, £ < .05. 

Anger 

Investment 
Sexual Permissiveness 
Self-esteem 
Length of Relationship 
Age 
Ounulative R-squared, £ < .05. 

Anxiety 

Relationship Power 
Investment 
Self-esteem 
Qjoilatlve R-squared, £ < .05. 

Direct Coping Composite 

Investment 
Sexual Permissiveness 
Lengdi of Relationship 
Agie 
Severity of Jealousy Situation 
Relationship Status 
QuulativeR-Squared, £ < .05. 

Retribution 

Investment 
Sexual Permissiveness 
Self-esteem 
Security 
Qioilative R-squared, £ < .05. 

Squared Semipartial Correlations 

Males (n = 156) Fonales (n = 244) 

.105 

.104 

.029 
—— 

— -

.043 

.281 

.045 

.041 
— 

— 

.066 

.162 
— 

.028 

.190 

.023 
— 

— 

— 

.069 

.093 

.071 

.140 
— 

— 

.211 

.015 
— 

.016 

.035 

.036 

.021 

.123 

.073 
,07h 
— 

.020 

.026 

.143 

.020 

.017 

.067 

.104 

.064 

.038 

.026 

.034 

.015 

.023 

.200 

.062 

.028 

.020 

.110 
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Dependent Variables 

Independent Variables 

Squared Sffrripaiffal Correlations 

^feles (n = 156) Females (n = 244) 

Assertion 

Relationship Power 
Investment 
Cunilatlve R-aquared, £ < .05. 

Aggression 

Investment 
Sexual Permissiveness 
Age 
Ounulative R-squared, £ < .05. 

Coersion 

Time Since Event 
Investment 
Lengtii of Relationship 
A@B 
Cuailative R-squared, £ < .05. 

Indirect Coping Gonqosite 

Relationship Power 
Sexual Pennissiveness 
Length of Relationship 
Security 
Cuailative R-squared, £ < .05. 

Withdrawal 

RelatlGoship Power 
Investment 
Sexual Permissiveness 
Length of Relationship 
Security 
emulative R-squared, £ < .05. 

Self-Blame 

Relationship Power 
Self-esteem 
Relationship Statis 
Security 
emulative R-squared, £ < .05, 

.047 

.047 

.064 
— 

.064 

— 

— 

— 

.000 

.150 
— 

— 

.063 

.213 

.032 

.026 

.080 
— 

.042 

.179 

.242 
— 

— 

.032 

.274 

.OU 

.030 

.042 

.032 

.028 

.026 

.086 

.035 

.079 

.028 

.022 

.181 

.019 

.018 

.026 
— 

.062 

— 

— 

.036 

.092 

.128 

.024 

.020 

.OW 
— 

.083 
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Table 11: Continued, 

Dependent Variables 

Independent Variables 

PositJ.ve Reframing 

Social Desirability 
Length of Relationship 
emulative R-squared, £ < .05. 

Social Gofiiq>arison 

Relationship Status 
Relationship Power 
Cunulative R-squared, £ < .05. 

THspl^vpniprrt-

Soclal Desirability 
Relationship Power 
Sexual Permissiveness 
Relationship Status 
Qnulative R-squared, £ < .05. 

Squared Semipartial 

MEiles (n = 

^ . ^ 

— 

.000 

^__ 

.072 

.072 

.072 

.107 

.025 
— 

.184 

156) 

Correlations 

Females (n = 244) 

.018 

.048 

.066 

.021 
— 

.021 

.020 
— 

.039 

.021 

.080 

Note: Semipartial correlations were derived from stepwise regression analyses 
applied tx> each of the dependent variables. Only variables which achieved 
significance at £ < .05 for males and/or females are listed on the table. 
For each regressicxi, predictor variables entered as contiruous variables 
included: Relationship Power, Investment, Sexual Permissiveness, Self-esteem, 
Social Desirability, Length of Relationship, Length of time since event. 
Entered as categorical variables were: Age (19 and younger, older than 19), 
Severity of Jealousy Situation (Questiai 81, items 1 and 2 = severe, items 3, 
4, 5 = less severe). Relationship Status (broken-r^), still involved), 
and Security (Question 16, certainty of partner's fidelity, uncertain of 
partner's fidelity). 
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desirability, self-esteem, investment, sexual permissiveness, length of 

time since the jealousy incident, and length of relationship. Several 

additional variables were treated as categorical variables to 

accommodate the format of the questionnaire. These included: age (19 

and under, older than 19), relationship status (broken-up versus 

involved), degree of security (certain about partner's fidelity versus 

uncertain, question 16), and severity of the jealousy experience 

(question 81 collapsed into serious versus less serious types of 

jealousy events).^ 

It is important to note that these analyses were conducted for 

exploratory purposes and that the magnitude of the associations 

reflected on Table 11 must be interpreted cautiously for several 

reasons. As discussed previously, failure of linearity on some 

dependent variables for females is likely to have resulted in an 

underestimation of the significance of relationship power. This 

concern applies as well to the regression procedures reviewed here. 

Similarly, the effect of treating continuous variables as categorical 

variables is also likely to have been to diminish the magnitude of 

their associations to dependent variables. Further, due the greater 

power associated with the larger size of the female sample, regressions 

for females were likely to have resulted in the retention of a greater 

^Some significant differences were observed in ANOVAS applied to 
various of the categorical variables (utilizing Scheffe's multiple 
comparison test to control for familywise error). For instance, 
individuals reporting about a former relationship, in comparison to 
those in continuing relationships, scored higher on relationship 
jealousy, anger, direct and indirect composites, retribution, 
withdrawal, self-blame, social comparison, and displacement. Those 
reporting about more serious events (Question 82 collapsed into two 
groups) scored higher than those involved in less serious events on the 
two composite coping measures as well as on retribution and withdrawal. 
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number of variables at the .05 level of significance. A scan 

of the table demonstrates that this was the case. Yet, it is 

particularly noteworthy that despite the greater number of variables 

retained in the regressions for the female sample, the cumulative 

amount of variance accounted for was markedly less than for the male 

sample in a majority of cases. The exceptions were the regressions 

for coercion and positive reframing, in which cases none of the 

regressors achieved significance for males. Relatedly, and somewhat 

surprisingly, for females the greatest amount of variance accounted 

for (20%) pertained to the regression of the direct coping composite. 

However, even on this variable, what is readily apparent is that there 

was a relatively uniform sharing of variance among so many of the 

independent variables. Regressions for males, in contrast, revealed 

that in most cases only a few variables were retained, but these 

accounted for a substantially greater proportion of variance. 

Relationship power, degree of investment in the relationship, 

and permissiveness in sexual attitudes all were among the most 

important predictors of the dependent variables, but there was 

considerable variation in the magnitude of their importance. For 

males, relationship power and sexual permissiveness were relatively 

strong predictors of relationship jealousy, yet each had a different 

relationship to anger and anxiety. More specifically, the strongest 

predictor of males' experience of anxiety in response to a jealousy 

threat was relationship power, and, as may be recalled from previous 

data, males with relatively less power reported experiencing greater 

anxiety. Relationship power, however, appears to have had little, if 

any, bearing on either males' or females' anger responses or their 
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engagement of direct coping strategies. Rather, relationship power 

was primarily related to the use of indirect coping strategies, and 

the strength of this association was greater for males. The results 

of the regression analyses also suggest that in attempting to 

understand the manner in which males and females experience and cope 

with romantic jealousy, it may be particularly worthwhile to more 

closely examine the role of beliefs and attitudes toward sexuality, 

especially as concerns males' jealousy experience. Likewise, 

relationship variables such as the extent of one's investment in the 

partner and relationship may also be important variables, especially 

for females. 

Both self-esteem and security about the partner's fidelity were 

significant predictors of relationship jealousy. However, only self-

esteem was significantly related to affect responses, and, for that 

matter, was the strongest predictor of females' anxiety. The 

importance of security was related primarily to relationship jealousy 

and to the use of some indirect coping strategies. However, the 

results suggest that security about the partner's fidelity may have 

been somewhat more significant for males than females. The exception 

was that security was the strongest predictor of females' reports of 

using withdrawal to manage jealousy. Age and length of relationship 

were retained as significant predictors of anger and a number of the 

coping strategies, but only for the females. 

It was expected that social desirability and the length of time 

since the jealousy experience occurred might correspond in some manner 

to the self-report measures of the dependent variables. The results 

suggest that neither variable was very significant. There were only 
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rather trivial associations of females' reports of the length of time 

since the jealousy experience with their use of coercive and positive 

reframing strategies. Social desirability was retained as a 

significant predictor only in the regressions concerning displacement 

for both genders and positive reframing for females. It was also 

expected that the severity of the jealousy experience (e.g., infidelity 

versus flirting) would contribute substantially to participants' 

reports of their affective experiences and their jealousy coping. 

Quite unexpectedly, this was not evidenced by the regression analyses, 

and only in the case of the direct coping composite did this variable 

remain in the regression. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

Overview of Findings 

Conventional wisdom and a preponderance of reported research has 

emphasized that in contemporary western society, men are encouraged to 

wield instrumental skills and emotional responses which are associated 

with positions of dominance and greater power (cf. Brehm, 1985; Huston, 

1983). Falbo and Peplau (1980) proposed that asymmetries in power 

within relationships may account for differences in influence tactics 

used by men and women. Along a similar line, this study was designed 

to investigate White's (White, 1977, 1980; White & Mullen, 1989) 

proposal that understanding the power dynamics of a romantic 

relationship should explain, in part, the manner in which men and women 

respond to and manage jealousy. 

Quite unexpectedly, males' and females' scores on the Relationship 

Power Scale were found not to be significantly different from each 

other. This finding posed an interesting interpretive challenge 

insofar as it brought to the fore questions regarding the construct 

validity of the Relationship Power Scale, especially in view of the 

quite dramatic gender differences in the validity study of the scale. 

Thus, one conclusion that may be drawn from these findings is that the 

Relationship Power Scale was not a valid or reliable measure of 

relationship power, particularly as concerns females in the sample. A 

more preferable conclusion is that there was, in fact, no gender 

difference in relationship power but the meaning and importance of 

relationship power may have been quite different for males and females. 

68 
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In particular, relationship power appears to have played greater 

prominence in the jealousy experiences of males than of females, but 

the results also suggest that it may be important to examine which 

level of relationship power is considered. Support for this conclusion 

is examined more closely as results pertaining to specific jealousy 

components are reviewed. 

Affective Responses 

Based on a priori reasoning and supportive research, it was 

expected that males and romantic partners who occupied high power 

positions in their relationship would report experiencing more intense 

anger in response to a jealousy experience while those in low power 

positions would report more intense internalized emotions such as fear, 

anxiety, guilt, and depression (collectively referred to as "anxiety"). 

Surprisingly, no differences were found between males' and females' 

reports of anger intensity and there also appeared to be no support for 

an association between anger and relationship power. These findings 

are not consistent with previous research by Bryson (1976, 1977; 

Shettel-Neuber, Bryson, & Young, 1978) and Hupka and Eshett (1988) 

pertaining to gender, and White's (1985) study of gender and power. It 

is important to note, however, that Bryson*s as well as Hupka and 

Eshett's studies involved responses to hypothetical jealousy 

situations. In contrast, Amstutz (1982), studying a population which 

was actually jealous, also was unable to report gender differences in 

affective responses. 

Although there was no difference between males' and females* 

scores on the anxiety response measure, the correlations between 
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anxiety and relationship power were significant and supportive of the 

conclusion that the less power held in the relationship, the greater 

the intensity of anxiety experienced in response to a jealousy threat. 

The females' data were somewhat daunting, however, because this 

association was not quite so straightforward. Females occupying the 

high and low ranges of relationship power appeared to report more 

intense anxiety than those in the middle ranges. To help unravel the 

implications of this observation, participants were grouped into low, 

equitable, and high relationship power statuses based on their scores 

on the relationship power scale. Subsequent analyses provided support 

for the possibility of a differential correspondence between 

relationship power and anxiety for males and females. As discussed 

below, similar patterns were found for most of the indirect/unilateral 

coping strategies. 

Direct/Bilateral Jealousy Coping 

Consistent with published research reviewed in the initial chapter 

pertaining to jealousy coping (cf. Amstutz, 1982; Bryson, 1976; Buunk, 

1982; Francis, 1977; Shettel-Neuber, Bryson, & Young, 1978; White, 

1981d) and with literature concerned with power strategies (see review 

by Huston, 1983), it was predicted that males and individuals scoring 

high on relationship power would report greater use of direct/bilateral 

coping strategies, generally, as well as more specific direct/bilateral 

modes including retribution, aggression, and coercion. This prediction 

was based on the premise that these individuals were more likely to be 

concerned with maintaining power and self-esteem, while females and low 

power partners would be expected to be more concerned with protecting 
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the relationship. Likewise, it was expected that females and low 

relationship power partners, because they would be inclined to attempt 

to restore power inequity as well as to maintain the relationship, 

would endorse greater use of assertive strategies. Unfortunately, 

there were no gender differences on any of these direct/bilateral 

coping measures and only a weak inverse correlation of relationship 

power and coercion was observed for males. Moreover, subsequent 

analyses of variance failed to demonstrate that either gender or 

relationship power status had any bearing on the use of the 

direct/bilateral forms of jealousy coping. 

Indirect/Unilateral Jealousy Coping 

Whereas the predictions pertaining to anger and direct/bilateral 

coping were not borne out, the findings regarding anxiety and the 

indirect/unilateral strategies were qviite revealing and suggested that 

relationship power may, indeed, have important ramifications for the 

manner in which males and females respond to and cope with jealousy and 

that, in part, these differences may depend on which level of power is 

considered. For example, in addition to decreased anxiety, females 

with an equitable power distribution in their relationship resorted 

less frequently to indirect/unilateral modes of coping, generally, than 

other females or than equitable status males. On the other hand, it 

was the high power males who reported using these strategies less 

frequently. For the most part, similar patterns held for self-blame, 

social comparison, and displacement. As expected, social comparison 

was used to a greater extent by females than males, the exception being 

equitable status females. Contrary to expectation, the findings 
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suggested that males, rather than females were more likely to engage in 

self-blame and displacement. But when examined more closely, these 

gender differences were manifested primarily when men and women 

occupied low and equitable power statuses. In the case of positive 

reframing, however, relationship power may have been pertinent only 

insofar as it was more frequently used by equitable status males. 

As expected, males reported greater use of withdrawal (and 

avoidance/denial) than did females, but closer examination of the data 

suggested that much of this effect may be attributable to females 

occupying the equitable power status. Not only were these females less 

likely than males to withdraw or avoid the situation, they were also 

less likely to do so than females in either low or high power statuses. 

What was unexpected, however, was that the correlation between 

relationship power and withdrawal was opposite than predicted. 

Generally, the less power participants reported having in their 

relationship, the more they reported using withdrawal or avoidance to 

cope with the jealousy experience. The exception was that high power 

females did not differ from low power females. It would appear 

possible to infer that low power partners might avoid or withdraw from 

a potential jealousy conflict because they lack direct/bilateral 

options or because these options might lead to the estrangement of the 

more powerful partner, but this conclusion is contradicted by the 

absence of differences in direct/bilateral coping strategies. There is 

an alternative possibility. For males and females alike, withdrawal 

was moderately correlated with anxiety and self-blame, and most 

strongly with retribution. It seems possible that withdrawal, rather 

than being engaged primarily to preserve the relationship, to maintain 
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self-esteem, or even to enhance power status, may principally serve the 

function of allaying negative emotions such as fear, depression, anger, 

and possibly revenge. As regards the original hypotheses, then, the 

findings suggest that only in the case of the high power females might 

withdrawal function to maintain self-esteem and/or the powerful 

position. Alternatively, it may also be reasoned that positions of 

high power afford these individuals the option of withdrawing or 

avoiding due to the security of having a more dependent partner. 

Ancillary Findings 

Evidence of correspondence among the affective and jealousy coping 

strategies and participants' reports of relationship jealousy provided 

support for the construct validity of these measures. One way to 

evaluate this is in terms of "prototypic jealousy responses." That is, 

responses that are typical of a particular basic-level emotion domain 

should be reliably linked (Sharpsteen, 1991). The related question 

is whether there exists support for different jealousy prototypes for 

male and females. 

The findings suggested that for males and females alike, anger 

and, to a lesser degree, anxiety were positively related to 

relationship jealousy and to virtually every mode of jealousy coping. 

An important exception was that anger was uncorrelated with assertive 

strategies. Parenthetically, there is no basis for concluding whether 

assertion may have been engaged because participants experienced less 

intense anger. It can also be reasoned that the intensity of anger may 

have been diminished by the engagement of assertive responses and/or 

other forms of coping which may have preceded the engagement of 

assertion. This bears on the question of direction of causality and 
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the transactional nature of jealousy processes which is deferred for 

the present. It was also somewhat surprising that aggression was not 

more strongly related to relationship jealousy, which suggests that, to 

some degree, there may have been a definitive self-presentation bias 

operating in the case of aggression. This observation is further 

supported by the relatively weak correspondence between anger and 

aggression. 

As expected, for males and females alike, anger tended to be more 

closely associated with direct/bilateral coping strategies and anxiety 

with indirect/unilateral coping. Whereas anxiety was strongly 

correlated with self-blame and uncorrelated with aggression for both 

sexes, the correspondence of anger with jealousy coping varied. For 

males and females alike, anger was moderately associated with 

retribution, coercion, and displacement. However, females', but not 

males', reports of anger were also correlated with self-blame and 

social comparison. Males' reports of relationship jealousy were most 

closely correlated with coercion, retribution, displacement, 

withdrawal, and, surprisingly, self-blame. Females appeared to most 

strongly associate relationship jealousy with displacement, coercion, 

and social comparison. In summary, the patterns of intercorrelations 

among relationship jealousy and the jealousy components provided 

support for the construct validity of these measures and suggestive 

evidence that in some respects men and women may experience jealousy in 

phenomenologically different ways. 

Concluding Observations 

Whereas the findings suggest that power may, indeed, be an 

important variable to study, the manner in which men and women respond 
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to and cope with jealousy also may be influenced by the interplay of a 

host of other variables. For example, among the important predictors 

of males' affect and coping were their attitudes regarding sexuality 

and the degree of security or confidence held about the partners' 

sexual fidelity. For females, the relationships of jealousy components 

with other variables appear to be far more complex and the findings 

point to the likelihood that qualitative aspects of the relationship 

may be particularly important. For instance, the strongest predictors 

of females' jealousy coping, above and beyond the significance of 

relationship power, were the length of the relationship and the 

absolute level of investment made in the partner and relationship. 

These patterns are consistent with the frequently made observation that 

men's jealousy is centered on sexual threats whereas women's jealousy 

stems from threats to the relationship (cf., Bryson, 1977; Clanton & 

Smith, 1977, White & Mullen, 1989). 

The results of this study are remarkable in certain respects. 

Among these is that when all the evidence is considered, what seems 

most clear is that the similarities between males and females in this 

sample were far more striking than the differences. Although absence 

of significant findings for anger and the direct/bilateral coping 

strategies may be an important finding in and of itself, the uncovering 

of a differential relationship between gender and relationship power as 

concerns anxiety and the indirect/unilateral jealousy coping may be 

most significant. What was most telling is that the findings suggest 

that females who occupy positions of relative high power and those in a 

low power status in their relationships appeared to have experienced 

similar intensities of anxiety in response to a jealousy threat and 
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reported similar modes of jealousy coping. In a sense, the findings 

suggest that jealousy is least troublesome for females who share an 

equitable distribution of power with their partners and most 

troublesome for those in the low and high power statuses. Males appear 

to have struggled most when low in relationship power and least when 

they held to more powerful position. There exists some interesting 

parallels between these patterns and frequent observations made by 

researchers concerned specifically with power. For example, based on 

her extensive review of literature on power in intimate relationships, 

Brehm (1985) concluded that, generally, female-dominated relationships 

may be less satisfying, particularly for the female, than either 

egalitarian or male-dominated relationships. For males "power and 

happiness . . . appear to be packaged together" (p. 241). The 

implication, at least as concerns anxiety and the indirect/bilateral 

jealousy coping strategies, is that the effects of relationship power 

may be moderated by other qualitative properties of the relationship 

such as relationship satisfaction and/or adjustment. 

These observations, in turn, beg for an explanation for why there 

were no substantive gender or relationship power differences in anger 

responses and the direct/bilateral coping strategies. Why, for 

example, did the equitable power females and the high power males not 

report less frequently resorting to aggression, retribution, or more 

frequent engagement of assertive strategies? Unfortunately, the 

findings do not allow for clear conclusions and these must await 

further research. While these findings are somewhat disquieting, this 

is tempered somewhat by the results of a recent study by Howard, 

Blumstein, and Schwartz (1986) who reported findings which were similar 
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to those of the current study in several respects. The authors 

proposed that different forms of power might combine to create 

different patterns of influence between intimate partners. "Structural 

power" involved factors that are associated with power through larger 

social institutions such as education, income, and age. "Interpersonal 

power," similar conceptually to relationship power in the current 

study, was defined by relative dependence and commitment of the 

partners. The only significant finding attributed to sex was that men 

were more likely to use "disengagement" (similar to withdrawal in the 

current study). Interpersonal power and, to a lesser extent, 

structural power both predicted the use of "weak" tactics (similar to 

indirect/unilateral) such as supplication and manipulation. Neither 

variable was an important predictor of the use of "strong" influence 

tactics (similar to direct/bilateral) like bullying and asserting one's 

authority. 

Methodological and Conceptual Considerations 
and Implications for Future Research 

In the relatively short period in which jealousy has been studied 

empirically, the vast majority of research has been founded on linear 

cause/effect models in which jealousy was treated as a trait or static 

experience. Further, many conclusions have been based on responses to 

hypothetical jealousy scenarios which may elicit stereotypic responses 

rather than approximations of real life experiences (Sharpsteen, 1991). 

The present study sought to improve on this methodology by obtaining 

data about participants' actual, self-relevant jealousy experiences. 

The motive was to begin to uncover systematic interrelationships among 

these elements and their possible linkage to gender and relationship 
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power. To accomplish this, the methodology required a reasonably large 

number of participants, a correlational design, and reliance on 

retrospective information, much of which was subjective. As such, the 

study is considered to be prefatory and exploratory and it has a number 

of limitations that must be addressed. The study also seems to have 

raised a number of questions that unfortunately can be unraveled only 

with further research. 

To begin with, the composition of the sample places important 

limitations on the generalizability of the findings. The 400 

participants (244 females, 156 males) were undergraduate students, 

restricted in age, sociocultural background, and relationship stage and 

duration. As suggested by the disproportionate numbers, males were 

particularly difficult to recruit. This, in addition to the fact that 

more males reported about a broken relationship, raises concern about a 

selection bias and the representativeness of the sample. Relatedly, 

while the number of female participants was quite adequate for the 

multivariate procedures employed, the sample size for males was 

marginal (e.g., Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989). Especially important is 

that factor analytic procedures are likely to have given greater weight 

to the response patterns of females. An attempt was made to compensate 

for this by striving for concordance between separate factor solutions 

for males, females, and the total population. For the most part, this 

objective was achieved, but there were some differences in the coping 

scales (e.g., some aggressive responses for males tended to load with 

retribution). 

The romantic relationships to which the jealousy experiences were 

referenced in this study were of relatively brief duration and likely 
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to have been in the formative, exploratory stages of development where 

variables such as physical attraction, social status, and romantic 

notions about love may weigh heavily on the manifestation of jealousy. 

It seems reasonable to presume that the basis for power may be 

substantially different in other populations such as nonstudent 

couples, homosexual couples, and racial and ethnic groups with varying 

expectations regarding sex-linked behavior and power. Similarly, 

even though 8.5 percent of participants in the sample were married, 

conclusions cannot be drawn about jealousy in married partners. It is 

quite probable that the balance of power in married and long-term 

relationships is likely to be affected also by other variables with 

greater salience than those which comprised the Relationship Power 

Scales (see Brehm, 1985; Huston, 1983, for reviews of power in 

marriage). 

.As stated previously, the scales designed for this study to 

measure relationship power, affect, and the jealousy coping strategies 

are considered satisfactory for exploratory research, but cross-

validation with different samples is certainly needed. In retrospect, 

it is clear that each measure could be improved through further 

research to refine the wording of individual items and to enhance the 

structure and conceptual robustness of various scales. Particularly as 

concerns the Positive Reframing, Social Comparison, and Displacement 

scales, the internal stability are lower than desirable in their 

present form and warrant additional work. Confidence in the validity 

of the Relationship Power Scale would be enhanced considerably by 

research which examines the concordance between partners' ratings of 

relationship power and which allows for tests of discriminant validity. 
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The current study sought to develop a measure of relationship 

power with the same factor solution for males and females in order to 

facilitate direct comparisons. However, as discussed above with 

respect to different types of romantic relationships, it may be that, 

while some common elements undergird power for both men and women, 

there also may be considerable variation in the salience of specific 

variables and some variables may have very different implications for 

each sex. For example, Sprecher (1985) provided evidence suggesting 

that dating males who perceive themselves as more attractive than their 

partner are more likely to feel powerful. The opposite was the case 

for females. She also provided suggestive evidence that for females, 

but not males, an important basis of power may be the control of the 

reciprocation of the partner's love and sex. 

There are several matters pertaining to the jealousy coping scales 

which require special attention at this juncture. The first is that 

conclusions reached regarding specific hypotheses were based on scores 

on aggregate measures employed to reduce the number of possible coping 

strategies to a reliable and manageable compendium. The original list 

of jealousy coping items was certainly not exhaustive to begin with, 

but in the process of scale development a number of important items 

were eliminated, principally because they did not load on a specific 

factor with other items. Questions related to seeking social support 

(item 105) and to self-injurious behavior (item 133) are cases in 

point. Similarly, it may be that important gender and power 

differences may be manifested primarily in behaviors which are more 

irrational, obsessional, and more dysfunctional than the forms of 

coping studied here. This should prove a fruitful area for research. 



81 

Perhaps the most important components of the jealousy process not 

included in the current study were measures of cognitive appraisals, 

which, conceptually, are the most important mediators of the coping 

process. Subsequent research must be extended to investigate various 

forms of appraisal processes as these are related to both gender and 

relationship power. For example, Lazarus (e.g., Lazarus & Folkman, 

1984) identified primary appraisals of the severity of threat and 

appraisals of one's resources and coping options to be central to 

the coping process. White and Mullen (1989) have also specified a 

number of ancillary cognitive processes that are likely to be 

important. Attributions of blame and causality for the jealousy 

threat, as well as the appraisals of the relative stability and 

controllability of the causative factors are likely to be particularly 

pertinent to the questions posed in the present study. 

Although it is tempting to infer that gender and/or relationship 

power influences cognition which in turn influences affect and coping, 

the retrospective and correlational design of this study does not allow 

for these causative inferences. As Lazarus (e.g., Lazarus & Folkman, 

1984) and others have stressed, it is possible that some effects may 

operate in the opposite direction and that, in all likelihood, most 

of these variables are related in a reciprocal, bidirectional, and 

temporal fashion. Appraisal may influence affect, which is likely to 

influence cognitive and behavioral coping which may in turn influence 

affect and appraisal. The entire process will inevitably impact the 

dynamics and structure of the relationship, including the 

redistribution of power between partners. Not only are retrospective 

self-reports subject to errors of memory, there also exists another 
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knotty problem. It may be that relationship power as measured in this 

way may have been influenced by the outcome of the jealousy process in 

that various forms of coping may have served to redefine the importance 

of various elements on which relationship power was based (e.g., 

relative commitment, relative involvement, relatively more in love). 

Indeed, selective recall of specific events and experiences may in 

itself be a mode of coping with jealousy and power inequities. 

Nevertheless, future research must necessarily involve prospective 

designs and conclusions must be backed by observational and clinical 

information. At some point, jealousy research must also examine the 

patterns and chains of interactive behaviors and events that occur 

between the principal players who contribute to the jealousy process. 

A well designed program focused on couples who actually struggle with 

jealousy and which combines ongoing assessment and observation with 

clinical interventions would appear to be a logical next step. 

Clinical Implications 

Whether implicitly or explicitly, virtually all forms of 

counseling and psychotherapy embrace the notion that egalitarianism in 

relationships is a desirable goal. By the same token, many specific 

interventions may espouse goals such as enhancing communication skills, 

renegotiating relationship boundaries and expectations, promoting 

problem-solving skills, or empowering the jealous person or partner by 

developing assertive coping strategies. Although these objectives may 

be desirable under most circumstances, my interest here is in exploring 

some areas where these objectives, in and of themselves, may be 

contraindicated, at least in the initial stage of intervention. 
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The following lines of reasoning are extended beyond what may be 

considered "normal" jealousy commonly encountered in the formative 

stages of relationship development. Due to a paucity of literature 

addressing these issues, these ideas are largely speculative. 

First, whereas the findings of this study tend to suggest that 

the egalitarian ideal may be desirable for most women, this may not be 

the case for males. Males appear to be less troubled by jealousy when 

they hold the more powerful position in the relationship. This 

conclusion is somewhat presumptive in that the findings do not allow 

for clear inferences regarding the roles of anger and the 

direct/bilateral coping strategies. It poses some interesting 

ramifications nonetheless. One is that males and females may have 

different agendas for the structure and meaning of relationships. 

Beyond this, however, the implication is that, rather than imposing 

his or her assumptions of egalitarianism on a jealous client or couple, 

the therapist should first develop a clear appraisal of the couple's 

idiosyncratic beliefs and shared norms as well as an appreciation 

for their cultural and socioeconomic life experience. Interventions 

which attempt to equalize the relationship by promoting behavioral 

skills while failing to address the underlying power imbalance are 

likely to leave the less powerful partner without the means to enforce 

the desired system change. Consequently, the newly acquired behavior 

repertoire might not be supported or maintained and, in some 

circumstances, might even place the client in a compromising position 

(e.g., in an abusive relationship). This points to the importance of 

making systemic changes and including both partners in the intervention 

when possible. 
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Despite considerable debate about gender-linked psychopathology, 

there exists compelling evidence demonstrating the existence of gender 

differences in the prevalence of specific mental disorders such as mood 

disorders, anxiety disorders, personality disorders, substance abuse 

disorders (e.g., Kaplan, 1983; Kass, Spitzer, & WilUams, 1983; 

Weissman, Leaf, Holzer, Myers, & Tischler, 1984). The intent here is 

not to debate these issues per se, but to advance the proposition that 

whatever differences in jealousy might exist between men and women, 

the differences may quite possibly represent the activation of symptom 

patterns or personality traits and clinical syndromes which tend to be 

associated with gender. Moreover, these patterns may become manifest 

primarily in more critical circumstances when commonplace coping 

strategies may be replaced by seemingly irrational and dysfunctional 

modes. This framework for understanding jealousy certainly requires 

much conceptual and empirical study, but if valid it has some important 

implications for intervention. For one thing, it points to the 

importance of obtaining an accurate assessment of the situational and 

personality dynamics which contribute to the jealousy problem. For 

instance, in the case of pathological jealousy, related perhaps to an 

underlying personality disorder, treatment focus may best be placed on 

the individual, and couples' therapy should be directed at containment 

of the jealousy and consolidation of treatment gains achieved in 

individual treatment (White & Mullen, 1989). 

