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ABSTRACT

I DON’T GET MAD, I GET EVEN:
EMOTIONS & BETRAYAL RESPONSES IN CLOSE RELATIONSHIPS

By
Joshua Charles Nelson

This study investigated the revenge process by identifying predictors of engagement in
revenge behaviors within close relationships. Consisting of two parts, this study first used social
exchange theory as a basis to test whether emotion management, feelings of anger and hurt, or
tendency to forgive are associated with general revenge or relational restoration following a
betrayal by a close relational partner. Findings suggested the only significant association with
revenge is feelings of anger. No variable showed a relationship with relational restoration. The
second part of the study refined the first part by drawing from the theory of revenge process to
test whether emotion management or tendency to forgive was associated with covert, overt,
avoidant, and approaching revenge behaviors. No relationships were found between emotion
management or tendency to forgive with any of the revenge behaviors described in the theory of

revenge process. New directions for the study of revenge engagement are suggested.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

The ascent of mankind must have been a boon to them. At last there was a species that could be
persuaded to shoot itself in the foot.

-- Terry Pratchett

Thief of Time

Revenge is one of the oldest plot devices in stories throughout human history (Jacoby,
1983). It can be seen in stories ranging from a Ronin samurai determined to avenge his fallen
master (Mitford, 2012), a lone cowboy out to get his family’s killer (Cicogna, Morsella, &
Leone, 1963), or an orphaned daughter driven to destroy the lives of those who destroyed her
father’s life (Bowen & Godfrey, 2011). Be they fable, popular fiction, or even religious, stories
of vengeance draw people in by connecting with one of the darkest urges in the human heart, the
desire to make others pay for what they have done. However, these stories, almost without
exception, also include a moral lesson. These lessons may include the teachings that revenge
always comes with a cost, or revenge only leads to more problems (e.g., Homer, Fagles, & Knox,
1998). Because of these tried-and-true tropes, it is often easy for people to forget that revenge
does indeed happen in the real world, situated in actual relationships beyond the realm of after
school specials, primetime dramas, and stories by the fire. And when it does occur, it can have
serious consequences (e.g., Dawson, 2014; Fox, 2010).

Increasing frequency of revenge incidents, along with the growing awareness of
devastating effects on the victims, has spurred major online entities and government authorities
to take action (Pelegrin, 2015). Many documented revenge incidents take the form of online
revenge porn. Revenge porn is defined as an instance in which a person, often an ex-lover or ex-
partner, posts nude or intimate pictures and videos of a victim online without the victim’s

consent to get back at the victim (Hamilton, 2018). For example, Google, Facebook, and Reddit



have officially banned any form of revenge porn from appearing on their social media platforms
and are now offering victims the ability to have previously posted content taken down and
removed from searches (Guynn, 2015; Pelegrin, 2015; Price, 2015). Governments in Europe,
along with sixteen states within the United States, have approved legislation that criminalizes the
act of posting revenge porn content; and currently, the U.S. federal government is considering
similar legislation (Pelegrin, 2015). This means that instances of revenge porn can, and do,
depending on a perpetrator’s location, result in fines and imprisonment.

While revenge porn represents an extreme case of retaliation, ordinary people who feel
betrayed by a friend or a relational partner may turn to their social interpersonal network, the
social media or their smart phones to enact revenge without porn (McCreery & Krach, 2018).
Porn revenge is an extreme, illegal and prosecutable response. As the opening examples
illustrate, revenge can have dangerous, devastating, and even deadly outcomes. However, only a
small percentage of individuals ultimately enact revenge (Schumann & Ross, 2010). In their
review of the revenge literature, Schumann and Ross (2010) found that across most studies,
while people would commonly report that they held or had held vengeance “in their hearts” in
response to perceived transgressions, only a small portion reported acting on these feelings. For
example, Crombag, Rassin, and Horselenberg (2003) found that while 64% of their
undergraduate student participants could recall an instance in the last year when they felt the
need to exact revenge within an interpersonal relationship, only 29% of that 64% reported
actually acting on this urge. As the occurrence of revenge behaviors, especially those within the
context of interpersonal relationships, appears to be rare (Rasmussen, Alibhai, Boon, & Ellard,
2016), it may seem that scholarly attention is not merited. However, this is not the case. There

has yet to be a study that identifies a clear, strong predictor of revenge engagement. Further,



examining the role emotion plays in the revenge process may facilitate understanding of why
those few people enact revenge and others do not. While intuitive theories of behavior have
been offered to explain revenge (Rasmussen, 2013; Schumann & Ross, 2010), the goal of this
research is to extend understanding psycho-social mechanisms underpinning revenge in
interpersonal relationships. The role of emotion in revenge is also investigated in an attempt to
better explain the engagement in revenge behavior.

A number of studies have examined the role of emotion in revenge. For example,
Yoshimura (2007) utilized Ohbuchi and Tedeschi’s (1997) conflict goals measure in his study
examining romantic revenge goals. After completing a measure on specific revenge strategies
they had used in the past, participants were asked to identify goals and the degree to which they
were prioritized in their revenge. Results showed a clear emphasis on power and dominance
(i.e., power-hostility) goals. Additionally, participants reported the emotional outcome they most
strongly experienced while recalling the revenge episode. The reported outcomes included both
positive (e.g., warmhearted, kindly, and affectionate emotions) and negative (e.g., angry, fearful,
and regretful emotions) emotional experiences. Of all the emotional experiences reported,
participants reported experiences of anger (i.e., angry, hateful, and defiant emotions) most
frequently, with positivity being the least experienced emotion by a wide margin. This research
by Yoshimura (2007) supports the idea that revenge is an act of anger that is pursued when the
victim seeks power over their partner rather than relationship restoration.

Further lending support to the influential role emotions play in the revenge process,
Wang, Bowling, Tian, Alarcon, and Kwon (2018) investigated the mediating effects of state
anger in exacting revenge in the workplace. Using a cross-cultural sample with participants from

the United States and China, Wang and colleagues found that state anger was a significant



mediator between intensity of harassment and engagement in revenge behaviors. This mediating
effect of anger was true for all types of revenge behaviors, ranging from overtly aggressive
revenge behaviors, to more covert, indirect revenge behaviors. Wang and colleagues’ (2018)
work, along with Yoshimura’s (2007) and a multitude of others (e.g., Boon, Deveau, & Alibhai,
2009; McDonald & Asher, 2013; Wright, 2015), clearly show emotion (particularly anger) plays
a role in the revenge process.

Some recent research, however, questions whether emotions themselves are purely
predictive of revenge engagement. Boon, Rasmussen, Deveau, and Alibhai (2017) recently
investigated reasons why people chose not to engage in revenge. The findings of this study are
particularly interesting because the three major reasons participants gave for not seeking revenge
are complimentary to the three dimensions of emotion management as posited by Salovey,
Mayer, Goldman, Turvey, and Palfai (1995). Boon and colleagues (2017) found that
participants, even if they were experiencing strong emotions, would often forgo seeking revenge
if they took time to consider the potential relational costs of revenge and weigh them
proportionally to the potential benefits, while also questioning the morality of their engagement
in revenge. The dimensions of emotion management focus on how attentive a person is to their
affective experience, their clarity in discriminating those feelings, and their ability to effectively
repair their mood (Salovey et al., 1995). Considering that Boon and colleagues’ (2017) findings
suggest a victim’s ability to critically reflect on their situation and weigh long-term costs and
benefits, strong emotion management skills would likely be crucial in suspending immediate,
emotionally-charged reactions to vengeance-inducing events.

To begin exploring the influence of affective factors in the revenge process the definition

of revenge is reviewed along with a discussion of the relevant research on revenge motives,



goals, and strategies. Theoretical foundations are considered next, followed by consideration of
two emotions that may play a central role in revenge. The influence of emotion management is
also explored as well as other potentially complementary concepts such as relational closeness
and tendency to forgive. This study consists of two parts. The first part examines revenge as a
dichotomous behavior (engaging or not engaging) to better identify its frequency of occurrence,
as compared to relationally restorative behaviors following a betrayal event. The second part of
this study investigates the influence of emotion management on engagement in revenge in a
more detailed manner, drawing from the theory of revenge process (Yoshimura & Boon, 2018).
The study concludes with consideration of theoretical and practical implications of findings from
both parts of the study.
Definitions of Revenge

Revenge is defined as a behavioral act that is enacted in response to a perceived wrong
towards oneself (Yoshimura & Boon, 2014). Here the word perceived is important to note as it
assumes that the interpretation of wrong-doing stems from the victim’s perspective rather than
the intentions of the transgressor. If there was no perception of being wronged on the victim’s
behalf, then any responding behaviors would not be vengeful (Boon et al., 2009). Additionally,
revenge must be enacted with the purpose of making the perceived transgressor suffer, to some
degree, a negative consequence for his or her action. This aspect of revenge is important because
the desire to make the transgressor suffer captures the negative, relationally destructive essence
of revenge (Rusbult, Verette, & Whitney, 1991). Often there are other goals (discussed further
in the following section), but to constitute a vengeful act there must be a desire for transgressors
to suffer for their misdeeds in some way, whether the suffering is physical, social, emotional,

psychological, or a combination thereof (Yoshimura & Boon, 2018).



