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QUALITIES OF ONLINE AND OFFLINE FRIENDSHIPS:

JEALOUSY AND RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION

Catherine Zakoske

New College of Florida, 2011

ABSTRACT

In this thesis, jealousy and relationship satisfaction in online and offline friendships were 

examined. I hypothesized that participants in online friendships would report higher jealousy than 

participants in offline relationships. I also hypothesized that participants in offline friendships 

would have higher relationship satisfaction than participants in online friendships. Participants 

were 81 people, 16 male and 65 female. Participants were randomly assigned to report on their 

online friendships or offline friendships. They then completed an online survey consisting of a 

relationship satisfaction measure and the Multidimensional Jealousy scale. The Multidimensional 

Jealousy scale consists of three subscales; cognitive jealousy, emotional jealousy, and behavioral 

jealousy. The Multidimensional Jealousy scale was modified to measure friendship jealousy and 

online behavioral jealousy. Participants in online relationships reported higher levels of overall 

jealousy, cognitive jealousy, and behavioral jealousy, but not emotional jealousy. This is odd 

considering that overall jealousy was significantly correlated with all three jealousy subscales. 

Participants in offline friendships reported significantly higher levels of relationship satisfaction 

than participants in online friendships.

                                                                              
Dr. Steven Graham 

Division of Social Sciences 



Qualities of Online and Offline Friendships 1

Qualities of Online and Offline Friendships: Jealousy and Relationship Satisfaction

Recently research has been devoted to internet relationships. Researchers have 

studied topics as diverse as the different types of people who have internet relationships 

(Bonebrake 2002), how internet romantic relationships are formed (McKenna, Green, & 

Gleason 2002, Whitty & Gavin 2001), comparisons between online and offline 

friendships and romantic relationships (Buote, Wood, & Pratt 2009, Chan & Cheng 

2004), friendship and romantic relationship satisfaction in online relationships (Chan & 

Cheng 2004, Ye 2007), and jealousy in online romantic relationships (Muise, 

Christofides, & Desmarais 2009). With this growing research in online relationships, it is 

surprising that there has been very little research on friendships on the internet. This 

current study seeks to fill the gap in the literature concerning friendships on the internet.

Development of Online Relationships

McKenna, Green, and Gleason (2002)  conducted three studies testing the theory 

that greater expression of one's true self on the internet leads to rapid formation of close 

friendships and romantic relationships that endure over time. In Study 1, the researchers 

wanted to see whether people who locate the true self on-line are more likely to form 

close online relationships and to integrate their online relationship into their offline life. 

The participants completed a survey consisting of 36 items. Questions assessed the 

participant's social anxiety, loneliness, expression of the real self, the type of relationship 

formed (acquaintance, friend, very close or “best” friend, romantic partner), the depth of 

the relationship formed, and behavioral actions in on-line settings (exchanging e-mail and 

chatting on-line) and offline settings (talking on the telephone, writing letters through the 
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mail, and meeting one another in face-to-face situations). The researchers found that real, 

deep, and meaningful relationships are formed on the internet. The researchers found that 

participants who were socially anxious and lonely were somewhat more likely to feel that 

they could better express their real selves with others on the internet than with those they 

know off-line. The researchers also found that online relationships progress through a 

series of steps in which individuals exchange the control they hold over their side of the 

interaction in return for greater intimacy. 

In Study 2, McKenna et al. (2002) looked again at the participants from Study 1 to 

see if their relationships changed over 2 years. The researchers found that online 

relationships were stable over the two years. Seventy-one percent of the romantic 

relationships started on the internet were still intact 2 years later, the majority reported 

being closer and stronger. Seventy-five percent of all internet relationships were still 

intact 2 years later. The researchers found that the levels of social anxiety and loneliness 

experienced by participants in Study 2 were significantly less than social anxiety and 

loneliness experienced in Study 1. 

In Study 3, McKenna et al. (2002) looked at the effect the presence or absence of 

gating features (i.e., physical appearance) had on the participants' feelings of liking for 

another person in online and offline interactions. Participants participated in two 30 

minute sessions each. All participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions. 

In the control condition the participants met face to face both times with the partner. In 

the “Internet Relay Chat (IRC)” condition, participants first met on the internet using IRC 

to communicate and then met face to face. In the “trading places” condition the 
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participant thought they were meeting one person face to face and a second person on the 

internet, but they really interacted with the same person. Participants then completed a 

survey that included questions rating the extent to which they liked their partner on a 14-

point scale and questions about perceptions of the quality of the interaction and the level 

of intimacy. The researchers found that when people meet on the internet they like one 

another better than they would if they had initially met face to face. They believed that 

this was because people who interacted in an online context based liking of a person on 

the quality of conversation rather than gating features.

There has been substantial research comparing online and offline relationships. 

Whereas this can reveal a lot about the differences and similarities between online and 

offline relationships, it does not explain online relationships in depth. Whitty and Gavin 

(2001) conducted interviews with participants who had online relationships in order to 

better understand the complexities of online relationships. The researchers wanted to 

discover the meanings of online relationships of people who engage in them. Participants 

were asked about modes of communication they use on the internet, types of relationships 

formed, the conversations they engage in, how honest they are, and how these 

relationships relate to offline relationships. The researchers found that trust, honesty, and 

commitment, are just as important to people in online relationships as they are to people 

in offline relationships. 

 Even though people in online relationships value the same qualities as those in 

offline relationships, there are different and unique cues that signify these ideals. Through 

the interviews, Whitty and Gavin (2001) discovered that lying is not a cue to deception. 
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Instead it signifies that the liar wants to revel a deeper truth about themselves, but are too 

afraid. They instead create anonymity with a lie. This anonymity allows the person to 

reveal the information they are afraid to share otherwise. Lying only serves this function 

if the lie is something minor that help creates anonymity, such as your name. 