Even within the range of personality disorders, there are 

certainly very different implications for treatment. Consider, for 

example, the Implications of someone exhibiting prominent dependency 

patterns versus an antisocial personality. Although it would be a 
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gross oversimplification to assert that a single mechanism underlies 

these differences, compelling arguments have been advanced from many 

camps for developing greater understanding for sex-linked power 

inequalities and sex-role socialization practices which perpetuate 

psychopathology and gender differences in psychopathology. This 

research has adopted this perspective to the study of romantic 

jealousy. 
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Introduction 

In its romantic form, jealousy is often viewed as an expression of 

love and passion but it is also recognized as a painful, powerful, and 

destructive force for those whom it afflicts as well as for those who 

must live with the jealous person (Barker, 1987). Shakespeare referred 

to jealousy as "the green-ey'd monster" that drove Othello to kill the 

innocent Desdemona and led to his own demise. Aside perhaps from love 

and war, no other subject seems to have so aroused the collective 

interest of the world's great literary writers and artists. It is a 

complex emotional experience which may be expressed in many forms and 

probably in any type of human relationship. Jealousy may be mediated 

by the interplay of many variables such as age, gender, personality 

dispositions, as well as sociocultural prescriptions and proscriptions 

concerning the nature of relationships (Clanton & Smith, 1977). Crime 

statistics have implicated jealousy as the principal motive in 

approximately five to ten percent of all murders occurring in the 

United States (White, 1976), but its pernicious and devastating effects 

are also linked to other morbid and distressing events, including 

marital discord, spouse abuse, divorce, and suicide (Daly, Wilson, & 

Weghorst, 1982; Mowat, 1966). 

This information points to the social and clinical significance 

of the psychological study of jealousy, but it is also important to 

recognize that until the past decade its programmatic study has 

been virtually ignored by empirically oriented social scientists. 

A dramatic proliferation of both popular and professional literature 

on jealousy within the past ten to twelve years reflects a growing 

interest in the subject. Yet, our scientific understanding of 
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jealousy remains in its infancy and most theories remain 

speculative. 

The purpose of this chapter is to review the conceptual and 

research literature pertaining to jealousy with specific focus on 

jealousy in romantic relationships. The review begins by devoting 

considerable attention to defining romantic jealousy by examining its 

complex constellation of affect, thought, behavior, and situational 

antecedents. Throughout the reveiw, focus will also be placed on 

understanding gender and relationship dynamics as these factors relate 

to the experience and expression of romantic jealousy. Until recently 

the most important contributions in this field were made using the 

methods of anthropology, sociology, and psychoanalysis. An overview of 

this literature is provided, followed by an integration of more 

contemporary conceptual developments and empirical findings from social 

and cognitive-behavioral psychology. Empirical evidence pertaining to 

various definitional issues is integrated where possible and a number 

of measurement concerns are evaluated. The review concludes with an 

examination of areas that hold promise for future study and 

development. 

Defining Romantic Jealousy 

Historical Overview of Jealousy 
Conceptualizations 

Most scholars and writers on the subject are aware of the semantic 

difficulties that the average person experiences when attempting to 

identify the meaning of jealousy (Barker, 1987; Ellis & Weinstein, 

1986; Salovey & Rodin, 1984, 1986). In their landmark book. Jealousy. 

Clanton and Smith (1977) cogently conveyed the nature of this dilemma 



104 

when they remarked that: 

Jealousy is a Rorschach word: It evokes a rich variety 
of images and associations. It means different things 
to different people. Each of us begins the search for 
the understanding of jealousy with our own experiences. 
Only gradually, if at all, do we move to an awareness 
of the similar experiences of others, and beyond that, 
to a generalized understanding of jealousy, (p. 4) 

Vague, enigmatic, and often contradictory definitions of jealousy 

are not limited to the lay public, they abound as well among the 

numerous scholars who have undertaken its study. Berscheid and Peplau 

(1983) asserted that a principal problem Impeding the development of a 

science of relationships is the existence of too many descriptive 

languages for relationships. Their analysis rings ever so true 

regarding the study of jealousy in romantic relationships. Even a 

cursory perusal of this field leads one to agree with Gregory White's 

remark that this "literature attests to the complexity of jealousy, a 

complexity that leaves the empirical researcher grasping for a 

conceptual framework to order previous theory and research as well as 

to guide future investigations" (1981a, p. 295). A sundry group of 

jealousy definitions have been proposed or sometimes implied, each 

grounded in the diverse theoretical paradigms from which the proponents 

operate. For example, jealousy has been described as a unique mixture 

of feelings and emotions (Bernard, 1977; Clanton & Smith, 1977), as a 

personality trait (Bringle, 1981a), as a function of cognition (Arnold, 

1960), and more specifically, as a form of irrational thinking (Ellis, 

1977). It has been conceptualized in terms of culturally sanctioned 

rights and behavior (Davis, 1936; Hupka, 1981), as a label for 

contextual events (Bryson, 1977), as an instinct (Daly, Wilson, & 

Weghorst, 1982; Gottschalk, 1936; James, 1884; Kinsey, Pomeroy, Martin, 
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& Gebhard, 1953) and as a manifestation of repressed childhood 

conflicts (Freud, 1922/1955). Some conceptualizations have been 

simplistic or untestable, others have progressively evolved into more 

comprehensive and sophisticated accounts. Still, there presently 

exists no universally recognized definition of jealousy. Though 

scholars concerned with jealousy have largely operated from behind 

their own conceptual and paradigmatic lens and may have focused 

predominantly on one type of determinant to the exclusion of others, 

many have contributed in important ways to our current understanding of 

this perplexing experience. 

In order to evaluate and critique previous theory and research and 

to organize the review process. White's (1981a, 1981b, 1981c, 1981e, 

White & Mullen, 1989) definition of romantic jealousy will be adopted. 

Prior to presenting the particulars of White's conceptual framework, 

however, it will be instructive to consider a number of elements 

essential to a functional definition of jealousy and romantic jealousy. 

Published reviews of this literature typically begin by presenting a 

variety of contrasting notions about how jealousy may be defined. The 

present review differs in that the intent is to consolidate these ideas 

within three definitional parameters that must be included in a viable 

conceptualization of jealousy. Various forms and types of jealousy 

will be presented while examining a number of seminal questions which 

cut to the heart of historical debates concerning the nature of 

emotion. Relatedly, one of the most troublesome conceptual questions 

involving jealousy has been its distinction from related emotional 

experiences such as rivalry and envy. The dialectics involved in 

untangling these related processes has proven to be an effective device 



106 

for clarifying a number of issues and for defining what it is that we 

mean by the term jealousy. For this reason, comparisons between 

jealousy, envy, and rivalry will be included in the following 

discussion. 

Essential Parameters in a Conceptualization 
of Romantic Jealousy 

The term jealousy is a social construction, a hypothetical 

construct. Its origin derives from the Greek word zelos, which 

also denotes the related concept of zeal (Barker, 1987; Bryson, 1977; 

Clanton & Smith, 1977). The difference is that while zeal refers to a 

fervent, passionate devotion to the promotion of some person or object, 

jealousy involves a belief or suspicion that that which has been 

promoted is in danger of being lost. Phenomenologist Hubert Tellenbach 

(1974) wrote: 

Wherever jealousy arises, something is in danger 
of being lost which I regard as belonging to me. . . 
jealousy is not wanting to have but rather a 
wanting-to-bold, an objection to loss. The existence 
of jealousy is unconditionally interlocked with this 
element of uncertainty, with an Impending possibility 
of something slipping away that belongs to me. It is 
linked to the intentional sense-direction given by my 
possession moving away from me. (p. 462) 

Tellenbach's elegant description of the jealousy experience 

captures the essence of what all definitions of jealousy, in one 

way or another, attempt to describe, but it addresses only the 

phenomenologlcal experience. I propose that regardless of the 

semantics used, all conceptual definitions of jealousy must include a 

minimum of three imperative parameters. Careful scrutiny of the extant 

jealousy literature led to the observation that conceptualizations of 

jealousy which failed to include these parameters were incomplete. 
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Thus, application of these parameters serves the function of evaluating 

published research and theory and provides a benchmark for future 

study. The definitional parameters include: (a) an existing 

relationship between the jealous person and the object of jealousy, (b) 

a perceived threat involving a loss or potential loss of the 

relationship and/or of valued aspects of the relationship to a third 

person; and (c) a protective or defensive response to the threat. 

The most comprehensive theoretical perspectives differ principally 

with respect to the variables each subsumes within the definitional 

parameters of the construct; with respect to the descriptive language 

each adopts to explain the nature of these variables; and in terms of 

the implicit, though sometimes explicit, levels of causal analysis used 

to explain the interrelationships between variables. With respect to 

the latter issue, many have studied jealousy in relation to antecedent 

causes or in terms of what Kelley et al. (1983) defined as causal 

conditions. Causal conditions are inferred stable factors that produce 

and maintain regularities in a relationship. The types of causal 

conditions that may affect the relationship are numerous but generally 

may be grouped into personal causes, such as each individual's 

personality traits and physical attributes; relational causes, 

involving relationship patterns and shared expectations which are the 

product of matching the two personalities and their subsequent 

interaction in the developing relationship; and environmental causes 

including features of the sociocultural and physical environment. 

Changes in causal conditions may lead to the evocation of the 

jealousy experience or, to use Kelley's term, to the jealousy event. 

Causal events are generally brief, but in the case of jealousy may 
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persist for a lengthy period such as in the case where an individual's 

suspicions about a partner's outside involvement gradually deepen, 

becoming a self-maintaining process involving unreasonable demands 

and accusations which result in the eventual alienation of the 

beloved. The jealousy event includes both intrapersonal and 

interpersonal levels of experience. Study of jealousy as an 

intrapersonal process may include identifying changes in physiological 

activation and emotional arousal, examining the relationship between 

various forms of cognition involved in processing the meaning of the 

event and moderating the affective experience, and/or studying the 

jealous person's phenomenologlcal experience of the event. At the 

interpersonal level the process may involve patterns of interaction 

such as sequential chains of transaction between the jealous person, 

the partner, and/or the rival. 

Applying this causal framework, jealousy may be studied with 

respect to changes in the causal conditions that may be linked to a 

causal event or it may be studied at the level of the event itself. 

For example, the way in which an individual manages a jealousy event 

may be causally linked to the degree to which he or she appraises the 

rival as a viable threat as well as the meaning attributed to the event 

in view of his or her beliefs and expectations concerning the primary 

relationship. The efficacy with which the emotional response and the 

interaction with the partner and/or the rival are handled, in turn, 

influence how the jealous person reappraises the event and the outcome 

of the experience. The event is transformed with the passing of time 

through a transactional or feedback process whereby each cause is liked 

to subsequent event changes and potentially even to changes in the more 
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stable causal conditions such as the structure and stability of the 

primary relationship itself. Ideally, then, a comprehensive and 

efficient theory should aim to explain the interplay between causes 

both within and between levels of causality. 

The Relationship Imperative 

The Nature of Jealousy Relationships 

Implicit in any conceptual definition of jealousy is the fact that 

jealousy must occur within an interpersonal context. Relatedly, the 

first imperative, one about which there exists broad consensus, is that 

for jealousy to be evoked, there must be an established relationship 

between the jealous person and another individual. The interpersonal 

situation may be described structurally as occurring when the jealous 

person (P) has an established interdependence relationship with the 

object of the jealousy (0). As a result of some transaction between 0 

and a third person (X), P perceives a loss or impending loss of the 

relationship or of some valued aspect of the relationship with 0 

(Bryson, 1977). This structural scheme might suffice if we were to 

limit our understanding of jealousy to its instinctual basis or to the 

stimulus-response contingencies alone, but many other factors are also 

Involved in this seemingly parsimonious equation. However, we shall 

see that there exist important cultural variations in the meanings of 

relationships and how boundaries are defined and enforced. Also, each 

participant in the jealousy event also interjects into the event 

important person variables such as personality, physical 

attractiveness, beliefs, commitments, and a history of interpersonal 

attachments and losses. Perhaps as important, however, are the 

dimensions and characteristics of the relationship between the 



no 

principals. Each relationship has its own developmental history with 

shared experiences and memories as well as concomitant levels of 

involvement and dependency. 

Relationships in which jealousy may be manifested may take many 

forms such as parental, sibling, friendships, mentor relationships, 

lovers, and so forth. These relationships are characterized as "close" 

in the sense that they involve some degree of emotional investment by 

the participants in the relationship. That is, "the close relationship 

is one of strong, frequent, and diverse interdependence that lasts over 

a considerable period of time" (Kelley, et al. 1983). The relationship 

may also be bound by important material investments as well as shared 

responsibilities such as the well-being of significant others who may 

be likewise affected by the stability of the relationship. Berscheid 

(1983) proposed that it is individuals in a highly meshed, 

interdependent relationship who ought to feel most keenly the threats 

posed by the other's outside involvements. 

Jealousy in Romantic Relationships 

Of specific interest in the present study are the various forms of 

romantic relationships, including serious dating, cohabitating, and 

marital relationships all of which involve blends of different forms of 

love (cf. Hendrick & Hendrick, 1983; Sternberg, 1986) and with which 

are associated the concept of romantic jealousy (White, 1981a,b,c,d, 

1984; White & Mullen, 1989). The term romantic jealousy as adopted 

here is inclusive of other concepts variously referred to in the 

literature as sexual jealousy (Bringle et al., 1977; Reiss, 1986), 

marital jealousy (McDonnald, 1982), and heterosexual jealousy (Francis, 
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1977, 1979). Finer distinctions are made only when a specific type of 

romantic relationship has been the focus of study. Further, as 

demonstrated above, romantic jealousy is viewed as an intrapsychic and 

interpersonal process in contrast to a static personality disposition 

or trait (cf. Bringle, 1981a, 1981b; White, 1981a) although it is 

recognized that many person factors may constitute significant 

components of the jealousy process. 

Even within romantic relationships there may exist important 

variations and manifestations of jealousy. For example, Mazur (1977) 

formulated a typology of jealousy among romantic partners which 

illustrates the complexity and multifaceted nature of the jealousy 

process. He called the first of these possessive jealousy. Though 

culturally sanctioned, possessive jealousy occurs when an individual 

does not recognize the inherent value of partner's autonomous self and 

instead sees the partner as an extension of one's self, as an object to 

be possessed for validation of a sense of power and control. Exclusion 

jealousy refers to a feeling of being neglected or excluded from 

important experiences of the loved one due either to perceptions of 

being shut out or because one does not have similar pleasurable 

involvements as does the loved one. Competition jealousy occurs when 

one is threatened by the partner's accomplishments and status and 

relates to a projection of inadequacy or of not being "good enough" in 

comparison. Egotism jealousy is described as an inability to expand 

one's ego awareness and role flexibility beyond conformity to sex role 

stereotypes such as a husband's rage because his wife challenged him in 

public. Finally, Mazur identified fear jealousy, the classic form 
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which involves the fear of losing someone special; fear of being 

lonely, of being rejected. 

Bunnk and Bringle (1987) pointed out that jealousy can also emerge 

when an emotional attachment persists even though a relationship has 

ceased to exist, such as after a divorce. It may also occur when a 

partner's dissatisfaction may imply the expectancy or anticipation that 

his or her partner may become involved in another relationship though a 

specific rival may not yet exist. Consider for example, an event 

wherein one's partner expresses a desire for an open marriage, begins 

going to singles' bars, or develops outside interests, such as a new 

job with the prospect of new relationships or experiences from which 

the jealous partner may be excluded. An individual may also become 

jealous of a partner's previous romantic involvements though the 

previous relationships may no longer exist. 

The foregoing examples demonstrate that particularly vital 

components of the jealousy process are the individual's symbolic and 

interpretive constructions he or she has formed about the social world 

and about the self and which give meaning to the interpersonal 

experience. Moreover, Buunk and Bringle's comments and Mazur's 

typology attest to the conceptual difficulties involved in unraveling 

the meaning of jealousy from related, often overlapping constructs and 

emotional experiences such as "possessiveness," "dependency," 

"rivalry," "competition," "envy," and "exclusivity beliefs." 

Contextual Differences Between 
Jealousy, Envy, and Rivalry 

A number of investigators (cf. Berscheid, 1983; Bryson, 1977; 

Constantine, 1976; Ellis & Weinstein, 1986) have found it useful to 
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define jealousy by distinguishing it from related experiences based 

on their situational and structural dimensions. Generally, it has 

been proposed that substantive difference in any of the contextual 

or situational features of the jealousy event means a difference in 

emotional experience (Ellis & Weinstein, 1986). For example, as 

discussed previously, Bryson (1977) asserted that jealousy is 

precipitated in response to a threat to an existing relationship 

posed by a third person. However, when no primary or exclusive 

relationship exists with the other, rivalry rather that jealousy may 

be what people experience (Ellis & Weinstein, 1986). That is, rivalry 

involves competition between two individuals for an object (or 

relationship) with which neither has an established or exclusive 

relationship. In contrast, an individual is seen as envious when 

he or she desires to have something belonging to another, including 

the other's objects, personal attributes, achievements, status, and/or 

the other's romantic relationship with a third person (Smith, Kim, & 

Parrott, 1988). 

Though jealousy, envy, and rivalry may appear to be conceptually 

distinct experiences, "they are often concurrently present and become 

intertwined in a stream of social events" (Bringle & Bunnk, 1985, p. 

241). Nevertheless, rivalry may not necessarily include envy or 

jealousy, nor does envy necessarily involve rivalry or jealousy. 

However, most romantic jealousy events typically subsume an element of 

envy, such as a desire to have the rival's romantic charm or envy about 

a prospective special relationship that the other may provide for the 

partner. Jealousy also frequently involves an element of rivalry, 

whether in a form such as comparing oneself to the rival, disparaging 
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the rival's personal attributes and qualities, or in out-and-out combat 

for the right to maintain an exclusive relationship with the partner. 

The Threat of Loss Imperative 

The Nature of the Jealousy Threat 

Granted that a fundamental parameter in a conceptualization of 

jealousy is the perception of a threat involving a loss or a potential 

loss, then a comprehensive theory should provide an explanation about 

the nature of the threat and what is at stake for the jealous person. 

The threat may be real or imagined and it may be attributed to a rival, 

to the partner's actions or both, but it involves the loss of something 

that is valued, something regarded in some sense as "owned." As will 

be seen, however, those attempting to articulate exactly what it is 

that is at stake, what is valued in romantic relationships, and how its 

value is determined have found this to be conceptually and empirically 

one of the most difficult and elusive issues. Additionally, as Brehm 

(1985) aptly pointed out, the threat appraisal and the resultant 

jealousy response may be very idiosyncratic in that it is the jealous 

person's subjective perception of reality that is critical. Brehm 

referred not only to one's perception of the degree to which the rival 

presents a viable threat and/or to the significance of the partner's 

extradyadic interests, but to the possibility that the relationship 

itself may not "belong" to the jealous person in the way he or she 

thinks it does. Buunk and Bringle (1987) added that the threat may 

relate not only to the immediate losses being incurred, but that 

subsequent to the initial emotional reaction, more deliberate and 

complex evaluative processes come into play. The jealous person begins 
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to form attributions regarding the meaning of the rival's and the 

partner's intentions and motives and appraises the implications that 

the experience has for the future rewards and losses afforded by the 

specific relationship. 

The Jealousy Threat and the Functional 
Nature of Jealousy 

Any attempt to explain the meaning of a threat is implicitly 

intertwined with an explanation of the functional and motivational 

purposes jealousy serves. Most contemporary theories of emotions 

concur with Darwin's (1899) theory that the experience and expression 

of emotion serves an important survival function for humans (Berscheid, 

1983). That is, emotional mechanisms such as jealousy evolved through 

the process of natural selection in order to preserve attachments 

essential to survival and propagation of the species (Solomon, 1982). 

Moreover, most contemporary theorists of jealousy seem to have 

transcended the "naive" presumption that jealousy itself is by its 

nature evil or a sign of social and moral depravity to be eradicated in 

all forms and manifestations. The same could be said of anger, 

depression, or anxiety. However, as any introductory psychology 

student is taught, these emotional responses can serve important 

adaptive and functional roles though they can also become pathological 

and destructive. 

Kemper (1984), from a sociological perspective on emotion, 

proposed that the evolutionary survival value of emotions entails 

both the survival of individual organisms and "the preservation of 

patterns of social organization, or perhaps change of pattern to more 

adaptive form" (p. 372). Kemper's observation touches on the dual 
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function of emotion and suggests that jealousy may not only be a 

protective response meant to maintain or modify the stability of 

the primary relationship, but it may also serve to protect the 

individual's psychological existence. Similarly, in applying Maslow's 

(1970) and Rogers' (1959) theories concerning self-esteem to an 

analysis of jealousy, Solomon (1982) observed that though jealousy's 

rudiments may be tied to our evolutionary development as a species, 

advances in our civilization and culture have resulted in conditions 

in which basic survival needs are no longer major determinants of 

our behavior. Though this point may certainly be debatable (cf. 

Bowlby's [1969, 1973] theories on infant attachment), Solomon's 

aim was to point out that jealousy now serves to protect attachments 

which serve the function of preserving a sense of personal worth and 

self-integrity, main determinants of the quality of psychological 

existence. 

The Dual Nature of the Jealousy Threat 

This duality in the nature of the jealousy threat has been widely 

recognized and expounded by diverse scientific disciplines (cf. Bryson, 

1977; Freud, 1922/1955; Mead, 1931, 1977). Freud may have been the 

first to link the two and hinted at the complexities involved in 

disentangling their reciprocal significance. He explained that normal 

jealousy "is compounded of grief, the pain caused by the thought of 

losing the loved object, and the narcissistic wound, insofar as this is 

distinguishable from the other wound [object loss]. . ." (1955, p. 

223). Fenichel (1953) expanded on Freudian thought and added that from 

a psychoanalytic perspective we "know that the fear of loss of love is 
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strongest precisely in those people for whom to be loved is more 

important than to love. . . to whom loss of love really is the worst 

that can befall them—to whom it means not only a sexual frustration, 

but also a severe impairment of their self-regard and under certain 

circumstances a dissolution of the ego" (p. 350). These ideas will be 

considered in greater depth in sections that follow. As will be seen, 

numerous others have expanded, elaborated, and proposed alternative 

formulations for the seemingly fundamental premise that one's 

vulnerability to a jealousy threat is closely related to the degree to 

which the jealous person is dependent on another for the supply of 

various resources, such as love, security, affection, self-esteem, or 

self-definition. At this juncture, the assertion is made that a 

fundamental account of jealousy, its severity and intensity of 

experience and expression, must consider the intricate and complex 

interplay of causal conditions and events which give meaning to the 

jealousy threat insofar as the threat has important implications to the 

psychological existence for the relationship and the self. 

This second imperative touches also on the paradoxical nature of 

jealousy. It begs an answer to the question that if jealousy, in fact, 

involves a protective response to a threat, why does its manifestation 

so frequently lead to malignant results? Brehm (1985) remarked, for 

example, that the jealous person "can easily end up winning the battle 

but losing the war" (p. 269). As an illustration she suggested that 

one jealous person's begging and pleading with the partner to give up 

an alternative involvement and another person's violence may both 

successfully preserve their respective relationship on the short run. 

However, both may incur great costs to the jealous person's feeling of 
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self-worth which in turn further reduces the partner's attraction to 

the existing relationship. 

Certainly, jealousy may be irrational or pathological in the sense 

that its experience and response may be disproportionate to the demands 

of the jealousy threat (Docherty & Ellis, 1976; Hoaken, 1976). It 

seems reasonable to expect that jealousy's paradoxical nature and 

pathological manifestations may be a function of the dual threats and 

their related causal antecedents which may frequently be mutable and 

incongruous. How one manages the jealousy threat intrapsychically and 

interpersonally, thus, becomes the focus of the third definitional 

imperative. 

Parenthetically, though some scholars have proposed that normal 

and "pathological" jealousy are discrete phenomenon (cf. Ellis, 1977; 

Freud, 1922/1955), review of the literature has failed to produce a 

single empirical study which addressed this question directly. 

Researchers have either neglected this issue or assumed that jealousy 

is manifested on a continuum of severity and intensity. In mild 

forms, it may serve the function of alerting the jealous person 

and/or the partner that certain needs and expectations are not 

being met or that alterations in the primary relationship may have 

occurred which warrant attention and some renegotiation of the 

relationship (Clanton & Smith, 1977; Ellis & Weinstein, 1986). 

In severe forms such as Delusional Jealousy Disorder (American 

Psychiatric Association, 1987), jealousy may result in devastating 

consequences both to the self and the relationship (not included 

in the present discussion is jealousy as a symptom stemming from a 

severe pathological disorder, i.e.. Paranoid Personality Disorder or 
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Schizophrenic Disorder, Paranoid Type [American Psychiatric 

Association, 1987]). 

The Jealousy Response Imperative 

To this point, discussion has focused principally on the 

antecedent causal conditions and events which set the stage for the 

jealousy experience. It has been established that both the 

interpersonal context and the meaning attributed to changes in that 

context (e.g., perceived loss) play important roles in understanding 

how one experiences and responds emotionally and behaviorally to the 

demands of the event. The focus now shifts to exploring the third 

conceptual imperative—that jealousy involves a protective or defensive 

response. 

Delimiting the Jealousy Response 

The challenge of specifiying the constituent elements of the 

jealousy response has proven to be one of the most troublesome tasks in 

this field of study. In great measure this may be because there 

currently exist numerous perspectives and little consensus about the 

nature of emotion generally, as well as the jealousy response 

specifically. Does jealousy refer to a basic or primary emotion, an 

aggregate of primary emotions, or a complex of physiological, 

affective, cognitive, behavioral, and phenomenologlcal experiences 

embedded within a cultural and interpersonal milieu? 

An additional reason for the disparate approaches is that jealousy 

theorists, in general, have made little use of the recent conceptual 

advances and research findings in the science of emotion which 

clearly demonstrate that emotion is a complex process involving 
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interactive faculties at neurophysiologlcal, affective-experiential, 

and cognitive-behavioral levels. Rather, theorists have typically 

referred only to one component or process as if these various faculties 

were independent. In examining the relationship between cognition, 

motivation, and emotion, Lazarus (e.g., Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) warned 

that these are concepts for inferred processes, not entities with 

separate existences. "For the purpose of conceptual analysis, it is 

appropriate to distinguish among them. However, we must realize that 

in nature, that is, in the actual phenomena of human experience and 

action, they are ususally fused and difficult to separate" (p. 234). 

Nevertheless, while specialists' views may have been truncated, 

these conceptual developments have provided important contributions to 

the field. For example, Buunk and Bringle (1985) defined jealousy as 

an aversive emotional reaction and asserted that it is the emotional 

component that is the necessary and essential element for defining the 

jealousy reaction. However, they added that jealousy is not a specific 

type of emotion. It is experienced in divergent ways such as feeling 

betrayed, angry, afraid, resentful, depressed, aggressive, or inferior. 

Buunk and Bringle's view comes close to a majority of theorists who 

contend that jealousy is a compound or aggregate of primary emotions 

(cf. Barren & Richards, 1982; Clanton & Smith, 1977; Freud, 

1922/1955). A number of investigators have sought to identify the 

constituent affects associated with jealousy by distinguishing it from 

those associated with envy (cf. Bringle, Renner, Terry, & Davis, 1983; 

Hupka et al., 1985; Salovey & Rodin, 1984, 1986; Smith, Kim, & Parrott, 

1988). Generally, jealousy appears to be a more intense emotion and to 

be associated with a core of feelings including fear, anger, and 
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suspicion. Envy is thought to occur more frequently, though more 

subtly and is labeled with terms such as discontent, longing, ill-will, 

and a sense of inferiority (Smith et al. 1988). However, researchers' 

efforts to disentangle the component affects of each emotion have been 

inconclusive, and empirical studies have not consistently been able to 

identify an invariant link between jealousy and a specific collection 

of primary emotions or overt behaviors (Ellis & Weinstein, 1989). 

Fridja (1986) proposed that jealousy is not a mixture of emotions 

at all, but is defined by the specific constellation of events from 

which many possible emotions can spring. In a similar vein, Hupka 

(1981, 1984) asserted that some words such as anger and fear refer to 

emotional states. Jealousy, in contrast, is a word used to explain the 

social situation which serves as the setting for emotions. Words such 

as jealousy and resentment justify or explain the reasons for our anger 

or fear. White (1981d) came close to these conceptualizations when he 

cited Sullivan (1953) and stated that jealousy is a "great complex 

field of interpersonal relations" which is understood as particular 

arrangement of events, thoughts, emotion (and feelings) and behaviors 

culturally labeled as jealousy. Additionally, White and Mullen (1989) 

explained that there is no single or specific pattern of emotions, 

thoughts, and behaviors that is jealousy. There are many possible 

jealousy complexes. 

The issues raised here as relevant to the jealousy response 

imperative are not trivial. They are central to developing an 

understanding of jealousy and in large measure determine the questions 

researchers ask and how they go about answering them. They not only 

relate to the explanatory power of the different positions, but to our 
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ability to integrate knowledge from divergent perspectives. Clearly, 

these are complex questions that pose complex methodological 

challenges. Relatedly, those familiar with the philosophical, 

conceptual, and empirical literature on emotion may recognize that the 

response imperative taps central and fundamental points of dissension 

extant at least since Descartes, but more contemporarily, in heated 

controversies including the centralist versus peripheralist debate (cf. 

Cannon, 1927; James, 1884; Lange, 1885; Mandler, 1975; Schachter & 

Singer, 1962), the non-specific activation and arousal versus discrete 

emotions controversy (cf. Cannon, 1927; James, 1884, 1893; Duffy, 1941; 

Izard, 1977), the universality versus cultural determinism of 

expression question (cf. Ekman, 1972; Izard, 1968; Mead, 197 5), and the 

primacy of affect versus cognition debate (cf. Bower, 1981; Lazarus, 

1980; Zajonc, 1980). The task of addressing these monumental questions 

in any comprehensive manner is certainly beyond the scope of this 

review and seemingly, resolution of issues fundamental to our 

understanding of the nature of emotions may require nothing short of a 

revolutionary paradigmatic shift (Kuhn, 1962). 

Synthesis of Components of the Jealousy Response 

For the purpose of closing discussion on the jealousy response 

imperative for the present, it seems Instructive to note that most 

contemporary emotion theorists consider emotion to be a mediating 

response between environmental (and intrapsychic) demands and the 

individual's response to those demands (Scherer, 1984). 

The emotions system is viewed as the principal 
motivational system for human beings. . . . The emotions 
system interacts with the homeostatic, drive, perceptual 
cognitive, and motor systems in controlling awareness by 
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selectively focusing perception. (Izard & Blumberg, 
1985, p. 123) 

In a recent analysis of the status of emotion theory, Scherer (1984) 

concluded that though controversies continue, there presently exists a 

general consensus among emotion theorists that emotion is best treated 

as a psychological construct consisting of 

a) the component of cognitive appraisal or evaluation 
of stimuli and situation, b) the physiological component 
of activation and arousal, c) the component of motor 
expression, d) the motivational component, including 
behavior intentions or behavior readiness, e) the 
component of subjective feeling, (p. 294) 

Regardless of the boundaries and parameters of a specific 

hypothetical construction of jealousy, these elements are among those 

requisite for a meaningful analysis of what is encompassed by the term 

and by the experience of jealousy. As such, they present important 

empirical questions. Insofar as they have been addressed in the 

jealousy literature, they will be examined below. For the present, the 

overarching concern, and one which has largely eluded jealousy 

theorists, is to establish a framework for analyzing and integrating 

the jealousy response and to tie these components in an empirically 

meaningful manner to their causal antecedents. Of the approaches 

discussed earlier. White's (e.g.. White & Mullen, 1989) concept is 

considered most comprehensive, particularly because he includes affect, 

cognition, and behavior as important components of the jealousy complex 

(event) and ties these processes to the person's dynamic and 

transactional relationship to his or her interpersonal and social 

context. Perhaps as important. White's model has the advantage of 

being grounded in a broader, empirically-based theory of emotion. 
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White's Model of Romantic Jealousy: A 
Prospective Integrative Framework 

The field of study which has encompassed jealousy, and more 

specifically, romantic jealousy, has enriched us with a litany of ideas 

about its nature and function. At this point in time, it appears that 

the field has been inundated with theory and speculation but with a 

dearth of programmatic data. It also appears that even the most 

prolific and renowned scholars of jealousy are crying out for a 

conceptual framework within which to test, refine, and further our 

factual knowledge of this elusive human experience. In the preceding 

pages, I have attempted to outline and order a number of these ideas in 

the form of fundamental parameters which define the phenomenon and 

which a comprehensive theory of jealousy should be capable of 

accommodating. I have attempted to demonstrate that a working 

definition of romantic jealousy must (a) define the interpersonal event 

or context which constitutes the object of study, (b) must identify 

what changes or variables constitute a threat and, relatedly, what it 

is that is threatened, and finally, (c) it must define the functional 

modes of experience and expression through which jealousy is 

manifested. 