Schumann and Ross (2010) further elucidated the definition of revenge by distinguishing
it from other aggressive and punitive acts. Revenge differs from aggression and deviance in that
revenge requires that an individual be wronged in some way. Hence, at its foundation, revenge
is reactive. Aggressive and deviant behaviors certainly can be utilized during the revenge act,
but on their own they lack the defining, initial motive that makes revenge unique. Revenge also
differs from the similar concept of punishment in that the purpose of revenge is to make a
transgressor suffer for a previous offense, whereas punishment is enacted with the sole purpose
of curbing undesirable behavior and improving a transgressor (Schumann & Ross, 2010). Again,
revenge acts can (and often do) incorporate aspects of punishment, but at the most basic level,
revenge must consist of a desire to see a transgressor suffer above all else. If at any point the
avenger becomes more concerned with improving a transgressor’s behavior than inflicting a
form of suffering, the act ceases to be vindictive and becomes punitive.

Revenge in Close Relationships

Most behaviors in close relationships are comprised not only of strategic maintenance
behaviors, but also routine behaviors that help to maintain the relationship (Dainton & Stafford,
1993; Stafford, Dainton, & Haas, 2000). It may only take one perceived transgression, however,
to end a relationship with vengeful retaliation (Yoshimura, 2007a; Yoshimura, Anderson,
Curran, & Allen, 2013). Boon and colleagues (2009) explained that because revenge is a
response to perceived transgression, it often is the case that the victim perceives the transgression
as more severe due to his or her role as the victim and the perception of being unjustly treated.
This perception does not have to be acknowledged publicly by others, or even the transgressor,
only victims themselves. Consequently, the transgression stands out in stark contrast to normal,

routine relationship behaviors. Thus, revenge is described as leading to vindictive behaviors that



are disproportionally punishing. Despite being relatively uncommon, this behavior has the
ability to negatively affect a relationship’s quality, sometimes to the point that the relationship is
terminated (Bachman & Guerrero, 2006).

Much of the research on revenge in interpersonal relationships has examined the motives
(e.g., Bachman & Guerrero, 2006; Boon et al., 2009), goals (e.g., Ohbuchi & Tedeschi, 1997;
Yoshimura, 2007a), strategies (e.g., Yoshimura, 2007a; Yoshimura et al., 2013), and outcomes
of revenge. On the whole, these studies have reached overlapping and commensurable
conclusions reported in the discussion which follows.

Motives. Bachman and Guerrero (2006) studied the role that expectancy violations
played in terminating relationships following revenge. In their study, they focused solely on
negative relation expectancy violations (e.qg., kissing, flirting, or sleeping with someone other
than your partner) and feelings of hurt influencing the likelihood of breakups. Hurt and negative
expectancy violation valence (i.e., the measure assessed how negative the expectancy violation
was) were both measured using Likert-type items. Results indicated that extremely negatively-
valenced violations had a strong positive relationship with termination of the relationship,
however strong feelings of hurt had a negative relationship with termination of the relationship.
This suggests that, while extremely negatively-valenced expectancy violations are likely to lead
to relationship termination following revenge; this effect may be lessened if high levels of hurt
are experienced.

Boon and colleagues (2009) also examined the role of negatively-valenced relational
expectancy violations in revenge motives. These violations were termed “violations of relational
rules,” though they consisted mostly of the same behaviors listed in Bachman and Guerrero

(2006). Boon and colleagues coded participant recollections for negative violations of relational



norms that lead to engaging in vengeance against a romantic partner. Once again, negatively-
valenced violations were found to have a strong positive relationship with revenge. However, in
this case, researchers found that the desire for the transgressing partner to feel empathy for the
victim’s emotional pain also had a strong positive relationship with revenge behavior.
Unfortunately, Boon and colleagues did not code for the experience of specific emotional
responses. Therefore, the role of emotion, particularly hurt, in mitigating revenge behaviors was
not clearly established beyond Bachman and Guerrero’s (2006) findings. These findings, in
conjunction with studies like Wang and colleagues’ (2018) and Yoshimura’s (2007)
investigating the role of anger in revenge, identify the need to further clarify the role that feelings
and emotions play in vengeance engagement.

Goals. While not examining revenge specifically, Ohbuchi and Tedeschi’s (1997) study
of interpersonal conflict goals included romantic relationship revenge. Their study provided a
number of different goals for resolving a conflict and grouped them into eight distinct categories
based on their purpose. These goals include: relationship (to maintain or initiate a relationship),
power (to influence or dominate), identity (to save face or self-esteem), justice (to achieve
fairness), hostility (to punish or terminate a relationship), functionality (to reach a constructive
solution), economic resource (to possess something high in economic value), and personal
resource (to protect freedom and privacy). After participants recalled a memorable interpersonal
conflict, they then rated how much they valued each of these goals when handling the conflict.
Analyses showed that relationship goals, the most common goals overall, were emphasized most
when the individuals felt close to their conflict partners. Power goals (eventually termed power-

hostility goals), were not as common overall, but were the most prominent goals emphasized



when the conflicting individuals were not close at all. This suggests a strong link between
relational closeness and relationally positive conflict goals.

Strategies. Over the course of multiple studies (e.g., Boon et al., 2009; Yoshimura,
2007a; Yoshimura et al., 2013; Yoshimura & Boon, 2018), Yoshimura, Boon, and their
colleagues created categorical inventories of revenge strategies. They utilized open-ended
questions in their data collection exploring the types of revenge behaviors people use in romantic
revenge. In the cases of Yoshimura (2007) and Boon and colleagues (2009), the inventories
were only utilized for their respective analyses; however, Yoshimura and colleagues (2013)
created the Intimate Revenge Behavior Measure, which Yoshimura and Boon (2018) formalized,
to provide future revenge researchers with a complete, itemized measure that did not require
excessive coding. The interesting thing across studies though, was that each of the inventories
contained extremely similar (in most cases identical) revenge behavioral categories that were all
relationally detrimental in nature (e.g., relationship termination, social distancing, or infidelity).
Collectively, their research clearly illustrates the inherent, relationally destructive nature of
revenge.

Outcomes. Researchers studying the outcomes of revenge (i.e., satisfaction, emotions,
relationship quality) have consistently found that the outcomes often are contradictory with, and
even paradoxical to, the initial motives and goals of the vengeful behavior. For example,
revenge may be highly satisfying in an initial stage (Gollwitzer & Denzier, 2009; Gollwitzer,
Meder, & Schmitt, 2011), but the avenger may also experience regret and depression as a result
of their vengeful behavior (Yoshimura, 2007a). Enacting revenge may further damage a
relationship that an individual would have desired to repair (Bachman & Guerrero, 2006; Boon,

Alibhai, & Deveau, 2011; Boon et al., 2009) or the avenger may never be able to fully progress



past the initial transgression, even upon exacting revenge (Carlsmith, Wilson, & Gilbert, 2008).
Since revenge is such an influential behavior in a relationship and its outcomes appear to be
counterintuitive and paradoxical, there remains much to be gained from additional scholarly
research on this construct. In the following section the conceptual frameworks of revenge for
study one is identified and relevant variables are reviewed to begin probing the murky process of

revenge engagement.
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CHAPTER TWO
STUDY PART ONE

Researchers have utilized a number of different conceptual frames to explain why victims
become maotivated to inflict suffering on their significant others. Initially, Horney (1948) posited
that revenge was a natural, albeit personally destructive urge that simply caused people to want
to see others endure pain and suffering for their misdeeds. For many years, the two most
commonly utilized frameworks for explaining revenge motives were social exchange theory
(SET; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959), and the altruistic punishment
perspective (see Rasmussen, 2013 and Schumann & Ross, 2010 for extensive lists of studies for
both). A new theory recently developed (the theory of revenge process; Yoshimura & Boon,
2018) will be explained for the second part of this study.
Social Exchange Theory

Social exchange theory (SET, Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) suggests that relationships consist
of a structure of economic exchanges. In other words, partners, involved in a relationship of
their own volition, constantly weigh the costs and benefits of being in that relationship. Costs
and benefits are subject to each partner’s conceptualization and can take on any form (e.g.,
physical, emotional, or financial). An essential facet of SET is that a relationship only succeeds
if the benefits outweigh the costs; however, this is not limited solely to a single partner’s own
cost/benefit balance. In a relationship, it is possible for individuals to ultimately gain benefits
through enduring costs that benefit their partner (e.g., individuals spend money on a nice gift for
their partner but seeing their partner happy about the gift makes the individual happy; Stafford,
2008). Central to equity theory (Adams, 1965), a subset of SET, is the assumption that perceived

cost/benefit balances should be equal between partners, or a relationship could be at risk of
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failing. If a partner feels that their ratio of costs/benefits is not comparable to their partner’s,
they are receiving unequal rewards from third parties, or that their relationship outcomes are
dissimilar to others in similar relationships, they are likely to see the relationship as inequitable.
Experiencing inequity leads to emotional distress, which often manifests as anger or guilt
(Sprecher, 2001).