Online relationships also have their own progression from offline communitcation 

to online communication. This change of medium is one of the main ways of increasing 

commitment in an online relationship. Communicating offline through a call does not 

mean the participants are dissatisfied with online communication, but instead that they 

have a greater commitment to the relationship as well as a deeper trust. This allows the 

participant to feel safe including the online relationship in their offline world. This 

change to offline communication occurs because many participants felt that online 

communication was not enough. Most of these relationships progressed from chat, to E-

mail, to phone, to face-to-face meetings as the level of trust increased. The researchers 

concluded that this could mean that online relationships are not as satisfying as offline 

relationships. In fact, the longer these relationships lasted, they often progressed to offline 

relationships. The researchers also concluded that online relationships are complicated 

and have their own rules of etiquette, but people in them value many of the same things 

as people in offline relationships value. 

Given the conclusions of Whitty and Gavin (2001) that online relationships have 

their own rules of etiquette, researchers began to wonder about the kinds of people who 

engage in online relationships. Perhaps because online relationships appear to be less 

satisfying than offline relationships only people who  could not fully appreciate offline 
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relationships would engage in online relationships. In order to  determine the kinds of 

people who engage in online relationships, Bonebrake (2002) examined college students’ 

internet use, relationship formation, and personality characteristics. Participants were 

104, 35 male and 69 female, undergraduate students. A survey containing questions about 

demographics, internet use characteristics, offline relationship characteristics, 

interpersonal factors such as social skills, and intrapersonal factors such as personality 

traits was administered. 

Bonebrake (2002) wrote about how online relationships develop differently from 

offline relationships. In an online relationship, first two people come to be acquainted 

with each other through the course of discussion. Then topics might turn toward personal 

and intimate matters. Next they will arrange to meet one another, occasionally for sex. 

Since there is no physical interaction, people in online relationships can not rely on 

physical appearance to help create opinions. Even if there is a video chat, physical 

appearance still does not have as great an effect online as it does offline. Instead people in 

online relationships must rely on the information the other person provides to create their 

opinions. Thus the most important thing in online relationships is a person’s perception of 

the other person. People feel that they have control over how the other person views 

them. There is also an element of mystery and anonymity. This often times leads people 

to feel comfortable disclosing very personal and private information online. Frequency of 

contact is also important in the formation of online relationships, just as it is in offline 

relationships. In offline relationships, the more time someone spends with a person, the 

more they will like them provided they had initially neutral to positive views of the 
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person. This is known as the mere exposure effect, in which more contact leads to more 

attraction (Zajonc 1968). In online relationships the exposure effect occurs not because of 

physical proximity, but proximity in an online context, such as a chat room. Another 

important feature of forming online relationships is the ease of finding similar others. 

Similarity of beliefs and interests is another important factor of attraction. People tend to 

be able to communicate better with people who share similar interests, and this increases 

attraction. 

Given past research, Bonebrake (2002) hypothesized that people who formed 

online relationships were different  from people who did not form online relationships. 

Participants were separated into two categories, people who had formed at least one 

internet relationship and people who had not formed online relationships. The two groups 

were then compared on internet use and personality traits. The researcher found no 

significant differences in internet use or personality scales between the two groups. Time 

spent interacting with at least one significant online communication partner was 

positively correlated with total new relationships formed online. Ease of finding others 

similar to the participant online was positively correlated with starting new relationships 

online. Also time spent interacting with others online was positively correlated with 

experimenting with different roles. Loneliness was positively correlated with ease of 

finding people similar to the participant online. Social skills scale and ease of finding 

similar others were negatively correlated. Social skills and experimentation with new 

roles online were negatively correlated. Loneliness and social skills were negatively 

correlated. So it appears that people who are lonely, are more likely to find similar people 
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online, spend more time online, start more new online relationships, and experiment with 

new roles. Perhaps since they are lonely, they spend more time looking for people like 

themselves. Since the internet is an  effective way to meet similar others, lonely people 

form more online relationships. 

Relationship Satisfaction

Van Doorn, Branje, Hox, and Meeus (2009) looked  at conflict and perceived 

relationship satisfaction with mothers, fathers, and best friends in adolescents. The 

researchers theorized that conflict would negatively affect perceived relationship 

satisfaction. Participants in this study were 72 dutch adolescents, 40 girls and 32 boys. 

Participants were asked to keep a diary in which several questions had to be filled out 

daily for seven consecutive days. Participants were asked questions about their 

relationship with their mothers, fathers, and best friends, the amount of time that they had 

spent with their mother, father, and best friend, how satisfied they were with the 

relationship, and how many conflicts they had had that day with their mothers, fathers, 

and best friends each day for seven consecutive days. Participants also completed the 

Rochester Interaction Record. 

For each conflict participants reported, they completed questions about their use 

of each of three conflict resolution styles. The three styles of conflict resolution were 

conflict engagement, positive problem solving, and withdrawal. Each of the three conflict 

resolution styles was assessed with one question rated on a 5 point likert scale with 1 

being not true at all and 5 being entirely true. The item measuring conflict engagement 

was ‘‘I got angry, assaulted the other person and/or lost self-control’’. The item 
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measuring positive problem solving was ‘‘I tried to find a solution that was mutually 

acceptable and/or tried to discuss our differences of opinion thoroughly”. The item 

measuring withdrawal was ‘‘I refused to talk about it any longer, did not listen anymore 

and/or acted as if I did not care about it anymore’’. Each day in the journal was placed 

into one of three categories no conflict, unconstructively handled conflict, and 

constructively handled conflict. If there was more than one conflict on a given day, 

whichever the adolescent perceived as the most important was used. If the conflicts were 

equally important, one was selected at random. When classifying conflicts as 

constructively handled or unconstructively handled, rating on all three conflict resolution 

styles were considered. A conflict was considered unconstructively handled when scores 

on conflict engagement or withdrawal were higher than or equal to the scores on positive 

problem solving. A conflict was considered constructively handled when scores on 

positive problem solving was higher than the scores on both conflict engagement and 

withdrawal.

Van Doorn et al. (2009) found that on average, adolescents reported 0.41 conflicts 

with their mothers per day, 0.26 conflicts per day with their fathers, and 0.23 conflicts 

with their best friend per day. There were no differences between boys and girls in mean 

level of conflict. Participants’ mean level of relationship satisfaction with their mothers 

was 4.04, with their fathers was 4.00, and with their best friends was 4.15. The 

interaction between mean levels of perceived relationship satisfaction and sex was not 

significant. There was a significant negative relationship between the average number of 

conflicts during the week and mean levels of perceived relationship satisfaction with 
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mothers, fathers, and best friends. It seems that relationship satisfaction is subject to 

change on a daily basis based on what happened during the day. This study did not 

examine the the relation between long term relationship satisfaction and daily conflict. 