The serious empirical study of jealousy began approximately in the 

late 1970's and principally involved scale development and the 

identification of an assortment of associated variables (cf. Bringle et 

al., 1979; Buunk, 1978; Hupka & Bachelor, 1979; White, 1976). Although 

important in its own right, much of the initial work was scattered with 

scholars working independently of each other. Since that initial 

thrust a number of researchers have tenaciously engaged themselves in 
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programmatic research and a number have successively come to recognize 

the conceptual link between the study of jealousy and Lazarus* (e.g., 

Folkman & Lazarus, 1981; Lazarus, 1966; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 

Lazarus & Launier, 1978) cognitive-phenomenological theories of coping 

and emotion (cf., Bringle & Buunk, 1985; Hansen, 1988; Hupka, 1981; 

Salovey and Rodin, 1989; White, 1981a, 1981b, 1981c; White & Mullen, 

1989). At the fore has been the extensive work of Gregory White, 

beginning with his proposed model of jealousy (White, 1981a) and 

culminating in a more comprehensive definition with accompanying model 

(White & Mullen, 1989) which additionally incorporates the theoretical 

postulates of Kelley and his collaborators (Kelley et al., 1983) 

pertaining to the study of close relationships. 

Based on considerable conceptual and empirical work, White and 

Mullen (1989) defined romantic jealousy as 

a complex of thoughts, emotions, and actions that follow 
loss of or threat to self-esteem and/or the existence 
or quality of the romantic relationship. The perceived 
loss or threat is generated by the perception of a 
real or potential romantic attraction between one's 
partner and a (perhaps imaginary) rival, (p. 9) 

The term complex is used descriptively to refer to a "whole," 

to a process made up of dynamic patterns of interrelated thougjits, 

emotions, and actions which mediate between the person and his or her 

transactions with the environment. The jealousy complex (event) is 

triggered by psychological situations involving appraisals (conscious 

or unconscious) of twin threats to the relationship and to self-esteem. 

In elaborating, White and Mullen theorized that the romantic 

relationship is valued, first, for the provision of satisfying 

experiences or resources, and, secondly, for the provision of meaning 

about the self. The range of resources is broad and may include such 
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items as sex, intimacy, power, friendship, ease of communication, etc. 

Moreover, valued resources and experiences are likely idiosyncratic to 

the needs, values, skills, and resources of each partner and to the 

relationship. Romantic relationships are also especially important 

sources for deriving meaning and value concerning one's self. Threat 

to self-esteem, or diminished evauation of one's personal worth, is at 

risk when relationship-relevant definitions and dimensions of the self 

(such as self as lover, partner, husband, wife, etc.) are devalued or 

derogated. Neither of the twin threats is held to be primary and 

patterns of the complex may differ, depending on whether the loss or 

threat is primarily to the self or to the relationship. Therefore, as 

previously stated, there are many potential jealousy complexes or 

patterns. 

The schematic model illustrated in Figure 2 consolidates the 

metatheoretical scheme of close relationships developed by Kelley et 

al. (1983) and Lazarus' theories of stress, coping, and emotion (cf. 

Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Lazarus & Lanier, 1978). Four classes of 

stable causal conditions are identified: attributes of the jealous 

person (P), the romantic partner (0), their interdependent romantic 

relationship (P X 0), and the sociocultural environment (E Soc). 

Causal conditions may be linked to each other and changes in these may 

constitute the antecedents for the jealousy event. Further, the 

bidirectional arrows suggest that stable conditions may be reciprocally 

altered by the event itself. 

The jealousy event consists of causally linked chains of events 

occurring in time within each individual as well as between 
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Individuals. Each person's chain of events consist of multiple 

interrelated strands or patterns of affects (A), thoughts (T), and 

behaviors (B) each of which may be causally linked to the other, 

depending on where in the chain of events one looks. Moreover, an 

individual's patterns of affect, thought, and behavior reciprocally 

affect those of the others in the transaction. White*s definition is 

consistent with Lazarus' (1966) cognitive theory of emotion and with 

the assertion that the full experience of emotion includes at least 

three fused, interdependent, and essential elements: the impulse to 

act, the cognitive appraisal of a relationship with the environment, 

and the physiological and subjective disturbance which defines these 

emotional states. Consistent with Berscheid (1983) and Mandler (1984), 

White views affect to be a general term that refers to emotions, 

feelings, and moods. Emotions occur with the activation of the 

autonomic nervous system, accompanied by perception of that arousal. 

Feelings are viewed as primarily evaluative cognitive states with low 

levels of arousal. Moods are long lasting feeling states which may 

color perception for several hours or days. According to Mandler's 

(1975) theory, ANS arousal has both psychological and physiological 

adaptive significance (Berscheid, 1983). Perception of ANS arousal 

alerts us to potentially harmful environmental stimuli to which we must 

attend and initiate appropriate action to insure our well-being. 

Though Lazarus*s emphasis is on cognition, he does not disregard 

emotion as an antecedent in the cognitive-emotion relationship, that 

is, that affect can effect cognitive activity in many different ways. 

Affect and cognition are interdependent, and causally bidirectional. 

However, White's focus is on perception (conscious and unconscious). 
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and like Lazarus (e.g., Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), gives primacy to the 

mediational role of cognition (appraisal of meaning or significance) in 

that it underlies and is an integral feature of emotional states. 

We say that the person arrives on the scene of a 
transaction with values, beliefs, commitments, and goals 
which set the stage for an emotion by making the person 
responsive to certain facets of the situation. . . . Emotion, 
and therefore arousal, thus depends on how the person 
construes the situation. (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984, p. 264) 

Lazarus's transactional theory of stress and emotion identifies 

two processes, cognitive appraisal and coping, as mediators of 

stressful person-environment relations and outcomes (Folkman et al., 

1986). Forms of cognitive appraisal include primary appraisal (PA) and 

secondary appraisal (SA) which work in unison. Primary appraisal 

refers to the person's evaluation of what is at stake, of whether the 

encounter posses a threat, loss, or challenge to his or her well-being 

and/or to values, goals, and commitments (including one's relationship 

to others). Secondary appraisal involves judgements of what coping 

resources and options are available and viable in view of internal 

and/or external demands as well as one's desired or expected outcomes. 

Thus primary and secondary appraisal converge in shaping the degree of 

stress experienced (the extent to which demands exceed resources) and 

the strength and quality (or content) of the emotional reaction 

(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). 

Coping is defined as the "constantly changing cognitive and 

behavioral efforts to manage specific external and/or internal demands 

that are appraised as taxing or exceeding the resources of the person" 

(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984, p. 141). Coping has two major functions, 

regulating stressful emotions (emotion-focused coping) and instrumental 
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attempts to alter the person-environment relation contributing to 

the distress (problem-focused coping). There are many potential 

forms of emotion-focused coping strategies that may be utilized in 

a specific situation. Consider that in response to a jealousy threat, 

one may use any combination (pattern) of cognitive coping (CC) modes, 

such as: avoidance, minimization, distancing, selective attention, 

positive comparisons, self-blame, and wresting positive value from 

the event. Some may lead to reappraising the meaning of the event 

without actually changing the event (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Others 

may be closely linked to direct attempts to alter the event by 

gathering more information (IG) or engaging a number of potential 

behavioral coping strategies (BC) such as communicating with one's 

partner, or, depending on the situation and the appraisal process, 

engaging in a physical altercation with the partner or the rival. 

A simple example of this process may be illustrated by an event where 

P perceives O's interest in another as a threat, followed by the 

evocation of fear, followed by attempts to reduce the fear by 

convincing one's self of the insignificance of the event or by trying 

to cope with the threat by confronting the partner which is followed by 

an argument, then by renewed appraisals of the event and pledges by 

each to a deeper commitment to the primary relationship. 

White and Mullen (1989) provide a complex, but promising, 

framework for organizing and integrating current knowledge about 

romantic jealousy and for anchoring future research. The model is 

certainly ambitious, and there exist numerous methodological 

difficulties in studying the complex interrelationships between causal 

conditions and the multitude of possible jealousy response patterns. 
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Nevertheless, we are now in the position of being able to examine 

various of the theories and research findings that have been generated 

to explain romantic jealousy and to link these to White's model. This 

process begins by considering the importance of culture with respect to 

how we think and behave in romantic relationships. Attention is then 

shifted to person factors as they relate to the jealousy experience, 

and then on important dimensions of the romantic relationship. 

Finally, closer attention will be given to consolidating what is 

understood about the various patterns of affect, cognition, and 

behavior which constitute the jealousy response and to their 

relationship to causal antecedents. 

The Biological and Sociocultural Bases 
of Romantic Jealousy 

To place this study in historical perspective, I begin by 

examining theories about jealousy's biological basis. Attention is 

then shifted to sociocultural theories which, in the spirit of "Social 

Darwinism," provide alternative perspectives. These concepts are 

related to White's scheme of romantic jealousy where possible. 

The Biological Roots of 
Romantic Jealousy 

More than a century has lapsed since the publication of Charles 

Darwin's theories of evolution (1859, 1872). Since Darwin, almost all 

theorists who have had something to say about jealousy, including such 

prominent figures as William James (1890), Sigmund Freud (1925), Albert 

Ellis (1962, 1985), Kinsey et al. (1948), have acknowledged that in 

some fashion or another, jealousy is instinctual in its nature. One 



132 

exception may have been John Watson (1924) who viewed jealousy as 

learned. 

Among Darwin's most controversial ideas was that human beings 

are descendants of lower animals. To account for evolutionary 

continuity, Darwin proposed the principle of "serviceable associated 

habits" which encompassed the notion that anything that served the 

function of adaptation survived by being transmitted biologically 

from one generation to the next (Darwin, 1871). Particularly 

important are Darwin's ideas concerning the survival value of 

instinctive animal behaviors, particularly those related to aggression, 

feeding, and perpetuation of the species through reproduction (Darwin, 

1859). In The Expression of the Emotions in Man and Animals (1872), 

Darwin expanded his theories to include emotions, instincts with 

functional, adaptive, and motivational properties. He observed that 

emotion was associated with the organism's physiological apparatus, 

selectively developed through the course of evolution for the purpose 

of survival. Emotion, similar to any other organismic characteristic, 

was considered by Darwin to be desirable so long as it served the 

survival function. Berscheid (1983) remarked that from "the 

evolutionary perspective . . . emotion is not an irrational and 

frivolous component of human behavior. To the contrary, its 

rationality and dignity derive directly from its service in the life 

and death struggle of each individual . . . " (p. 120). On a similar 

line of thought, Stekel (1917) wrote: 

Jealousy is the projection of a bad adjustment on to the 
environment. It is an atavistic flare-up of brutish 
ego-feeling, such as occurred in primitive man when 
defending his property. . . . Jealousy takes us back to 
the springs of human instincts, (cited in Bohm, 1967, p. 569) 
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Darwin's study of emotion primarily concerned interspecies 

variability and continuity rather than within species variation (e.g., 

racial and cultural differences). Jealousy was viewed as a complex 

emotion common even to insects, but more so among the higher animals. 

In actuality, Darwin wrote little specifically about jealousy among 

humans except: ". . .looking far enough back in the stream of time, 

and judging from the social habits of man as he now exists, the most 

probable view is that he originally lived in small communities, each 

with a single wife, or, if powerful, with several, whom he jealously 

guarded against all other men" (1988, p. 394). This statement, within 

the context of evolutionary theory and Darwin's drive theory of 

emotion, has important implications which continue to be controversial. 

One implication is that originally jealousy may have been the basis on 

which kinship units, such as the monogamous pair bond, were instituted 

for the purpose of survival and to perpetuate the genetic lineage of 

the male. A related implication is that there were, and continue to 

be, innate gender differences that dictated (or infused) role 

structures and functions within kinship units. Further, because of 

men's suitability to function as the hunter and provider, jealousy has 

historically been the domain of "mankind," not necessarily "womankind" 

(White, 1976). 

Darwin's exciting ideas were soon amplified by a wide range of 

scientists who envisioned instinct theory as a way to explain much of 

human behavior by resorting to a few underlying principles. It is 

understood, for example, that many of Freud's fundamental postulates 

were rooted in Darwinian thought. Consider, for Instance, some of 

Freud's best known concepts including libido (the sex instinct) and the 
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Death-Instinct, his drive theories of motivation, the repetition 

compulsion, and his refinement of Darwin's theory of the primal horde 

into the well known Oedipus Complex from which jealousy springs (Freud, 

1925). 

Freud viewed women as more prone to jealousy because of their 

greater dependency (Jones, 1950), but others with a strong Darwinian 

influence have argued that the male is the more jealous gender. In a 

study of the history of marriage based on anthropological literature, 

Westermark (1922) concluded that monogamy was instituted to manage male 

sexual jealousy which served the function of controlling promiscuity. 

Westermark remarked that male sexual jealousy has " . . . not only been 

a powerful obstacle to promiscuity, but that its peculiar violence may 

possibly serve the very purpose of preventing it" (p. 334). Less 

attention has been given to jealousy in preliterate women. Bernard 

(1977) suggested that a "double standard" has existed since prehistory. 

The right to sexual exclusivity may not have been conferred on women; 

there was no functional need for female jealousy to enforce it. This 

is not to say that preliterate women did not experience jealousy. 

Bernard suggested that because of women's economic dependence, the 

basis of their jealousy may have been the threat of loss of the mate's 

support rather than sexual deprivation. As will be seen, others have 

voiced similar points of view. 

In a provocative paper, sociobiologists Daly, Wilson, and Weghorst 

(1982) proposed that "there have evolved in Homo sapiens certain 

psychological propensities that function to defend paternity 

confidence. Manifestations include the emotion of sexual jealousy, the 

dogged inclination of men to possess and control women, and the use or 



135 

threat of violence to achieve sexual exclusivity and control" (p. 11). 

The basis of the premise is that in species which propagate by means of 

internal fertilization, the male cannot be certain of investing his 

efforts in the survival of his own genotype via his offspring. 

Supposedly, "male sexual jealousy," by warding off rivals and 

controlling the female's sexual behavior and maternal resources, guards 

against the possibility of raising children with another male's 

genotype. Because females are rarely susceptible to misidentification 

of their children, they should not be as concerned with sexual 

fidelity. Rather, women may be more attentive to the mate's allocation 

of attention and economic resources. 

Daly et al. proffered an impressive array of evidence to support 

their thesis, including, animal studies of mating and parenting 

patterns, historical developments in laws concerning adultery and 

infidelity, crime statistics on male violence, gender differences in 

the expression of "normal" and "morbid" jealousy, and athropological 

and cross-cultural records of legal and customary sanctions of the 

double standard in traditional and more liberal societies. These 

authors provided strong evidence showing the universality of sexual 

jealousy and the particularly aggressive nature of men's management of 

jealousy events, but they fell short of demonstrating that sexual 

jealousy among males is caused by a biologically based mandate for 

paternity confidence. Daly et al. failed to rule out alternative 

explanations for their findings. For instance, it is well recognized 

that males, more so than females, tend to utilize aggression and 

violence in dealing with a broad range of issues, not only with sexual 

jealousy (Whitehurst, 1971). The most fundamental limitation of a 
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strict biological explanation of jealousy is its inability to account 

for the tremendous variability in jealous behavior between as well as 

within cultural groups. 

The Sociocultural Foundations 
of Romantic Jealousy 

A comprehensive understanding of romantic jealousy must consider 

the varied social and cultural influences which give meaning to the 

existence of individuals and relationships and which provide for 

continuity and change among causal conditions and events in their 

lives. Adequate treatment of the many interesting sociological and 

anthropological studies in this area is not practical here (relatively 

current reviews are provided by Daly et al., 1982; Ellis, 1962; 

Hupka, 1981; White & Mullen, 1989; and Riess, 1986). Instead, my 

focus is on a number of sociocultural factors which may help 

explain cross-cultural variations in jealousy, that is, how 

culture Influences primary appraisal, secondary appraisal, and 

coping. In what follows I attend principally to the relationship 

between culture and primary appraisal. Because secondary appraisal 

and coping are implicitly involved in this discussion and because 

considerable attention will be given to these matters in subsequent 

sections, only cursory emphasis is given to them here. In this 

regard, the sociocultural perspective has some important things to say 

about the differential expectations and limitations placed on men and 

women with respect to their experience and expression of affective, 

cognitive, and behavioral components of jealousy. These issues are 

examined briefly. 
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Sociocultural Influences Related 
to Primary Appraisal 

In contrast to radical Darwinian interpretations (cf. Daly et al., 

1982; Westermark, 1925) which proposed that jealousy served to buttress 

the pair bond and is the "cause" of jealous behavior, those with a 

sociocultural bent tend to concur with Davis's (1936) contention that 

jealousy is the result of learned sociocultural standards and norms 

concerning relationships and behavior. Generally, social scientists 

who have focused on the problems of contemporary groups have found 

little utility in debating the validity of biological explanations of 

jealousy. Instead, those with a sociocultural interpretation of 

jealousy pose that though humans created culture, "human nature" is 

also a product of culture and its social institutions (Bernard, 1977). 

The spirit of this paradigm was reflected in the colorful and elegant 

writings of anthropologist Margaret Mead (1931) when she wrote: 

So often, conduct which is zeal in one age or in one 
society because it is motivated by an eager and lively 
appreciation of social pattern or the customary values in 
personal relationships, is motivated in another society by 
feelings of insecurity which lead to fear, doubt, and 
suspicion. The mediaeval crusader who cared so little for 
his chatelaine that he neglected to lock the metal girdle 
about her loins, would have been lacking in zeal and his 
wife might have felt just grounds for resentment, but the 
fifteenth century husband who kept up this practice would 
have been branded as a jealous monster, (p. 120) 

Earlier it was explained that within the framework of Lazarus' 

theory of emotion and coping, primary appraisal involves a process of 

evaluating an event, let's say, an interloper's amorous interest in 

one's spouse, as having threatening, harmful, or perhaps unimportant 

implications regarding one's well-being in connection with the valued 

romantic relationship. How one subsequently manages the affective 
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response and the efficacy of the transactions with the romantic 

partner and/or rival, is largely a function of the meaning of the 

event. Hupka (1981, 1984) and White (e.g.. White & Mullen, 1989) 

noted, however, that jealousy is a verbal label applied to a complex 

process culturally defined as jealousy. Though "persons actively 

construct their world . . . in the construction of social reality 

the constructs and meaning dimensions used to do so are themselves 

products of social structures and of socialization into the larger 

systems" (p.16). The process of socialization is certainly complex 

and embedded in and sustained by an elaborate system of beliefs, 

symbols, rituals, and roles that are inculcated by society's many 

institutions, including parents, schools, religion, government, and 

even by peer groups and subcultures. 

In writing specifically about the effect of culture on primary 

appraisal, Hupka (1981) explained that regardless of the individual's 

cognitive interpretation of specific events, societies set up the 

conditions that define whether a threat appraisal is warranted and 

what form of culpability is required in order to justify jealousy and 

the jealous person's reprisals. Formal and informal norms pertaining 

to courtship rituals, relationship boundaries and roles, sexual 

propriety, and even exceptions to norms (e.g., prostitution, 

"swinging," and "open marriage") are invented and instituted by 

societies to regulate valued relationships and sexual behavior (Reiss, 

1986). In some societies an event such as sexual relations between 

one's spouse and another are considered so threatening as to sanction, 

for example, killing of the interloper and physical mutilation of the 

spouse. In another culture the same event may be viewed as 
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unimportant, or it may even be expected, for example, that a man share 

his spouse with younger brothers or even with a house guest. 

Hupka (1981) also explained that societies frequently establish 

inconsistent value expectations of its individuals which contribute to 

the threat appraisal. Mead (1931), for example, pointed out that women 

have been considered the "insecure sex" principally because their own 

existence, personal welfare, and even identity have been forged by 

their imposed dependency on men. Mead also explained that other 

cultural values such as power, social status, and definitions of 

physical attractiveness contribute to the basic insecurity which 

becomes the basis for jealousy. In Mead's (1939) analysis, jealousy 

stems from an individual's sense of insecurity and inferiority which 

are the consequences of rights and status conferred or imposed by 

society. 

Any society which places groups of individuals at a 
disadvantage because of racial, religious, or class 
distinctions, will be laying the groundwork for many 
jealous citizens. Further, any society which arranges 
social or family life so as to provide inevitable clashes 
of interest of the sort which cannot be avoided will be 
opening the way to jealousy, (p. 120-121) 

Mead's (1931) view is optimistic in the sense that she holds that 

jealousy can be eliminated or at least minimized with concomitant 

sociocultural changes. Her conceptualization of jealousy, however, is 

lacking in one important respect. Mead's hard deterministic 

perspective considered jealousy only as a "sinister" and undesirable 

outcome. She failed to consider that while in some manifestations 

jealousy may certainly be dysfunctional and lead to negative outcomes, 

from a scientific perspective jealousy must also be recognized as 
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serving important functional and adaptive purposes. With respect 

to Mead's penetrating observations, however, it is important to note 

that she was one of the first to link jealousy to the dual threats to 

self and the relationship. 

Davis (1948) amplified the perspective of most sociocultural 

scholars when he asserted that: 

Jealousy is an emotion which has a function as a part 
of an institutional structure. Not only is it normatively 
controlled but it gives strength to the social norms as 
well. To understand the social function of jealousy, . . . 
one must have some conception of the cultural definition 
of social situations in terms of the statuses and roles 
of the participants; some notion of means, ends, and 
conditions. . . (p. 133) 

In Davis's view, jealousy is fundamentally a consequence of 

institutionalized exclusive property rights concerning sex. Many 

scholars have echoed Davis's propositions, particularly as regards 

the association between monogamy and jealousy (cf. Bernard, 1977; 

Ellis, 1962; Hupka, 1981; Whitehurst, 1977). Ellis's (1962) words 

summarized the essence of this perspective. 

Sexual jealousy is not a completely innate emotion, since 
it varies among different peoples of the earth, and is far 
less prevalent in some cultures than in others. It is 
largely rooted in human cravings for socio-economic and 
sexual monopoly and possessiveness, and in the insecurities, 
anxieties, and feelings of inadequacy that are engendered 
when the fulfillment of these cravings is threatened. But 
desires for sexual monopoly, even though they may possibly 
have an innate or unlearned element, are closely related to 
attitudes developed through social learning. Such attitudes 
appear to be particularly pronounced in cultures which favor 
romantic and monogamic philosophies of sex, love, and marriage, 
and to be less pronounced in cultures which favor less romantic 
and less monogamic philosophies, (p. 152) 

To test some of these ideas, Hupka and Ryan (1981) proposed a 

"cultural value theory" which posits that aggression (and distress) in 

iealousy situations is related to the number of goals or needs that 
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mates satisfy by virtue of their roles in fulfilling the basic 

economic and social needs of society. Ethnographic records of 92 

preindustrial societies were surveyed and rated for aggressiveness 

in jealousy situations. Their measure was regressed with indices of 

the degree to which each society (1) attached importance to being 

married, (2) placed limitations on nonmarital and extramarital 

sexual relations, (3) emphasized ownership of private property, 

and (4) required that individuals have knowledge of progeny and 

plans for caring for the elderly. No significant relationships 

were found for the data concerning women. Hupka and Ryan interpreted 

this as suggesting that aside perhaps from divorce and desertion, 

cross-culturally, women have few options for dealing with infidelity. 

In contrast to Daly's et al. (1982) paternity confidence theory, 

Hupkas' data failed to demonstrate a relationship between jealousy 

aggressiveness and the importance placed on offspring. Twenty-one 

percent of the variance was accounted for by the remaining three 

variables suggesting that, cross-culturally, men's threat appraisals 

and resultant aggressiveness in jealousy situations were related 

to the importance placed on pair bonding, to the limitations 

placed on the availability of sexual partners, and to the increased 

emphasis on personal ownership of property (in contrast to communal 

ownership). The findings concerning the latter variable were 

explained as supportive of the notion that jealousy among men may 

be associated with valuing one's mate as a personal possession or 

property. 

Although many of Davis's ideas specifically pertained to the 

"monogamic ideal" as a means of controlling property rights, he 
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recognized that jealousy is bolstered by any form of institution which 

advocates exclusive possession of an individual's sexuality. Studies 

have demonstrated that although jealousy between members within 

nonmongamous units, such as communal groups, may be minimized, it is 

nevertheless manifest in response to threats by outsiders (Aronson & 

Pines, 1980; Constantine & Constantine, 1976). 

It is interesting to note that Albert Ellis, initially one of the 

most liberal theorists concerning the topic of jealousy (cf. Ellis, 

1972), recently observed that in contemporary Western societies liberal 

forces have actually contributed to an increase in jealousy problems 

because of the inconsistencies and confusion created by the clashes 

with traditional norms regarding such issues as sexual permissiveness, 

monogamy, alternative life-styles, and feminist ideals (Ellis, 1985). 

Still, Ellis and many other writers continue to hold the conviction 

that the eventual liberalization of culture will lead a gradual 

decrease in jealousy. 

The property rights hypothesis has been controversial, however, 

and it has been proposed that sexual exclusivity per se may not be a 

universal motive. Neu (1980), for example, argued that the notion of 

property rights in human relationships is misleading and distorts the 

place of jealousy in human life. He asserted "that it is not a 

question of property rights . . . but it may be a question of rights 

nonetheless: there is room for obligations and legitimate expectations 

and perhaps even for enforceable and (sometimes) waivable claims, in 

human relationships and human feelings" (p. 445). Neu went on to 

explain that at the heart of jealousy is a fear of "alienation of 

affection" and loss of self-identity insofar as one's relationship to 
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the other contributes to self-identity. Central to his position is 

that relationships are valued for their provision of love and a sense 

of self. "Affection [love] is not subject to the will; it cannot be 

owed [or owned]" (p. 447). Yet, Neu did acknowledge that there are 

cases of jealousy, specifically pathological jealousy, that do involve 

misplaced assertion of property rights. Consider, for example: 

the swaggering bully who goes into a jealousy rage if 
someone so much as looks covetously at his woman, while 
he regards the woman herself as useless and treats her 
as trash. While such a man may fear loss, the loss he 
fears is not of affection. What he values in the 
relationship is his domination or appearance of domination. 
Any threat to that is a threat to his "manhood." (p. 451) 

Neu brought up some interesting issues, but several problems are 

evident in his reasoning that seem to lead to contradictions and 

circularity. First, Neu dichotomized jealousy into normal and 

pathological types. Implying that each involves discrete forms of 

threat. In essence, he brought the property rights hypothesis "in 

through the back door." He also failed to recognize that what may be 

pathological values and behavior in one society, may be normative in 

another. Relatedly, although in many cultures love or affection may 

be highly valued and important inluences in the development and 

maintenance of relationships, this romantic ideal is certainly not a 

universal motive (Riess, 1986). Even within specific cultures there 

are numerous other, and perhaps more salient reasons for valuing a 

relationships (e.g., money, status, goods, services, and religion) (cf. 

Foa & Foa, 1974; McDonald, 1982). 

Like Neu, Reiss (1986) also strongly objected to the property 

rights hypothesis. In a pointed attack on what he referred to as 

Marxist conceptions of relationships, Reiss asserted that 
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it would be a caricature of reality to state that 
married couples think of each other as property. Do 
we also think of parents and friends as property? 
. . . There surely are possessive attitudes and attempts 
to control a mate's sexual behavior, but I do not believe 
this is because we view our mates as property, (p. 47) 

Reiss explained that in all societies it is the union of sexuality 

and marriage (not restricted to monogamy) that is being protected by 

sexual jealousy. The key reason is that both sex and marriage are 

highly valued aspects of social life, and their union provides a 

linkage to love, duty (interdependence and commitment), and pleasure. 

Different cultures place different premiums on each of these three 

elements. In Riess's view, sexuality symbolizes the strength and 

meaning of the relationship and any act of exclusion or intrusion 

(sexual or otherwise), symbolizes devaluation or a "betrayal" of the 

unique union and can evoke jealousy. 

A similar sociological perspective was offered by Ellis and 

Weinstein (1986) who explained that jealousy is experienced when 

"control over valued resources that flow through an attachment to 

another person is perceived to be in jeopardy. . ." (p. 341). The 

authors identified a number of resources, but the central feature here 

is control of resources rather than possession of resources or 

possession of the partner. Further, the basis of control is the 

attachment (bond) with the other and constitutes the critical resource 

threatened in jealousy (see also Constantine, 1977). Ellis and 

Weinstein wrote: 

We often represent the uniqueness of this attachment to 
each other, ourselves, and to the community through symbols 
that imply sexual exclusivity. We institutionalize our 
attachment as a unit . . . and incorporate it into our 
public identity as in marriage ceremonies and announcements 
of 'going steady*. Then . . . the community becomes a 
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party to the relationship. What is rivalry in the absence 
of socially affirmed attachment becomes trespass condemned 
by the community when it violates an established unit. . . . 
intrusion on the relationship also threatens consensual 
validation one has been receiving from the community at 
large. . . . public identity itself is one principal 
resource flowing through the attachment that is lost in 
jealousy, (p. 343) 

Obviously, there are different perspectives and interpretations 

about what it is about relationships that are valued and what 

constitutes a threat. Each likely has some validity. Nonetheless, the 

common theme among most sociocultural explanations is that jealousy 

involves a protective response meant to preserve social units that are 

valued by society. Jealousy "is a boundary-setting mechanism for what 

the group feels are important relationships [sexual and nonsexual]" 

(Reiss, 1986, p. 47) and occurs when boundaries are ambiguous and/or 

when threatened by an interloper (Hansen, 1988). The literature is 

replete with variant proposals of this basic theme and with compelling 

support based on comparative sociological and anthropological studies 

of many cultures (e.g., primitive, industrial, traditional, liberal, 

Marxist, capitalist, patrilineal, matrilineal etc.). The strength of 

this line of evidence substantively shows the universality of the 

jealousy phenomenon. It is nevertheless incredibly varied because of 

the diversity of human beliefs about what constitutes a valued 

relationship, what constitutes a threat, and what one should or should 

not do to protect that relationship (Clanton, 1981). 

Sociocultural Influences Related to 
Secondary Appraisal and Coping 

As discussed above, which events are perceived as a threat or loss 

depend, in part, upon the culture of the society under question. But 
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how one responds to the event is also mediated by secondary appraisal, 

the evaluation of available and viable coping strategies in view of the 

costs and benefits that each engenders. Society prescribes a select 

range of acceptable coping strategies, and proscribes behaviors which 

are seen as contrary to its self-interests and to the well-being of its 

members. Hupka (1981) outlined a number of sociocultural variables 

that are purported to influence secondary appraisal and subsequent 

coping strategies available to the jealous individual. These include 

methods for preventing the loss of or restoring the relationship, 

methods for defining culpability, for punishing the aberrant mate and 

the illicit lover, and for affording compensation and returned stature 

to the aggrieved. 