Through the frame of SET, revenge makes sense as a behavior enacted to restore equality
within a relationship; a person was wronged so the relationship was thrown out of balance, but
by making the partner suffer for that transgression, the individual can distribute justice and
restore the relationship to its original state. However, some people may focus less on the equity
within a relationship and more upon the transgressor. In these instances, the altruistic
punishment perspective is a useful framework to examine revenge behaviors.

Altruistic Punishment Perspective

The altruistic punishment perspective suggests that revenge motivation stems from a
desire to correct socially undesirable behavior and prevent future transgressions. Evolutionary
social psychologists (e.g., de Quervain et al., 2004; Fehr & Gachter, 2002) use this viewpoint
and emphasize the re-establishment of self-worth through the punishment and teaching of moral
lessons. Also important to this viewpoint is the notion that revenge serves a socially constructive
function. By punishing those who transgress against others, future deviance is curbed for fear of
retaliation. On an individual level, this acts as a defensive mechanism where a transgressor is
less likely to act out against another because of the risk associated with the vengeful actions
(Schumann & Ross, 2010).

Using this perspective, researchers focus on the satisfaction and cooperative influences of

revenge. For example, de Quervain and colleagues (2004) used neural imaging techniques to
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illustrate the high level of satisfaction individuals experience when seeking vengeance on those
who destructively deviate from social norms and expectations. This level of satisfaction supports
the idea that vengeance plays a strong role in the evolution of human cooperation (Fehr &
Gachter, 2002). While this viewpoint employs much more of a social justice/punitive motive
compared to the restoration of equity motive of SET, both still include suffering on the
transgressor’s part as the ultimate means to their respective ends. However, overlooked in both
perspectives is the role that emotion may play in the revenge process.
Emotions and Revenge

Given that many scholars define emotion as a physiologically arousing reaction
(Berscheid, 1983; Sheperd & Wild, 2014; Strongman, 2003), it makes sense to consider the role
emotions play in reaction to a transgression in a close relationship. Nabi (1999; 2010) argues
studying emotions from a discrete perspective can provide a better understanding of how specific
emotions relate to communicative, behavioral outcomes. Instead of focusing on general, broad
categorizations of emotions (i.e., a dimensional perspective), studying emotions as discrete with
uniquely predictive impacts on communicative outcomes allows for the development of better
designed interventions to the emotional experiences (Nabi, 2003; Nabi, 2010). Additionally,
Shen and Dillard (2007) explain most primary emotions have an action tendency; meaning any
discrete emotion will not only be valenced and serve as a guide for goal orientation, but will
motivate a behavioral response. Each primary emotion has a unique action tendency (i.e.,
behavioral response) associated with it given contextual conditions (Shen & Bigsby, 2010; Shen
& Dillard, 2007). Two emotions commonly examined in relation to revenge are hurt and anger
(e.g., Bachman & Guerrero; Wang et al., 2018; Yoshimura, 2007). In this section hurt and anger

will be articulated as distinct components with differential outcomes in the revenge process as
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per the discrete emotions perspective (Nabi, 2010), and the assumption each emotion will have a
behavioral outcome (Shen & Dillard, 2007).

Hurt. Much of the revenge literature suggests that experiencing hurt at the hands of a
relational partner is a strong predictor of engaging in vengeful behaviors (e.g., Bachman &
Guerrero, 2006; Boon et al., 2009). Hurt has been defined as the degree to which a behavior
causes an individual to feel emotional pain (Vangelisti, 1994), often in response to perceptions of
being devalued (Vangelisti, Young, Carpenter-Theune, & Alexander, 2005). Commonly, hurt is
the result of an individual feeling rejected by a relational partner or feeling that relational
expectations were violated (Jones & Burdette, 1994). Hurt has been shown to have a number of
negative outcomes, such as developing a negative self-image and feeling powerless (Feeney,
2004), personal devaluation (Murray, Holmes, & Collins, 2006), and even feelings of pain, both
emotional (Dillon, Timulak, & Greenberg, 2018; Leary, Springer, Negel, Ansel, & Evans, 1998)
and physical (Eisenberger, Lieberman, & Williams, 2003; Fung & Alden, 2017). When
individuals are rejected by close relational partners, they experience hurt because the
transgression signals that their partners do not feel the same level of closeness within the
relationship (Jones & Burdette, 1994). Hurt then could potentially lend itself toward relationally
restorative behaviors after experiencing a transgression, if the individuals desire to maintain their
close relationships.

Other research, however, suggests hurt may not be predictive of relationally restorative
behaviors. For example, Miczo, Flood, and Fitzgerald (2018) found hurt to be negatively
correlated with confronting a transgressor in a prosocial manner. While these findings challenge
the relationally restorative motivational influence of hurt, there is no suggestion hurt as a unique

construct would inherently lead to vengeful behaviors (as per Bachman & Guerrero, 2006; Boon
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et al., 2009). Therefore, it is unclear exactly how hurt would function with relation to revenge
and transgression response.

Anger. Anger is a primary human emotion (Ekman, Sorenson, & Friesen, 1969) and
occurs when individuals are prevented from achieving goals (Berscheid, 1983; Lazarus, 1991) or
feel that they have been wronged (Harre & Parrott, 1996). Similar to hurt in relationships, anger
often follows violations of relational expectations, agreements, or relational devaluation (Jones
& Burdette, 1994; Harre & Parrott, 1996). However, whereas hurt is characterized by feelings of
pain and sorrow, anger tends to result in aggressive behaviors such as fighting or harming the
transgressor (Lemay, Overall, & Clark, 2012). This aggressive nature of anger can lead to
relationally destructive behavior, like revenge, in response to relational transgression.

The anger activism model (AAM; Turner, 2007) provides a sound basis for the
communicative influence anger can have. Based on Nabi’s (2010) discrete emotions perspective,
the model states that when anger is experienced an individual will act to rectify the anger-
inducing situation, given they have the ability to do so. While predominantly used to study
responses to persuasive messages (e.g., llakkuvan, Turner, Cantrell, Hair, & Vallone, 2017), the
AAM establishes a link between experiencing anger and communicative behavioral outcomes.
Building from the AAM, when individuals are angered by the betrayal of their partner, they may
see vengeance as an efficacious option for resolving their feelings of anger. For example,
experiencing anger following a transgression could stem from a loss of power individuals feel
they had over their relational partners (Lemay et al., 2012); therefore, wronged individuals may
subsequently prioritize controlling and changing the behaviors of their transgressing partners.

Research by Dillard, Meczkowski, and Yang (2018) found when participants were put

into a defensive state, they were much more likely to react to persuasive stimuli. Dillard and
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colleagues argue that a defensive state is one in which a person must react (as opposed to
actively seeking a goal), therefore causing stronger emotive responses. Additionally, Kim,
Dillard, and Smith (2019) found that emotional responses to advice about medical practices
predicted behavioral intention to follow said advice. Specifically, Kim and colleagues found
anger was the most consistently predicative emotion for non-compliant behaviors. Yan, Dillard,
and Shen (2012), also found anger to be strongly predictive of approaching behaviors following
a persuasive message. All of these studies support the idea experiencing anger would lead to
seeking revenge as they all found the action tendency of anger to be attacking or rejecting the
anger-inducing stimulus. Conceptualizing hurt and anger as two discrete emotions with
conflicting relational outcomes begs the question of why they often have the same relationally
beneficial (e.g., Sanford & Rowatt, 2004) or relationally detrimental (e.g., Bachman & Guerrero,
2006) outcomes. The answer can be explained using SET.