Van Doorn et al. (2009) suggest that perhaps the relation between conflict and 

relationship satisfaction is moderated by personality factors.

Since it is possible that relationship satisfaction is also affected by the type of 

people engaged in the relationship as well as what goes on in a relationship, Sanderson, 

Rahm, and Beigbeder (2005) looked at people with strong goals of intimacy and the 

relationship satisfaction in close same-sex friendships. The researchers theorize that since 

an individuals’ focus on a particular goal is associated with distinct methods, then 

individual's with goals of intimacy will approach a relationship differently than 

individuals not focused on intimacy. These different methods include spending more time 

with their friends, giving and receiving more social support and self-disclosure, having 

friends with a strong focus on intimacy in friendship, and perceiving their friends as 

sharing this focus on intimacy. All this should lead to greater friendship satisfaction.  To 

test this Sanderson et al. (2005) conducted 2 studies.

In Study 1, Sanderson et al. (2005) looked at association between the pursuit of 

intimacy goals and patterns of interaction. Participants in Study 1 were 80 students, 40 

male and 40 female. Participants completed a questionnaire about their closest same-sex 

friend on campus. The friend also filled out a questionnaire. The Intimacy Goals in 

Friendship Scale, 12 items answered on a 1–5 scale, was developed for this study. 

Participants filled it out again answering like they thought their close friend would 
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answer. Participants also filled out a 16-item Patterning of Daily Life Index, the Social 

Support Index of the Quality of Relationships Inventory, the Social Support Index of the 

Quality of Relationships Inventory, a 10-item Self-Disclosure Scale, the Opener Scale, 

and the Marital Assessment Questionnaire. 

Sanderson et al. (2005) conducted a series of hierarchical linear regression 

analyses. Sex was in the first block, intimacy in the second block, and goals x sex 

interaction in the third block for all regressions. There was no association between having 

a strong focus on intimacy goals and spending time with their friend. Participants with a 

focus on intimacy goals gave and received more social support than participants low in 

intimacy goals. Individuals with a strong focus on intimacy goals reported engaging in 

and eliciting higher levels of self-disclosure from their friend than participants low in 

intimacy goals. There was no significant association between the participant's focus on 

intimacy goals and the goals of the participant's friend. There was however a significant 

association between one’s own focus on intimacy and the perception of the goals of one’s 

friend. Participants with a strong focus on intimacy goals in their close friendships report 

high levels of friendship satisfaction. So people who have high intimacy goals, behave in 

ways that lead to greater relationship satisfaction.

As Van Doorn et al. (2009) have shown the type of conflict has an effect on 

relationship satisfaction. Sanderson et al. (2005) in their first study found that people with 

a focus on intimacy engage in activities that foster greater levels of relationship 

satisfaction. In Study 2,  Sanderson et al. (2005) examined specific strategies that people 

who are focused on intimacy use when solving conflicts with their close friends. The 
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researchers predicted that individuals focused on intimacy will use more constructive 

strategies of conflict resolution, (open discussion and compromise) and use less 

destructive strategies (emotional withdrawal, defensiveness, contempt, and criticism). 

The researchers predicted this because people who are focused on intimacy spend more 

time with their partner. They believed the more time spent together, the more time the 

couple has to get to know each other. This would then help the couple to avoid conflict. 

The researchers also theorized that open communication and self-disclosure lead to more 

positive conflict resolution because they foster empathy and mutual awareness, which in 

turn leads to compromise. People with a focus on intimacy also rely on their partners for 

social support, which could allow people to feel more comfortable seeking advice from or 

working with their partner.

Participants in Study 2 were 61 students, 37 females and 24 males. Participants 

completed measures on intimacy goals in friendships, their strategies for coping with 

conflict in friendships, and their friendship satisfaction, while thinking of a close same-

sex friend. A series of hierarchical linear regression analyses were performed. For all 

analyses, gender was included in the first block and intimacy goals were entered in the 

second block. Participants with a strong focus on intimacy goals were likely to use open 

communication as a means of conflict resolution and unlikely to use use reciprocal cycles 

of blame and criticism and selfish strategies. Participants with intimacy goals were very 

likely to rely on constructive responses to dissatisfaction and unlikely to rely on 

destructive responses to dissatisfaction. So overall people who are focused on intimacy 

goals in their relationships use positive, constructive conflict resolution skills in close 
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friendships as well as romantic relationships. In some cases, the use of constructive 

conflict resolution even affected levels of relationship satisfaction.

Relationship Satisfaction and the Internet

The internet has become integrated into everyday life. Researchers became 

interested in how the internet affected relationship satisfaction. Valkenburg and Peter 

(2009) conducted a study that looked at the effect of instant message (IM) use on the 

quality of existing offline friendships. Since it is easier to reveal information about 

yourself online, and self disclosure leads to higher levels of relationship satisfaction, the 

researchers predicted that IM usage will have a positive effect on relationship 

satisfaction. Specifically it was predicted that IM use at Time 1 will have a positive 

influence on intimate online self-disclosure at Time 2. Intimate online self-disclosure at 

Time 2 in turn should affect the overall quality of the friendships at Time 2. In addition, 

the direct relationship between IM use at Time 1 and the quality of existing friendships at 

Time 2 will not be significant, showing that IM use affects self-disclosure which is what 

causes the positive association between IM use and the quality of the friendship.

Participants in the study were 812 Dutch adolescents, 50% male and 50% female. 

Participants were between the ages of 10 and 17. The participants completed measures 

about IM use, self-disclosure, and relationship satisfaction. They then completed the 

same measures a second time six months after initial data collection. IM use was 

measured with both the number of days and the amount of time spent messaging. There 

were five components of intimate self-disclosure : personal feelings, the things you are 

worried about, secrets, being in love, and moments in your life you are ashamed of. The 
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quality of friendships was measured with relationship satisfaction, approval, and support.