It is important to recall that Hupka*s conceptualization of 

jealousy was principally framed within a "property rights" perspective. 

Though Hupka explained that the relationship between culture and a 

specific individual is transactional, the evidence Hupka proffers to 

support his views implies that a jealous person merely selects from 

among coping strategies made available to him or her to defend his or 

her property. Certainly, secondary appraisal and coping are influenced 

by society and culture, but the jealousy complex is also a very 

personal experience. As discussed previously, the jealous person finds 

himself or herself having to cope with difficult intrapsychic and 

relationship-specific demands as well as the sociocultural situation. 

Secondary appraisal is very complex and involves many processes, 

cognitive and affective, that are difficult to study at the cross-

cultural level. In evaluating possible coping alternatives, a jealous 

person is likely to appraise the personal and physical attributes of 
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the rival and compare himself to the rival on a number of dimensions. 

He or she may evaluate the motives of the partner and the rival, 

appraise the availability of alternative partners, consider the 

emotional and economic impact of the loss as well as the implications 

of various options with respect to incurring additional loss (White & 

Mullen, 1989). 

Nevertheless, Hupka (1981) additionally explained that, generally, 

coping strategies available within a culture are not specific only to 

jealousy but are usable in other types of threats that require people 

to defend themselves. Daly et al. (1982) ostensibly refute or at least 

qualify this comment. They cited cross-cultural evidence wherein the 

"jealousy motive" is viewed as justifying and/or exonerating extreme 

redress such as killing the adulterous mate, justifying wife-beating, 

clausteration of women, and even sexual mutilation. Sociocultural 

theories appear to have difficulty accounting for the fact that 

regardless of which culture one considers and which behaviors are 

condoned, jealous behavior is often aberrant. It frequently exceeds 

normatively sanctioned- options. 

Central to the structural sociological and anthropological 

theories discussed here is the concept of role. A role such as "wife," 

"husband," or "lover" has meaning only within the context of a 

relationship between people and may be defined as a "set of 

expectations with rules for permissible and obligatory behavior that 

govern the relationship" (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1983, p. 432). "Roles 

provide behavioral niches by which people organize their behavior, 

including overt interaction patterns as well as beliefs and emotions 

related to their roles" (Hendrick, 1988, p. 432). Within most 
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cultures, particularly in Western cultures, many of the most valued 

relationships are structured by the roles ascribed to each of the 

biological sexes. Relatedly, one issue on which there seems to be 

broad consensus among the writers considered in this section is that 

most cultures have double standards regarding the normative sexual 

behavior and sex roles afforded to men and women. Women generally have 

fewer acceptable avenues for sexual expression and are penalized more 

severely for violations of social norms. According to sociocultural 

views, women also have fewer emotional and behavioral options for 

dealing with jealousy events. The prevailing opinion among writers in 

this area is that, in general, men*s and women*s emotional experiences 

and instrumental expressions in jealousy situations reflect stereotypic 

male and female role expectations (cf. Brehm, 1985; Clanton & Smith, 

1981; Hanson, 1982; Hupka, 1981; McDonald, 1982; Reiss, 1985; White & 

Helbick, 1988). That is, dominance, aggression, competition, and 

denial of feelings are prerogatives of males. Females, in contrast, 

are supposed to be passive and dependent but more emotional, except for 

anger to which women are not entitled (Clanton & Smith, 1981; Frost & 

Averill, 1983; Reiss, 1986; Stock, 1985). 

An interesting alternative perspective has been proposed by Reiss 

(1985), who, it may be recalled, objected to the property rights 

perspective and proposed that normatively legitimized power is a 

primary cause of sexual jealousy. This sense of power leads men, in 

particular, to want to control resources valued by society, such as 

marriage and sexuality. Corollaries of power are beliefs in autonomy 

and permissiveness concerning sexual behavior. Reiss explained that 

because in most societies greater power is conferred on men, 
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cross-culturally, men tend to respond jealously (aggressively) when 

attempts to exercise their power fail. In contrast, because of their 

powerlessness and due to proscriptions against women's expression of 

anger, women commonly respond by turning their anger inward, leading to 

greater depression, according to Reiss. Interestingly, Reiss also 

reasoned that if women lived in more permissive and egalitarian 

societies they also would also respond aggressively. 

Reiss's ideas are very interesting and stimulating. The 

difficulties that I see are not so much related to the validity of his 

propositions but with the limitations that he places on his theories by 

conceptualizing jealousy primarily as an aggressive response (or 

aggression turned inward). There may be some validity to this premise, 

but does it necessarily follow that if conditions were such that women 

experienced a greater sense of power and autonomy, then they would also 

be more aggressive? It does make intuitive sense that women would 

likely feel more free to express their anger. However, as this study 

attempts to show, even when the primary emotion may be anger, there are 

other forms and combinations of jealousy expression. It may also be 

argued that someone with greater power, for example, power over one's 

life, would have less reason to feel threatened in a jealousy event. 

Obviously, the concept of power has many definitions and 

Interpretations, perhaps more so even than the concept of jealousy and 

has proven to be even more elusive. Houston (1983) provides an very 

enlightening review and treatment of gender and power dynamics in 

intimate relationships. Nevertheless, regardless of how power is 

defined, there exists broad consensus that men in the majority of the 

world's societies hold greater access to power than do women. This is 
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true as concerns power distributions in society, generally, as well as 

within romantic relationships. Scholars concerned with studying 

interpersonal power have also come to recognize that, perhaps with the 

exception of abusive and pathological relationships, women are active 

contributors and participants in the power dynamics of romantic 

relationships (Falbo & Peplau, 1980; Stock, 1985). Further, 

preliminary research in this country has begun to suggest that power 

strategies used within relationships may be based on sex differences in 

values about power and perceptions of relative power, rather than to 

differences in sexual orientation per se (Falbo & Peplau, 1980). 

Obviously, the concepts of power and sex role socialization are 

interdependent. Men who conform to the cultural stereotype typically 

also have greater power, women who do so are subject to men's power. 

As will be seen, various threads of evidence exist providing 

considerable empirical support for the sex role and power hypotheses. 

However, at this point, I would like to point out some areas of 

conceptual and empirical difficulty, particularly as pertains to 

understanding gender differences (and similarities) in the jealousy 

experience. By and large, empirical approaches to the study of 

jealousy have been myopic when it comes to understanding women's 

jealousy and this is especially true of most of the sociocultural 

approaches considered thus far. This comment is based on my 

observation that sociocultural theorists of jealousy have formed their 

conclusions principally on field studies of male sexual jealousy which 

has been largely defined by the use of aggression in response to 

infidelity. The focus has remained on males even when theorists have 

considered matrilineal cultures (e.g., Hupka, 1981). When conclusions 
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are made about women's jealousy they have been presumptive, made almost 

by default. For example, theorists have, for the most part, concluded 

that since men's jealousy appears to follow sex-typed behaviors, 

women's jealousy must also. Again, there may be some validity to these 

propositions, but the empirical evidence is scant at best. 

Sociocultural theorists have provided an alternative way of 

understanding human behavior and relationships. They have shown that 

restricting our explanations to such limited concepts such as 

biological sex and biological imperatives for protecting confidence in 

paternity provide a very truncated view of the function of jealousy in 

romantic relationships. Sociocultural theorists have demonstrated that 

the function of jealousy varies as cultures vary in the values and 

meaning given to relationships and to the roles of individuals that 

compose relationships. They have pointed to the transitive and 

evolutionary nature of human nature and of the social structures and 

norms which influence our emotions, our thinking, and our behavior. 

Many have provided us with the positive expectations that although 

jealousy may always play a role in our attachments to people we value, 

jealousy may be minimized as societies evolve cultures which place 

greater value on human equality and reciprocity in love, sexuality, and 

power. 

In addressing such issues as the meaning of property rights, gender 

roles, power, sexuality, sexual jealousy, etc., sociocultural theorists 

have raised more questions than they have been capable of answering. 

Understanding a concept so complex as jealousy requires that we also 

understand the experience of the individual and the complex 

interpersonal process that we call a romantic relationship. Moreover, 
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as Hendrick (1988) pointed out, relationships are neither static nor 

absolute. Though born into an ongoing social order, people also 

reproduce and transform social structure. Individuals apply rules and 

norms in the process of relating, they 

are neither role puppets nor revolutionaries of a new 
social order, but rather persons—coping, changing and 
reconstruing their relationship. . . . [Similarly,] 
each relationship develops its own unique history while 
at the same time remaining statistically comparable to 
other relationships on selected structural features. 
(Hendrick, 1988, p. 435) 

Psychoanalytic Perspectives on Romantic Jealousy 

Hupka (1981) concerned himself primarily with sociocultural and 

situational aspects of romantic jealousy but he also recognized that 

individuals are active participants and use culture to their own 

benefit. The appraisal processes and coping strategies utilized by a 

specific individual in a jealousy situation serve primarily the 

function of protecting the interest of the individual (and the valued 

relationship) and not necessarily to protect or preserve the cultural 

norms, values, and societal needs. To understand the meaning 

attributed to a specific event one must also consider that an 

individual has a personal history of attachments, a history of learning 

and coping in the context of relationships. He or she possesses 

preconceived beliefs concerning relationships and what may signal a 

potential threat or loss. Similarly, Hupka noted that it is unlikely 

that an individual ponders the pros and cons of available coping 

options in the heat of the moment. "More likely, each person has 

settled upon a select group of favorite strategies early in life, to 

which strategies are added and others subtracted as the individual 
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acquires a record of their success rate, and which are brought into 

play instantly" (p. 336). 

From a Freudian perspective, human behavior is determined by 

biological and instinctual forces and by irrational, conflicting 

motivations that are fixated in the unconscious due to certain 

psychosexual experiences during the first six years of life. According 

to Freudian theory (e.g., Freud, 1925), jealousy involves a number of 

repressive defenses, primarily projection and reaction formation, meant 

to ward off unacceptable impulses elicited by current relational 

conditions that mirror the childhood prototype. In his only essay 

specifically dealing with jealousy, Freud (1925) delineated three 

layers of jealousy. All originate in the Oedipal competitions for the 

parent of the opposite sex and/or in competition with siblings for the 

mother's love. Normal jealousy, according to Freud, is a compound of 

(1) grief about the thought of losing the loved object, (2) a 

"narcissistic wound," (3) feelings of enmity against the rival, and (4) 

self-critisism for the loss. The second layer, projected jealousy, 

stems from the jealous person's own infidelity or impulses towards 

unfaithfulness which are projected onto the mate. All forms of 

jealousy are seen to involve some degree of repressed and projected 

homosexual impulses, but in delusional jealousy, the most severe form, 

the love object is not the mate, but the rival of the same sex. Freud 

viewed this more malignant jealousy as a manifestation of paranoia 

which takes the form: "Î  do not love him, she loves him" (p. 225). 

From the Freudian perspective the jealous response is considered to be 

the manifestation of intrapsychic defenses. The jealous person's 
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preoccupation with the current threat serves the function of preventing 

the conscious experience of the more threatening unconscious conflicts. 

Other psychoanalytic theorists elaborated or expanded on Freud's 

theories concerning jealousy. Rather than delve into the broad array 

of psychoanalytic propositions and suppositions, I will briefly 

elucidate three interrelated conceptual issues: the psychoanalytic 

treatment of narcissism (threat to self-esteem), dependency, and gender 

differences as these relate to the etiology of jealousy. First, 

although jealousy and envy, vis-a-vis the Oedipus Complex, permeates 

Freud*s psychoanalytic theory, his writings concerning jealousy per se 

made no substantive reference specifically concerning the etiology of 

jealousy in women. Jones (1950), in an attempt to consolidate Freud's 

ideas concerning jealousy, expressed that whereas women were more prone 

to jealousy because of their greater dependency on men for their 

approval, "there is little to add about women's [jealousy] problem 

because they are essentially of the same order" (pp. 339-340). 

Nonetheless, Jones (1950) argued that the child, failing to 

negotiate the Oedipal situation adequately, inverts his sexual 

attitudes (Jones referred to the male child). The boy identifies with 

the feminine role and cathects libido onto the self rather than the 

external love object. In a sense, the child develops a homosexual 

attitude designed to placate his father. However, he also harbors 

feelings of fear and hostility toward the father, coupled with guilt 

about his unconscious urgings. In Jones's terms, the result of this 

condition is a sense of "moral Inferiority" and a need for 

"compensatory self-love." As an adult he cannot love in the adult 

sense. "The most striking feature about his love is that strictly 
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speaking, it is not love at all, but a craving to be loved" (p. 334). 

"To him love is a therapeutic cure for a morbid state of affairs" (p. 

334). He seeks from the woman security from fear, certainty (from 

self-doubt), peace of mind from the unconscious guilt, a sense of 

potency, and freedom. To lose the woman's fidelity is to lose 

confidence in one's self and an exposure of one's inferiority to the 

self and to the world. The woman*s love protects him from his guilt 

and fear of his unconscious relationship with the father. 

But the man*s need for compensation also takes another form. The 

anger he projects toward the mate and the rival (even if no real rival 

exists) protects him by justifying his hatred, thus, saving face and 

restoring his self-esteem. Jones explained that if the man*s 

regression is primarily to a level of the homosexual solution, then his 

hostility will be expressed toward the mate. If aggressive feelings 

toward the father predominate, then hostility toward the rival will be 

manifest. For the male, the feminine inversion also leads to a fear of 

being "possessed" by the loved one. This fear in combination with the 

tendency toward overcompensation leads to infidelity or to thoughts of 

infidelity which accentuates his own guilt, furthering his projected 

distrust of women. 

Fenichel*s (1953) and Riviere's (1932) contributions can be 

viewed as direct extensions of Freudian thinking as applied to the 

etiology of jealousy in women. Both presented case material involving 

women in analysis and though each assented to Jones's (1950) 

homoerotic interpretations, their case analyses did not support 

interpretations of projected infidelity as regards women. Instead 

of the genital character types, these theorists proposed that, at 
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least in their female clients, the origin of the unconscious impulses 

coincides with the oral-erotic and oral-sadistic phase of development. 

Fenichel surmised that his client's depression and dependency on 

external narcisistic nurturance was more characteristic of the oral 

type. Feeling "robbed" of a penis and of the father's penis, 

jealousy feelings in the form of oral-sadistic impulses directed 

against the rival (mother substitute) "arise from the longing to 

take possession of partial objects in order to incorporate them" 

(Fenichel, 1953, p. 359). Riviere explained that the client's strong 

persecutory delusions was her attempt to relieve guilt over her 

sadistic impulses. 

A number of other theorists have proposed their own interpretation 

of Freud's theories. Beginning with Adler and Jung, some have taken 

exception to Freudian theory and offered opposing theories, some with 

clinical case material to buttress their particular hypotheses about 

the characterological basis of jealousy (see Coen, 1987; or Pao, 1969 

for brief summaries). More contemporary psychoanalytic writers 

contend that different levels of pathological jealousy may stem from 

psychosextial difficulties experienced at different developmental 

levels (cf. Coen, 1987; Pao, 1969). Regardless, a major problem in 

integrating and consolidating the many psychoanalytic ideas is that, 

almost without exception, each presentation involves case studies 

which present variant neurotic, characterological, and/or interpersonal 

pathologies that may either contribute to or perhaps result from the 

jealousy problems. 

This analysis points to another limitation of the orthodox 

psychoanalytic perspective. Psychoalytic theorists view jealousy 
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principally as an intrapsychic struggle set in motion by stimulus 

events. Though Freud and his followers recognized the significance 

of sociocultural and biological causal conditions in shaping 

personality, little significance was given to current relationship 

dynamics nor to the contribution of the romantic partner and rival 

nor, for that matter, the relevance of an actual infidelity. In a 

sense, these factors were considered vehicles for the expression of 

jealousy which has as its function the maintenance of repression of the 

true unconscious cause. Certainly, established early childhood 

relations to significant others contribute in important ways to how one 

behaves as an adult, but this is only one of the significant 

influences. Aside from the psychoanalytic concept of identification 

(or Introjectlon), little attention is given to other important forms 

of learning such as modeling of parental heterosexual and conflict 

behavior, vicarious learning through media, and peer influences, 

particularly in adolescence. Finally, all theories in this tradition 

suffer from the perennial psychoanalytic dilemma that appear not to be 

empirically falsifiable. 

Regardless of the verity of psychodynamic theory concerning 

unconscious compromise formations which lead to jealousy, Freud and 

his followers provided an intriguing way of conceptualizing 

the nature of men*s vulnerability to jealousy. The jealous man's 

need for power and domination is seen as rooted in his sense of 

inferiority and on a fragile dependence on external sources for 

nurturance and validation of his masculinity. Less clear is 

the psychoanalytic position concerning jealousy in women, though 

it is understood that their vulnerability is also related to 
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dependency. But is a woman's dependency due to biological and 

anatomical deficits or to sociocultural conditions? This issue will be 

addressed later. 

Neo-Analytic Perspectives on Romantic Jealousy 

Karen Horney (1937), as did other neo-analysts, viewed as untenable 

the orthodox psychoanalyic proposition that a person's personality was 

crystalized in early childhood. Thus, Horney differed from the 

psychoanalytic view that adult jealousy is a repetition of childhood 

jealousy. Like Erikson (1963, 1968) and others, Horney considered 

development to continue throughout the life-cyle in the form of 

attempts to negotiate conflicting societal standards and expectations. 

In her view, all children experience some degree of jealousy which is 

overcome when he or she becomes sure of the parents' love. However, 

the "intensified jealousy that we find in a child's relation to parents 

or siblings is not the ultimate cause of later jealousy, but both 

spring from the same sources" (Horney, 1937, p. 130). Inordinate 

jealousy, whether experienced in childhood or adulthood stem from a 

preexistent insatiable need for affection and power, rising out of a 

"basic anxiety," "an Insidiously increasing, all-pervading feeling of 

being lonely and helpless in a hostile world" (p. 88). 

A similar perspective by Fromm (1956) viewed jealousy as rooted 

in a relationship wherein an individual has failed to differentiate his 

or her identity out of fear of insecurity and aloneness. Instead, a 

"symbiotic fusion" is formed with another wherein the person defines 

the self based on the security afforded in a dependent relationship. 

In contrast, it is the individual who has achieved a more mature level 
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of development, and who can see himself or herself and the mate as 

distinct and autonomous, who can form a true communion in the 

experience of love. 

Similarly, Maslow (1968) distinguished between "Being-love," the 

more mature, selfless love, and "Deficiency-love," marked by jealousy. 

People capable of experiencing the former are those who have achieved a 

higher level of self-actualization and can seek the interest of the 

other and love the other for being himself or herself rather than as an 

object for validation of self-worth and fulfillment. Deficiency-love 

is based on deficient needs for love and for feelings of being loved. 

This dependency on another for a sense of completion makes one 

vulnerable to potential abandonment and incapable of true intimacy. 

The manifest relationship between love, particularly romantic love, and 

jealousy is perennial and widely recognized by jealousy theorists. The 

recent expansive empirical literature on the social psychology of love 

has had some important things to say concerning jealousy and will be 

considered briefly in a following section. 

Few issues have incited more controversy in psychology than the 

Freudian theory concerning the personality development of women 

(e.g., Chodoff, 1966; Horney, 1926; Klein, 1960; Thompson, 1942). 

In a global sense, the many criticisms leveled relate to Freud's 

observation that the subordinate status and submissive characteristics 

of women (and the resultant depression, masochism, and narcissism) are 

presented as natural and grounded in biology (anatomical deficits) 

while disregarding the sociopolitical conditions affecting women. 

Additionally, Freud as well as many other analytic and neo-analytic 

developmental theortists have been faulted for failing to accurately 
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reflect the developmental pathways and tasks negotiated by women (e.g., 

Chodorow, 1978; Franz & White, 1985; Gilligan, 1982) and for what has 

been tagged as its "masculine bias" (Gilligan, 1982); that is, for 

basing women's identity development through the childhood years and the 

adequacy of women's psychological functioning through the life-cycle in 

terms of men's developmental pathways and achievements. This issue has 

important implications for understanding the jealousy process. The 

ways in which personality integration is ultimately achieved within the 

strictures of our culture's socialization practices differ 

substantively for men and women, and when the principal developmental 

task involves forming intimate and committed relationships, men and 

women may be faced with different vulnerabilities and avenues for 

coping and behaving. The feminist theorists have asserted that both 

attachment (affiliation, connectedness, communion, etc.) and 

individuation (agency, separation, ego-autonomy, etc.), dialectic and 

integrative processes fundamental to developmental theories since 

Freud, are essential for healthy and mature adult functioning. 

However, developmental theories have been interpreted as being 

based principally on individuation processes, the masculine pathway. 

Though the attachment process is viewed as vital for the development 

of both genders because it lays the foundation for subsequent 

capacities for intimacy, relatedness and affiliation, feminists argue 

that it may constitute the principal developmental pathway and mode of 

being for women. Women "not only define themselves in a context of 

human relationship but also judge themselves in terms of their ability 

to care" (Gilligan, 1982, p. 16). Gilligan (1982) proposed that a 

woman is challenged and threatened by autonomy and separation due to 
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the negative repercussions to her relationships and to her self-

identity. It is not difficult to envision, then, that a woman's 

romantic jealousy may relate to her struggles to integrate her 

strivings for autonomy while maintaining her identity and the 

relationships on which, in large measure, it is based. Certainly, 

societal constrictions placed on women concerning instrumental 

competencies and autonomous strivings may be contributing factors, but 

the degree to which a woman is able to transcend the belief that her 

own well-being and identity are contingent on her ability to attract 

and subordinate herself to a man is important also. Relatedly, a man 

may be less subject to jealousy if he has achieved a well integrated 

identity and is capable of building relationships based on intimacy 

rather than on sexuality confused as intimacy. 

Gilbert (1987) recently reframed these ideas within the context of 

sex-linked emotional dependency. Like other feminists, Gilbert 

asserted that in our society women are socialized to cultivate an 

"underfunctioning," that is, to subordinate themselves to men both in 

physical and intellectual spheres in order to attract men and to 

protect themselves by ensuring themselves a safe place with men. 

Gilbert proposed, however, that the absence of dependency in men is an 

illusion, one instituted to protect the male ego. 

Because of society's traditional view that women be weak 
and men strong, the experiences and emotional needs of 
women have come to fall under the rubric of dependency 
and those of men under the rubric of power. . . . For 
men in our society, sexuality and gender are highly 
intercorrelated. Men are socialized to believe in penis 
power, and unfortunately the expression of this power 
requires a female partner or victim, (pp. 556-557) 

The essence of Gilbert's statement as regards men is that emotional 
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dependency in a relationship takes the form of oppression of women 

and a dependence on a woman for affirmation and validation of the 

masculine identity. The male's emotional dependency "is often 

reflected in strong feelings of jealousy and possessiveness of their 

sexual partners" (p. 557). 

In great measure, Gilbert's and other feminists' statements 

have been ideological statements (see Kaplan & Yasinski, 1980, for a 

review of empirical support), but behind the rhetoric concerning 

causal explanations for gender differences, there are actually many 

points of convergence, even with Freudian theory. Recall, for 

example, the previous discussion concerning psychoanalytic 

interpretations of men's dependency and narcissism. Regardless, the 

rich conceptual and empirical advances occurring within the general 

field of psychosocial development with its growing interest in 

interpersonal processes appear to hold much promise for contributing 

coherence and integration of extant knowledge and for guiding research 

aimed at extending our understanding of jealousy and other problems in 

intimate relationships. 

Empirical Aproaches to the Study 
of Romantic Jealousy 

As has been shown, there exits considerable theoretical support 

for the intuitive notion that there are individual differences in the 

propensity to respond jealously to jealousy-evoking events. Although 

few researchers in the jealousy field would contest this proposition, 

some have questioned the empirical or even clinical value of this 

approach to studying romantic jealousy (Clanton, 1981). Nevertheless, 

the remainder of this chapter is a distillation of key lines of 
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evidence provided by empirical scientists. First, however, it seems 

important to examine some measurement and methodological concerns. 

Methods of Measuring Jealousy 
and Romantic Jealousy 

Essential to the empirical method is the fact that jealousy must 

be quantifiable in order to be studied. Within recent years, 

researchers have developed a number of conceptually different 

instruments and procedures to study jealousy. Even though this initial 

surge stimulated a lively research climate, the differing types of 

questions posed by researchers and the existence of diverse ways of 

measuring jealousy have contributed to a lack of coherence in the field 

and complicated convergent comparisons of extant studies. So, to 

preface the review of the jealousy research, it will be instructive to 

examine briefly the more common measurement approaches and consider 

some associated advantages and limitations. 

Measuring Jealousy as a Personality Disposition 

The dispositional approach has primarily been advanced by the 

programmatic work of Robert Bringle and, to a lesser extent, by Gregory 

White. Bringle, Roach, Andler, and Evenbeck (1977, 1979) originally 

developed the Self-Report Jealousy Scale (SRJS) as a measure of 

individual differences in degree of "dispositional jealousy." The 

initial version consisted of 20 items presenting romantic, work, 

social, and family situations to which the respondent rated the degree 

to which he or she would be jealous in each specific situation. In a 

newer version (SRJS-II) Bringle (1982) changed the rating anchors from 

degree of "jealous" to a rating ranging from "pleased" to "upset." 
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Bringle et al. (1979) presented relatively good psychometric 

characteristics for the SRJS and evidence of construct validity. The 

major problem with the SJRS is that it includes scenarios of envy and 

rivalry (e.g., "a friend is smarter and gets better grades") that do 

not appear to involve jealousy at all. 

Although White (1981a, 1981c, 1984) did not consider his six item 

Chronic Jealousy Scale (CJS) to be a dispositional measure, it was 

developed to assess individual differences in global, general tendency 

to be jealous in several romantic relationships. The six items have 

varied in format but each essentially requires the respondent to rate 

the intensity or frequency of self-perceived jealousy. The SRJS and 

the CJS have been found to correlate moderately with each other and 

with other forms of jealousy measures in two comparative studies of 

jealousy scales (Mathes, Roter, & Jeorger, 1982; White, 1984). 

Measuring Jealousy in a Romantic Relationship 

The most active research on jealousy has involved construction and 

validation of measures of romantic jealousy. There is considerable 

discussion and debate about a number of measurement and conceptual 

issues (cf. Bringle & Buunk, 1985; Hupka, 1984; Pfeiffer & Wong, 1989; 

White, 1984; White & Mullen, 1989). Based on the comparative studies 

of Mathes, Roter, and Jeorger (1982) and White (1984) as well as 

consideration of the reported psychometric and conceptual properties of 

the various common scales leads to the conclusion that no one 

instrument is notably superior or exceptional. 

One approach to assessing romantic jealousy may be termed 

"phenomenologlcal" (White, 1984), and involves the respondent's 
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self-report of the degree of jealousy he or she experiences in the 

relationship. Examples are Aronson and Pines' (1980) single item 

rating scale and White's (1981a; 1981b; 1981c; 1984) Relationship 

Jealousy Scale (RJS). The RJS is a six item measure with a variety of 

item-appropriate 5-point response formats. Item content of the scale 

has varied slightly between studies. Examples of items include: "How 

jealous do you get of your partner's relationships with members of the 

opposite sex?" and "How much is your jealousy a problem in your 

relationship with your partner?" White reported good psychometric 

properties for each variation of the scale including construct and 

convergent validity, and internal consistency; but correlations with a 

measure of social desirability have varied from nonsignificant to 

modest. In the more recent publication White (1984) reported a 

correlation of .323 for males (£ < .05) and .073 (n.s.) for females 

between the RJS and Marlowe and Crowne's (1964) measure of social 

desirability response tendency. 

A second method of scale development is the "rational" approach 

and involves writing a number of face-valid, largely atheoretical items 

which are administered to large numbers of respondents, correlated, and 

factor analyzed. For example, Hupka (Hupka & Bachelor, 1979; Rusch & 

Hupka, 1977) constructed the 27-item Interpersonal Relations Scale 

(IRS). Primarily romantic stimuli (jealousy and envy) are presented in 

a Likert-type format. An example of Hupka's items is: "When my partner 

dances with someone else I feel very uneasy." Similar scales include 

the 28-item Interpersonal Jealousy Scale (US) (Mathes, Phillips, 

Skowran, & Dick, 1982; Mathes & Severa, 1981), the 31-item Jealousy 

Scale (Tipton, Benedictson, Mahoney, & Hartnett, 1978), and the 36-item 
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Survey of Interpersonal Reactions (SIR) (Rosemarin, Chambless, & 

Lapointe, 1979). These scales have revealed closely overlapping 

factors and most have been shown to have relatively good convergence 

(Mathes, Roter, & Jeorger, 1982; White, 1984). All have been shown to 

have good internal consistency (.80 or better) and construct validity 

as evidenced by correlations with other personality measures. The IRS 

correlated with therapists' ratings (Hupka & Bachelor, 1979) and the 

U S (Mathes et al., 1982) was validated with behavioral measures 

obtained in a contrived situation where college students were 

confronted by confederates seeking to date their partners. 

A third approach takes the form of presenting various hypothetical 

jealousy situations and having respondents indicate their anticipated 

response under similar circumstances. Buunk (1982) asked respondents 

how they would feel, "very unpleasant" to "very pleasant," if their 

partners exhibited the following behaviors toward a third person: 

having a long, established sexual relationship; being in love; having 

sexual contact; making love a little; and flirting. Scores for the 

five items were summed. A similar procedure involving a number of 

scenarios has been used by Hansen (1982, 1983, 1985a, 1985b); however, 

Hansen has been more concerned with situational differences than with a 

summed jealousy score. Similarly, Salovey and Rodin (1986) employed a 

number of hypothetical jealousy and envy-provoking situations and 

several elaborate vignettes to study affective and cognitive responses 

that respondents indicated would be utilized in the two types of 

events. Shettel-Neuber, Bryson, and Young (1978) presented college 

students with a silent videotape of a party scenario where the 

protagonist's partner becomes affectionate with a old boyfriend or 
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girlfriend (male and female versions). Respondents were given a 

36-item questionnaire and asked to rate the likelihood that each of the 

behaviors would be used if they were the protagonist. Finally, Teisman 

and Mosher (1978) assigned 80 dating couples to jealous and nonjealous 

role-playing conditions and compared their verbal and nonverbal 

responses. 

Measurement Concerns 

The foregoing demonstrates that jealousy is a complex construct to 

quantify and study. It would seem desirable to supplement extant 

research with laboratory and field studies, but for ethical and a 

variety of practical reasons, these methods are virtually nonexistent. 

Many episodes of jealousy do not occur in public and even when they do, 

they may not be expressed openly. It has been shown that much of the 

jealousy experience involves subjective affective and cognitive 

dimensions that are difficult to quantify, particularly in the heat of 

the moment. Additionally, the precipitants of jealousy episodes may 

involve events in the past history of a relationship and the processes 

of the jealousy event Itself may take place over a protracted period of 

time. For these and other reasons, researchers have had to rely 

heavily on correlational and self-report methodology. The result is 

that there exist some problems that cannot be glossed over and which 

should be considered in scrutinizing the research literature. 

Barring conceptual and methodological limitations associated with 

extant scaling studies (e.g., small sample sizes, select populations 

used in scale development, and minimally acceptable psychometric 

characteristics), by far the most pervasive difficulty associated with 

measuring jealousy concerns the related issues of accuracy and self-



168 

presentation bias. With the exception of Teisman and Moser (1978) the 

instruments and procedures reviewed thus far were self-report measures. 