Distinguishing hurt from anger. From the SET framework, the measure of costs and
rewards within a relationship is not necessarily just about equality between partners, but also
about maintaining the relationship. To hurt one’s partner also hurts the relationship. Relational
partners who experience closeness are more likely to value their relationships and are more likely
to feel that damaging or losing the relationship would be a drastic loss (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993).
The closer the relationship, the more likely a victim of relational betrayal is to experience
feelings of hurt and anger (Afifi, Falato, & Weiner, 2001; Ferrara & Levine, 2009). As such, itis
possible experiencing strong feelings of hurt could offset relationally destructive behaviors
motivated by feelings of anger (Lemay et al., 2012). While feelings of anger may occur, if
individuals experience strong feelings of hurt, to avoid further damage to, or loss of, the

relationship they will endeavor to engage in relationally restorative behaviors. Alternatively, if
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hurt results in aversion to confronting a transgressing partner (Miczo et al., 2018), then feelings
of anger may be over-ridden by a desire to avoid confronting the issue. In either case, even
though hurt and anger were positively correlated, they influenced the same outcome. Hurt and
anger have been shown to have a consistently strong positive correlation across a variety of
relationship studies (e.g., Fine & Olson, 1997; Sanford & Rowatt, 2004), and as a result often are
assumed to have the same outcomes when experienced in romantic relationships. But these
potential explanations could address how hurt and anger are unique constructs yet still influence
similar outcomes. Instances where an individual does engage in relationally destructive
behaviors are instances where anger overrides or outweighs the feelings of hurt.

Anger encourages simplistic and immediate thought processes, which can result in a loss
of focus on long-term relational goals (Lemay et al., 2012; Tiedens & Linton, 2001). When
individuals feel high levels of anger they often focus on dealing with the immediate threat from
the angry emotions and emphasize fighting, harming, and conquering the transgressor as a
solution to satiate their anger (Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Schure, 1989; Yovetich & Rusbult, 1994).
While anger is often difficult to sustain over long periods of time, Wang and colleagues (2018)
have found that rumination on anger-inducing events can revive feelings of anger over longer
periods of time. As a construct, anger embodies much of what establishes revenge as a unique
behavioral construct. There is strong emphasis on prioritizing harm to the transgressor at the
cost of other relational goals. Based on this understanding of anger, the unclear nature of the
relationship between hurt and engaging in revenge and restorative behaviors (Lemay et al., 2012;
Miczo et al., 2018), and how these two emotions are connected to relational closeness (Afifi,
Falato, & Weiner, 2001; Ferrara & Levine, 2009), the following hypotheses and research

guestions can be posited.
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Emotion and Relational Closeness

H1: Anger will have a positive relationship with communicating revenge.

H2: Anger will have a negative relationship with relational restoration.

RQ1: Does hurt have a relationship with communicating revenge?

RQ2: Does hurt have a relationship with relational restoration?

H3a: Closeness will have a positive relationship with feelings of anger.

H3b: Closeness will have a positive relationship with feelings of hurt.
Emotional Regulation and Management

Another construct that may play an influential role in determining the likelihood of
revenge behavior engagement is emotional regulation. Emotional regulation is an individual’s
ability to override one set of emotional responses with that of another incompatible set of
emotional responses. In their literature review of emotional regulation, Tice and Bratslavsky
(2000) outlined how emotional regulation is a unique form of self-regulation (i.e., self-control); a
general construct having to do with one’s overall ability to substitute a short-term goal with a
more pertinent and incompatible long-term goal. What makes emotional regulation unique is its
ability to influence and undermine other self-control tasks. That is, other regulatory tasks such
as engaging in healthy behaviors, avoiding procrastination, and maintaining a happy relationship
all can be disrupted or overshadowed by immediate emotional regulation issues (Ferrari, 1991;
Gross, 1999; Gross & John, 2003; Tice & Baumeister, 1997; Tice, Bratslavsky, & Baumeister,
2001; Williams, Morelli, Ong, & Zaki, 2018).

Whereas emotion regulation is focused on individuals’ abilities to balance both short- and
long-term emotional goals with other types of goals, the concept of emotion management is more

focused on individuals’ abilities to understand and manage the emotions they experience
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(Salovey et al., 1995). Given the action tendencies of emotions (Turner, 2007; Shen & Dillard,
2007), the ability to effectively manage one’s emotions might preclude the necessity to balance
emotive responses with other types of goals. As such, emotion management may provide a more
succinct explanation as to why people seek revenge than emotion regulation.

Considered an authority on emotional intelligence, and having created the Mayer-
Salovey-Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test (Mayer, Salovey, & Caruso, 2014), Salovey and
colleagues (1995) also developed the Trait Meta-Mood Scale to measure emotion management.
Emotion management is a process consisting of three different unidimensional constructs that all
contribute to an individual’s emotion management ability. The first construct laid out by
Salovey and colleagues (1995) is the ability to attend to emotions and individual experiences;
referring to the ability of an individual to acknowledge their emotions and address their cause.
The second construct is the ability to clearly distinguish between experienced emotions; referring
to the ability of an individual to identify the different, discrete emotions they are experiencing.
The third construct is the ability to engage in negative mood repair; referring to the ability of an
individual to effectively identify strategies to improve a negative mood state brought on by
negative emotions. Individuals with strong emotion management abilities, as a result of high
scores in each of the aforementioned constructs, are also better able to empathize with and
understand emotional states of others (Hodgson & Wertheim, 2007). Therefore, if individuals
are skilled at attending to their emotions, distinguishing between the emotions they experience,
and handling their experience of negative emotions, they should be able to effectively regulate
negative emotions and prevent them from engaging in behaviors which counter other, long-term

goals (i.e., relationship goals).
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Taking inspiration from Boon and colleagues’ (2017) findings, emotion management
potentially offers a useful explanation for why people choose not to engage in revenge behaviors.
While Boon and colleagues did not look specifically at emotion management, they did find
reflecting on the morality and relational impact of vengeful actions did reduce the likelihood of
revenge seeking against a romantic partner. As the first study to look specifically at the
relationship between emotion management and revenge, the current study posits that an
individual with strong emotion management skills will likely be more able to critically reflect on
their emotional responses and adequately weigh the potential costs and benefits of revenge
behavior. However, if an individual has lower emotion management skills and experiences
extreme negative emotions, their inability to regulate those negative emotions could potentially
cause them to again lose sight of the “long term” goals (Tice & Bratslavsky, 2000; Boon &
Yoshimura, 2016). A need to deal with the negative emotions at the expense of their relational
stability and quality takes over. Given these arguments, it is reasonable to assume individuals
who have low emotion management skills would also be more likely to engage in revenge
behaviors than those with high emotion management skills; leading to the following hypothesis:

H4a: Ability to attend to emotions will have a negative relationship with communication

of revenge.

H4b: Ability to distinguish between emotions will have a negative relationship with

communication of revenge.

H4c: Ability to repair negative mood states will have a negative relationship with

communication of revenge.

How emotion management influences relationally restorative behavior engagement,

however, is less clear. Researchers have explored the role of various negative emotions in the
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relationship restorations process (e.g., Ren & Gray, 2009; Sells, Beckenbach, & Patrick, 2009).
However how the ability of individuals to effectively manage those emotions impacts the
restoration process has been relatively under-considered. Would individuals with low emotion
management simply not engage in relationally restorative behaviors, to avoid further emotional
pain? Would those individuals aggressively seek repair with their partner, to end the negative
emotions as soon as possible? Would the reactions differ if the individuals had high emotion
management? In a first step toward addressing these questions, the following research question
is posed:
RQ3a: Does the ability to attend to emotions have a relationship with relationship
restoration?
RQ3b: Does the ability to distinguish between emotions have a relationship with
relationship restoration?
RQ3c: Does the ability to repair negative mood states have a relationship with
relationship restoration?
Forgiveness
Another trait theorized to be related to whether vengeance occurs is the tendency to
forgive. In their handbook on conflict resolution, Deutsch and Coleman (2000) clearly link the
concepts of forgiveness and revenge by defining forgiveness (in part) as the act of giving up a
desire for revenge. Beyond Deutsch and Coleman, a large body of literature has investigated the
influence tendency to forgive has on reducing revenge (e.g., Brown, 2003; Zhang, Oetzel, Ting-
Toomey, & Zhang, 2015), however the relationship appears to be rather nuanced, if not
inconsistent (e.g., Wang et al., 2018). The method of measuring revenge in studies focusing on

forgiveness as a predictor could potentially be influencing the findings. Many forgiveness
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studies (e.g., Bradfield & Aquino, 1999; Brown, 2004; Gerlsma & Lugtmeyer, 2018) measure
revenge using the Vengeance Scale (Stuckless & Goranson, 1992) which measures general
attitudes toward revenge, not actual engagement in revenge. As mentioned previously, desire for
revenge is an inconsistent predictor for actual engagement in revenge (Crombag et al., 2003),
therefore, measuring the tendency to forgive of individuals who actually engage in revenge
behaviors might be more informative. At a basic level it makes intuitive sense a person who is
inclined to forgive an offending partner, would then be less inclined to attempt exacting revenge
on said partner. Because of the connection between forgiveness and revenge, this final
hypothesis is posed:

H5: Tendency to forgive will have a negative relationship with communicating revenge.
Methodology

Participants. This study consisted of a convenience sample (N = 151) of participants
enrolled in communication courses at a large, public university in the Midwest. Of the initial
sample, 76 participants were from undergraduate communication courses, and 75 were from
master-level communication courses for business students. This selection of younger and slightly
older participants was intentional because the study wanted to examine the revenge process
within a sample similar to those commonly used in other interpersonal revenge studies (see
review of studies in Yoshimura & Boon, 2018). The average age of the undergraduate
participants was 19.97, SD = 1.22; and the average age of the graduate students was 22.55, SD =
1.04. The sex distribution among undergraduates was M = 24 and F = 52. The sex distribution
among graduates was M = 26 and F = 48, with one participant choosing not to disclose their sex.
One hundred and thirteen participants stated that they had experienced betrayal in a close

relationship (M = 30, F = 83). As the hypotheses and research questions of this study are
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concerned with reactions to relationship betrayal, all analyses were conducted using the subset of
participants who had experienced betrayal (N = 113). Of the participants who reported
experiencing betrayal, 91 identified as White/European, 16 as Asian, 10 as Black/African, four
as Middle Eastern, and three as Hispanic/Latinx (participants could select more than one
ethnicity they identified with).