Valkenburg and Peter (2009) found that IM use was positively related to intimate 

online self-disclosure at Time 1 and Time 2. IM use at Time 1 was not significantly 

related to the quality of existing friendships at Time 1, but was significantly related to the 

quality of existing friendships at Time 2. Intimate online self-disclosure was positively 

related to the quality of existing friendships at Time 1 and Time 2. This supports the 

hypothesis that it is easier to reveal information about yourself online, and self disclosure 

are related to higher levels of relationship satisfaction, thus IM usage has a positive effect 

on relationship satisfaction. 

Valkenburg and Peter (2009) showed that the internet has an affect on offline 

friendships. Next researchers looked at exclusively online and exclusively offline 

relationship. Chan and Cheng (2004) compared relationship satisfaction of online and 

offline relationships. The researchers believed that offline relationships would have a 

higher satisfaction than online relationships. The researchers also predicted that 

relationship quality would improve with time. Participants were 162 (71 male, 91 female) 

Hong Kong internet users. They ranged in age from 16 to 29 years old. Participants were 

in one of two friendship types, offline or online. Friendships were divided into three 

different durations, 1-4 months, 5-12 months, and over 1 year. Friendships were also 

divided into two gender compositions, same-sex and cross-sex friendships.

Relationship satisfaction was measured using seven factors: interdependence, 

breadth, depth, code change, understanding, commitment, and network convergence. 

Interdependence is the degree to which the friends influence and depend on one another. 
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It was measured with items like “The two of us depend on each other”. Breadth is variety 

of conversational topics. It was measured with items like “Our communication ranges 

over a wide variety of topics”. Depth is the degree of self-disclosure. It was measured 

with items like “I feel I could confide in this person about almost anything”. Code 

Change is the change in linguistic forms and cultural codes used in a relationship. It was 

measured with items like “The two of us use private signals that communicate in ways 

outsiders would not understand”. Understanding is the agreement about which behaviors 

are acceptable, the understanding of the other person’s actions, and the expectation about 

what the person is likely to say. It was measured with items like “I can accurately predict 

what this person’s attitudes are”. Commitment is the expectation that a relationship will 

continue. It was measured with items like “This relationship is very important to me”. 

Finally Network convergence is the overlapping of social networks of the two friends. It 

was measured with items like “We have introduced each other to members of each other’s 

circle of friends and family”. The final relationship satisfaction questionnaire had18 items 

rated on a 7 point likert scale with 1 being strongly disagree and 7 being strongly agree.

Chan and Cheng (2004) found that participants rated the quality of offline 

friendships as higher than that of their online friendships on all measures: 

interdependence, breadth, depth, code change, understanding, commitment, and network 

convergence. Participants rated the quality of relationships higher for longer relationships 

on breadth, depth, code change, understanding, commitment, and network convergence. 

Same-sex friendships had higher quality than cross-sex friendships on interdependence, 

breadth, and network convergence. There was a significant interaction between 
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Friendship Type and Gender Composition for breadth, depth, code change, and 

commitment. That means that the quality of cross-sex friendships was higher in online 

relationships and same-sex friendships had higher quality offline. There was also a 

significant interaction between Friendship Type and Duration for breadth, depth, code 

change, understanding, commitment, and network convergence. This shows that the 

difference in quality between online and offline friendships was mainly found for 

relationships that lasted for up to about one year, then the gap diminished. So overall 

offline relationships were more satisfying than online relationships, even if certain 

characteristics of the online friendships diminished this gap.

Jealousy

Hill and Davis (2000) discussed different types of  non-romantic jealousy, 

specifically jealousy involving childbirth, siblings, friendships, work, and the seeking of 

professional help for emotional problems. The authors wanted to see if these types of 

jealousy were in fact non-romantic, “platonic”, instead of just non-sexual. Jealousy was 

defined as a “protective reaction to a perceived threat to a valued relationship or to its 

quality” (Hill and Davis 2000, pp 505).  The threat must result from the existence, 

perceived or real, of a third party or element which threatens one’s current place in that 

relationship.  Jealousy is also a continuum and people fluctuate between different levels 

of jealousy on a daily basis. 

After conducting a review of previous research, Hill and Davis (2000) concluded 

that the validity and clinical nature of non-romantic jealousy depends on your school of 

psychological thought. A psychoanalyst would not consider jealousy involving childbirth, 
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siblings, friendships, work, and the seeking of professional help for emotional problems 

as neither non-romantic nor non-sexual in nature. A psychoanalyst would also view 

jealousy as a natural response that needs to be treated. A cognitive–behavioralist would 

view the term non-romantic jealousy as an accurate one because the distorted beliefs that 

cause jealousy do not have to be of a sexual nature. A cognitive–behavioralist would view 

jealousy as a clinical problem based on the degree to which the jealousy thoughts cause 

jealousy actions to interfere with daily life. Finally an evolutionary psychologist would 

view jealousy as rising from the need to procreate, so co-worker jealousy is sexual in 

nature, but  sibling jealousy and parent jealousy are non-romantic jealousy. An 

evolutionary psychologist would see jealousy, both romantic and non-romantic jealousy 

as having a purpose and thus not a clinical problem. 

Hill and Davis (2000) argued that a psychologists' school of thought is what 

determines if jealousy is a problem or not. Other studies have further examined the 

features of platonic jealousy.  Lavallee and Parker (2009) looked at direct and indirect 

roles in early adolescents’ jealousy of their closest friend. Participants were 325 early 

adolescents, 66 girls and 59 boys in sixth grade, 48 girls and 45 boys in seventh grade, 

and 55 girls and 52 boys in eighth grade. The researchers looked at eight main factors: 

friendship inflexibility, feelings of jealousy, surveillance behavior, loneliness, rumination, 

self-worth, depression, and friendship conflict. 

 Participants’ inflexibility surrounding friends was assessed using a 16-item 

questionnaire. People who are high in friendship inflexibility, show an unwillingness to 

accept a reasonable short-term substitute activity or individual when frustrated by a 
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friend. They also believe that  their current best friend is the only conceivable individual 

who can fulfill their needs for companionship, intimacy, support, and fulfillment. 

Participants rated on a 5 point likert scale how well each item described them with 1 

being not at all true and 5 being really true. Items like “There is only one person I could 

see myself being best friends with” make up the questionnaire.

 Participants’ feelings of jealousy were assessed with Friendship Jealousy 

Questionnaire and six items adapted from items developed by Pfeiffer and Wong (1989). 