Some of the drawbacks of these measurement approaches are common to 

most self-report questionnaires that ask respondents to provide 

retrospective information in a contrived setting. Self-report 

measures are in effect structured tasks, tasks which require the 

respondent to include or exclude certain types of information (Harvey, 

Christensen, & McClintock, 1983). The respondent's selective memory is 

called upon to reconstruct past experiences in a way that makes sense 

to himself or herself and at the same time conforms to the 

investigator's frame of reference (Ellis & Weinstein, 1986). Mandler 

(1975) pointed out that self-reports can be based only upon what 

appears in consciousness, the content of which is always modified by 

cognitive processes of which a person is unaware. This is especially 

the case concerning the application of a verbal and cognitive task 

(self-report) to physiological and affective aspects of experience 

(Ellis & Weinstein, 1986). Additionally, White and Mullen (1989) 

cautioned that those scales classified as rational approaches are 

especially subject to the cultural and ethnocentric biases of 

researchers that may not apply to respondents because items are written 

and selected for inclusion based on the researchers' preconceived ideas 

of what constitutes jealousy. 

Similar difficulties are associated with procedures that ask 

participants to predict how they might respond in hypothetical 

jealousy situations. The presumption of this approach is that the 

respondent draws from his or her personal experience to formulate a 

response. However, it cannot be determined to what degree the 
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stimulus materials are relevant and personally involving for the 

respondent or to what degree responses may be influenced by stereotypic 

expectations and/or by the implicit, possibly transparent expectations 

that the investigator seeks to validate. Relatedly, Hupka (1984) found 

that subjects' self-reports of affective experiences could be 

manipulated depending on which aspect of the jealousy event was the 

focus of attention of hypothetical scenarios (thinking about the 

partner's sexual behavior versus thinking about the potential loss). 

Problems such as these led White and Mullen (1989) to question the 

generalizability of the hypothetical approach to "real life jealousy." 

Jealousy is often viewed pejoratively and as a sign of personal 

weakness (Clanton, 1981). Asking participants to report their jealous 

emotions, thoughts, and behaviors, even under conditions of anonjrmity, 

involve value judgements on their part. So, presuming that 

participants are able to accurately recall specifics of their jealousy 

experiences, they may not always be reported accurately on a 

questionnaire. Measures which have used the term "jealousy" (e.g.. 

White's RJS and CJS) have been especially faulted for their 

susceptibility to distortion due to social desirability or self-

presentation bias (cf. Bringle & Buunk, 1985; Clanton, 1981; Mathes, et 

al., 1982; Solomon, 1982). As mentioned previously. White's research 

(1984) supports this contention, but his findings suggest that measures 

which have avoided using the term "jealousy" may be just as likely to 

be influenced by social desirability response tendencies. Some 

researchers have attempted to statistically control for this variable 

by including measures of social desirability. However, one problem 

with this procedure involves the issue of method variance. That is, to 
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what extent is the variance being removed attributed to a robust 

relationship between the variables or to the fact that respondents may 

respond in a similar fashion to similar instruments (i.e., self-report 

scales)? The issue of method variance is especially pertinent with 

respect to those correlational studies to be examined below which rely 

on the properties of various personality trait scales. For example, 

are correlated scores between self-reports of romantic jealousy and 

self-esteem reflecting a factual relationship between the variables or 

to the likelihood that individuals with low self-esteem may tend to 

respond to questionnaires with a deviant response tendency. 

Regardless, these have been pervasive problem areas which have hindered 

empirical approaches to the study of romantic jealousy. 

As mentioned earlier, many prominent jealousy researchers have come 

to recognize that unidimensional measures of jealousy have proven not 

to be very useful beyond obtaining correlational information. A 

growing number of researchers have begun to focus on jealousy as a 

process similar to that depicted in White's model and have shifted 

their attention to understanding process components and patterns among 

components and causal conditions. Some have even attended to actual 

life experiences of the participants rather than hypothetical events. 

These will be considered in sections that follow. Relatedly, Pfeiffer 

and Wong (1989) have recently published preliminary data on a 

multidimensional jealousy scale which provides separate assessments of 

cognitive, emotional, and behavioral components of jealousy in romantic 

relationships. It also includes characteristics of pathological 

jealousy, a feature which provides for some Interesting possibilities. 

However, one limitation of this scale is that it provides global scores 
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for each component as experienced in the relationship generally. More 

useful, at least within the framework of White's model of jealousy, 

would be measures which assess the various components as event-specific 

processes. 

Despite the limitations and frequent derogations made of self-

report scales, the employment of these scales to study jealousy and 

romantic jealousy has yielded important information and has contributed 

to the evolution of methodology in this arena. With the above 

considerations in mind, I turn now to examining findings of person 

factors related to romantic jealousy. 

Person Factors in Romantic Jealousy 

Two general approaches have been used by researchers to understand 

person factors that may be considered causal antecedents of romantic 

jealousy. The first approach may be considered the developmental 

approach. The second approach, the personological or trait approach, 

presumes that one's vulnerability and response tendencies in jealousy 

events are mediated by a sundry of interrelated personality attributes 

such as self-esteem, neuroticism, an individual's belief systems, and 

gender. 

Developmental Variables as Causal Conditions 

The developmental approach to the study of jealousy is founded on 

the premise that certain events or conditions in a person's history 

have "caused" an enduring vulnerability to perceive and construe a 

given class of events as posing a threat and to provoke individual 

variations in jealous responses. Prior to the recent surge of interest 

in the empirical study of jealousy, researchers' attention was almost 
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exclusively focused on jealousy (and envy) in childhood (e.g., sibling 

rivalry) (see reviews by Kosins, 1982; White & Mullen, 1989). Support 

for the many hypotheses offered by the psychoanalytic and other 

theorists reviewed previously came principally from clinical case 

studies (cf. Dockery & Ellis, 1976). 

The first published attempt to link developmental events 

empirically to adult jealousy was Vauhkonen's (1968) survey of 

pathological jealousy among 55 Finnish couples. Vauhkonen was able to 

show only weak (statistically nonsignificant) relationships between 

adult pathological jealousy and factors such as whether participants 

had lost either or both parents before age 16, the intensity of their 

reported reaction to the parental loss, reports of excessive sibling 

conflicts, reports of a contentious relationship with parents, and of 

demonstrations of parental favoritism for siblings during childhood. 

More recently, Kosins (1982) attempted to obtain more definitive 

evidence concerning these issues and whether there existed a 

relationship between adult sexual jealousy and the quality of peer 

support during childhood. A self-report questionnaire, including a 

romantic jealousy scale which combined items from a number of published 

measures, was completed by 85 college students and 129 psychotherapy 

outpatients. Correlational and multiple regression analysis found no 

statistically significant relationship for any of these variables after 

accounting for gender, group membership, and social desirability. 

Kosins also failed to find support for a relationship between jealousy 

and family structural variables such as family size, age spacing, and 

birth order. Similarly, Bringle and Williams (1979) and White (1981) 

reported nonsignificant findings for birth order though the former 
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study suggested a weak negative correlation between family size and 

dispositional jealousy. 

In actuality, Bringle and Williams (1979) were much more ambitious 

and sought to examine the role that parent's jealousy and personality 

played in their offspring's jealousy. On the basis of their analysis 

of self-reports of 88 college students and their parents (34 with both 

parents responding), they found some evidence to suggest that the 

developmental origins of jealousy may differ for men and women. 

Measures of jealousy included their SRJS, reports of frequency of 

jealousy and of jealous feelings and behaviors experienced when 

jealous. Parent and offspring scores on the SRJS correlated strongly 

but multiple regression analyses found that none of the parents' 

jealousy scores predicted jealousy for male offspring. To test the 

hypothesis that offspring's jealously may be influenced by the parents' 

styles of coping with stressful and threatening events,- the authors 

included measures of repression-sensitizatlon and screening-

nonscreening (degree to which an individual screens out environmental 

stimuli to reduce arousal). Neither of these variables related to the 

males' jealousy scores. The data on females' fared only slightly 

better. Mothers' and fathers' screening related to daughters' 

dispositional jealousy, and fathers' jealous behaviors was 

significantly correlated with daughters* jealous behaviors. Based on 

these scant results, Bringle and Williams suggested that "general 

emotional characteristics of the parents become transformed into 

cognitive strategies for the offspring, [and] seems to occur more 

frequently for females. Thus, highly emotional parents may make female 

offspring more sensitive to emotional consequences of interpersonal 
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stress" (p. 281). Further, "it would appear that males are left 

to their own devices to define jealous situations and react to them" 

(p. 281). 

Bringle and Williams (1979) were aware that a fundamental problem 

with their study was the assximption that parents' personality 

dispositions and ways of responding to jealousy during the offsprings' 

formative years would be relevant to the relationship between their 

self-report measures obtained when offspring were young adults. As 

will be seen, research suggests that personality factors can account 

for only a minimal amount variance even in cross-situational 

(consecutive partners) jealousy experiences over a relatively short 

period of time. So, even though it makes intuitive sense that 

offspring should retain what they learned from their parents through 

the socialization process, it is difficult to see how current empirical 

methods can lend strong support to the existance of temporal, between-

person continuity of personality styles through the relatively lengthy 

period of the offsprings' development. 

Bringle and Williams' data also suggested that though there 

existed no relationship between age and dispositional jealousy, there 

was a significant negative relationship obtained between age and 

frequency of jealousy, jealous feelings, and jealousy behaviors. 

Other studies have found that jealousy is attenuated by age (cf. 

Constantine & Constantine, 1973; Kinsey et al., 1953; Pines & Aronson, 

1982). However, the significance of age as a factor is difficult to 

unravel because of the litany of variables with which age may be 

confounded. Pines and Aronson (1982) made the commonsense suggestion 

that with age and experience people learn to avoid entanglements in 
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jealous relationships. Likewise, it may be expected that individuals 

who remain in a relationship generally tend to gradually develop better 

understanding and a greater sense of trust (Buunk, 1980; Duck & Sants, 

1983). Other factors that may correspond with age and jealousy may 

include one's degree of involvement, investment, and commitment to the 

relationship, and as people age, most develop a greater capacity for 

forming more intimate, mature, and secure relationships (Whitbourne & 

Tesch, 1985). It is suggested that rather than age, per se, or for 

that matter, rather than parents' personality dispositions, what may be 

more significant are the dynamic changes and experiences that take 

place throughout the course of development, including experiences in 

the parent subsystem, parent-offspring subsystems, sibling and peer 

relations, and romatlc relationships. 

Researchers in this area generally have come to recognize that 

important contributions to our understanding of general parental and 

developmental causal conditions as they relate to adult jealousy must 

proceed from a better empirical and theoretical base and, in great 

measure, much of this must be provided by longitudinal research. Only 

one published study may be considered longitudinal. Mathes (1986) was 

able to locate 40 of 65 participants who, as college students five 

years previously, had been administered his Interpersonal Jealousy 

Scale. Comparison of the scores of those whose relationships had 

continued versus those whose relationship had terminated suggested that 

the long-range effect of jealousy upon romantic relations may be to 

contribute to the maintenance and continuity of "love and marriage." 

Certainly this is an interesting finding and one worthy of further 

study. However, as is explicitly advanced throughout this study, it 
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should be much more theoretically, empirically, and clinically useful 

to begin to develop an understanding of what people think and do in 

jealousy situations and how these processes relate to specific 

relationship experiences and outcomes. This perspective may apply to 

current romantic relationships as well as to the influence of parental, 

familial and a host of developmental experiences. 

Dispositional Variables as Causal Conditions 

Whether implicitly or explicitly stated, researchers concerned 

with person variables as causal conditions have presumed that these 

constitute dimensions of vulnerability such that given a certain 

romantic jealousy event, there exist individual differences in the 

propensity to perceive the event constituting a threat, then to respond 

affectively, cognitively, and behaviorally in a characteristic manner. 

Though it may be common to think of certain individuals as a "jealous 

person," the concept of dispositional jealousy (e.g., Bringle, Roach, 

Andler, & Evenbeck, 1977; 1979) has received little acceptance among a 

majority of researchers in the area. In contrast, many have advanced 

the idea that the experience and expression of jealousy may be mediated 

by the interplay of other important personality variables. Millon 

(1981) defined personality as 

a complex pattern of deeply embedded psychological 
characteristics [traits] that are largely unconscious, 
cannot be eradicated easily, and express themselves 
automatically in almost every facet of functioning. 
. . . these traits emerge from a complicated matrix of 
biological dispositions and experiential learnings and 
now comprise the individual's distinctive pattern of 
perceiving, feeling, thinking, and coping, (p. 8) 

Although jealousy researchers have recognized that situational 

variations constitute important causal conditions, the concepts of 
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personality and personality trait presuppose a degree of situational 

invariance with respect to how an individual manages the intrapsychic 

and external demands of jealousy events. But, there exists little 

consensus, theoretical or empirical, about which personality constructs 

are most consequential. Research addressing these issues is reviewed 

here with the focus being on research principally concerned with 

romantic jealousy, rather than the more general concept of 

dispositional jealousy. For the sake of exposition, the review groups 

studies into those dealing with one of three general hypotheses: (1) 

romantically jealous people tend to have demlnished self-esteem; (2) 

they tend to possess rigid beliefs and attitudes about the nature of 

romantic relationships; and, (3) jealousy may be mediated by a variety 

of neurotic traits. Though some exceptions will be noted below, most 

of the research is based on self-report measures meant to assess the 

intensity or frequency of romantic jealousy (as opposed to studying the 

components of the jealousy process). 

Romantic Jealousy and Self-esteem 

It is not surprising that jealousy and self-esteem have been 

linked by authors from a variety of scholarly disciplines. White and 

Mullen (1989) remarked that because romantic partners typically have 

greater access to intimate and private information about the self and 

because one's romantic relationship provides one of the most salient 

means for negotiating meaning about the self, perhaps the most 

threatening form of information that can be experienced is that one's 

partner is romantically attracted to someone else. Such an experience 

may reveal inaccurancies in self-concept, it may signal the partner's 
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devaluation of central aspects of the self (e.g., self as lover, mate, 

spouse, etc.), and it may force a public and private renegotiation of 

valued aspects of the self. 

It is also not surprising that virtually every researcher who has 

taken an interest in the subject of jealousy at one point or another 

has attempted to study its relationship to self-esteem. The most 

common method has been to obtain multivariate correlational data from 

self-report measures typically administered to college students. A 

number of studies have found the expected negative relationship, that 

is, that individuals with lowered levels of self-esteem tend to report 

greater jealousy (Hupka & Bachelor, 1979; Jaremko & Lindsey, 1979; 

Mathes et al., 1982; Stewart & Beatty, 1985; Rosmarin et al., 1981). 

White (1981d) found this relationship only for men, others only for 

women (Buunk, 1982; Hansen, 1985b). In contrast, a number have failed 

to find statistically significant support for the relationship for 

either gender (Hansen, 1982; Mathes & Severa, 1981; Salovey & Rodin, 

1984; Shettle-Neuber, Bryson, & Young, 1978; Solomon, 1982; White, 

1981a, 1981b). 

There are a number of methodological and conceptual limitations 

associated with the correlational approach, particularly as concerns 

treating self-esteem as a causal condition. As mentioned previously, 

there exists the problem of knowing whether statistical relationships 

may be attributable to method variance or to a systematic response bias 

such that individuals who report themselves as having lower levels of 

self-esteem may also be more likely to endorse negative attributes like 

jealousy, whereas those with high self-esteem may in actuality screen 

out negative self-attributes on questionnaires. Beyond these 
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difficulties, there exists the perennial problem of determining 

direction of causality. Though it makes intuitive sense to hypothesize 

that antecedent low levels of self-esteem may make one relatively more 

vulnerable to jealousy, it is also conceivable that low self-esteem may 

be a consequence of jealousy conflicts in the relationship (Bush, Bush, 

& Jennings, 1988). Or, it may be that other variables (e.g., 

relationship satisfaction, interdependence, and level of trust, 

dysfunctional communication skills, etc.) may moderate both self-esteem 

and romantic jealousy. 

Mathes, Adams, and Davis (1985) recently published an interesting 

quasi-experimental study intended to examine a number of issues raised 

by White's earlier (1981a) model of romantic jealousy. Pertinent here 

is their attempt to demonstrate that loss of self-esteem is 

quantitatively stronger in a jealousy event than in other types of 

experiences that involve loss of one's partner. Students rated the 

degree to which self-esteem and loneliness would be suffered in five 

hypothetical events depicting: no loss, fate (accidental death), 

destiny (partner moves), rejection (partner terminates relationship), 

and loss to a rival (partner falls in love with another and 

terminates). Their findings suggested, as might be expected, that loss 

to fate predicted the highest loneliness (loss of rewards) and that 

loss of self-esteem was greatest for loss of partner due to rejection 

and loss to a rival. The authors reasoned that the nonsignificant 

difference between these two latter events may be attributed to the 

common experience of rejection and that rejection coupled with rivalry 

constltues the event commonly labeled as jealousy. These authors also 

published evidence that suggested that whereas all loss events 
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essentially involve similar levels of felt depression and anxiety, 

those conditions associated with loss of self-esteem (rejection and 

loss to rival) involved higher levels of anger and jealousy emotion. 

Much of White's work has involved analysis of correlational data 

utilizing his "phenomenologlcal" jealousy scales and other self-report 

measures of the various correlates. To reiterate, though this method 

has provided important information, it should be additionally 

informative to develop a greater understanding of what people do, 

think, and feel given certain types of threats. Some research has been 

conducted which is pertinent to the question of how the jealousy 

process components might relate to people's attempts to maintain or 

enhance self-esteem when threatened or challenged by a jealousy event. 

Inconsistent findings in his own work as well as that of other 

researchers and the frequent weak effect sizes of statistically 

significant findings led White (1981a) to argue against the popular 

notion of jealousy being a sign of global self-esteem or general 

insecurity. Brehm (1985) echoed White's position and posited that 

rather than a global concept of self-esteem it would be preferable 

to examine "relationship specific" variables. White and Mullen (1989) 

and Salovey and Rodin (1989) adopted the view that jealousy and self-

esteem are related insofar as an event threatens an area that is 

particularly self-defining for that specific individual. We "jealously 

protect those aspects of ourselves that are particularly important to 

maintaining self-definition and self-evaluation . . . " (Salovey & 

Rodin 1989 p. 231). White and Mullen added that a jealousy threat is 

significant insofar as it has implications for self-evaluation and 

because it poses a challenge and potential damage to one's organized 



and abstracted meaning about the self, that is, one's self-concept. 

Relatedly, an individual may have rather hardy self-esteem about many 

areas such as career, sports, spouse, but a specific event may be 

threatening only to the extent that it has negative implications 

an concerning a circumscribed aspect of the self. For example, 

individual may not be threatened by his or her partner's sexual 

involvement outside a relationship, but he or she may become highly 

disturbed when the partner's extradyatic relationship involves 

emotional intimacy which may be viewed as privy to the primary 

relationship. In actuality, the implications for self-esteem and self-

concept becomes even more complex when one considers that personal 

attributes of the rival or interloper, (e.g., social status, 

attractiveness, sexual prowess, etc.) may also contribute to the 

saliency of the jealousy threat (White & Mullen, 1989), especially when 

the event becomes accessible to public scrutiny. 

White (1981c, 1981d) has provided preliminary empirical support 

for some of these ideas by utilizing self-report measures. His work 

suggests that jealousy may be mediated by a number of variables such as 

feeling inadequate as mate or partner (significant for both genders), 

dependence on the relationship (females only), and dependence on one's 

partner for self-esteem evaluation (males only). White (1981a) found 

that men in his sample were more likely to compare themselves 

unfavorably with the rival and to cope with the situation by denial of 

jealousy. Interestingly, Buunk (1980) and Shettel-Neuber et al. 

(1978) reported that unattractive rivals precipitate more jealousy than 

attractive rivals. Another study (Buunk, Bringle, & Arends, 1984) 

reported that women felt more threatened if the rival was more 
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physically attractive, superior in social skills, and superior in 

professional competence. 

Somewhat surprising findings were reported by Hupka and Eshett 

(1988) who had subjects report physiological and affective responses to 

a hypothetical event involving the partner engaged in passionate 

kissing at a party. They interpreted their findings as demonstrating 

that men are most upset when the interloper is their best friend and 

least concerned when he is a stranger. Women, in contrast, are most 

upset when the interloper is someone equal or lower in status and least 

upset when the interloper is their best friend. These authors reasoned 

that women are less threated by their best friend's involvement because 

the friends are similar to themselves in values and taste but the 

interloper of low or equal status would have a devastating effect on 

the self-concepts of women. These conclusions, as applied to women, 

appear specious and counter-intuitive. It would seem that few 

experiences would be more emotionally traumatic than to be betrayed by 

both a mate and one's best freind. Again, one has to question the 

accuracy of conclusions made on the basis of hypothetical jealousy 

events. A number of researchers have suggested that sexual behavior, as 

opposed to other behaviors between a rival and a partner, provokes the 

greatest jealousy (Buunk, 1980; Hansen, 1982), especially when a public 

scandal ensues and when the rival is personally known (Pines & Aronson, 

1983). 

The foregoing shows that the relationships between jealousy, self-

esteem, and the self-concept are important and warrant further 

conceptual and empirical study. But they are also complex 

relationships which cannot be reduced to a correlation between 
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constructs conceptualized and measured as static variables. Further, 

disentangling the interrelationship of variables such as trait self-

esteem and state self-esteem as a ever-changing, dynamic processes 

remains a formidable challege. Relatedly, as pointed out previously, 

perhaps the greatest limitations posed by research approaches which 

rely on hypothetical jealousy events (e.g., (Bryson, 1976; Hupka & 

Eshett, 1988; Mathes, et al., 1985, & Shettel-Neuber, et al., 1978) 

concerns the questionable generalizability of the findings to what 

people experience in real life. 

Romantic Jealousy, Beliefs, and Attitudes 

Within the cognitive-behavioral paradigm of Lazarus' theory of 

emotion and coping, causal determinants attributed to the person 

include the tacit assumptions, beliefs, commitments, and meanings that 

influence the habitual style of construing oneself, the nature of 

relationships, and the world in general (Folkman & Lazarus, 1984). A 

number of jealousy researchers have sought to delineate a number of 

beliefs and attitudes which may correspond to jealousy. A group of 

variables which have received considerable attention include attitudes 

towards sexual behavior. One would expect, for example, that people 

who expect sexual exclusivity in their relationship would be more 

prone to experience jealousy than those with nonexclusive attitudes 

(Brehm, 1985). Indeed, White (1981d) found that self-reported 

romantic jealousy increased in proportion to respondents' desires to 

limit sexual behavior to the primary relationship. Similar results 

were reported by Pines and Aronson (1983) concerning a belief in 

monogamy. Buunk (1982) found that among married couples, self-reports 



184 

of anticipated jealousy concerning their partners' outside sexual 

behavior were lower for respondents who had more previous outside 

involvements. Anticipation of jealousy also decreased with greater 

intention to become sexually involved with someone else. In contrast, 

Pines and Aronson (1983) reported greater jealousy among respondents 

who had actually been unfaithful in their relationships. However, 

another study utilizing college students failed to find a significant 

relationship between a measure of permissive premarital sexual behavior 

and the researchers' own jealousy scale (Hupka & Bachelor, 1979). 

This latter study did not report gender difference in sexual 

permissiveness. Such findings leave one struggling to explain the 

inconsistencies because they seem to raise more questions than they 

answer. In terms of methodology, the question of actual versus 

hypothetical jealousy is once again pertinent. The inconsistencies 

suggest that there may be little relationship between what people say 

they will experience and what actually occurs in life. It may be that 

participants in Buunk's studies who reported that they intended to have 

outside sexual relations and that they would also be less jealous of 

their spouse's outside relationships may have actually been justifying 

and rationalizing their own intentions. These studies also point to 

the problem of making valid and reliable comparisons between different 

subject populations. For instance, to what degree were Buunk's married 

Dutch couples comparable with White's and Hupka's American college 

students? It seems reasonable to assume that sexual promiscuity has 

different implications during premarital stages than in a relatively 

established marriage (Buunk, 1980). At least within mainstream 

American culture, negotiation of relationship boundaries and sexual 
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fidelity constitute focal issues throughout the dating process. It 

appears reasonable to conclude, then, that what may be much more 

significant than an individual's exclusivity beliefs may be the degree 

of concordance in partners' beliefs and expectations at various 

relationship stages. In their programmatic work on sexual and love 

attitudes, Hendrick and coworkers (e.g., Hendrick, Hendrick, Slapion-

Foote, & Foote, 1985) found dramatic differences in college men and 

women's attitudes toward such issues as liberal premarital sexuality, 

sexual exculsivity, and marital infidelity (women were found to be 

significantly more conservative). Utilization of this type of measure 

to understand areas of dyadic conflict may have important ramifications 

concerning jealousy. 

It is also important to keep in mind that a partner's outside 

sexual involvement may signal more than simply a desire for greater 

sexual variety. It may signal that the partner is dissatisfied with 

the relationship, that a rival can provide other resources which may be 

deficient in the primary relationship (e.g., communication, greater 

attention, compatibility of interests) or even a desire for a more 

committed relationship (White, 1981b). Jealousy has been found to be a 

problem even in relationships wherein partners consent to nonexculsive 

sexual behavior. For example, Buunk (1981) found that though spouses 

in sexually open marriages may have less concern about the spouse's 

sexual behavior and about losing the relationship, they did have 

trouble bearing the uncertainty created by the partner's outside 

involvement and were disturbed by the perception of being excluded from 

important activities of the spouse, particularly if he or she did not 

also have a special outside relationship. 
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A recurring theme evident though the theoretical literature 

is the hypothesis that jealousy in romantic relationships is related 

to the degree to which an individual adopts and subscribes to 

traditional, stereotypic sex-role orientations, that is, to 

"prescriptive expectations" about how men and women should behave, 

think, and feel in romantic relationships (White & Mullen, 1989). 

Support for this link has been provided by Hansen (1982, 1985b), 

who found that sex-role traditionalism (using Brogan & Kutner's, 

1976, measure) positively correlated with jealous reactions in a 

number of jealousy-producing events in marriage. Another study 

utilizing college students found the relationship only for women 

(Hansen, 1985a). However, Dodge, Ludwig, and Duecker (1988) and White 

(1981b), using White's RJS and the Attitudes Towards Women Scale 

(ATW, Spence & Helmreich, 1972), found that among college students, 

men, but not women, who held traditional, stereotypic views about the 

roles and rights of women were more likely to report experiencing 

jealousy in their relationship. Though these results provided 

tentative support for the hypothesis, all accounted for only minimal 

variance. It is also possible that studying relationships among 

college populations may have special limitations, particularly in 

view of the likelihood that college women are likely to subscribe 

to a greater number of nontraditlonal attributes concerning women's 

roles than their cohorts in the general population. In both Dodge, 

Ludwig, and Duecker (1988) and White (1981b), women's scores on the ATW 

scale were significantly more nontraditlonal than the men's scores. 

Again, one also has to question whether even more significant than an 

individual's sex-role attitudes may be the matter of congruence between 
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partners' sex-role orientations and expectations and/or the changing 

attitudes within specific relationships. 

In their landmark book. Jealousy, Clanton and Smith (1977) 

explained that traditionally and contemporarily, jealousy has often 

been linked with a romantic, passionate attitude toward love, as 

an expression of love, and as proof of the depth of love. "Romantic 

love as described in song and story suggest that two lovers depend on 

one another to the exclusion of all others, that they fulfill one 

another totally, and that if deprived of one another, they will 

die—or, at least, be very unhappy forever" (p. 109). Some 

researchers have found support for this view by correlating various 

jealousy measures with Rubin's Love (1970) scale (Mathes & Severa, 

1981; White, 1984). DeMoja (1986) and Lester (Lester, Deluca, 

Hellinghausen, & Scribner, 1985) found a strong relationship between 

Mathes' jealousy scale and a measure of romantic-rational attitudes 

toward love (Knox & Sporakowski, 1967). However, Mathes, Roter, and 

Joerger (1982) obtained nonsignificant findings when correlating 

Rubin's scale and a number of dispositional and romantic jealousy 

scales. White (1981b) found a nonsignificant relationship and Hansen 

(1982) only a weak relationship for women using Hobart*s Romanicism 

Scale (1958). 

Clanton and Smith (1977) suggested that conceptualizing love in 

terms of romantic, passionate attitudes may be rather simplistic. 

Relatedly, White and Mullen (1989) pointed out that the weak 

relationship between the two constructs may be because these measures 

of love attitudes fail to capture the complexity and multidimensinality 

of love (this may also be true of the jealousy measures). Indeed, 
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recent years have witnessed an explosion of theory and research 

on love from many camps (e.g., Berscheid & Walster, 1974; Dion & 

Dion, 1985; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1983, 1986; 

Kelley, et al., 1983; Lee, 1973; Sternberg, 1986), demonstrating 

the multidimensional nature of love. These contributions appear to 

povlde fertile ground for studying the jealousy process. For 

example, Hazan and Shaver (1987) attempted to link recent theory 

and research on love with Bowlby's (1973) and Ainsworth's (Ainsworth 

et al. 1978) research on attachment theory and provided preliminary 

data to suggest that jealousy is especially common for people with 

anxious and ambivalent styles of forming romantic attachments. 

From a different perspective, application of Hendrick and Hendrick's 

(1986) scales to measure Lee's (1973) theory of love may be 

particularly useful for understanding how congruous and incongrous 

love attitudes between partners may contribute to the manifestation 

of the various components of the jealousy process. 

Romantic Jealousy as an Expression 
of Neurotic Disponsitions 

Regardless of their specific etiological premise or conceptual 

framework, the personality theorists considered thus far, including 

the Freudian theorists, implicitly concur that an individual, man or 

woman, will be relatively free of jealousy in so far as he or she has 

been able to develop a mature, relatively unencumbered sense of self 

which enables one to love unconditionally and to see and relate to the 

loved one as an autonomous person rather than an object meant to 

satisfy some unfulfilled need or as a recapitulation of previous 

dysfunctional patterns of relating. For the personality researcher. 
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this premise may be represented in terms of a causal relationship 

between neuroticism or neurotic traits (no research has addressed the 

question of character disorders) and an individual's vulnerability to 

jealousy. 

There exists some support for this perspective in the form of 

personality correlates of romantic jealousy. For example, romantic 

jealousy has been found to correlate with measures of neuroticism 

(Francis, 1979; Mathes, Roter, & Joerger, 1982; Rosmarin, Chambless, 

& LaPointe, 1981), trait-anxiety (De Moja, 1979), insecurity (Mathes 

& Severa, 1981; Mathes et al., 1982), dependency (Buunk, 1982a; 

Francis, 1979; Mathes et al., 1982), aggressiveness (Francis, 1979), 

irrational thinking (Lester, Deluca, Hellinhausen, & Scribner, 1985); 

external locus of control (Hupka & Rusch, 1977, White, 1980; 1984), 

repression-sensitizatlon (White, 1984); and Machiavellianism (males 

only) (White, 1984). Taking a different approach, Buunk (1982b) 

sought to examine the relationship between self-esteem and 

neuroticism and specific coping strategies. Fifty men and fifty 

women were recruited to study the ways people cope with known 

extramarital sexual relationships of their spouses. Avoidance was 

significantly more common among women and especially among women 

with low self-esteem. Both avoidance and reappraisal correlated 

positively with neuroticism. Open communication did not relate to 

either personality trait measure but did occur more often among people 

with high marital satisfaction. 

The link between romantic jealousy and the development of a 

mature capacity for forming and maintaining intimate relationships 

has been recognized by a number of other scholars and researchers 
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(cf. Barren & Richards, 1982; Berscheid & Fei, 1977; Mathes & 

Severa, 1981; Mazur, 1977). Only Mathes and Severa (1981) have 

attempted to examine various parameters of intimacy empirically as 

they may relate to jealousy. In their study more secure women scored 

lower on the Interpersonal Jealousy Scale and individuals who 

cultivated independence in their relationship were reported as being 

less vulnerable to jealousy. 