Procedures. Undergraduate participants were recruited through the university’s
Communication Department’s research website, while the business graduate students were
recruited through in-class solicitation. All participants were screened for participation eligibility
and directed to a Qualtrics questionnaire that included the IRB approved consent form. After
agreeing to the study parameters, participants were asked to complete the questionnaire itself,
which includes a series of open-ended questions and scaled measures.

Measures. The questionnaire consisted primarily of open-ended, recall questions about
experienced revenge in a close relationship. In addition to the revenge questions, there were also
measures for relational closeness, experienced anger and hurt, the participant’s emotion
management abilities, and tendency to forgive. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) using the
“R” programing language for statistical analyses (R Core Team, 2013) was conducted to ensure
internal validity using maximum likelihood estimates based on the Comparative Fit Index (CFI)
and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). Items yielding substantial error were
removed, and scales were summed and averaged for subsequent analyses. The mean scores and
alpha reliabilities for all variables are included in Table 6. There were also various demographic
measures.

Relationship information. Participants were asked to recall a close relationship in which

a friend or romantic partner “betrayed your relationship by letting you down or violating your
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trust or expectations.” The use of recall techniques is a common means for elicitation of
relational experience (e.g., Boon et al., 2009; Boon et al., 2017; Yoshimura et al., 2013). This
question acted as a screening device, with participants who were unable to recall such an
experience being directed to the final portion of the questionnaire containing demographic
measures. Participants who could recall an appropriate instance were asked to identify the nature
of the relationship in which the betrayal occurred typing in the relationship label of their choice.
If participants could recall more than one appropriate instance, they were asked to recount the
most “vivid or memorable” instance.

Additionally, upon confirming that they could recall an appropriate instance of betrayal
for a close relationship, participants were asked to provide more detailed information about the
relationship recounted. Questions asked whether the participants were currently in the
relationship. If participants answered “yes,” they were asked how long they had been in the
relationship. If participants answered “no,” they were asked how long ago the relationship ended
and how long the relationship lasted.

Closeness prior to transgression. Immediately following the relationship recall,
participants were asked to complete the Unidimensional Relationship Closeness Scale (URCS;
Dibble, Levine, & Park, 2012) for the relationship they recalled. Participants were explicitly
instructed to respond based on their relationship prior to the transgression. The measure consists
of 12 items consisting of items like, “My relationship with my  was close,” and, “My _ and
| had a strong connection.” Participants were asked to respond to each statement using a Likert-
type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). After conducting a CFA on
the measure five items showed internal validity resulting in a CFl = .99, RMSEA = .07, 95% ClI

[-.01, .18], with satisfactory factor loadings (all between .59 and .80) and no excessively large
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remaining residuals (as per acceptable standards established by Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson,
2010). This 5-item scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .82.

Transgression event. Participants were asked to describe their partner’s behavior that let
them down or violated their expectations or trust. The participants were given an open text entry
box with no word or time limit to allow maximal opportunity to recall in detail what happened.

Revenge. Participants were then asked to describe their response to their partner’s
betrayal. The participants were given an open text entry box with no word or time limit.. A
follow-up question asked if the participants could remember any other details about how they
responded. They were then asked if they could recall any behaviors or actions that they wanted
to engage in but did not. If a participant responded that they did refrain from engaging in a
desired behavior, that participant was given an additional text entry box to explain what they had
wanted to do, and why they did not actually act out that action. The average word length for
responses was about 43 words describing the participant’s actions and looked similar to this
example response from the data set:

| confronted her about it when | got home, showed her the picture my friend had sent me,

and broke up with her after expressing my disgust and sense of betrayal, basically just

trying to make her feel awful for the pain she had caused me.

Emotion measures. Immediately following the transgression recall, participants were
asked to respond to two five-item measures; one measuring experienced hurt at the time of the
transgression and the other measuring experienced anger at the time of the transgression. These
measures consisted of items like, “To what extent did you feel hurt as a result of your partner’s
actions?” and, “To what extent did you feel angry as a result of your partner’s actions?” and used

7-point scales that range from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely). After conducting a CFA on the
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scales, one hurt item and one anger item were removed. The remaining eight items (four hurt,
four anger) created a two-factor model with a CFIl = .92, RMSEA = .12, 95% CI [.07, .17], and
with satisfactory factor loadings (between .50 and .74 for hurt, and between .64 and .90 for
anger) and no excessively large remaining residuals (standards as per Hair et al., 2010). While
the RMSEA was still large and no further items were possible to remove, the reliabilities for the
hurt and anger scales were acceptable at Cronbach alphas of .76 and .89 respectively. The items
for hurt and anger were randomized along with 12 other items measuring moods such as sadness,
fear, and surprise.

Emotion management. Participants were then asked to fill out the Trait Meta-Mood
Scale (TMMS; Salovey et al., 1995). This was a 30-item measure evaluating participants’ ability
to manage and understand their emotions. Consistent with the original TMMS, the measure
consisted of three unidimensional subscales. The first subscale measured attention to feelings (a
sample item is, “I believe in acting from the heart,” and a negative item is, “People would be
better off if they felt less and thought more™). The second measured clarity in discrimination of
feelings (a sample item is, “I am often aware of my feelings on a matter,” and a negative item is,
“I can never tell how I feel””). The third measured mood repair (an example item is, “I try to
think good thoughts no matter how bad I feel,” and a negative item is, “When I’m upset I realize
that the ‘good things in life” are illusions™). Items used a seven-point scale that ranged from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). This TMMS has been shown to have strong convergent
and divergent validity, as well as acceptable reliability across the three subscales with Cronbach
alphas between .81 to .86 for Attention, .83 to .88 for Clarity, and .72 to .82 for Repair (Hodgson

& Wertheim, 2007; Salovey et al., 1995; Salovey, Stroud, Woolery, & Epel, 2002).
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After conducting a CFA on the three dimensional TMMS scale, five items from the
attention to feelings subscale were removed, seven items from the clarity in discrimination
subscale were removed, and two items from the mood repair subscale were removed due to low
factor loadings. These items confirmed the three-factor model of the original scale with a CFI
=.90, RMSEA = .09, 95% CI [.06, .11]. There were satisfactory factor loadings (between .60
and .80 for attention to feelings, between .51 and .75 for clarity of distinguishing, and
between .54 and .83 for mood repair) and no excessively large remaining residuals (standards as
per Hair et al., 2010) for each of the unidimensional subscales. Cronbach’s alphas were.89 for
the attention to emotions scale, .75 for the clarity in distinguishing scale, and .75 for the mood
repair scale.

Tendency to forgive. The final scale the participants completed was the Tendency to
Forgive scale developed by Brown (2003). This scale measured the participants’ tendency to
forgive others that wronged them. Sample items from this scale included: (1) I tend to get over it
quickly when someone hurts my feelings; and (2) If someone wrongs me, | often think about it a
lot afterwards. Participants responded to these items using a seven-point scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Because this scale only had four items, it was not
possible to remove items to test for increased internal validity. The four-item scale had a CFI
=.92, RMSEA = .16, 95% CI [.03, .32]. While the CFI was acceptable, the RMSEA and its 95%
Cl were exceedingly large (standards as per Hair et al., 2010). The large RMSEA was
potentially influenced by the second item in the scale which only had a factor loading of .30
while the other three items were between .60 and .71. Additionally, the second item had the

highest residuals, with one exceeding the 95% CI upper bound by over .50. The Cronbach’s
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alpha for the scale was .65; however, removing the second item would have only increased
reliability by .04.

Demographics. Demographic questions positioned at the end of the questionnaire
solicited information about participants’ age, sex, and ethnicity.