In the Friendship Jealousy Questionnaire, participants are presented with short vignettes 

depicting hypothetical social situations involving themselves, their closest best friend, 

and a hypothetical third party peer. The best friend and the third party peer are engaging 

in social activities and getting along without the participant. Participants then rate how 

much jealousy each situation would make them feel on a scale from 0 being not at all true 

of me to 4 very true of me. The six items from Pfeiffer and Wong (1989), asked 

participants about their current jealous worries and concerns about their best friend. 

These items were rated on a 7 point likert scale with 1 being never to 7 being always.

Eight further items from Pfeiffer and Wong (1989) were used to assess the extent 

to which participants admitted engaging in surveillance and related uncertainty-reducing 

negative jealous behaviors surrounding their best friend. These items were rated on a 7 

point likert scale with 1 being never to 7 being always.

The Friendship Quality Questionnaire was used to assess friendship conflict and 

closeness. Participants rated how accurate each item is for this friendship using a 4 point 

likert scale with 0 being not at all true to 4 being really true. Three items assessed the 
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friendship conflict. The study used 14 of the original 38 items measuring closeness, six 

items from the validation and help domains and eight items from the companionship and 

intimacy domains.

Depression was assessed with seven items from the Children’s Depression 

Inventory— Short Form. Items referring to feelings of loneliness, having friends, 

physical appearance, and suicide ideation were dropped. Participants were asked to select 

the best fitting of three alternative statements for each item (i.e., “I am sad once in a 

while, I am sad many times, I am sad all the time”).

Loneliness surrounding peers was assessed with three items from the Illinois 

Loneliness scale. Participants rated each item on a 5 point likert scale with 1 being not at 

all true and 5 being really true.

The Global Self-Worth scale from the Self-Perception Profile for Adolescents was 

used to assess participant's satisfaction with themselves in the context of their peers and 

friends. Participants read one negatively- and one positively-valanced statement for each 

item and selected the one that was most like them. They then rated how true of them the 

statement they selected was on a 4 point likert scale with 1 being sort of true of me and 4 

being really true of me.

 A 7-item rumination scale, based on measures by Rose and Nolen-Hoeksema and 

Morrow, was developed.  This scale assessed ruminative coping in response to problems 

with friends. Participants were presented with examples of ruminative thought and asked 

to indicate the extent to which it was typical of their behavior when they encountered a 

problem with a friend on a 4 point likert scale with 1 being almost never and 4 being 
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almost always. 

Lavallee and Parker (2009) performed a 2 (sex)X 3(grade) Multivariate Analysis 

of Variance (MANOVA). The only main effect was sex. Girls reported higher 

inflexibility, feelings of jealousy, surveillance behavior, loneliness, and rumination. 

Self-worth predicted a vulnerability to jealousy. Jealousy was linked to 

surveillance behavior. Surveillance behavior was linked to friendship conflict. Increased 

conflict between friends predicted greater emotional adjustment difficulties. Self-worth 

also contributed to emotional adjustment difficulties. 

Thus, adolescents who reported being vulnerable to friendship jealousy also 

reported engaging in surveillance and other negative behaviors towards friends. They also 

reported more conflict with friends. The participants vulnerable to friendship jealousy 

also expressed greater intrapersonal distress in the form of feelings of loneliness and 

depression. 

Lavallee and Parker (2009) found that people who were high in friendship 

inflexibility were high in jealousy, and that friendship inflexibility contributed to 

rumination surrounding problems with friends. The researchers also found that the 

experience and expression of jealousy contributed to friendship conflict and intrapersonal 

distress.

Based on the findings of Lavallee and Parker (2009) that expression of jealousy 

was related to conflict, Bevan and Hale (2006) looked at negative jealousy-related 

emotion and rumination as consequences of a close relational partner’s jealousy 

expression. Rumination is conscious thinking directed toward a given object for an 
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extended period of time. Negative jealousy related emotions used were sadness, anger, 

frustration, guilt, fear, insecurity, and surprise. 

Bevan and Hale (2006) looked at three relationship types, sibling relationships, 

cross-sex friendships, and dating partners.  There were also three different forms of 

jealousy expression, distributive communication, integrative communication, and 

negative affect expression. Integrative communication is direct, nonaggressive 

expressions such as disclosures and reassurances. Negative affect expression is nonverbal 

expressions such as crying and appearing hurt. Distributive communication is direct and 

aggressive expression including arguing and sarcasm.

Bevan and Hale (2006) used a 3 (relational context) X 3 (jealousy) factorial 

design. Participants were asked to think of their closest present cross-sex friends (i.e., a 

member of the opposite sex to whom the participant shares a close relationship and who 

is not either a family member or current romantic partner) in the cross-sex friend 

condition. In the dating partner condition, participants were asked to think of their closest 

present dating partners (i.e., someone the participant has dated for one week or more, 

including dating once or twice). Participants were asked to think of a sibling closest in 

age to them (i.e., a full brother or sister of the sibling who shares the same biological 

mother and father as the participant in the sibling condition. If participants did not have a 

full siblings, they thought of half, step, or adopted siblings instead). If participants 

received a questionnaire for a relationship they were not involved in, they were randomly 

assigned another one. 

Nine hypothetical scenarios were used to measure the participant's response to 
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jealousy. Each scenario used identical wording to operationalize the jealousy message. 

Based on data from a pilot, distributive communication was best represented by negative 

jealousy expression, integrative communication was best represented by negative 

jealousy expression, and negative affect expression was best represented by positive 

jealousy expression.

Bevan and Hale (2006) found that siblings and dating partners reported 

experiencing significantly more intense emotion in response to partner jealousy 

expression than cross-sex friends. Level of negative jealousy-related emotion did not 

differ significantly between partner's integrative communication and partner's distributive 

communication.  Rumination did not significantly differ between cross-sex friend, sibling 

or dating partner. Participants whose partners expressed jealousy using distributive 

communication and negative affect expression reported that they would experience 

significantly more rumination compared with respondents whose partners used 

integrative communication. Relationship type and jealousy expression type did not have a 

significant interaction on negative jealousy-related emotion or rumination. Overall, 

jealousy was more intense with siblings and dating partners than cross-sex friendships, 

but jealousy did affect all groups in negative ways.