An arena of research which holds promise for examining the 

relationship between intimacy maturity and romantic jealousy may be 

the work of a number of researchers who have recently assumed the task 

of operationalizing and studying Erikson's (e.g., 1968) epigenetic 

theories, particularly his ideas concerning intimacy development 

(e.g., Orlofsky, Marcia & Lesser, 1973; Tesch, 1980, 1985; Tesch & 

Whitbourne, 1982; White, Speisman, Jackson, Bartis & Costos, 1986). 

This approach is especially interesting because the construct touches 

on concepts such as love, neuroticism, and attachment. In theory, 

the development of a capacity for intimacy follows and is conditional 

on satisfactory resolution of the identity-formation versus identity-

diffusion crisis during adolescence. Erikson explained that true 

intimacy is attainable when one has integrated childhood psychosocial 

conflicts and formed a sense of commitment to the future. A strong 

identity thus allows for intimate merging with others (including 

friends) while recognizing each person's uniqueness and separateness 

and without fearing the others' autonomy. Intimate relationships 

involve closeness, openness, caring, responsibility, commitment, 

mutuality, and genital maturity (Orlofsky et al., 1973). Each of 

the researchers cited above has proposed a number of discrete levels 
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of intimacy maturation. Of particular relevance are Whitbourne 

and Weinstock's (1979) formulations regarding the merger status, 

an intermediate level of intimacy maturation. Merger status 

characterizes people involved in a close relationship which has 

an unequal distribution of power and subordination. Levitz-Jones 

and Orlofsky (1985) added that the merger status also involves 

"difficulty seeing the partner as a separate person from oneself, 

excessive possessiveness and jealousy, and a perception of oneself 

as unable to get along or find happiness without the partner" 

(p. 158). 

Bringle, the most active researcher of dispostional jealousy, 

recently published research findings which have a direct bearing on the 

relative importance of personality, situational, and relationship 

variables on romantic jealousy (Bringle, Renner, Terry, & Davis, 1982). 

The first phase of the study sought to delineate the relative 

contributions of person, situations, and their interaction. 

Independent variables Included randomized responses of 302 college 

students (persons) and the four jealousy events (five items each) 

represented in the Self-Report Jealousy Scale (romance, work, family, 

and social settings). Repondents were asked to rate the intensity with 

which they would expect to experience jealous, envious, angry, sad, 

fearful, and guilty feelings in each of the twenty situations. 

Analysis of variance revealed that the person by situation interaction 

accounted for the single largest portion of variance (16-19%), but 

persons (15-16%) and situations (11-12%) were also significant. A 

second study was carried out to study the influence of person, 

relationship, partner's personality, and relationship variables more 
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closely. Seventy-one female subjects were presented with three 

hypothetical romantic jealousy events and asked to imagine themselves 

and each of their three most recent romantic partners participating in 

the scenarios (each partner was randomly assigned to the relationship 

conditions). For each scenario, participants rated the degree of 

threat and degree of upset that would be elicited by each event. Total 

threat and total upset (each sunraied accross the three hypothetical 

events) constituted the dependent variable measure. Person (34.6% to 

37.4%) and the person X partner interaction (34.3% to 35.2%) accounted 

for the greatest proportions of variance. Together, the two studies 

suggested that person and situation conditions as well as their 

interaction are important areas of study. Additionally, within 

respondents and across romantic jealousy situations, different partners 

evoked differing levels of threat and upset. 

To examine more closely what it was about the partner and about 

the relationships that contributed to jealousy, Bringle also had 71 

women rate their partners on a number of personality traits (e.g., 

maturity, cooperativeness, openness, intimacy, and security) and also 

included a measure of relative involvement ("who's more in love" and 

"who's more involved"). Utilizing regression analysis, relative 

involvement accounted for approximately 10% and 12% of the variance 

(love and involved respectively) but the summed personality score for 

the partner did not explain a significant amount of additional 

variance. Incidently, none of the these findings from the second study 

held for married participants. The authors explained that "one reason 

that the same person will display different intensitites of reactions 

is because of relationship differences with different partners and not 
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because of differences in the partner's personality characteristics" 

(p. 365). This conclusion appears premature because the personality 

dimensions used to study the partner were rather limited in scope and 

because of the absence of substantive research examining the influence 

of partner charateristics. The study, however, demonstrates quite 

clearly that charateristics of the relationship play important causal 

functions in shaping the experience and expression of romantic 

jealousy. 

The Romantic Relationship as a Casual Condition 

It seems reasonable to conclude that some people respond to 

jealousy threats more readily and intensely than others. However, the 

study of personality dispositions has made only limited contribution 

to our understanding of jealousy. The reason, as stressed previously, 

is that, jealousy can occur only within the context of a relationship. 

The significance of isolated personality traits becomes quickly 

obscured when one considers that there are many factors, functional and 

dysfunctional, that influence how romantic partners are attracted and 

selected as mates. Many factors also influence the process of 

relationship development and the likelihood of jealousy threats as well 

as the partner's management of conflicts involving jealousy. White and 

Mullen (1989) explained that for theoretical and empirical convenience 

it is important to delineate person and relationship factors, they are, 

in fact, intricately intertwined. It becomes difficult to determine to 

what degree a specific variable may represent person, relationship, or 

interactional properties. For example, to what degree is "dependency" 

attributable to a personality trait or to a person's status in the 
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relationship as determined by emergent relationship processes such as 

the couple's management of role expectations, boundary issues, and 

jealousy conflicts. The concern here is with the primary relationship; 

however, it must be kept in mind that the relationship itself is 

touched by other factors including familial and sociocultural norms as 

well the direct and indirect involvement of a rival, real or imagined. 

The literature on romantic relationships is vast. The focus is 

limited to relationship variables that have been empirically linked to 

jealousy. Berscheid and Fei (1977) proposed that the soil of jealousy 

is comprised of conditions which result in high dependency combined 

with high insecurity. 

it makes sense that if we found a person who gives us 
great delight, who satisfies our needs, who makes up our 
deficit, who completes us, we should very much tend to be 
vigilant in maintaining our relationship with him or her. 
. . . But dependency may not be the only condition for 
sexual jealousy. . . . If we believe that the other 
considers us an important person in his or her life, and 
if we trust in the other's continuing affection for us, it 
may not be necessary to exercise vigilance. . . . However, 
when we fear that we may lose the valued other . . . and 
when the other's affection for us cannot be assumed, then 
we may feel compelled to be vigilant, (p. 107) 

The idea that insecurity and dependency may be necessary 

conditions for jealousy is intuitively appealing and most of the 

relationship variables studied appear related to either or both of 

these constructs. What follows is a distillation of several lines of 

evidence which underscore Berscheid and Fei's ideas. 

Insecurity and Romantic Jealousy 

Length of relationship and relationship stage have been considered 

factors associated with security (and commitment). Buunk and Bringle 

(1987) proposed that "Insecurity . , . will diminish as the length of 
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the relationship increases and one learns that the partner is willing 

to remain in the relationship despite any problems and conflicts that 

arise" (p. 137). They add that marriage contributes to a feeling of 

security because of the partner's implicit commitment. To support 

their position Buunk and Bringle cited Kinsey's (Kinsey, Pomeroy, 

Martin, & Gebhard, 1953) research findings suggesting that as the 

length of marriage increased, respondents were less threatened by the 

spouse's extramarital involvement. On a similar line, Buunk (1980) 

found a negative correlation between jealousy and length of 

relationship, and that cohabitating women, but not men, reacted more 

jealously than married women. Other researchers, however, have failed 

to find these relationships among dating, cohabitating, and married 

couples (Bush et al., 1988; Buunk, 1981; White, 1981e). 

Parenthetically, it may be recalled that Mathes (1986) found that 

higher jealousy scores were positively related to continuation of the 

relationship over a seven-year period. White and Mullen (1989) argued 

that relationship status, stage, and length are not likely to be useful 

areas of study because of the numerous variables that covary and 

because these dimensions do not capture the complexity of relationship 

development. 

White and Mullen (1989) proposed that relationship satisfaction 

and commitment are related to jealousy because both are associated with 

relative levels of security for investments, rewards, and self-esteem 

and may signal the potential for a rival relationship. Indeed, a 

number of studies have observed an inverse relationship between 

measures of relationship satisfaction and jealousy (Bringle, 1986; 

Bringle & Evenbeck, 1979; and Bringle, Evenbeck, & Schmedel, 1977; 
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Pines & Aronson, 1983). Buunk (1981) found the expected relationship 

only for men, but Hansen (1983) found no relationship between 

satisfaction and romantic jealousy. Surprisingly, in another study 

Hansen (1985) found no relationship between jealousy in marriage and 

measures of dyadic trust or marital adjustment. It may be recalled 

that Buunk (1978, 1980b) found that jealousy is much less severe when 

an individual is having, intends to have, or has had an extradyadic 

relationship. In contrast. Pines and Aronson (1983) reported that 

people who had themselves been unfaithful, who had fantasized sexual 

involvement with others, and, not surprisingly, those whose partner had 

been unfaithful, also reported being more jealous. 

Through the course of his programmatic work White (1977, 1981a, 

1981c, 1981e) has used a number of ad_ hoc measures to identify a 

variety of variables which may ostensibly undermine one's security in 

the relationship. Based on accrued evidence. White has generally found 

that individuals who perceive themselves to be inadequate as a partner, 

who perceive themselves as relatively less attractive than the partner, 

and who hold rigid desires and beliefs about sexual exclusivity tend to 

be more jealous and to be more vigilant about potential threats. 

Surprisingly, one's perception of the partner's dependency on the 

relationship has not been related to self-reports of jealousy. 

A number of variables related to dependency may conceivably also 

undermine one's sense of security and commitment in a relationship. 

Relationship Dependence. Power, 
and Romantic Jealousy 

As noted throughout this review, virtually every scholar on 

jealousy has noted its conspicuous association to dependency (cf.. 
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Berscheid and Fei, 1977; Freud, 1922; Mead, 1931; Maslow, 1968; White & 

Mullen, 1989). More than any other variable, the empirical support for 

this relationship is compelling, even lacking a consensual definition 

or method of operationalizing and measuring dependency. 

Researchers using various measures of "absolute dependence" (White 

& Mullen, 1989), have found support for the hypothesis that the more 

one is dependent on one's partner, the more one is likely to experience 

jealousy (Bringle & Beobinger, 1990; Bringle & Gray, 1986; Buunk, 

1982a; Hindy, Schwarz, & Brodsky; 1989; Mathes, Roter, & Joerger, 1983; 

Rosmarin et al., 1979) In one study White found a positive correlation 

between his measures of dependency and romantic jealousy only for 

females (White, 1981e), but that result failed to attain significance 

in another study (White, 1980a). 

White and Mullen (1989) suggested that in addition to absolute 

dependence, "relative dependence" plays a significant role in the 

jealousy complex. Relative dependence refers to the degree to which 

one partner is dependent upon the relationship as compared to the 

other partner. However, the only study (White, 1981a) to include a 

measure specifically of relative dependency failed to find a 

significant correlation with jealousy. Closely associated with the 

notion of relative dependency is the concept of relationship power. 

Many theorists have explained that the basis of relationship power 

resides in the partners' interdependence (cf. reviews by Bray-Little & 

Burks, 1983; Huston, 1983; and Stock, 1985). Although many variant 

notions of power have been formulated, all share the assumption that 

power refers to the ability to achieve ends through influence (Huston, 

1983) and are related to Waller's (e.g.. Waller & Hill, 1951) 
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theoretical axiom of dyadic power—"the principle of least interest." 

The general thesis is that the person who has the least interest or is 

less involved in the relationship is in a position of greater power and 

can dictate the conditions of the relationship. Thibaut and Kelley 

(1959) theorized that a person's dependence and power in a relationship 

is a joint function of the relative contribution of resources by 

partners and the availability of alternative relationships. 

Drawing on Waller's ideas and Thibaut and Kelley's social exchange 

theory. White (1977) reasoned that romantic jealousy could, in part, be 

gauged by understanding the asymmetric distribution of power within the 

relationship and that power could be determined by the partners' 

relative involvement in the relationship. This hypothesis has been 

supported by a number of studies which found significant correlations 

between various jealousy measures and self-reports of relative 

involvement (Bringle, Renner, Terry, & Davis, 1983; Bush et al., 1988; 

Manges & Evenbeck, 1980; White, 1977, 1980, 1984). 

An interesting study (Bringle & Bollinger, 1990) examined aspects 

of jealousy and relative involvement among 282 college students who 

were asked to recall past experiences in one of three types of 

relationships: an exclusive dating relationship, dating someone who 

was simultaneously dating another, and a relationship with a married 

person. Though there may be many reasons, the authors hypothesized 

that persons in the collateral relationships would experience less 

jealousy than those in traditional dating relationships because those 

entering into this type of arrangement would attenuate jealousy upset 

by not endowing the relationship with intense emotions and sizeable 

investments. Indeed, the respondents in the collateral relationships 
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reported less involvement, lower relative involvement, and fewer 

resources exchanged. Respondents with traditional dating 

relationships, as compared to the two collateral groups, reported 

greater upset if their partners were to engage in jealousy-evoking 

behavior with another person. Also, the relationship between jealousy 

and relative involvement was significant in each type of relationship 

though the correlations were not significantly different from each 

other. The authors recognized that two inherent problems with their 

study included the possibility of self-selection bias (e.g., persons 

entering collateral relationships may be less predisposed to jealousy) 

and problems associated with the accuracy of retrospective reports. 

Nevertheless, Bringle and Boelinger's most significant contribution may 

have been their observation of a possible reciprocal relationship 

between jealousy and involvement, that is, that individuals may manage 

their level of involvement as a way of obviating conditions that may 

lead to jealousy threats. 

White (1980) proposed that the induction of jealousy in one's 

partner may be used as a power tactic. Leading one's partner to 

believe that an attractive alternative relationship is available may 

enhance one's power status in the relationship. White hypothesized 

that if this were the case, then jealousy induction is more likely to 

be used by those more involved (having less power) than their partners. 

In his sample of 149 couples, 31 percent of females and 17 percent of 

the males reported deliberately inducing jealousy. There was no effect 

of Involvement on male's reports, but level of involvement was related 

to the female's reports of inducement. The more involved women were 

twice as likely to induce jealousy than the less involved women. 
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The most common motive reported for inducing jealousy was to test the 

relationship and to increase rewards. White's ideas appear consonant 

with McDonald's (1982) observation that jealous behavior may be viewed 

as attempts to restore a partner's commitment by increasing certainty, 

through reassurance, ultimatums, negotiation, etc., and removing 

available alternatives. 

Dimensions of Relationship Power 

White's proposals and empirical findings regarding the 

relation between jealousy and relationship power were significant and 

enlightening. However, our understanding of the jealousy process 

should be advanced significantly by studying the relation among power 

and various components of the jealousy process, that is, how affect, 

cognition, and behavior are influenced by one's power/dependence 

status. For example. White (1977) explained that jealousy responses 

may reflect an exercise of power consistent with sex role distributions 

of power, particularly with regard to women's traditional position of 

greater dependence and lower power status. However, although White's 

(1977) findings regarding jealousy inducement are certainly supportive 

of this perspective, only one additional study has focused on specific 

jealousy components. In an unpublished study. White (1985) found that 

the effect of relative dependence accounted for much of the observed 

gender difference. Women reported being more depressed and 

intropunitive when jealous, whereas men reported being more angry and 

vengeful. White (1977, White & Mullen, 1989) proposed additional 

hypotheses regarding gender, power, and jealousy behavior that will be 

considered more extensively in a later section. 
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In view of the numerous theories concerning power in relationships 

(cf., Blau, 1964; Blood & Wolfe, 1960; Emerson, 1962; Johnson, 1976; 

Safilios-Rothschild, 1970; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959; Walster, Berscheid, 

& Walster, 1978), White's almost exclusive reliance on the relative 

involvement construct as an index of power seems rather restrictive and 

unlikely to capture the complexity of this important variable in 

romantic relationships. A number of possible variables have been 

considered by White but have not been included in his measures of 

power. For example, based on Thibaut and Kelley's theories (1959), the 

greater relative availability of extradyadic involvements should 

enhance one's power in a relationship. White (1981c) included a 

measure of relative availability of opposite-sex friends, but it did 

not correlate significantly with self-reports of romantic jealousy. 

The variable did have a weak association with relative involvement. 

Equity theory (Walster, Berscheid, & Walster, 1978) suggests that 

in most relationships there is a rough balance between the rewards and 

costs allocated by partners. Departures from couples' normative 

balance will result in discomfort and attempts to restore equity. The 

theory suggests that power imbalance may not be disturbing so long as 

symmetry in inputs exists. Thus, the relatively underbenefited would 

experience a lower power status. Perceived equity of a relationship 

has been found to affect relationship satisfaction, relationship 

stability, and the likelihood of extramarital involvement (Hatfield et 

al., 1985). White and Mullen (1989) observed that the underbenefited 

should be more jealous but did not link this concept to power. 

Nevertheless, White's (1980) earlier research provides some support 

for this linkage. A measure of relative effort, e.g., "Who spends 
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more time and energy maintaining your relationship?", correlated 

significantly with romantic jealousy for males and approached 

significance for females. However, a scale of relative involvement 

dependence, e.g., "Who gets the most out of the relationship?" and "Who 

would lose the most if the relationship ended?", was not significantly 

correlated with self-reports of jealousy. 

Foa and Foa (1980) proposed that the resources that people exchange 

fall into six categories: love, status, information, money, goods, and 

services. Existing evidence indicates that there is a great variety in 

the degree of importance attached to each class of resources, even 

between partners in the same dyad, and that importance is greatly 

influenced by the extent to which a partner has direct access to a 

resource (Safilios-Rothschild, 1976). Interestingly, Sprecher (1985) 

found that perceived power was positively associated with absolute 

contributions of resources. The more males perceived they contributed 

to the relationship, the more power the perceived they had. However, 

the more females contributed, the less power they perceived they had. 

Substantive evidence suggests that the more affective resources 

contributed relative to the partner, the less power men and women 

perceive themselves has having (Peplau, 1978; Safilios-Rothschild, 

1976; Sprecher, 1985). Safilios-Rothschild (1976) eloquently remarked 

that 

the spouse more in love with the other is more anxious 
to maintain the relationship even at a high cost, this, by 
offering many resources and receiving few in return. . . . 
Power may be one of the resources exchanged for 
reciprocation of love. . . . The spouse 'more in love' 
tends to be vulnerable since the cost resulting from the 
other spouse's withdrawal of sex, affective, and expressiv 
resources. . . niay be overwhelming and unbearable, (p.358) 

Safilios-Rothschild (1976) and Sprecher (1985) provided data that 

ve 
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reflect that women, and to a lesser extent men, who believe they are 

more in love than their partner also perceive themselves to be less 

powerful. Power from these perspectives has not been applied to the 

study of romantic jealousy. 

There are many other additional theoretic derivations concerning 

relationship power that could potentially contribute to our 

understanding of romantic relationships and the management of jealousy 

that will not be reviewed here. The intent is to point out that as 

applied to jealousy, the power concept warrants further consideration. 

Defining the exact nature of constructs such as security, dependency, 

and power in relationships has proven to be a difficult and elusive 

task. The manifes of these constructs in behavior may vary widely with 

the needs of the individuals and the couple and are often influenced by 

cultural norms. In particular, the concept of relationship power 

appears to touch on common dimensions of relationship dynamics and may 

hold promise for further study. 

Affective, Cognitive, and Behavioral 
Processes of Romantic Jealousy 

The aim of this section is to provide an overview of conceptual 

issues and research findings related to the affective, cognitive, and 

behavioral processes that may be involved in the experience of romantic 

jealousy as outlined in White's model (White & Mullen, 1989). White 

(1986) and White and Mullen (1989) provided extensive reviews of this 

literature. What follows is a synopsis of their work with a focus on 

research concerning gender differences. To lay the groundwork for this 

discussion, it is useful to reiterate some of the fundamental premises 
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of Lazarus's cognitive-phenomenological theory of emotion (e.g., 

Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) on which White based his model. Although the 

theory assumes that cognition antecedes emotion and behavior, all 

elements are in actuality understood to be conjoined and reciprocal. 

This approach identifies two processes, cognitive appraisal and coping, 

as critical mediators of stressful person-environment relations and 

their immediate and long-range outcomes. Cognitive appraisal includes 

primary appraisal and secondary appraisal. The former involves the 

person's evaluation of a potential threat, harm, or challenge and what 

is at stake with respect to one's well-being, self-esteem, and/or one's 

relationships. Secondary appraisal refers the person's evaluation of 

what (if anything) can be done and whether one has the resources to 

overcome, prevent, or to improve the situation. Coping refers to the 

person's constantly changing efforts to manage specific external and/or 

internal demands when these tax or exceed the person's resources. 

Coping has two major regulating functions: regulating stressful 

emotions such as anger, fear, or guilt (emotion-focused coping) and 

altering the person-environment conditions which contribute to the 

distress (problem-focused coping). These component processes are 

considered in turn. 

Emotional Components of Romantic Jealousy 

Based on White's model (e.g.. White & Mullen, 1989), affect 

(emotions, feelings) are seen as initially elicited by primary 

appraisal and subsequently shaped through alternating interaction with 

secondary appraisal and coping processes, all of which are influenced 

by the causal conditions reviewed previously. Conceivably, then. 
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affect may intensify or remit depending on where in the chain of the 

jealousy process one looks. 

The jealousy response is hypothesized to involve activation of the 

autonomic nervous system (White & Mullen, 1989). Two studies, Francis 

(1979) and Jaremko and Lindsey (1979), included physiological measures 

but found no significant association between jealousy and responses 

such as skin temperature, pulse rate, and skin conductance. Pines and 

Aronson (1983) asked participants to report physiological experiences 

recalled from previous jealousy experiences and found that for most, 

extreme jealousy was associated with feeling hot, nervous, shaky, 

increased heartbeat, and emptiness in the stomach (see also discussion 

of Hupka & Eshett, 1988, below). Relatedly, the "jealous flash" 

commonly reported in the clinical literature (Clanton & Smith, 1977; 

Ellis & Weinstein, 1986) has received no attention by researchers 

despite the fact that it relates directly to current debates about the 

primacy of affect versus cognition. This experience, which appears 

similar to a "fight or flight" response, is important to study in view 

of its significance to subsequent cognitive and behavioral processes as 

well as to relationship outcomes. 

Many researchers have assessed prototypic features of jealousy 

affective responses using a variety of rating, correlational, and 

factor analytic procedures. Generally, every form of emotion or 

feeling has been associated with jealousy, depending on the situational 

context. White and Mullen (1989) contended that these approaches have 

not been very informative and are laden with methodological problems. 

Rather research should focus on understanding patterns of 

interrelations between component processes. The task, as White and 
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Mullen saw it, is "to link particular emotions with different contexts, 

rather than to identify which emotions 'really' constitute jealousy" 

(1989, p. 38). Nevertheless, based on their extensive survey of the 

literature, Mullen and White proposed that emotions and their 

associated affects may be classified as follows: 

Anger (hate, disgust, vengefulness, contempt, annoyance, rage) 
Fear (anxiety, tenseness, worry, distress) 
Sadness (blueness, depression, hopeless, suffering, melancholy) 
Envy (resentment, covetousness, begrudging) 
Sexual arousal (lust, desire, passion) 

Guilt (regret, shame, remorse, embarrassment), (p. 40) 

The question of which is the more jealous gender has been asked in 

numerous ways by researchers. One way has been to obtain self-reports 

of frequency, duration, or intensity of jealousy. Most studies using 

this approach have reported no gender differences. Findings which 

suggested that one gender is more jealous have been inconsistent or 

contradicted by studies of different populations (Bringle & Buunk, 

1985; Buunk & Bringle, 1987; White, 1984; White & Mullen, 1989). In 

contrast, important gender differences have been noted when elements 

of the jealousy complex have been studied. 

With regard to affective differences, Shettel-Neuber, Bryson, and 

Young (1978) asked college students to observe a videotape of a 

jealousy situation at a party and asked participants to report how they 

would respond were they in the protagonist's position. Compared to 

females, males reported that they were more likely to become angry at 

themselves, to threaten the rival, as well as to feel flattered and 

"turned on" by their partner. Females were more likely to report that 

the would become anxious, confused, depressed, fearful, betrayed and 

angry at the partner. Amstutz (1982) was unable to replicate these 
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findings using subjects who were actually jealous. In another study, 

Bryson (1976) asked participants to indicate how well various feelings 

and actions described what they felt and did when jealous. Females 

obtained higher scores on the "anger" factor which included anger 

toward self and rival, feeling betrayed, disappointed in the partner, 

and feelings of retribution. Again, the issue of hypothetical versus 

actual events comes to the fore. Pines and Aronson (1983) failed to 

demonstrate a gender difference in participants' recollections of 

feelings associated with jealousy experiences. White (1985) found that 

females whose partners were actually involved with another rated 

themselves as more depressed, whereas males rated themselves as more 

angry. 

Hupka and Eshett (1988) had participants imagine a jealousy event 

and rate cognitive and physiological descriptions of various emotions 

that participants expected to be experienced by the protagonist. Men 

rated anger descriptions higher than women, but the opposite was true 

for descriptions of sadness, jealousy, and disgust. Hupka and Eshett 

also had participants rate emotion labels (angry, afraid, disgusted, 

jealous, sad, and surprised) attributed to the cuckolded mate but found 

no significant gender differences. The findings varied, however, 

depending on other variables such as whether the event occurred in 

public or whether the interloper was friend, stranger, or superior in 

status. Men were most disturbed when the interloper was a best friend 

and least upset when he was a stranger. Women where most distressed 

when the rival was someone equal or lower in status and least 

distressed when she was a best friend. This study clearly points to 

the complexity of the labeling process and raised questions such as 
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whether labeling processes and the meaning of interpersonal events are 

the same for men and women. The authors called attention to cultural 

and socialization influences as possible explanations. It may be 

recalled that White (1985) found anger to be more frequently reported 

by jealous high-power partners, whereas depression was more likely 

to be reported by low power partners. 

Cognitive Appraisal in Romantic Jealousy 

The terms "primary appraisal" and "secondary appraisal" are 

somewhat misleading in that they imply an inherent temporal 

relationship between these processes (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). This 

statement is accurate to the extent that appraisal of a potential or 

present threat must necessarily precede appraisal of one's resources 

for managing the event, but the concepts are meant to refer to two 

types of cognitive processes that work conjointly and are transformed 

through the flow of events. For example, one's assessment of a 

potentially threatening rival relationship may lead to an assessment 

that one is powerless because the rival has more to offer. This 

realization may lead to intensification of the perceived threat. 

Threat appraisal may be further modified, depending on how the 

encounter with the other actors unfolds. 

This illustration suggests that there may be important 

methodological problems with the use of retrospective accounts to 

study cognitive processes associated with the initial threat appraisal 

in particular. Most likely, this is the reason why there exists no 

research concerning the potential for a rival relationship or the 

degree of threat posed by a rival relationship. Extant research 

(see "Romantic Jealousy and Self-esteem" above) has been concerned with 
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the nature and focus of the jealousy threat or what it is that is at 

stake. To summarize, it may be recalled that considerable empirical 

evidence demonstrates that, generally, women appear to be more 

concerned with events that threaten the relationship or the quality of 

time, attention, and resources afforded by the relationship. In 

contrast, men appear to be more threatened by sexual aspects of the 

partner's behavior and with issues related to status and social 

comparison. 

Secondary appraisal, refers to the person's evaluation of coping 

options and the potential outcomes of these behaviors. As I have 

explained previously, many of these processes are dictated by one's 

system of beliefs such as rules about fidelity, culpability, and 

retribution; therefore, it is highly doubtful that people routinely use 

secondary appraisal processes in a systematic or even conscious manner 

but tend to resort to those processes learned in past interchanges. 

White and Mullen (1989) discussed four types of ancillary appraisal 

processes that may be particularly important in the jealousy context. 

These include: motives assessment, social comparison to rival, 

alternatives assessment, and loss assessment. These may be linked to 

one's global estimate of relative dependence, or if you will, the power 

options one has for managing the demands of the situation. 

No research exists on loss assessment. One recent study of Dutch 

spouses (Buunk, 1984) examined the relation between jealousy and 

attributions (motives) for extramarital sexual involvement. Findings 

suggested that the most frequent motive reported for own and spouse's 

affairs was related to a need for novelty and excitement. A need for 

sexual variety and aggression (retribution, revenge) were more 
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frequently attributed by males to their wives' motives. Most 

significantly reported by females were perceived pressure (temptation 

or influence) of the rival on the spouse and marital dissatisfaction of 

their husbands. Somewhat similar results where reported by White 

(1981b) who questioned romantically involved college students about 

their perceived motives for their partner's attraction to a rival. 

Perception of dissatisfaction with the relationship and desire for 

sexual variety were strong predictors of jealousy for both genders. 

Perceptions of the rival's attractions positively predicted female but 

not male jealousy. However, perception of a partner's desire for 

greater commitment was not related to jealousy. 

Finally, in another study White (1981d) sought to study the 

relationship between coping and various attributions for partner's 

interest in a rival. Among several results, females were more likely 

than males to report sexual motives and the rival's attractions as 

motives for their partner's behavior. Males were more likely to report 

a greater desire for a committed relationship as their partner's 

motive. Females were more likely to try to improve the relationship if 

they thought their partners were dissatisfied with the relationship. 

Males were likely to use denial if they thought desire for commitment 

was their partner's motive and more likely to derogate their partner if 

sexual interest or dissatisfaction were the motive. 

Coping with Romantic Jealousy 

The clinical literature is replete with accounts of patients' 

attempts to cope with normal and pathological jealousy (see Clanton & 

Smith, 1977; White & Mullen, 1989). The following is a review of 
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studies that used methods other that case reports. It focuses, first, 

on studies that have examined specific means of coping and what this 

research has suggested about the different ways men and women cope with 

jealousy. The review concludes with an examination of various 

proposals for more or less comprehensive typologies of jealousy coping 

methods. Lazarus and Folkman (1984) addressed many methodological 

concerns related to the operationalization and measurement of coping 

and recommended that process approaches to measurement must "(1) refer 

to specific thoughts, feelings and acts rather than to what a person 

reports he or she might or would do; (2) be examined in a specific 

context; and (3) be studied in slices of time. . . " (p. 317). 

Sharpsteen and Schmalz (1988) coded subjects' reports of actual 

jealousy episodes, and found that more than half tried to conceal their 

jealousy and more than one-third kept their feelings to themselves. 

Francis (1977) interviewed 15 couples and reported that the most common 

modes of coping included: denial, threat, monitoring the partner, 

competition, and renegotiation. Males made greater use of denial, 

repression, and externalization while females were more likely to use 

self-blame for the incident. Francis found that females tended to be 

more suspicious, despite indications that the two genders were equally 

likely to become involved with another person. Buunk (1982) also 

reported that females were more apt to avoid the situation while 

blaming themselves. Somewhat contrasting findings were reported by 

White (1981d) who asked partners how frequently the resorted to 

different strategies when jealous. In this case, males were more 

likely to use denial and avoidance. However, females were more likely 

to report trying to improve the relationship. 
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Schmltt (1988) was interested in examining the relationship 

between derogation of the rival and traits they thought were valued by 

their partners. As expected, participants' derogations were 

selectively aimed at rival's traits which they viewed as being 

important to their partners, but unimportant traits were not derogated. 

Shettel-Neuber, Bryson, and Young (1978) presented participants with a 

jealousy-inducing videotape to study the relationship between the 

rival's attractiveness and feelings and behaviors that participants 

would use if they were the protagonist. Generally, more intense 

responses were reported when the rival was depicted as unattractive. 