Coding. Coding of the open-ended questions probing how the participants responded to
their partner’s betrayal was done by two trained, independent coders using a codebook designed
for this study. Coders treated each response as a single unit, which represented a participant’s
complete reply to one open-ended question, with responses ranging from a single word answer,
to a clause, to several sentences. Coders coded for the presence or absence of both revenge
behaviors and restorative behaviors, meaning that neither of the coding categories were mutually
exclusive; as such, each response received a code of either “1” (behavior present), or “0”
(behavior absent) for both revenge and restorative behaviors. Intercoder reliability between the
two trained coders was assessed with Cohen’s kappa (per recommendations in Bakeman &
Gottman, 1997) based on their coding of 61 responses from the data set (54% of the total
responses). After four rounds of coding, in which any discrepancies were discussed and
amended, coders reached a Cohen’s kappa of .90 and a percent agreement of 95%. The
remaining 52 responses from the data set were then divided in half and coded independently by
the two coders.

The criteria for the coding category for revenge behaviors was based on any mention of a
behavior that attacked the other person and aimed to hurt or make the other person feel bad. The
initial behavior list used to identify the presence of revenge behaviors drew from the typology of
revenge behaviors created by Yoshimura and colleagues (2013). Further refinement of the

coding categories was done using an iterative inductive approach (Bakeman & Gottman, 1997),
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which identified additional behaviors present within the data. The two trained coders, as well as
the principle investigator, independently read and re-read a subset of the data (the 61 responses)
and identified behaviors that exemplified revenge attempts. After 4 rounds of independently
coding the data and joint discussion the final refinements were made. Coders used the following
coding structure to code for revenge behaviors.

Table 1

Revenge Coding Scheme

Revenge Code Description Example

Engaged in Revenge 1 Any start new relationships,
communicative act | cutoff contact, destroy
that attacks the partner’s belongings,
transgressor and spread rumors about
aims to hurt or partner, yell at or
make the attack partner, break
transgressor feel up, try to make the
bad partner feel guilty

No Revenge 0 No acts aimed at

hurting transgressor

The criteria for the coding category of restorative behaviors was based on any mention of
a behavior that worked to restore the relationship with the other person. The behavioral list and
refinement of the category was done entirely through an iterative induction approach, following
the same process as described for the revenge category refinement. Coders used the following

coding structure to code for relational restoration.
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Table 2

Restoration Coding Scheme

Relation Restoration | Code Description Example

Engaged in 1 Any forgives the partner,

Restoration communicative act | pretends betrayal never
works to restore or | happened, works to
continue the move past the betrayal,
relationship with explains feelings (non-
the transgressor aggressively), seeks

out partner to discuss
relationship (non-
aggressively)
No Restoration 0 No acts aimed at
restoring
relationship
Proposed Models
Model for revenge seeking. People who experience a transgression in a close
relationship will experience feelings of hurt and anger. Those feelings of anger will increase the
likelihood the victim will engage in revenge behaviors toward their transgressor. It is unclear,
however, how the feelings of hurt will influence, if at all, the decision to engage in revenge
behaviors. If the victim has strong emotion management skills and a high tendency to forgive,
these traits should decrease the likelihood of the victim opting to seek revenge. See Figure 1.
Model for relational restoration seeking. People who experience a transgression in a
close relationship will experience feelings of hurt and anger. Those feelings of anger will
decrease the likelihood the victim will engage in relationally restorative behaviors. It is unclear,

however, how the feelings of hurt, as well as emotion management skills, will influence, if at all,

the decision to engage in relationally restorative behaviors. See Figure 2.
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Results

Among the participants who experienced betrayal in a close relationship, 61 were
betrayed by a close romantic partner, 51 were betrayed by a close friend, and one did not specify
the nature of the relationship. Thirty-six of the betrayed participants stated that they were still in
a relationship with the partner who betrayed them, while 47 of the 77 betrayed participants who
were no longer in a relationship with the partner who betrayed them reported they have since
entered a new close relationship of the same nature with someone else. In response to the initial
relational betrayal by their partner, 48 participants engaged only in a form of revenge behavior,
and 23 engaged only in a form of relationship restorative behavior, and 23 engaged in forms of
both revenge and restorative behaviors. Nineteen participants stated they had been betrayed but
either provided no explanation of their response to the betrayal or did not describe a response
beyond an emotional state (e.g., “I was in shock™ or “I just cried”), and were therefore removed
from the analyses.

Bivariate correlation analyses tested for potential influences of sex and ethnicity on
revenge and restorative behaviors, however no significant effects were found. Thus, sex and
ethnicity did not meet the criteria for inclusion in the logistic regression equation (Cohen, Cohen,
West, & Aiken, 2003). Results are provided in Table 7’s correlation matrix. Independent
variables (i.e., anger, hurt, the three emotion management scales, and tendency to forgive) were
first mean-centered to correct for multicollinearity (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003).

Factors influencing revenge and restorative behaviors. Binary logistic regression
analyses were used to test whether anger (H1 and H2), hurt (RQ1 and RQ2), and emotion
management (H4 and RQ3) would be related to engagement in revenge or restoration. Results

are reported in Table 8 and 9.
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Hypothesis 1 was significant with anger, B = .32, SE = .19, p <.05, Odds Ratio = 1.38,
being positively related to revenge. Anger did not, however, relate to engagement in restoration,
B =-.23, p = .21, Odds Ratio = .80. The relationship of hurt with revenge, B = .16, p = .35,
Odds Ratio = 1.17, and restoration, B = .07, p = .65, Odds Ratio = 1.08, suggest there is no
relationship between hurt and either type of behavior. Emotion management was shown to have
no significant relationship with revenge for (H4a) attention to emotions, B = .39, p = .13, Odds
Ratio = 1.48; (H4b) clarity of distinguishing emotions, B = -.31, p = .20, Odds Ratio =.73; or
(H4c) negative mood repair ability, B =-.16, p = .51, Odds Ratio = .85. Emotion management
was also shown to have no significant relationship with restoration through (RQ3a) attention to
emotions, B = .44, p = .09, Odds Ratio = 1.55; (RQ3b) clarity of distinguishing emotions, B
= .03, p =.90, Odds Ratio = 1.03; or (RQ3c) negative mood repair ability, B = .07, p = .78, Odds
Ratio = 1.07.Additionally, forgiveness was tested for a relationship with revenge (H5), however,
this too resulted in a non-significant finding, B = .26, p = .24, Odds Ratio = 1.29.

Relational closeness influencing emotions. A one-way ANOVA was conducted to test
whether relational closeness prior to experiencing betrayal would be related to experienced anger
(H3a) and hurt (H3b). The results for anger, F (15, 93) = .80, p = .68, and hurt, F (15, 95) = .93,
p = .54, were both non-significant. These results suggest that relational closeness did not have a
relationship on the emotions experienced following relational betrayal.

Discussion

The goal of study one was to examine the role that anger plays in revenge and the extent
to which inability to manage negative emotion results in enactment of revenge. However, it is
important to recognize the validity issues present in the measures for emotion management and

tendency to forgive discussed more fully in the limitations section.

32



The results of this study suggested anger was positively associated with revenge. This
finding further supports the literature establishing anger as a relationally destructive behavior and
reifies the link between anger and engagement in revenge behaviors (e.g., Boon & Yoshimura,
2016; Rusbult et al., 1991; Yoshimura, 2007a; Yoshimura & Boon, 2018). However, no other
factors examined in this study were shown to be associated with revenge, and no factors emerged
as having significant associations with relational restoration.

While no formal hypotheses or research questions were posed concerning the relationship
between betrayal responses and the status of participants’ relationships with their transgressor,
chi-square tests investigated whether revenge and restorative behaviors had differing
relationships with relationship status. These findings sought to establish consistency with
previous research looking at the impact of vengeful and restorative behaviors on relationship
status (e.g., Bachman & Guerrero, 2006; Boon, Alibhai, & Deveau, 2011; Boon et al., 2009).
The chi-square test for revenge showed participants who sought revenge against their
transgressing partner were less likely to still be in a relationship with their transgressor, y?(1, N =
108) = 6.28, p < .01, Cramer’s V = .24, which is consistent with the relationally destructive
nature of revenge (Yoshimura, 2007b). However, the chi-square test for restoration showed no
significant difference in relationship status with the transgressor whether the participant engaged
in restorative behaviors or not, ?(1, N = 108) = 1.55, p = .21.

There were no relationships found between emotion management skills across the three
unidimensional subscales and the engagement in revenge (H4) or restoration (RQ3). This
potentially suggests whether a person has high or low emotion management skills, they are just
as likely to seek revenge as anybody else. Alternatively, this could suggest the necessity of

refining the measurement of the revenge behaviors coded in this study.
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Relational closeness was also not found to have a significant relationship with either
feelings of anger or hurt following a betrayal. These findings fail to show support for the claim
that as a relationship grows closer, the more intense the emotional damage becomes when a
partner betrays the other partner in that relationship (e.g., Lemay et al., 2012). Lastly, the
relationship between tendency to forgive and revenge was not supported. This is a peculiar
result as previous studies have shown a negative relationship between these two concepts (e.qg.,
Brown, 2004; Yoshimura et al., 2013; Yoshimura & Boon, 2018).