Jealousy on the Internet

There has been surprisingly little research done on jealousy on the internet. One 

study conducted by Muise, Christofides, and Desmarais (2009) looked at jealousy in 

romantic relationships on Facebook. The Facebook Jealousy Scale was developed for this 

study. The Facebook Jealousy Scale consists of 27 items rated on a 7 point likert scale. 
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Items include direct (i.e., How likely are you to Experience jealousy related to Facebook) 

and indirect (i.e., How likely are you to Monitor your partner’s activities on Facebook) 

measures of jealousy. Participants in the study were 308 people, 231 female and 77 male, 

ranging in age from 17 to 24 years old. Fifty and one half percent of participants were 

seriously dating one person when they completed the survey. Participants completed the 

Facebook Jealousy Scale. Participants were also asked to provide demographic 

information and information about their own and their partners’ use of Facebook. 

Muise et al. (2009) found that women spent more time on Facebook than men. 

Women also reported more jealousy. Scores on the Facebook Jealousy scale were 

positively correlated with time spent on Facebook with gender controlled. There is a 

wealth of ambiguous information available on Facebook. The researchers believed that 

since this ambiguous information could be causing people to interpret the information in 

a negative context. This could lead to higher levels of jealousy. 

Current Study

There are few studies directly comparing offline and online friendships. To try to 

fill this gap, a study was conducted that examined the quality of online and offline 

friendships. Relationship satisfaction and jealousy were explored in both an online and 

offline friendships. Relationship satisfaction is a good overview of positive qualities in a 

friendship. Many negative emotions and actions are associated with jealousy but there are 

also positives associated with jealousy. Thus the two factors addressed in this study were 

chosen. 

Hypotheses
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Whitty and Gavin (2001) found that as online relationships progress, the people in 

the online relationships move toward offline communication. One reason for this shift 

could be that offline relationships are more satisfying than online relationships. Chan and 

Cheng (2004) found that indeed offline relationships had higher levels of relationship 

satisfaction than online relationships. Thus, H1: Offline friendships will have higher 

scores on relationship satisfaction than online friendships.

Muise et al. (2009) found that time spent on Facebook was correlated with 

correlated with higher scores on the Facebook Jealousy Scale. There is a wealth of 

ambiguous information available on Facebook. This ambiguous information could be 

causing people to interpret the information in a negative context. This could lead to 

higher levels of jealousy. Thus, H2: Participants will express more jealousy in online than 

offline friendships. 

Method

Participants 

Participants were recruited from an online forum and Facebook. A link to the 

study and a brief description was be posted to a college forum several times over a two 

month period. A message containing a link to the study as well as a brief description were 

tagged with “psychology” on Facebook. This caused it to appear on the Facebook page 

for psychology. Anyone with a Facebook account had access to the survey. Eighty-one 

people, 16 male and 65 female, participated in this study. Participants ranged in age from 

18 to 54 years old with a median age of 20 years. 

Materials 
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Relationship Satisfaction. Chan's and Cheng's (2004) scale was used. Refer to 

Appendix A for a copy of the survey. This questionnaire works for both online and offline 

friendships. Participants were told to rate to what extent each of the 18 items (e.g., The 

two of us depend on each other,  I can accurately predict how this person will respond to 

me in most situations) describe their relationship with a friend that they interact with in 

an online/offline context. Participants in the offline friendship condition were told to 

answer the questions while thinking of a friend they know and interact with on a regular 

basis in an Offline setting.  Participants in the online friendship condition were told to 

answer the questions while thinking of a friend they know and interact with on a regular 

basis in an online setting. Each item was rated on a 7-point likert scale with 1 being not at 

all and 7 being completely. Several items are reversed scored (i.e., I do not know this 

person very well, I do not expect this relationship to last very long). The Cronbach's 

alpha for offline relationship satisfaction is 0.830 and for online relationship satisfaction 

it is 0.930.

Jealousy. Participants completed the Multidimensional Jealousy Scale (MJS)

(Pfeiffer & Wong, 1989). Refer to Appendix B for a copy of the survey. The MJS was 

modified slightly for this study. Refer to Appendix C for a complete list of changes. The 

wording of the questions was changed to reflect a friendship instead of a romantic 

relationship (i.e., “partner” was changed to “friend”). Several questions were omitted 

because when changed to friend instead of lover, the questions were nearly identical (e.g., 

“I think that X is secretly developing an intimate relationship with someone of the 

opposite sex” and “I suspect that X may be physically intimate with another member of 
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the opposite sex behind my back” both became “I think that X is secretly developing an 

intimate friendship with someone else”). The behavioral section was also changed for 

online contexts (e.g., instead of “looking through the friend's purse”, “looking through 

the friend's Facebook profile”). In the end, there were 4 items in the cognitive section, 4 

items in the emotional section, and 7 in the behavioral section. 

Cognitive jealousy measured participants' thoughts about jealousy(e.g., “I suspect 

that X may be better friends with someone else”, “I am worried that someone is trying to 

make X stop being my friend”). Emotional jealousy measured participants' emotional 

reactions to different jealousy provoking situations (e.g., “smiles in a friendly manner to 

someone I don't know,” “X works very closely with someone else”). Behavioral jealousy 

measured participants' actions that reflect jealousy (e.g., “I question X about his/her 

whereabouts”, “I look through X's website, blog, twitter, or Facebook for information” or 

“look through X's drawers, handbag, or pockets”). 

Participants were asked to rate each item on a 7-point likert scale. Each subscale 

had its own instructions and likert scale. For the cognitive jealousy section, participants 

were asked to rate “how often do you have the following thoughts about x?” on a scale of 

1 being never to 7 being all the time. For the emotional jealousy section, participants 

were asked to rate “how would you emotionally react to the following situations” on a 

scale with 1 being never to 7 being all the time. For the behavioral jealousy section, 

participants were asked to rate “how often do you engage in the following behaviors?” on 

a scale with 1 being never and 7 being all the time.