Males, in contrast to females, reported that they would likely get 

drunk, and verbally threaten the rival. Females were more likely to 

report that they would cry when alone, make themselves more attractive 

to their partner, and try to make their partner think they did not 

care. Males were also more likely to go out with another person or 

seek another sexual relationship, especially if the rival was 

attractive. Similarly, Amstutz (1982) reported that males were more 

likely to use derogation and seek alternatives. 

A number of researchers have presented participants with lists of 

jealousy responses, more or less face valid or rationally derived, and 

factor analyzed responses to isolate prototypic modes of coping. 

Bryson (1976) produced eight interpretable factors: emotional 

devastation, reactive retribution, arousal, need for social support, 

confrontation, anger, intropunitiveness, and impression management. 

Females reported that when jealous, they would use denial or seek 

social support, but males reported that they were more likely to get 

drunk, become critical of the partner, and sexually aggressive with 
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others, and try to have a friend talk to the partner. Amstutz (1982) 

also reported that males were more likely to use derogation and seek 

alternatives. An important limitation of Bryson's approach is that he 

confounded emotional responses and coping within the factor analysis 

procedures. 

Buunk's (1982) study of spouses in open marriages found no 

difference in strategies labeled "communication" and "reappraisal," but 

females more frequently appeared to respond to the situation by 

avoiding their spouses and by trying to reduce their jealousy in a 

cognitive way. A problem with both Buunk's (1982) and Bryson's (1976, 

1977) measures may have been the absence of conceptual integrity within 

the factors. For example, although Buunk reported high internal 

consistency for the factors, it is difficult to see how reproach 

towards the rival and wishes for revenge may be seen as avoidance modes 

coping. Similarly, Bryson's (1976) "try to make other people think I 

don't care" (with a negative factor loading) was included in his factor 

"confrontation" along with "ask my partner to explain the situation". 

White and Mullen (1989) proposed that at the current state of 

knowledge, research should be focused on identifying patterns of 

relations among jealousy components and between components and proximal 

casual conditions. Two studies have taken this approach to coping. 

The first, discussed above, was White's (1981d) study of coping and 

motives for partner's outside interests. Salovey and Rodin (1988) 

sought to identify a number of coping strategies used in a number of 

jealousy-provoking situations and to determine their association with 

relief from jealousy and a number of other affective responses. The 

researchers were interested in coping strategies that involved changing 
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the way one viewed oneself and the expression or suppression of 

feelings. Fifteen items were rated relative to three jealousy (and 

envy) situations. Three factors were extracted: self-reliance 

(avoiding outburst, not seeking help), self-bolstering (thinking about 

positive attributes about self), and selective ignoring (reevaluating 

the situation). Self-reliance was most strongly associated with 

reports of less intense jealousy. Selective-ignoring appeared to 

be related to lower jealousy, reduced depression, and anger. 

Self-bolstering was not associated with lower jealousy, but it was 

related to reduced depression and anger. 

Research related to jealousy coping has been important. However, 

much of this research has been based on piecemeal lists of coping, most 

of which confounded coping with affect and outcome measures. Perhaps 

the greatest limitation of extant research is the absence of a 

reasonably comprehensive typology of coping strategies, which is rooted 

within a broad theoretical framework to guide research. Lazarus and 

Folkman (1984) explained that "ways of coping" and methods for 

measuring these should be adapted to the specific types of problems and 

the social context in which these are manifested. Based on their own 

extensive research in the health field, Lazarus and Folkman have 

routinely found that coping can be grouped into problem-focused and 

emotion-focused modes of coping, each of which may be comprised of a 

number of more specific strategies. 

Certainly there is no shortage of suggestions from both the coping 

and jealousy areas concerning which types of coping strategies might be 

most pertinent. Although there is as yet no empirically validated 

typology, several notable jealousy researchers have suggested possible 
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typologies. Constantine (1976) and Bringle and Buunk (1985) proposed 

typologies without a supporting theoretical framework. In contrast, 

McDonald (1982) and White and Mullen (1989) based their ideas partly on 

theoretical considerations and partly on extensive study of the 

clinical and research literature on jealousy. Grounded on his 

"structural exchange" theory of marital relationships McDonald proposed 

that the following five strategies may used by a jealous person to 

restore equity in a relationship: avoidance, verbal force, physical 

force, confrontation, and negotiation. Like White (1981d), McDonald 

linked these modes of coping to relationship power. White and Mullen 

(1989) attempted to consolidate extant research and to tie eight 

strategies of jealousy coping to White's elaborate model of romantic 

jealousy. These included: improving the primary relationship, 

interfering with the rival relationship, demanding commitment, 

derogating the partner and/or rival, developing alternatives, 

denial/avoidance, self-assessment, and support/catharsis. Note that 

there are ostensible commonalties between McDonald's and White and 

Mullens* proposals. 

It is certainly too early to determine whether any of the various 

approaches and typologies of coping will adequately meet the demands 

inherent in studying romantic jealousy. Nevertheless, further research 

should be conducted to develop a relatively uniform method for studying 

jealousy coping that might be useful in programmatic research. 

Summary 

Until recently what was understood about jealousy and romantic 

jealousy was based largely on speculation and largely untested 

theory. My Initial excursion through the literature led to the 
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conclusion that there existed little common ground on which to begin to 

form definitive conclusions, even about such seemingly simple questions 

as which was the more jealous gender. Scholars from diverse camps 

applied different descriptive languages and failed even to reach 

consensus on whether jealousy referred to a trait, an emotion, an 

aggregate of emotions, or to a type of interpersonal situation. 

Writers and researchers commonly confused jealousy with related 

concepts such as envy and dependency. Thus, my first objective became 

to provide some coherence to the multitude of extant ideas and 

findings. This was accomplished by delineating three definitional 

parameters which should be met by adequate concept of romantic 

jealousy. These include: (a) an existing relationship between the 

jealous person and the object of jealousy, (b) a perceived threat 

involving a loss or potential loss of the relationship and/or of valued 

aspects of the relationship to a third person; and (c) a protective or 

defensive response to the threat. Among available conceptualizations 

of romantic jealousy. White*s definition and accompanying model was 

viewed as most completely embodying these parameters. 

White*s model was employed to synthesize important contributions 

from numerous scientific fields including anthropology, sociology, 

sociobiology, psychoanalytic, psychodynamic, and social psychology 

insofar as these contributed to an understanding of the casual 

conditions which define the interpersonal context in which jealousy 

becomes manifested. A number of conceptual and methodological concerns 

were examined and research findings regarding causal conditions 

associated with person and relationships factors were explored. Focus 

was given to common threads of theory and research evidence pertaining 



217 

to how causal conditions affect men and women differently. Finally, 

research of affective, cognitive, and behavioral components of the 

jealousy complex was reviewed. 

The empirical study of jealousy remains in its infancy and one of 

the most compelling conclusions that must be drawn is that there 

continue to exist important gaps in research and theory at all levels 

of analysis. White*s conceptualization of jealousy as a dynamic 

process, one that changes and evolves as it is affected by complex 

variables, appears to have wide applicability. White and Mullen have 

proposed that the task at the current stage is to understand patterns 

of relationships among component processes of jealousy process and to 

link these to causal conditions. 

Virtually every theorist and researcher who has studied jealousy 

has been provoked by the issue of gender differences. But much of what 

has been culled by researchers concerning gender has come from 

incidental findings and/or post hoc comparisons. Especially 

provocative has been the frequent observations by theorists and 

researchers that gender differences may, in part, be attributed to 

relationship dynamics associated with sex-role differences and the 

distribution of power within in the relationship. The resulting 

asymmetries in dominance, dependence, and vulnerability may have 

important consequences for how men and women experience threats to 

self-esteem and the relationship, how options and resources are 

appraised, and what is done to manage the situation. 

White*s conceptualization of romantic jealousy has broad 

implications for programmatic research. For example, cross-cultural 

research may be conducted to study variations in sex-roles and power 
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statuses afforded differentially to men and women in various cultures 

and how these differences are manifested in jealousy conflicts. At the 

level of the person, it may be especially worthwhile to have better 

insight into how one*s beliefs about the nature of love, attachments, 

and sexual attitudes, and, relatedly, how partners* congruence in 

beliefs may relate to components of the jealousy process. Jealousy 

research has largely focused on the jealous person. Research will 

necessarily have to be extended to achieve a better understanding of 

how the romantic partner*s affect and behavioral responses contribute 

to the jealousy processes and to specific outcomes. To date, there 

exists very little research concerning more pathological forms of 

jealousy and "crimes of passion" nor is there controlled research 

pertaining to the treatment of jealousy. Obviously, these areas will 

required extensive empirical attention. 
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White (1981a) proposed a model of romantic jealousy which may be 

viewed as a landmark publication in this area. His work was the first 

to consolidate jealousy theory and a modest data base within a broad, 

empirically based theoretical framework, Lazarus' cognitive theories of 

emotion and coping (e.g., Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Lazarus & Launier, 

1979). White's conceptualization enabled researchers to study jealousy 

as a process with cognitive and behavioral components, functionally and 

dynamically related to person, relationship, and contextual 

antecedents. To date, however, there does not exist a functional and 

relatively comprehensive taxonomy of jealousy-specific cognitive and 

behavioral coping strategies. 

It has been proposed that the phenomenologlcal experience of 

jealousy and the cognitive and behavioral means that individuals 

utilize when coping with jealousy-evoking events are, in part, 

associated with gender differences and to the relative distribution of 

power within the romantic relationship (cf., Bryson, 1977; McDonanld, 

1982; Shettel-Neuber, et al., 1978; White, 1977, 1980, 1985). To begin 

to examine this relationship empirically, a study was conducted for the 

purpose of preliminary scale development of measures of jealousy coping 

and "relationship power". A number of additional scales were included 

for validation and post hoc exploration. 

Method 

The self-report measures were presented to participants as 

components of the "Romantic Relationship Questionnaire" which is 

illustrated in abbreviated form in Appendix C. Questions were adapted 

for responding on computer scored answer forms. The questionnaire 
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began with initial instructions, followed by demographic questions 

(items 1-5), specific questions pertaining to the romantic relationship 

(items 7-14), the validation scales (items 15-51, 64-99), two 

experimental jealousy scales (items 100- 106, 196-210), and the 

relationship power scale items (items 52-63). All items pertaining to 

jealousy were presented last in order to minimize potential 

contamination. The "Jealousy Experience Worksheet", included as a 

priming exercise, asked participants to describe in detail an important 

jealousy event in their current relationship. Participants were then 

asked to rate the intensity of various affects experienced during the 

event (items 126-138) and the extent to which cognitive and behavioral 

modes of coping were used (items 139-195). 

Subjects 

The questionnaire was administered to.groups of students attending 

Texas Tech University during the spring of 1989. The only restriction 

was that participants must have been involved with a romantic partner 

(married, cohabitating, and/or dating) for at least three months. 

Eighty percent reported that they were seriously dating, seven percent 

were married. The 154 females and 106 male participants were 

introductory psychology students, primarily freshmen and sophomores, 

with a modal age of 19 years. Credit for partial fulfillment of course 

requirements was given for participation and anonymity of their 

responses was assured. 

Scale Development 

The author generated initial item pools for the relationship 

power scale and romantic jealousy coping scale so as to encompass 
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current theory and research in the respective areas. With respect to 

the relationship power scale, twelve items were written to represent 

marker variables suggested by the conceptual and empirical literature 

pertaining to power dynamics in close relationships (e.g., Blau, 1964; 

Blood & Wolfe, 1960; Hatfield, Traupman & Waller, 1979; Hatfield, 

Greenberger, Traupman, & Lambert, 1982; Johnson, 1976; Peplau, 1983; 

Raven, 1965; Rollins & Bahr, 1976; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959; Waller, 

1938; Walster, Walster, & Bercheid, 1978). Many of these theories 

are conceptually similar, sometimes overlapping, but each has 

contributed to our understanding of the various components which 

constitute the dimensions of power. Each item included an item-

appropriate 5-point response format designed to yield a continuous 

variable measure where lower scores reflected relatively lower levels 

of relationship power (see items 52-63 in Appendix C, item 52 was 

reverse scored). 

The 56 items comprising the preliminary romantic jealousy coping 

scale (questions 139 through 195) were generated by tapping the 

domain of coping strategies encompassed by the jealousy literature 

dealing with this topic (e.g., Bryson, 1976; Buunk, 1982; Clanton & 

Smith, 1977; Constantine, 1977; Hupka, 1981; McDonald, 1982; Salovey 

& Rodin, 1988; Rogers & Bryson, 1978; White, 1981a, 1985; White & 

Mullen, 1989) as well as the coping literature concerned with scale 

development (e.g., Folkman, et al, 1986; Folkman & Lazarus, 1980; 

Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; McCrae, 1984; McCrae & Costa, 1986; Menaghan, 

1982; Rim, 1986). Item content and structure were designed to be 

consistent with Lazarus' phenomenologlcal theory of emotion (Lazarus & 
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Folkman, 1984) while being contextually specific to jealousy 

situations. A four-point scale was provided to reflect the extent to 

which each type of coping was used in participants' recent jealousy 

experiences. 

Results 

Factor Structure of Relationship Power Items 

The twelve original relationship power items were intercorrelated 

and factored using squared multiple correlations in the diagonal. 

The eight variables in Table 12 were retained based on the criteria of 

r > .23 (p = .01) and factor loadings of .30 or greater. Factor 

analysis, using the common factor model, suggested that a single factor 

contributed to the shared variance of the variables. However, 

relatively low loadings on a large number of the variables suggested 

that although the variables may share significant amounts of common 

variance, they may also represent separate factors. This conclusion 

was supported by the results of principal components analysis. Factor 

patterns, using oblique rotation, suggested that the eight items may 

represent two related but distinct factors. The first factor, 

comprised of items 53, 55, 58, and 62, accounted for 33 percent of the 

variance. The second factor included items 63, 59, 57, and 56, and 

accounted for approximately 17 percent of the variance. Item 56 also 

loaded significantly on the first factor. The first factor appears 

most consistent with the concept of relationship power. Though related 

to power, the second factor appears more clearly to represent degree of 

autonomy or independence relative to the partner. An alpha coefficient 

of .68 for the first factor is marginal. 
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Table 12: Preliminary Study Means, Standard Deviations, and Factor 
Loadings for Relationship Power Items. 

Item Nmiber with description 

53 Relative attractiveness 

S Romantic alternatives 

58 Relative involvement 

62 Relative oonndtment 

63 Aiithority 

59 DeclsioD-iiisking 

57 Extradyadic interests 

56 Ind^)eQdence 

Means 

3.01 

3.08 

3.22 

3.17 

3.12 

3.09 

3.37 

3.05 

SD 

.92 

.91 

.89 

.76 

.92 

.88 

1.13 

.84 

Common Factor 
Tradings 

.32 

.45 

.73 

.68 

.43 

.40 

.37 

.43 

Principle 

Factor 1 
Loadings 

.73 

.73 

.66 

.63 

-.12 

-.07 

.10 

.30 

^ 

0bâ )onents 

Factor 2 
Loadings 

-.27 

-.06 

.31 

.27 

.82 

.73 

.52 

.39 

Factor Structure of Jealousy Coping Scales 

Data analysis of the jealousy coping items was begun by 

eliminating items which were endorsed by participants less than five 

percent of the time and those which were not significantly correlated 

with other variables (r < .23, p - .01). The remaining 36 variables 

were subjected to an initial principal components analysis with varimax 

rotation. This method extracted nine largely uninterpretable factors 

with eigenvalues greater than 1.0. Following the work of Falbo and 

Peplau (1980), a decision was made to separate the items into 

direct/bilateral and Indirect/unilateral strategies based on face valid 

content. These are essentially consistent with Folkman and Lazarus' 

(1980) problem-focused and emotion-focused types of coping and include 

both cognitive and behavioral response modes. Each group of items was 
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subjected to independent principal components factoring with varimax 

rotation. Limiting factor extraction to those with eigenvalues greater 

than 1.0 yielded a five-factor solution for the direct/bilateral 

strategies and a six-factor solution for indirect/unilateral 

strategies. Several additional principal component methods were 

applied to verify the structure and content of each solution (e.g., 

promax, maximum likelihood, one factor less and one factor more). 

Table 13 shows the best solution for the direct/bilateral coping 

modes. Each factor is named to reflect the nature of the coping 

strategy. In addition to the means and standard deviations of each 

item, its factor loading on its respective factor is shown in the third 

column. Although the loadings varied, all were substantial with only 

two items with loadings less than .50. The five-factor solution 

accounted for a healthy 58 percent of the total variance. The 

proportion of the total variance accounted for was rather evenly 

distributed between the five factors, ranging from 24.4 percent 

attributed to Reactive Retribution to 16.5 attributed to Assertion. 

Alpha coefficients for the first three factors were quite respectable 

while those for Coercive Confrontation and Assertion were marginal. 

The same approach to data analysis was used for the 16 items 

representing the indirect/unilateral modes of coping (for exploratory 

purposes, item 162 included in the direct/bilateral group was included 

here as well). Table 14 reflects the properties of the factor 

solutions. Again, the factor loadings were substantial with only three 

items falling below a loading of .5. In this case, the best solution 

was represented by six factors which accounted for 61 percent of the 

total variance. The proportion of this variance attributed to each of 
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Table 13 : ?-teans, SD's, and Factor Loadings for D i r e c t / B i l a t e r a l 
Jealousy Coping. 

Item M 
Factor 

SD Loadings 

Factor 1 (Reactive Retribution) (alpte » .71) 

164. I tried to make a^ partner think I did not care. 
147. Started going out with or threatened to go out with 

other people to make feel guilty and to 
realize what he/she could lose. 

180. Broke \jp with or left xny partner. 
154. I became more sexually and emotionally cold toward 

m/ partner. 
148. I went and had sex with someone else. 

1.76 1.05 .77 

1.49 
1.37 

1.62 
1.13 

.92 

.87 

.97 

.51 

.68 

.64 

.62 

.44 

Factor 2 (Derogation) (alpha » .75) 

160. Put down, insulted, criticized, and generally tried to 
make o^ rival look bad. 

161. Put down, insulted, criticized, and generally tried to 
make my partner look bad. 

168. Yelled, screamsd, and/or verbally threatened my partner 
and/or the other person. 

185. Said something that really hurt or embarrassed my partner. 1.68 

Factor 3 (Aggression) (alpha = .72) 

162. I did something to injure or hurt myself, (also indirect) 
186. I tried to physically hurt and/or the other person. 
187. Threatened to hit or throw something at . 

Factor 4 (Coercive Confrontation) (alpha » .62) 

141. ThreatetBd to break up or to take away certain rights 
and privileges. 

143. I sulked, cried, or threw a temper tantrum to get 
to feel bad and guilty about the incident. 

181. Dananded greater oomDoitment and attention f ran my partner. 
172. Deianded that my partner make a choice between me and 

the other person. 

Factor 5 (Assertion) (alpha - .65) 

D 9 . I stood vp lac my ri^ts without becoming hostile 
or aggressive. 

170. Calmly, opeily, and frankly discussed my feeling? 
with my partner until we came to an understanding. 

191. Without becoming hostile, I asked my partner to explain 
the situation. 

1.83 

1.45 

1.54 
1.68 

1.21 
1.26 
1.19 

l .U 

.86 

1.03 
l.(B 

.62 

.71 

.63 

.72 

.69 

.68 

.62 

.81 

.65 

.62 

1.67 

1.54 
1.98 

1.50 

1.08 

.90 
1.07 

l.ffi 

.63 

.62 

.54 

.48 

2.06 

2.63 

2.41 

1.07 

1.19 

1.15 

.83 

.73 

.70 
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the rotated factors was relatively uniformly distributed, ranging from 

19.6 percent attributed to Withdrawal to 13.8 percent attributed to 

Self-blame. The resultant factor solutions appear to represent quite 

distinct modes of coping; however, aside from Withdrawal, the alpha 

coefficients were less than desirable. 

Discussion 

Insofar as the present study represented an initial attempt to 

define and operationalize the constructs in question, the results 

appear to be quite significant, but additional scale development is 

clearly indicated. With respect to measurement of relationship power, 

the data support the validity of this construct, however, the emergent 

factor structure is lacking in its current form. The four-item factor 

is certainly less reliable and conceptually sound than is desirable. 

Of special concern is the large number of items that were eventually 

eliminated. In part, need for elimination may have been due to 

complexity of the items. Thus, it may be worthwhile to reexamine the 

domain of potential variables and to simplify the content and structure 

of the questions and responses. 

Although the jealousy coping scales appeared to identify a variety 

of conceptually distinct coping strategies, the final solutions 

certainly do not represent a relatively comprehensive domain of likely 

behavioral and cognitive modes that people use when managing the 

demands of a jealousy experience. Relatedly, the reliability estimates 

of approximately one-half of the factors were less than desirable. 

Thus, it may prove beneficial to include additional items in future 

research representative of the coping strategies indicated by the 

current study. 



Table 14: Means, SD's, and Factor Loadings for Indirect/unilateral 
Jealousy Coping. 
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Factor 
Item M ^ Laadii^ 

2.21 
1.89 

1.36 

1.49 

1.03 
1.11 

.74 

.92 

.60 

.56 

.45 

.79 

Factor 1 (Withdrawal) (alpha - .74) 

188. Tried to think about other things or to get my mind off 
of i t by finding satisfaction in other areas of my l i fe . 

179. Thought about leaving my partiKr. 
195. Decided that ny relationship with my partner was not worth 

getting excited about. 
146. Started going out with other people to take my mini off 

of my partner and to make inyBelf feel better. 

Factor 2 (DtLsplacement) (alpte » .52) 

176. Tried to make myself feel better by drlrklng, smoking, 
using drugs or madlcation, and so forth (eliminated eating). 1.48 .87 .55 

194. Became irritable and took i t out on others. 1.50 .80 .81 

Factor 3 (Social Cooparisoa) (alpha " .64) 

152. Tried to figure out v*y would be attracted to 
sQOBone else and thou^ about how I measured up in 
oomparisoa to my rival. 2.22 1.19 .78 

156. Looked for faults in my rival. 2.17 1.20 .81 
Factor 4 (Bositive Refrandng) (alpha » .45) 

145. Stopped to think about xay good qualities and/or did 
qnmpt-Mng nice for myself. 1*80 1.02 .51 

177. I thoug)it about positive aspects of the relaticaship to 
get my feelings unler control and make myself feel better. 2.33 1.02 .75 

153. Saw the ^r^^Actit as a. challenge to make things better in 
the relatiotthip then made a plan to change things so that 
I would oone out of i t better than I woot in. 2.02 l .U .67 

F^tor 5 (Avoidance-Denial) (alpha - .42) 

142. I damned up, became silent, and avoided dealing with the 
incident. 1*®̂  

155. Ifade U ^ of the situation; refvsed to get too serious 
about It . 1-85 

F^tor 6 (Self^Iaoe) (alpha ' .49) 

158. Realized that I tad brought the protiLea on myself. 1.50 
183. I blamed myself and searched for a reason for wby I had 

failed to make my partner happy. 1.64 

1.01 

.99 

.87 

.93 

.76 

.78 

.84 

.46 
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* * * ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE * * * 

(abbreviated version) 

Below is a list of statements about you and your personal 
relationships. For each statement fill in the number on the answer sheet 
that Indicates your choice of responses. Most of the statements pertain to 
your relationship with the person whom you consider to be your romantic or 

Intimate partner. When a statement contains a blank **( )", Imagine 
that it contains your partner's name In it. Remember that your responses will 
be completely anonymous, so, as much as you possibly can, try to respond In a 
way that will give the most accurate information about your relationship. Keep 
in mind that there are no "right" or "wrong" answers; the best answer Is the 
one that is most correct for you. Although you do not have to complete the 
questionnaire if you find that it is offensive or too personal, it is Important 
that you try to complete all questions because missing items will invalidate 
the entire questionnaire. Make only one choice for each question. 

52. People may contribute, share, and get many things out of a relationship 
including communication, affection, companionship, sexual pleasure, 
appreciation, time, help with chores and responsibilities, financial resources, 
and opportunities for new experiences and Important acquaintances. Often there 
are also things that one has to give up or sacrifice for the relationship. In 
terms of how much you and your partner each contribute to, get out of, and give 
up, how does your total relationship "stack up"? 

A. I am getting a much better deal than my partner. 
B. I am getting a somewhat better deal. 
C. We are both getting an equally good or bad deal. 
D. My partner is getting a somewhat better deal. 
E. My partner is getting a much better deal than I am. 

53. Partners may differ in degree of attractiveness to the opposite sex. 
Attractiveness may Include features such as physical appearance, sex appeal, 
personality, financial and social status, etc. Overall, how attractive are you 
to the opposite sex as compared to your partner. 

A. My partner Is much more attractive to the opposite sex than I am. 
B. My partner Is sightly more attractive than I am. 
C. My partner and I are equally attractive. 
D. I am slightly more attractive than my partner. 
E. I am much more attractive to the opposite sex than my partner. 

54. Most people have their own Ideals (wishes or expectations) about what his 
or her romantic partner should be like. In terms of how you perceive yours and 
your partner's romantic Ideals and how you each measure up, which statement Is 
most accurate? 

A. My partner is a far better romantic partner than I could have ever 
expected but I do not at all measure up to his/her romantic Ideal. 

B. My partner is just about as good as I expect but I do not quite measure 
up to my partner's ideal. 

C. We both come very close to meeting each other's ideal expectations and 
are just right for each other. 

D. I am just about as good as my partner expects but my partner does not 
quite measure up to my ideal. 
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E. I am a far better romantic partner than my partner could have ever 
expected but he/she does not at all measure up to my Ideal. 

55. If your relationship were to end today for whatever reason, who would 
find it easier to become romantically Involved with someone else based on 
what you each have to offer and because of who has more available people to 
become involved with (these may include previous partners/lovers as well 
current acquaintances who may be available)? 

A. It would be very easy for my partner to become Involved with someone 
else but it would be almost impossible for me to find another. 

B. My partner would find it slightly less difficult to become Involved 
with someone else than I would. 

C. It would be about equally difficult or easy for each of us to become 
involved with another. 

D. I would find it slightly less difficult to become Involved with 
someone else than my partner would. 

E. I would have no difficulty getting involved with someone else but it 
would be almost impossible for my partner to find another. 

56. If your relationship were to end today for whatever reason, who would 
be most capable of taking care of herself or himself? 

A. My partner would have no difficulty but it would be almost 
impossible for me to care for myself. 

B. It would be somewhat more difficult for me than my partner. 
C. It would be about equally difficult or easy for each of us to take 

care of ourselves. 
D. It would be somewhat more difficult for my partner than me. 
E. I would have no difficulty but it would be almost impossible for my 

partner to take care of himself/herself. 

57. Overall, who has more ties and Interests outside of your relationship 
in areas such as his or her family, friendships, career, and hobbles or 
pastimes? 

A. My partner has many more outside Involvements than I do. 
B. My partner has slightly more outside Involvements. 
C. We are equally Involved outside of our relationship. 
D. I have slightly more outside Involvements. 
E. I have many more outside Involvements than my partner. 

58. In your view, who in your relationship is most deeply in love with the 
other (if neither you nor your partner are in love, who is most Involved)? 

A. I am much more in love (and/or Involved) than my partner. 
B. I am slightly more in love (and/or Involved) than my partner. 
C. We are equally in love (and/or Involved) with each other. 
D. My partner is slightly more in love (and/or involved) than I am. 
E. My partner is much more In love (and/or involved) than I am. 

59. In your relationship, who has more to say about what the two of you do 
together and with which acquaintances you spend most of your time together? 

A. My partner has almost all of the say. 
B. My partner has somewhat more of the say. 
C. We have equal say. 
D. I have somewhat more of the say. 
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E. I have almost all of the say. 

60. In your relationship, who has the most to say about when, where, how, 
and whether or not you have sexual Intercourse? 

A. My partner has almost all of the say. 
B. My partner has somewhat more of the say. 
C. We have equal say. 
D. I have somewhat more of the say. 
E. I have almost all of the say. 

61. In terms of your overall relationship, whose education, career (or 
job), and income are most important? 

A. My partner's are much more Important. 
B. My partner's are slightly more Important. 
C. Our education, career goals, and Income are equally Important. 
D. Mine are slightly more Important. 
E. Mine are much more Important. 

62. Despite possible disagreements, conflicts, and/or hardships, who Is 
most committed to a long-term or life-long relationship? 

A. I am totally committed but my partner is not at all. 
B. I am somewhat more committed than my partner. 
C. We are equally committed to each other. 
D. My partner is somewhat more committed than I am. 
E. My partner is totally committed but I am not at all. 

63. In your relationship who is "head of the family" (if you are not 
married, who do you think would be)? 

A. My partner is in every way. 
B. My partner is in most ways. 
C. We are essentially equal. 
D. I am in most ways. 
E. I am in every way. 

* * * * * * * * * * 

NOTE: BEFORE CONTINUING TO THE NEXT SET OP RATING QUESTIONS PLEASE COMPLETE 

THE ATTACHED "JEALOUSY EXPERIENCE WORKSHEET" 

* * * * * * * * * * 

The following questions are about the jealousy experience that you 
have just described on the worksheet. Please report your experience as 
accurately as you possibly can. Try to recall what went on with you at the 
time and not what you think might have happened. How intense did you 
experience the following at the immediate time of the event? 

For each: A » Not at all 
B » Slightly intense 
C - Moderately intense 
D - Strongly 
E » Very Strongly 
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126. Physically disturbed and upset. 

127. Angry at others 

128. Angry with myself 

129. Hostile 

130. Scared 

131. Hurt and rejected 

132. Anxious 

133. Sad/Depressed 

134. Bitter and vindictive 

135. Embarrassed/shamed 

136. Injured pride 

137. Helpless 

138. Sexijally aroused 

The following are ways that people night deal with or cope with 
Jealousy situations. Please read each item carefully and indicate on the 
answer sheet the extent that you used each one ±n^ the situation you have 
just described on the worksheet. Remember that we are interested in what 
you remember doing, not what you might have done or what you might do if It 
happened in the future. 

For each: A = Does not apply or not used at all. 
B * Used somewhat. 
C ' Used quite a bit. 
D « Used a great deal. 

139. I stood up for my rights without becoming hostile or aggressive. 

140. I reasoned and argued my point logically, trying to get my partner to 
see that he/she was wrong and I was right. 

141. Threatened to break up or to take away certain rights and privileges. 

142. I clammed up, became silent, and avoided dealing with the Incident. 

143. I sulked, cried, or threw a temper tantrum to get to feel 
bad and guilty about the incident. 

144. I persisted and demanded information until we came to an 
unders tanding. 

145. Stopped to think about my good qualities and/or did something nice 
for myself. 

146. Started going out with other people to take my mind off of 
and to make myself feel better. 
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147. Started going out with or threatened to go out with other people to 
make feel guilty and to realize what he/she could lose. 

148. I went and had sex with someone else. 

149. Tried to make myself more attractive to my partner or do things for 
that I knew would make her/him happier. 

150. Realized that there was nothing I could do and hoped that I would not 
get hurt anymore. 

151. Talked to someone who listened to me and helped me through the 
situation. 

152. Tried to figure out why would be attracted to someone else 
and thought about how I measured up in comparison to my rival. 

153. Saw the incident as a challenge to make things better in the 
relationship then made a plan to change things so that I would come 
out of it better than I went in. 