Initial Limitations

Designing the study around self-report memory-recall measures resulted in potential
limitations. It is possible that participants were unable to recall fully their feelings or actions at
the time of the betrayal if the event happened in the distant past. This also means that their
memory of the event is likely biased by their own perspectives, further obscuring any objective
interpretation of the events. While this is a limitation, it is also a necessity for studying the
topics of revenge and betrayal in close relationships. It would be unethical, or at the very least
inefficient, to design studies that induced these events in a participants’ own close relationships.
As such, self-report memory-recall measures are one of the best ways to gather rich data on the
topic of revenge. Potential future studies might aim for a long-term design that uses participant
journaling as another way to collect information while reducing the possibility of interference
from memory issues, similar to Wilton, Sanchez, and Garcia’s (2013) study in which participants
continually keep journals to record in detail instances of experiencing discrimination.

Alternatively, or in addition, to asking for a recall of previous self-reported enacted
revenge, it is possible that using a trait measure of tendency to seek revenge, like Stuckless and

Goranson’s (1992) Vengeance Scale, as an independent variable may have been related to hurt,
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anger, emotion management, and tendency to forgive, in the direction predicted based on
relevant literature. However, such assessment was not conducted in the current study, so
conclusions are limited to the relationship with self-reported enacted revenge.

For the TMMS (measuring emotion management), a satisfactory three-dimensional
model as claimed for the original measure was reached only after removing a substantial number
of items with low factor loadings from each of the three dimensions. While three unidimensional
subscales were able to be maintained, the fact each were cut in half raises concern. If emotion
management was indeed a valid construct as presented in Salovey and colleagues (1995), this
level of adjustment should not have been necessary. It is possible the original scale was in need
of refinement, but this would need further validity confirmation across multiple studies to be
sure. Therefore, any findings regarding emotion management discussed should be considered
with these potential validity issues in mind. It could quite possibly be the case the construct of
emotion management does not truly function in the way the TMMS claims it to.

Additionally, given the weak validity statistics and reliability for the tendency to forgive
measure in this study, the failure to identify a relationship with revenge behaviors could have
been a result of measurement issues. These issues could have resulted in problems properly
representing the variable relationships. In the future, using a larger forgiveness measure like the
Heartland Forgiveness Scale (Thompson et al., 2005), in addition to, or in place of, the Tendency
to Forgive Scale (Brown, 2003) would allow for a more effective validity analysis without being
caught in a just defined situation.

Another potential issue with the tendency to forgive measure and its lack of correlation
with revenge behaviors is tendency to forgive is a trait measure, not a coded behavioral recall

measure. It is possible, had a trait revenge tendency scale like the Vengeance Scale (Stuckless &
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Goranson, 1992) been used, a relationship could have been found. Alternatively, coding
specifically for actual forgiveness behaviors along with revenge engagement may have proven
fruitful. In either case, future studies would benefit from measuring revenge and forgiveness in
the same form to fully investigate the relationship.

Perceived outcomes of recalled revenge behaviors also were not not measured in this
study. Such information about the psychological outcomes of engaging in revenge for both the
person enacting revenge and the target of the revenge might have provided an insightful
framework for understanding the full revenge engagement event from personal relational
betrayal to final post-revenge psychological impact on both parties in the revenge.

Implications for Theory

As this study has shown, engagement in revenge is positively related with feelings of
anger. This finding continues to highlight the important role anger plays in the revenge process.
In a relationship that is primed to produce strong feelings of anger following a betrayal, the
potential for revenge behaviors to occur is increased. Additionally, as a relationally destructive
behavior that leads to further anger, revenge is clearly a lethal threat to close interpersonal
relationships. Anger should therefore continue to be a focal point in future studies about
revenge. A potential silver lining to these findings, though, is that anger did not prevent to
relational restoration. This suggests while anger may lead to increased chances of exacting
revenge, it does not preclude the possibility the victim will eventually seek to rebuild or fix their
relationship.

Interestingly hurt also did not emerge as a correlate of revenge. These findings lend
some support to Lemay and colleagues’ (2012) argument hurt and anger are unique constructs, in

that anger and hurt did not relate to the same outcome (i.e., revenge). However, hurt was also
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not associated with relational restoration, which challenges the conception of hurt as a
relationally constructive affective response to relational betrayal. It is possible feelings of hurt
are diminished in a self-report recall situation. More thought needs to be given to methods of
eliciting revenge beyond scenario and recall techniques to more accurately tap dynamic emotions
such as hurt in betrayal contexts.

Additionally, these findings fail to add support to the claim that anger and hurt are
together predictors of revenge behavior posited by Bachman and Guerrero (2006), as well as
Boon and colleagues (2009). It seems possible hurt does not play as integral a part in the
betrayal response process for victims, or at least not in relationship to direct responses to the
transgressor following the betrayal. Perhaps hurt’s role is tied more to seeking support from
others outside of the relationship. Many recent studies investigating social support seeking
describe hurt and pain as motivators for seeking social support (e.g., High & Crowley, 2018;
Wang, Hsei, Assari, Gaskin, & Rost, 2018). Conceiving hurt as a motivator for seeking social
support, then, may be more useful than as a motivator for betrayal response.

When looking at the relationship between tendency to forgive and revenge, other traits of
personality need to be considered. For example, Brown (2004) found that narcissism moderated
the relationship between participants’ tendency to forgive and desire for revenge. Future studies
looking at the relationship between forgiveness and revenge should also be sure to identify any
potential moderating variables that could better explain the relationship.

While this study may not have found a relationship between emotion management and
engagement in revenge behaviors in general, as Yoshimura (2007; et. al 2013) argued, not all
revenge behaviors are created equal. Instead of emotion management informing whether an

individual engages in any revenge behavior, perhaps an individual with high emotion
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management skills would decide to engage in less offensive or damaging forms of revenge than
an individual with low emotion management skills. A person with high emotion management
skills should be better able to weigh and compare their partner’s betrayal to a potential vengeful
retaliation. Emotion management skills would allow an individual to critically reflect on their
current feelings, how those feelings align with their long-term relationship goals, and decide
which vengeful behavior would best achieve their needs for vengeance without compromising
the relationship entirely. Additionally, it would also be possible that a person with high emotion
management would be better able to make an informed decision about whether they even wanted
to continue the relationship; potentially ending the relationship if they feel it is no longer
desirable (and consequentially being coded as vengeance in this study). The first part of this
study collapsed revenge into a single category of response. To better investigate the role of
emotion management in the revenge process, the second part of this study considers the types of
revenge participants engaged in to recode and reanalyze the responses in a more nuanced

approach, based on Yoshimura and Boon’s (2018) theory of revenge process (TRP).

38



CHAPTER THREE
STUDY PART TWO

The theory of revenge process aggregated an extensive body of revenge research
conducted by Yoshimura and Boon (2018) to explain why people enact revenge on transgressors
with whom they share a close interpersonal relationship. This theory is an excellent complement
to SET because it provides a contextualized, detailed explanation of the revenge process beyond
SET’s input-output cost/benefit mechanism explaining complex, more nuanced motivations for
engaging in different types of revenge in the face of transgressions with different severity and
valences. Most importantly, TRP identifies dimensions across which all revenge behaviors can
be characterized. In this section, the basic tenets of TRP will be described and used as the basis
for additional hypotheses which revisit claims from study one with the aim to better probe the
nature and variance of revenge behavior.
Theory of Revenge Process

Yoshimura and Boon (2018) conceptualized revenge as a three-phase causal process.
Each phase in this process connected to, and impacted, the subsequent phase in the process,
starting with the event experience phase, then the fantasy/action phase, and ending with the
outcome phase. Across these three phases, Yoshimura and Boon posit five propositions to
explain how and why a person may proceed through the three phases of the revenge process.
Below I address each phase in detail and consider each of the propositions presented in the
theory.

Event experience phase. Once a transgression has been perceived, a person’s
progression in the revenge process begins, and is immediately influenced by the strength of their

emotions and the priority of their goals. Pulling from appraisal theory (Lazarus, 1991), work on
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the connection between affective experiences of goal interruption (e.g., Berscheid 1983), as well
as the revenge literature, Yoshimura and Boon (2018) state how a person’s experience of
emotion is tied to their ability to achieve their goals. If a person perceives negative goal
interruption, they are likely to experience negative emotions. This negative affective experience
because of goal interruption is the basis for the first proposition of the theory: “revenge
inclinations originate in perception of goals intentionally thwarted by others” (p. 94). Yoshimura
and Boon state that beyond negative affective experience, a victim must also be able to identify a
blameworthy person or entity on whom they can target their vengeance. Otherwise, the negative
affective experience would likely manifest as just an affective experience (e.g., just feelings of
anger, frustration, or sadness). Finally, Yoshimura and Boon argue that the victim must also
think that taking vengeful action against the blameworthy offender would render positive
affective or psychological change for the victim. The second proposition also focuses on the
impact of emotions and goals in the revenge process.