The Cronbach's alpha for the entire scale for offline relationships was 0.723, for 
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the offline cognitive jealousy it was 0.731, for the offline emotional jealousy it was 

0.862, and for offline behavioral jealousy it was 0.661. Cronbach's alpha for the entire 

scale for online relationships was 0.881, for the online cognitive jealousy it was 0.726, 

for the online emotional jealousy it was 0.939, and for the online behavioral jealousy it 

was 0.820. 

Procedure 

Participants were randomly assigned to either the online or offline conditions. 

They then completed the relationship satisfaction and jealousy measure thinking about a 

particular friend.

Results

Overall participants in offline (M = 5.5667, SD = 0.65605) and online friendships 

(M = 4.3910, SD = 1 .22920) were satisfied. Overall participants in both online and 

offline friendships scored below the median on jealousy (online M = 2.7335, SD = 

0.96318, offline M = 2.1218, SD = 0.55129), cognitive jealousy (online M = 2.8276, SD 

= 1.36130, offline M = 2.2163, SD = 1.11587), emotional jealousy (online M = 3.4138, 

SD = 1.21977, offline M = 3.0385, SD = 1.05299) and behavioral jealousy (online M = 

2.2882, SD = 1.08200, offline M = 1.5440, SD = 0.57285). See Table 2 for details.

As predicted in H1, offline friendships  had significantly higher relationship 

satisfaction (t(79) = 5.625, p <0.001) than online relationships.

As predicted in H2, online friendships had significantly higher jealousy (t(79) = 

-3.643, p <0.001), cognitive jealousy (t(79) = -2.182, p = 0.032), and behavioral jealousy 

(t(79) = -4.056, p <0.001). Surprisingly, participants in online friendships did not differ 
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significantly in emotional jealousy (t(79) = -1.452, p = 0.150) from participants in offline 

relationships. See Table 1 for details.

Overall jealousy scores were, not surprisingly significantly correlated with all 

three subscales; with cognitive (r(79) = 0.760, p <0.001), with emotional (r(79)= 0.690, p 

< 0.001), and with behavioral (r(79) 0.796, p < 0.001). Relationship satisfaction was not 

significantly correlated with jealousy or any of the jealousy subscales. See Table 1 for 

details.

In offline friendships, jealousy was significantly correlated with all three 

subscales, cognitive (r(50) = 0.736, p < 0.001), emotional (r(50) = 0.704, p < 0.001), and 

behavioral (r(50) = 0.504, p < 0.001). Relationship satisfaction was not significantly 

correlated with jealousy or any of the subscales. See Table 1 for details.

In online friendships, jealousy was significantly correlated with all three 

subscales, cognitive (r(27) = 0.775, p < 0.001), emotional (r(27) = 0.703, p < 0.001), and 

behavioral (r(27) = 0.899, p < 0.001). Relationship satisfaction was not significantly 

correlated with jealousy of any of the subscales. See Table 1 for details.

Discussion

Relationship Satisfaction

Offline friendships had higher levels of relationship satisfaction than online 

friendships, as expected. This fits well with previous research conducted by Chan and 

Cheng (2004) who found that offline relationships had higher levels of relationship 

satisfaction than online relationships. This also fits Whitty and Gavin (2001)'s finding 

that as online relationships progress, the people in the online relationships move toward 
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offline communication. 

Jealousy

Online friendships had significantly higher jealousy, cognitive jealousy, and 

behavioral jealousy than offline friendships. This fits well with the findings of Muise et 

al. (2009) that time spent on Facebook was correlated with higher scores on the Facebook 

Jealousy Scale. 

 Surprisingly there was no difference in online and offline friendships in emotional 

jealousy, even though overall jealousy was correlated with all three subscales including 

emotional jealousy. As many participants in Whitty and Gavin (2001)'s study noted, 

online communication did not seem like enough so they progressed to offline 

communication. Thus, perhaps people do not have as much emotion invested in online 

relationships, which could cancel out the higher levels of jealousy due to the amount of 

information people have access to on the internet. When looking at the mean jealousy 

scores in Figure 2, this theory does not hold up. Participants in the online condition had 

more, but not significantly more, emotional jealousy than participants in the offline 

condition. In addition, the online emotional jealousy scores were higher than any of the 

other jealousy scores. An alternative explanation, could be that the emotional subscale of 

the Multidimensional Jealousy Scale does not translate well into friendships.

Limitations

There are some limitations with this study. There were several issues with 

participants. With the exception of one participant, age 54, all participants were 

traditional college age, 18 – 22 years old. This creates a problem with generalization, the 
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results may be unique to college age people. Another issue with the participants was the 

gender distribution, 16 male and 65 female participants. Again the large amount of female 

participants causes a problem with generalization, not only may the results be limited to a 

college age population, but also only a female college age population.

There was also an issue with the number of participants in each condition. There 

were 52 participants in the offline condition and only 29 participants in the online 

condition. This could have been a problem with random assignment. When looking at 

participants who started the study but did not complete it, there were 73 participants in 

the offline condition and 52 participants in the online condition. It seems that there was 

not a problem with random assignment, but instead participants had a hard time thinking 

of someone they considered an online friend.

Future Research

Future research should be conducted on jealousy in online relationships. The 

participant pool for future research should be larger. The gender composition of the 

participant pool should also be more even. The results of the study would be more 

generalizable. If at all possible, participants should complete all measure for both an 

offline relationship and an online relationship. This would allow the study to directly 

compare online and offline relationships.
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Tables

Table 1

Correlations of Measures
Measure Cognitive Jealousy Emotional Jealousy Behavioral Jealousy Relationship Satisfaction

Offline (n = 52)

Jealousy -0.043

Cognitive Jealousy 0.030 -0.216

Emotional Jealousy 0.005 0.000

Behavioral Jealousy 0.153

Online (n = 29)

Jealousy 0.026

Cognitive Jealousy 0.303 0.045

Emotional Jealousy -0.018

Behavioral Jealousy 0.031

All Participants (n = 81)

Jealousy 0.760** 0.690** 0.796** -0.202

Cognitive Jealousy 0.357** 0.385** -0.185

Emotional Jealousy 0.297** -0.094

Behavioral Jealousy -0.166

0.736** 0.704** 0.504**

0.356**

.775** .703** 0.899**

.568**

.479**
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Table 2

Means
Measure Online Offline

Jealousy 2.7335 (0.96318) 2.1218 (0.55129)

Cognitive Jealousy 2.8276 (1.36130) 2.2163 (1.11587)

Emotional Jealousy 3.4138 (1.21977) 3.0385 (1.05299)

Behavioral Jealousy 2.2882 (1.08200) 1.544 (0.57285)

Relationship Satisfaction 4.391 (1.22920) 5.5667 (0.65605)
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Figures

Figure 1

Relationship Satisfaction Means

Figure 2

Jealousy Means
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Appendix A

Chan’s and Cheng’s (2004) scale

How well does each statement describe you and your friend?