154. I became more sexually and emotionally cold toward my partner. 

155. Made light of the situation; refused to get too serious about it. 

156. Looked for faults in my rival. 

157. Hoped that a miracle would happen. 

158. Realized that I had brought the problem on myself. 

159. Avoided being with people in general. 

160. Put do*ra. Insulted, criticized, and generally tried to make my rival 
look bad. 

161. Put down. Insulted, criticized, and generally tried to make my 
partner look bad. 

162. I did something to injure or hurt myself. 

163. Tried to figure out who was to blame and why someone was out to hurt, 
embarrass, or take advantage of me. 

164. I tried to make my partner think I did not care. 

165. I tried to make my partner realize how much I loved her/him. 

166. Cried when I was alone. 

167. I just avoided my partner. 

168. Yelled, screamed, and/or verbally threatened my partner and/or the 
other person. 

169. I confronted my feelings and tried to figure out what was bothering 
me. 
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170. Calmly, openly, and frankly discussed my feelings with my partner 
until we came to an understanding. 

171. I became so suspicious and possessive that It Just made things worse. 

172. Demanded that my partner make a choice between me and the other 
person. 

173. It made me and reexamine our relationship so that we could 
make things better. 

174. I saw my partner as more desirable and exciting. 

175. I was repulsed by my partner and turned to family and/or friends for 
help. 

176. Tried to make myself feel better by eating, drinking, smoking, using 
drugs or medication, and so forth. 

177. I thought about positive aspects of the relationship to get my 
feelings under control and make myself feel better. 

178. Became very depressed. 

179. Thought about leaving my partner. 

180. Broke up with or left my partner. 

181. Demanded greater commitment and attention from my partner. 

182. Told myself there was nothing to worry about or that my Jealousy was 
not Justified because I could trust my partner. 

183. I blamed myself and searched for a reason for why I had failed to 
make my partner happy. 

184. Thought about hurting someone or getting revenge in some way. 

185. Said something that really hurt or embarrassed . 

186. I tried to physically hurt and/or the other person. 

187. Threatened to hit or throw something at . 

188. Tried to think about other things or to get my mind off of it by 
finding satisfaction in other areas of my life. 

189. Tried to evaluate our relationship to figure out how Important it all 

was. 

190. I found a way to get back at _______ o^ the other person. 

191. Without becoming hostile, I asked to explain the situation. 

192. Talked things out with my rival without getting angry or hostile so 
that he/she would leave us alone. 
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193. Pleaded and begged my partner to change his/her behavior. 

194. Became irritable and took it out on others. 

195. Decided that my relationship with was not worth getting 
excited about. 
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* * * ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE * * * 

Below i s a l i s t of statementis about you and your personal r e l a t i o n s h i p s . 
For each s ta tement f i l l in the number on the answer sheet t ha t ind ica tes your 
choice of responses . Most of the s tatements per ta in to your r e l a t i o n s h i p with 
the person whom you consider to be your romantic or int imate par tner (or former 
partiner i f you have broken u p ) . Remember tha t your responses w i l l be 
completely anonymous/ so/ a s much as you poss ibly can, t ry to respond in a way 
t h a t w i l l give the most accura te information about your r e l a t i o n s h i p . Keep in 
mind t h a t there a r e no " r igh t " or "wrong" answers; the bes t answer i s the one 
t h a t i s most c o r r e c t for you. Although you do not have to complete the 
ques t ionna i re i f you find t h a t i t i s offensive or too personal/ i t i s important 
t h a t you t r y to complete a l l quest ions because missing items w i l l i nva l ida t e 
the e n t i r e q u e s t i o n n a i r e . Make only one choice for each ques t ion . 

Please do not mark on t h i s bookle t . 

BACKGROUND INVENTORY 

On the answer sheet / please f i l l in the response tha t answers the quest ion 
accu ra t e ly for you. 

1 . I am: (A) Male (B) Female 

2. My romantic partner is: (A) Male (B) Female 

3 . My age i s : 
(A) 19 or l e s s / (B) 20-22, (C) 23-30/ (D) 31-40/ (E) over 40 

4 . My e thn ic i d e n t i f i c a t i o n i s : (A) Orienta l / (B) Black, (C) Hispanic 
(D) White/Anglo, (E) Other 

5 . My education l eve l i s : (A) High School/ (B) F i r s t year col lege/ (C) Second 
year co l l ege / (D) Third or fourth year/ (E) College grad or above. 

^- [ A r f a S ' S f s i 2 i r v ! I ! t g l ^ ' "^th Itown of 10/000 or l e s s / 
(C) Town of 10/000 to 50/000/ (D) City of 50,000 to 200/000/ 
(E) City of 200/000 or more 

7 . Mv fami ly ' s t o t a l income l a s t year was: 
(A) $10/000 or l e s s (B) $10/000 to $20/000 (C) $20/000 to $35/000 
(D) $35/000 to $50/000 (E) $50,000 - up 

8. My d a t i n g / i r a r i t a l s t a t u s i s (answer only one) : , ^ , . 
(A) Single and casua l ly dat ing (B) Single and se r ious ly dat ing 
(C) Single and l i v ing with my par tner (D) Married 
(E) Not involved with anyone a t present 

9 . If you a r e not romant ica l ly involved with anyone a t p resen t , i s i t because 
you broke up? If so/ i nd ica t e how long s ince the break up . 
(A) I am p resen t ly romant ical ly involved. 
(B) Yes/ we broke up wi thin the pas t s i x months. 
(C) Yes/ we broke up s ix months to one year ago. 
(D) Yes/ we broke up more than one year ago. 
(E) I have never been romantical ly involved with anyone. 

* * * Continue on next page * * * 
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10. Efow long have you and your partner been involved with each other (or if no 
longer involved/ how long were you involved before the break up)? 
(A) Less than three months (B) Three to twelve months 
(C) More than one year but less than three years (D) Three years or longer 
(E) Never been romantically involved. 

11. If married/ how long? 
(A) Not married (B) Less than one year 
(C) One year to three years (D) Three years to six years 
(E) More than six years 

IF YOU ARE NOW BROKEN UP, ANSWER THE FOLLOWING 
QUESTIONS BASED ON HOW THINGS WERE BEFORE THE BREAK-UP. 

12. Are you in love with your partner (or were you before the break up)? 
(A) Yes (B) No (C) Never been in love 

13. Are you (or were you) in love with someone else in addition to or instead 
of your partner? 
(A) Yes/ I love my partner and someone else. 
(B) Yes, I love someone else but not my partner. 
(C) No, I love only my partner. 
(D) I am not presently in love with my partner nor another. 

14. Is you relationship with your partner a sexual relationship? 
(A) Yes, and I cim not sexually involved with anyone else. 
(B) NO/ and I am not sexually involved with anyone else either. 
(C) Yes, and I also have a sexual relationship with someone else. 
(D) No, but I 8un sexually involved with someone else. 

15. Is your partner in love with someone else? 
(A) No, my partner loves only me. 
(B) No, my partner does not love me, nor someone else. 
(C) Yes, he/she loves me and someone else. 
(D) Yes, he/she loves someone else but not me. 
(E) I do not know. 

16. Is your partner sexually involved with someone other than you? 
cannot say, but probably not. B) Cannot say/ but he/she probably is, 
Yes (D) No ic*r 

17. In your relationship, who has the most power? 

A. My partner has much more power than I do. 
B. My partner has somewhat more power than I do. 
C. We nave equal power. 
D. I have somewhat more power than my partner. 
E. I have much more power than my partner. 

18. In your relationship, who do you think has more to say about what the two 
of you do together? 

A. My partner has much more of a say. 
B. My partner has somewhat more of a say. 
C. We have equal say. 
D. I have somewhat more of a say. 
E. I have much more of a say. 

* * * Continue on next page * * * 
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19. In your relationship, who nakes the inost sacrifices? 

A. I make nany more sacrifices than my partner does. 
B. I make somewhat more sacrifices. 
C. We make equal sacrifices. 
D. My partner makes somewhat more sacrifices. 
E. My partner makes irany more sacrifices. 

20. If your relationship were to end today for whatever reason, who could 
manage best on his or her own? 

A. My partner would manage much easier than I. 
B. My partner would nanage slightly easier than I. 
C. It would be about equally difficult or easy for both of us to nanage. 
D. I would manage somewhat easier than my partner. 
E. I would manage much easier than my partner. 

21. Partners may differ in degree of attractiveness to the opposite sex. 
Attractiveness may include features such as physical appearance/ sex 
appeal/ personality, financial and social status, etc. Overall/ how 
attractive are you to the opposite sex as compared to your partner. 

A. My partner is much more attractive to the opposite sex than I am. 
B. My partner is sightly more attractive than I am. 
C. My partner and I are equally attractive. 
D. I am slightly more attractive than my partner. 
E. I am much more attractive to the opposite sex than my partner. 

22. In terms of each other's current sexual needs/ wishes/ and attitudes/ who 
is most satisfied with respect to your relationship? 

A. I am most satisfied. 
B. I am slightly more satisfied. 
C. We are both equally satisfied. 
D. My partner is slightly more satisfied. 
E. My partner is most satisfied. 

23. If your relationship were to end today for whatever reason/ who would find 
it easier to become romantically involved with someone else based on what 
you each have to offer and because of who has more available people to 
become involved with (these may include previous partners/lovers as well 
current acquaintances who may be available)? 

A. It would be very easy for my partner to become involved with someone 
else but it would be very difficult for me to find another. 

B. My partner would find it slightly less difficult to become involved 
with someone else than I would. 

C. It would be about equally difficult or easy for each of us to become 
involved with another. 

D. I would find it slightly less difficult to become involved with 
someone else than my partner would. 

E. I would have no difficulty getting involved with someone else but it 
would be very difficult for my partner to find another. 

* * * Continue on next page * * * 
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24. Considering each o t h e r ' s needs, p lans / and expecta t ions of a r e l a t i o n s h i p / 
who i s g e t t i n g a b e t t e r deal? 

A. I am g e t t i n g a much b e t t e r deal than my pa r tne r . 
B. I am g e t t i n g a somewhat b e t t e r d e a l . 
C. We a r e both g e t t i n g an equal ly good or bad d e a l . 
D. My pa r tne r i s g e t t i n g a somewhat b e t t e r d e a l . 
E. My pa r tne r i s g e t t i n g a much b e t t e r deal than I am. 

25. Overa l l , who has more outs ide i n t e r e s t s and involvements with o ther people 
( f r i ends , family, work). 

A. My pa r tne r has many more than I . 
B. My par tne r has s l i g h t l y more than I . 
C. We a re about equal in outs ide involvements and i n t e r e s t s . 
D. I have s l i g h t l y more than ray p a r t n e r . 
E. I have many more than ray pa r tne r . 

26. All th ings considered, who cont r ibu tes most and puts the most e f fo r t i n to 
making your r e l a t i o n s h i p work? 

A. I do in almost every way. 
B. I make s l i g h t l y more e f fo r t and c o n t r i b u t i o n s . 
C. We both put i n about equal e f f o r t and con t r i bu t ions . 
D. My pa r tne r makes, s l i g h t l y more e f f o r t and contr ibut ic 
E. My par tne r does in almost every way. 

27. In your view/ who in your r e l a t i o n s h i p i s most deeply in love with the 
o ther ( i f n e i t h e r you nor your par tner a r e in love/ wlx> i s most involved)? 

A. I am much more in love (and/or involved) than my pa r tne r . 
B. I cun s l i g h t l y more in love (and/or involved) than ray pa r tne r . 
C. We a r e equa l ly in love (and/or involved) with each o the r . 
D. My par tne r i s s l i g h t l y more in love (and/or involved) than I am. 
E. My pa r tne r i s much more in love (and/or involved) than I cim. 

28. Despite poss ib le disagreements/ c o n f l i c t s , and/or hardships/ who i s most 
committed to a long-term or l i f e - long r e l a t i onsh ip? 

A. I am t o t a l l y committed but my par tner i s not a t a l l . 
B. I am somewhat more <?ommitted than my p a r t n e r . 
C. We a r e equa l ly committed to each o t h e r . 
D. My pa r tne r i s sanewhat more committed than I am. 
E. My pa r tne r i s t o t a l l y committed but I am not a t a l l . 

• • * * * * * * * * 

Listed below are a number of statements concerning personal attitudes and 
traits. Fill in the correct response on the answer sheet with: 

A = True or B = False 

29. Before voting I thoroughly investigate the qualifications of all 
candidates. 

30. It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not encouraged. 

31. I have never intensely disliked anyone. 
* * * Continue on next page * * * 
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A = True or B = False 

32. On occasion I have had doubts about my a b i l i t y to succeed in l i f e . 

33. I sometimes feel resentful when I don' t get my way. 

34. I am always careful about my manner of dress . 

35. If I could get into a movie without paying and be sure I was not seen I 
would pobably do i t . 

36. There have been times when I f e l t l ike rebelling against people in 
authori ty even though I knew they were r igh t . 

37. I can remember "playing sick" to get out of something. 

38. I'm always wil l ing to admit i t when I make a mistake. 

39. I always t ry to pract ice what I preach. 

40. I don ' t find i t par t icu lar ly d i f f icu l t to get along with loud-mouthed/ 
obnoxious people. 

4 1 . No matter who I'm talking tO/ I'm always a good l i s t ene r . 

42. When I don ' t know something I don't a t a l l mind admitting i t . 

43 . I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeaUole. 

44. I never resent being asked to return a favor. 

45. There have been times when I was quite jealous of thie good fortune of 
o thers . 

46. I have never f e l t tha t I was punished without cause. 

47. I have never del iberate ly said something that hurt someone's feelings. 

48. I sometimes think when people have a misfortune they only got what the 
deserved. 

* • * * • * * * * * 

Please fill in the answer sheet with the letter which corresponds to the 
alternative which best indicates how you feel about yourself. 

For each statement: A = Strongly disagree with the statement 
B = Moderately disagree with the statement 
C = Neither agree nor disagree 
D = Moderately agree with the statement 
E = Strongly agree with the statement 

49. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal basis with 
others. 

50. I feel that I have a nunnber of good qualities. 

* * * Oontinue on next page * * * 
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51. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. 

52. I am able to do things as well as most other people. 

53. I feel I do not have much to be proud of. 

54. I take a positive attitude toward myself. 

55. On the whole/ I am satisfied with myself. 

56. I wish I could have more respect for myself. 

57. I certainly feel useless at times. 

58. At times I think I am no good at all. 

- — , - -.—____ * * * * * • • * * • 

The following questions reflect the extent to which you may have invested 
or contributed effort to certain activities in your current relationship. 
Using the scale below, indicate on the answer sheet the response which best 
reflects your level of investment and/or effort for each activity. 

For each statement: (A) I have made no investment/effort. 
(B) I have made very little investment/effort. 
(C) I have made some investment/effort. 
(D) I have made a modertate investment/effort. 
(E) I have made a large investment/effort. 

59. Spending your free time with your partner rather than doing other things 
or seeing other people. 

60. Sharing important personal feelings/ problems/ and beliefs with your 
partner. 

61. Contributing financially to your partner or your relationship in general. 

62. Making plans for the future such as discussing living together/ getting 
married or having children. 

63. Telling your partner your true feelings about the relationship such as 
whether you love him or her. 

64. Putting effort into seeing your partner (such as traveling long distances 
or traveling often). 

65. Changing things about yourself to please your partner such as your habits/ 
attitudes or appearance. 

66. Investing emotionally in your partner in general. 

67. Putting effort into "making the relationship work"" where there were 
problems. 

68. Restricting your relationships with other potential partners such as not 
dating or having sex with others. 

* * * Oontinue on next page * * * 
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Listed below a re severa l s ta tements tha t r e f l e c t d i f f e r en t a t t i t u d e s about 
s ex . For each statement f i l l in the response on the answer sheet tha t 
i n d i c a t e s how much you agree or d isagree with tha t s ta tement . If you have 
never had a sexual r e l a t i o n s h i p / answer in terms of what you think your 
responses would most l i k e l y b e . 

For each s ta tement : A = Strongly agree with the statement 
B = Moderately agree with the statement 
C = Neutral - ne i the r agree nor disagree 
D = Moderately d isagree with the statement 
E = Strongly disagree with the statement 

69. I do not need to be committed to a person to have sex with hiin/her. 

70 . casual sex i s accep tab le . 

7 1 . I would l i k e to have sex with many p a r t n e r s . 

72. One-night s tands a re sometimes very enjoyable. 

73 . I t i s okay to have ongoing sexual r e l a t i onsh ips with more than one person 
a t a t ime. 

74. I t i s okay to manipulate someone in to having sex as long as no future 
promises a re made. 

* * * * * * * * * * 

Everyone experiences jea lousy a t one time or another . Below are s i x 
ques t ions which help us understand to what degree you experience jealousy in 
your r e l a t i o n s h i p with your cu r ren t romantic or int imate pa r tne r . Before 
cont inuing/ i t may be helpful to r e c a l l ins tances when you may have become 
j ea lous r ecen t ly or in the p a s t . F i l l in the answer sheet space which 
corresponds to your percept ion of your experience of jea lousy . 

75 . How jea lous do you ge t of your p a r t n e r ' s r e l a t i o n s h i p with mettters of the 
opposi te sex? 

Not Jea lous At All ~ A B C D B— Very Jealous 

76. How often do you ge t j ea lous of your p a r t n e r ' s r e l a t i onsh ip with members 
of the opposi te sex? 

Never Get Jealous —A B C D B— Very Often 

77 . Have you ever se r ious ly thought about breaking up with your par tner 
because of h i s / he r a t t r a c t i o n to someone e l s e of the opposi te sex? 

Never thought Very often think 
of breaking up —A B C D E— of breaking up 

78. How much i s your jealousy a problem in your r e l a t i o n s h i p with your 
par tner? 

No Problem At All ~ A B C D E>— A Major Problem 

* * * Oontinue on next page * * * 
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79. Compared to other romantic relationships/ are you more or less jealous in 
your relationship with your partner? 

Much Less — A B C D E — Much More 

80. My relationship with my partner has nade me 

Much Less Jealous Much More Jealous 
Than I Usually Am — A B C D E — Than I Usually Am 

* * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * 

NOTE: BEFORE CONTINUING TO THE NEXT SET OF QUESTIONS PLEASE COMPLETE 

THE ATTACHED "JEALOUSY EXPERIENCE WORKSHEET" 

* * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * 

81. Which of the following types of jealousy events is most like the one you 
described on the worksheet? Choose only one. 

(A) You found out your partner was having an affair or sexual relations 
with someone else. 

(B) Your partner went out with someone else. 
(C) Someone was getting interested in your partner, or your partner was 

getting interested in another (flirting, kissing/ asking out/ etc.), 
(D) Your partner became attracted to someone else. 

(E) Your partner told you that he/she would like to see other people. 

82. How long has it been since this experience took place? 

(A) Within one week 

(B) one week to one month 
(C) One month to three months 
(D) Three months to six months 
(E) More than six months * * * Oontinue on next page * * * 
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The following questions are also about the jealousy experience that you 
have jus t described on the worksheet. Please report your experience as 
accurately as you possibly can. Try to report what you remerriber happening a t 
the time of the experience and not what you think could have happened. 

Etow intense did you experience the following emotions a t the iirmediate 
time of the event? 

For each: A = Not a t a l l 
B = Slightly intense 
C = Moderately intense 
D = Strongly 
E = Very Strongly 

83. Angry with myself 

84. Scared 

85. Anxious 

86. Angry (at partner and/or r ival) 

87. sad/ Depressed 

88. Bi t ter and vindictive 

* * * * * * * * * * 

The following are ways that people might deal with or cope with jealousy 
s i t ua t i ons . Please read each item carefully and indicate on the answer sheet 
the extent that you used each one in the si tuation you have jus t described on 
the worksheet. Rementoer that we are interested in what you remember doing, not 
wfiat you mignt have done or what you might do if i t happened in the future. 

For each: A = Does not apply or not used a t a l l . 
B = Used very l i t t l e . 
C = used more than jus t a l i t t l e . 
D = Used quite a b i t . 
E = Used a great deal . 

89. Tried to look on the bright side of things. 

90. used the s i tuat ion to understand myself be t te r . 

91 . slapped or h i t ray r i v a l . 

92. I t r ied to nake my partner think I did not care. 

93. Acted very suspicious and possessive. 

94. I thought about positive aspects of the relationship to 
get my feelings under control and make myself feel better. 

95. Tried to talk things out with my rival without losing control. 

* * * Oontinue on next page * * * 
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For each: A = Does not apply or not used at all. 
B = Used very l i t t l ^ . 
C = Used more than j u s t a l i t t l e . 
D = Used q u i t e a b i t . 
E = Used a g rea t d e a l . 

96. S ta r ted going out with or threatened to go out with o ther people to make 
my pa r tne r fee l g u i l t y and to r e a l i z e what he/she could l o s e . 

97. I clammed up/ became s i l e n t / and avoided dealing with the inc ident . 

98 . Tried to f igure out what I had done wrong. 

99. Threatened to h i t or throw something a t ray pa r tne r . 

100. Calmly, openly/ and frankly discussed my feel ings with ray par tner un t i l 
we came to an understanding. 

101. Broke up with or l e f t my pa r tne r . 

102. Slapped or h i t ray pa r tne r . 

103. Turned to food to make me feel b e t t e r . 

104. Demanded g r e a t e r commitment and a t t e n t i o n from my pa r tne r . 

105. Turned to o ther people I could t r u s t to make me fee l b e t t e r . 

106. C r i t i c i z e d and/or lec tured myself. 

107. J u s t joked about i t and made excuses for my pa r tne r . 

108. Yelled, screamed/ and/or verba l ly threatened my par tner and/or the other 
person. 

109. Saw the inc iden t as a challenge to make things b e t t e r in the re la t ionsh ip 
then made a plan to change things so tha t I would come out of i t be t t e r 
than I went i n . 

110. Said something t h a t r e a l l y hurt or embarrassed my r i v a l . 

111. Made l i g h t of the s i t u a t i o n ; refused to get too se r ious about i t . 

112. Threatened to break up or to take away ce r t a in r i gh t s and p r iv i l eges . 

113. Stopped to think about ray good q u a l i t i e s and/or did something nice for 
myself. 

114. Realized t h a t I had brought the problem on myself. 

115. Tried to nake myself feel b e t t e r by drinking/ smoking/ using drugs or 
medication/ and so fo r th . 

116. Decided t h a t my r e l a t i o n s h i p with ray par tner was not worth ge t t ing 
exc i ted abou t . 

* * * Oontinue on next page * * * 
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For each: A = Does not apply or not used a t a l l . 
B = Used very l i t t l e . 
C = Used more than j u s t a l i t t l e . 
D = Used qu i t e a b i t . 
E = Used a g rea t dea l . 

117. I sulked/ c r i ed / or threw a temper tantrum to get ray partner to feel bad 
and g u i l t y about the inc iden t . 

118. Tried to think about other things or to ge t my mind off of i t by finding 
s a t i s f a c t i o n in o ther a reas of my l i f e . 

119. Apologized or d id something to make i t up to my par tner . 

120. Star ted going out with other people to take my mind off of my par tner and 
to make myself fee l b e t t e r . 

121. Tried not to look fool ish to o t h e r s . 

122. I became more sexual ly and emotionally oold toward ray pa r tne r . 

123. Took a wai t -^nd-see a t t i t u d e because I had no choice in the n a t t e r . 

124. I t r i e d to phys ica l ly hur t my par tner and/or the other person. 

125. I blamed myself and searched for a reason for why I had fa i led 
to nake my pa r tne r happy. 

126. Tried to nake my par tner feel j ea lous . 

127. Told myself not to ge t more ser ious about my par tne r . 

128. In a calm and l og i ca l way/ t r i ed to ge t my partner to see tha t 
he/she had made a mistake. 

129. Refused to be l ieve i t . 

130. Put down, insu l t ed / c r i t i c i z e d , and general ly t r i ed to make my r i v a l look 
bad. 

131. Tried to learn more about my r i v a l . 

132. Looked for f a u l t s i n ray r i v a l . 

133. I did something to injure or hurt myself. 

134. Became i r r i t a b l e and took i t out on o t h e r s . 

135. Thought about leaving my pa r tne r . 

136. Tried to f igure out why ray par tner would be a t t r a c t e d to someone e l s e and 
thought about how I measured up in comparison to my r i v a l . 

137. Did something r i sky l i k e speeding or picking a f ight with someone other 
than my par tne r or r i v a l . 

138. Said something t h a t r e a l l y hur t or embarrassed ray pa r tne r . 
* * * Continue on next page * * * 



249 

For each: A = Does not apply or not used a t a l l . 
B = Used very l i t t l e . 
C = Used more than j u s t a l i t t l e . 
D = Used q u i t e a b i t . 
E = Used a g r ea t dea l . 

139. I had sex with someone e l s e . 

140. Demanded t h a t ray par tner make a choice between the o ther person and me, 

141. Without becoming h o s t i l e , I asked ray partner to explain the s i t u a t i o n . 

142. Tried to ge t ray par tner to understand what I expected from our 
r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

143. Tried to f igure out what would make ray par tner happier with me. 

144. Avoided ray par tner to keep from get t ing more upse t . 

145. Wondered what I could do to keep from ge t t ing ray par tner angry. 

146. Tried to make myself look and feel more a t t r a c t i v e . 

147. Put down/ insu l t ed / c r i t i c i z e d / and general ly t r i e d to nake ray partner 
look bad. 

148. Tried to make my r i v a l fee l g u i l t y . 

149. I stood up for ray r i g h t s without becoraing hos t i l e or aggress ive . 

* * * * * * * * * * 

The following a r e f ee l ings / thoughts/ and behavior tha t may sometimes be 
occur when people a r e j e a l o u s . Indicate on the answer sheet whether or not you 
d id any of the following things during the experience tha t you described in the 
worksheet. 

For each: A = No B = Yes 

150. You worried so much tha t your par tner was involved with someone e l se tha t 
you had t rouble ea t ing or s leeping . 

151. You thought so much about possibly losing your par tner tha t you could not 
concentrate on anything e l s e . 

152. You became so angry and depressed about your p a r t n e r ' s i n t e r e s t s in o ther 
people t h a t you thireatened suicide or t r i ed to hur t yourself . 

153. You became so angry about your p a r t n e r ' s i n t e r e s t s and r e l a t i onsh ips with 
other people t h a t you t r i e d to physical ly hur t your par tner or the other 
person. 

154. You beo£une so convinced t h a t your par tner was having an a f f a i r tha t you 
did things l i k e l i s t e n in on phone c a l l s / open h is or her mail/ or look 
for c lues to find out who the o ther person was. 
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155. You became so upset and jea lous t ha t the only way for you to deal with i t 
was to get drunk or high. 

156. Your par tner l e f t you because of what you did when you became j ea lous . 

157. You dropped in on your par tner unexpectedly (a t soc ia l event/ work/ 
school/ e t c . ) in order to catch your par tner with someone e l s e . 

158. You checked your p a r t n e r ' s bedding, c lo thes / or body for s igns of 
lovemaking. 

159. You asked or hired someone to check up on or keep tabs on your pa r tne r . 

160. You accused someone of having an a f f a i r with your par tner or t rying to 
take your par tner away from you. 

161. You got in t rouble with the law (or an author i ty f igure) because of your 
j ea lousy . 

162. You accused your par tner of being unfaithful or in love with someone e l se 
because he/she was not responsive to your i n t i n a t e or sexual needs. 

163. Your r ea l i z ed tha t your thoughts and suspicions about your p a r t n e r ' s 
ou t s ide r e l a t i o n s got out of control but could not help yourself . 

164. You became convinced tha t your par tner and his or her lover were planning 
or p l o t t i n g aga ins t you. 

165. Which un ive r s i t y do you a t tend? 

(A) Texas Tech Universi ty 
(B) U i i v e r s i t y of Texas-San Antonio 
(C) Southwest Texas State Uhiversi ty 

Thank you for your help. 

Please return all papers to the proctor. 
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JEALOUSY EXPERIENCE WORKSHEET 

A Jealousy situation usually Involves three people: yourself, your 
partner, and another person who may threaten or challenge your 
relationship with your partner. Jealousy Is different from envy In 
which case you desire or want something that another person has. Please 
try to remember the last or most important instance in your present 
relationship when you became jealous. We would like to know as much as 
you can remember about this experience. As accurately as you can, 
please complete the following questions (do not use real names). You 
may write on the reverse side of this page if you need more space. 

1. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR LAST OR MOST IMPORTANT JEALOUSY EVENT (when and 
where it occured, who was Involved, how did it begin, what happened, how 
it ended). 

2. What feelings did you experience at the moment you became jealous? 

3. What were your thoughts at the moment you became JcalousT 

4. Please describe how you handled and coped with the situation. 

RETURN TO TfflB INSTRUCTIONS FOR ITEM 81 AFTER COMPLETING THIS WORKSHEET 
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CONSEWT FOR RESEARCH PARTICIPATION 

The purpose of this study i s to help us understand how some bel ie fs and 
behaviors are related to the experience of jealousy in romantic relationships. 
Your participation i s important/ but we cannot promise that your involvement 
w i l l result in any personal benefits for you/ including therapeutic treatment. 
A debriefing for participants wishing to remain wi l l be held immediately 
following this session. 

If you agree to participate/ you wi l l be asked to complete a questionnaire 
requiring about one hour of your time for which you wi l l be given class credit . 
The f i r s t items wi l l ask you for some basic information about yourself 
including age/ gender, c la s s i f i ca t ion , ethnic identity/ and narital and/or 
dating s tatus . Then/ a number of questions wi l l require you to rate certain 
statements about yourself and your relationship with your current intinate 
partner. Seme of these items w i l l be rather personal. However, aside from 
th is form which wi l l be kept separate from the questionnaire/ no identifying 
information wi l l be requested so that we can keep your responses anonymous and 
confidential and so that you wi l l feel free to respond as accurately as 
poss ible . Only the two researchers named below wi l l have access to any of this 
information. All forms wi l l be secured in a locked f l i s cabinet for two years/ 
then destroyed. 

This research i s being conducted by Anthony Dodge/ M.S.. The faculty 
advisor i s Clyde Hendrick/ Ph.D.. Mr. Dodge and Dr. Hendrick have agreed to 
answer any questions or inquiries concerning the study and may be contacted 
a t the Psychology Department, Texas Tech Uiiversity (742-3737). Mr. Dodge's 
home phone i s 512-680-1713. If you have additional concerns, you nay contact 
the Texas Tech university Institutional Review Board for the Protection of 
HLfftan Subjects by writing them in care ot the Office of Research Services/ 
Texas Tech University/ Lubbock, Texas 79409/ or by calling 742-3884. 

If this research project causes any injury to participants in the study/ 
treatment i s not necessarily available at Texas Tech university or the Student 
Health Center/ nor i s there necessarily any insurance carried by the University 
or i t s personnel applicable to cover any such injury. Financial compensation 
for any such injury must be provided through the participant's own insurance 
program. Further information about these matters may be obtained from ft:. 
Robert M. Sweazy, Vice Provost for Research/ 742-3884/ Room 203/ Holden Hall, 
Texaa Tech Uhiversity/ Lubbock, Texas 79409-1035. 

I have read this consent form and understand i t . I realize that 
the study i s tota l ly voluntary and t»»t I may discontinue this study at any 
time I choose without penalty. 

My signature indicates my willingness to participate. 

SIGNATURE DATE 

SIGNATURE OF WIIWESS TO ORAL PRBSOITATICN: 

SIGNATURE OP INVESTIGATOR DATE 
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County of Shasta 
Department of Mental Health 
2750 Eureka Way 
Redding, Ca. 96001 

June 20, 1989 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONERN: 

This letter is to grant permission to Anthony R. Dodge, Texas 

Tech University, to reproduce and/or adapt figures and tables 

contained in White, G. L. and Mullen, P. E. (in Press). Jealousy: 

A multidisciplinary and clinical approach. Manuscript submitted 

for publication (Guilford Publications, Inc., New York). 

Gregory L J Whiite, Ph.D. 