[1= Strongly Disagree, 2=  Disagree, 3= Slightly Disagree, 4= Neither Agree nor 

Disagree, 5= Slightly Agree, 6= Agree, 7= Strongly Agree]

1. The two of us depend on each other

2. We often influence each other's feelings toward the issues we're dealing with.

3. The two of us have little influence on each other's thoughts.

4. Our communication is limited to just a few specific topics.

5. Our communication ranges over a wide variety of topics.

6. I usually tell this person exactly how I feel.

7. I feel I could confide in this person about almost anything.

8. I would never tell this person anything intimate or personal about myself. 

9. We have developed the ability to “read between the lines” to figure out what is 

really on each other's mind.

10. The two of us use private signals that communicate in ways outsiders would 

not understand

11. We have special nicknames that we just use with each other.

12. I can accurately predict how this person will respond to me in most situations.

13. I do not know this person very well. 

14. This relationship is very important to me.

15. I would make a great effort to maintain my relationship with this person.
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16. I do not expect this relationship to last very long. 

17. We have introduced (face-to-face or otherwise) each other to members of each 

other’s circle of friends and family.

18. This person and I do not know any of the same people.
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Appendix B

Multidimensional Jealousy Scale (MJS) modified

Cognitive jealousy

How often do you have the following thoughts about x?

[ 1= never, 7= all the time]

1. I suspect that X may be better friends with someone else

2. I suspect that X may be friends with someone I don't like behind my 

back

3. I am worried that someone is trying to make X stop being my friend

4. I think that X is secretly developing an intimate friendship with 

someone else

Emotional Jealousy

How would you emotionally react to the following situations?

[ 1= very pleased, 7= very upset]

5. X shows a great deal of interest or excitement in talking to someone else

6. X smiles in a friendly manner to someone I don't know

7. Someone is trying to get close to X all the time

8. X works very closely with someone else

Behavioral Jealousy (Offline)

How often do you engage in the following behaviors?

[ 1= never, 7= all the time]

9. I look through X's drawers, handbag, or pockets
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10. I call X unexpectedly just to see if he or she is there

11. I say something nasty about someone if X shows interest in that person

12. I question X about his/her telephone calls

13. I question X about his/her whereabouts

14. I join in whenever I see X talking to someone I don't know

15. I pay X a surprise visit just to see who is with him/her

Behavioral Jealousy (Online)

How often do you engage in the following behaviors?

[ 1= never, 7= all the time]

9. I look through X's website, blog, twitter, or Facebook for information

10. I contact X unexpectedly just to see if he or she is there

11. I say something nasty about someone if X shows interest in that person

12. I question X about his/her conversations

13. I question X about his/her whereabouts

14. I join in whenever I see X talking to someone I don't know

15. I look at X's website, blog, twitter, or Facebook see who he/she is talking 

to.
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Appendix C

Changes to Multidimensional Jealousy Scale

Cognitive

1 ) I suspect that X is secretly seeing someone of the opposite sex

I suspect that X may be friends with someone I don't like behind my back

2) I am worried that some member of the opposite sex is chasing after X

omitted

3) I suspect that X may be attracted to someone else

I suspect that X may be better friends with someone else

4) I suspect that X may be physically intimate with another member of the opposite sex 

behind my back

omitted

5) I think that some members of the opposite sex may be romantically interested in X

omitted

6) I am worried that someone of the opposite sex is trying to seduce X

I am worried that someone is trying to make X stop being my friend

7) I think that X is secretly developing an intimate relationship with someone of the 

opposite sex

I think that X is secretly developing an intimate friendship with someone else

8) I suspect that X is crazy about members of the opposite sex

omitted
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Emotional

1) X comments to you on how great looking a particular member of the opposite sex is 

omitted

2) X shows a great deal of interest or excitement in talking to someone of the opposite 

sex

X shows a great deal of interest or excitement in talking to someone else

3) X smiles in a friendly manner to someone of the opposite sex

X smiles in a friendly manner to someone I don't know

4) A member of the opposite sex is trying to get close to X all the time

Someone is trying to get close to X all the time

5) X is flirting with a member of the opposite sex

omitted

6) Someone of the opposite sex is dating X

omitted

7) X hugs and kisses someone of the opposite sex

omitted

8) X works very closely with a member of the opposite sex

X works very closely with someone else

Behavioral (offline)

1) I look through X's drawers, handbag, or pockets

Unchanged

2) I call X unexpectedly just to see if he or she is there
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Unchanged

3) I question X about previous or present romantic relationships

omitted

4) I say something nasty about someone of the opposite sex if X shows interest in that 

person

I say something nasty about someone if X shows interest in that person

5) I question X about his/her telephone calls

Unchanged

6) I question X about his/her whereabouts

Unchanged

7) I join in whenever I see X talking to a member of the opposite sex

I join in whenever I see X talking to someone I don't know

8) I pay X a surprise visit just to see who is with him/her

Unchanged

Behavioral (online)

1) I look through X's drawers, handbag, or pockets

I look through X's website, blog, twitter, or Facebook for information

2) I call X unexpectedly just to see if he or she is there

I contact X unexpectedly just to see if he or she is there

3) I question X about previous or present romantic relationships

omitted
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4) I say something nasty about someone of the opposite sex if X shows interest in that 

person

I say something nasty about someone if X shows interest in that person

5) I question X about his/her telephone calls

I question X about his/her conversations

6) I question X about his/her whereabouts

Unchanged

7) I join in whenever I see X talking to a member of the opposite sex

I join in whenever I see X talking to someone I don't know

8) I pay X a surprise visit just to see who is with him/her

I look at X's website, blog, twitter, or Facebook see who he/she is talking to


	How well does each statement describe you and your friend?