Proposition two claims: “The contents of revenge activity are determinable by the
contents of goals and emotions people experience following a perceived offense” (p. 97).
Yoshimura and Boon draw from Lazarus (1991) and Frijda’s (1994) concept of action tendency
in claiming that “emotions drive individuals to take action in line with a particular interpretation
of situations” (Yoshimura & Boon, 2018, p. 96). Therefore, the decision (i.e., motivation) to
move forward in the revenge process is dependent on what a person is feeling, and what their
goals are. There are not clearly designated levels of emotional, affective experiences, or specific
types of goal interruption that would lead to a sufficient level of motivation for revenge behavior

in the theory. Instead, TRP emphasizes the contextual and subjective nature of these
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experiences. Each individual will have their own affective thresholds and contextual hierarchy
of goals on which they will base their motivations (consciously or not).

Fantasy/action phase. Once a victim has been sufficiently motivated they will progress
into the second phase of the revenge process. Yoshimura and Boon (2018) take concerted effort
to state pursing revenge can, but does not always, manifest in actual behaviors. This disclaimer
highlights the fantasy part of the phase’s name. However, TRP does not specifically identify any
variables which would influence a person’s decision or ability to actually engage in revenge
behaviors. Instead, the third proposition of TRP states: “acts of revenge are distinguishable by
how much they involve approaching and avoiding the offender, and how overt or covert they
are” (p. 99). This proposition creates two dimensions along which revenge behaviors can be
measured.

The avoid/approach dimension conceptualizes revenge behaviors as either oriented
toward (approach) or away from (avoid) the offender. For example, behaviors that would fall
along the approach end of the continuum would be yelling at or physically attacking the offender
or destroying their property. Avoidant behaviors could be not returning or responding to calls or
texts, or not inviting the offender to a social event. It is possible for behaviors to fall anywhere
along the continuum of the dimension, so vengeful behaviors could include both approaching
and avoidant elements.

The covert/overt dimension not only has to do with the degree to which a vengeful
behavior is overtly noticeable as revenge, but also to the degree the behavior is plausibly
deniable as revenge. This dimension is especially concerned with other goals an individual may
carry (e.g., the desire to appear socially acceptable, or a good person). While overt behaviors are

likely to be clearly noticeable, it is likely difficult to deny vengeful motivations. Conversely,
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covert goals maybe less recognized as vengeful behaviors, but are also easier to dismiss as
unrelated behaviors (potentially allowing the avenger to maintain social face, or another goal).

These two dimensions create a typology of revenge behaviors: overt/approach,
overt/avoid, covert/approach, and covert/avoid. The first three types of behavior all clearly
appear to meet the requirements to be effective communicative messages of revenge because of
their clear intent and likelihood to be noticed; however, covert/avoid behaviors run the risk of
being ineffective communications of revenge behaviors. If the target never notices the behaviors
as vengeful, and the avenger never explicitly states them to be such, it is likely the
communication of vengeance will not be effective. Yoshimura and Boon (2018) still argue for
the importance of maintaining and studying the covert/avoid behaviors because these behaviors
still embody the struggle people may have when trying to balance or negotiate multiple goals in
the vengeance process, as well as the managing the negative internal feelings towards the
transgressor.

Outcome phase. A victim’s progression to the third and final phase of the revenge
process is predicated entirely upon whether the person decided to engage in vengeful action in
the second phase (as opposed to opting to only fantasize about revenge). If a person does engage
in revenge behaviors, there are several possible outcomes. For the avenger themselves,
Yoshimura and Boon (2018) outline a number of studies that clearly show a variety of affective
and psychological outcomes, ranging from satisfaction and happiness, to regret and sustained
anger. However, the avengers are not the only people who experience outcomes following
revenge behaviors.

Proposition four states: “when recognized, revenge activities affect others’ understanding

of, behaviors toward, and inclinations toward relating with avengers” (p. 103). The targeted
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offender, ideally, should experience some outcome that will change their relationship and
understanding of the avenger. For example, offenders that recognize the revenge behavior could
see the avenger as a person not to be taken advantage of, to realize the error of their behavior, or
express regret or remorse for harming the avenger. However, these potentially pro-social
outcomes are not guaranteed, as the transgressor may retaliate against the avenger, or may not
recognize the vengeance attempt at all, resulting in a negative judgement of the avenger.
Alternatively, the transgressor may then decide to end the relationship due to the lack of kindness
and forgiveness from the avenger. Likewise, it is possible for third parties who observe or learn
of the vengeful act and interpret the behaviors as new information about the avenger, therefore
changing how they view the avenger and how they want to relate to the avenger in the future.

Proposition five focuses more on the outcomes for the avenger themselves: “the
outcomes of enacting revenge for the avenger vary depending on the perceived outcomes
experienced and expressed by the target” (p. 104). This proposition strongly emphasizes the
importance of outcomes and goals for the avenger. Perhaps the target offender may change their
behavior toward the avenger, but now the offender fears the avenger. If the avenger only wanted
to change the behavior, but maintain a positive relationship with the offender, achieving one goal
(changing behavior) meant failing to achieve another (maintaining relationship). There are any
number of combinations of outcomes and goals that could be considered, but regarding the
ability to measure outcome satisfaction, researchers will again have to rely on participants’ self-
report of how successful the revenge attempt was.
Emotion Management, Forgiveness, and the Dimensions of Revenge

Emotion management was shown not to be predictive of engagement in revenge

behavior, in general, in study one. However, the two dimensions of revenge posited in
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proposition three of TRP could potentially prove to be where emotion management can have
impact as an explanatory construct. More specifically, emotion management skills could
influence the type of revenge behaviors an avenger engages in.

If an avenger has strong emotion management skills, they would be more likely to
effectively exact revenge because of their ability to clearly identify and manage their emotions
and goals, as opposed to an avenger with weaker emotion management. For example, if an
avenger with strong emotion management skills seeks to exact revenge, yet avoid negative social
judgement, their revenge strategy may be more covert in nature. This would allow them to exact
revenge while maintaining deniability if necessary, and potentially mitigating any extreme, long
lasting damaging effects. Conversely, a low emotion management avenger may react more
overtly because of a weaker ability to clearly interpret and prioritize their emotional goals. An
extremely overt revenge behavior leaves little room for deniability or social judgement.
Yoshimura and Boon (2018) define overt revenge behaviors as vengeful behaviors which are
noticeable to the transgressor and potentially others as well. For example, if an avenger directly
tells a transgressor they did not invite the transgressor to an event because of their transgression.
Conversely, Yoshimura and Boon define covert revenge as behaviors which maintain an element
of plausible deniability, or potential disconnect between the avenger and their vengeful intent.
For example, if an avenger tells a transgressor they “forgot” to invite the transgressor to an event.
Because emotion management skills should lend themselves to more covert types of revenge
behaviors the following hypothesis is posed:

H6: Ability to attend to emotions, distinguish between emotions, and repair negative

mood states will have a negative relationship with the covert/overt revenge dimension (a
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lower score on the covert/overt dimension representing more covert behaviors, and a

higher score representing more overt behaviors).

An important distinction between covert/overt and avoid/approach communication is
avoid/approach behaviors communicate revenge in and of themselves. For example, a slap to the
face (approach) or spreading rumors (avoid) causes suffering and communicates vengeance as a
result. Cover/overt communication on the other hand is communication about the vengeful
intent of the avoid/approach behaviors; a type of meta-communication. For example, claiming
the slap to the face was because the avenger saw a fly on the offender’s face (covert), or telling
the offender the avenger spread the rumor because of the offender’s betrayal (overt). This means
the covert/overt dimension can be used to describe the avoid/approach dimension of revenge
communication. As a result, covert/overt communication does not have to occur simultaneously
with the avoid/approach communicative behavior (e.g., telling the offender they spread the
rumor out of vengeance after the offender found out about it).

The relationship between emotion management and the avoid/approach dimension of
revenge behaviors initially appears less clear than the relationship between emotion management
and the covert/overt dimension. However, when considering which end of the continuum would
likely allow for more flexibility in judgement, interpretation, and long-term impact, avoiding
revenge behaviors seem to make more sense for emotion management. Avoidant behaviors,
while just as potentially harmful as approach behaviors, are more indirect in nature. As such,
strong emotion management skills would be useful in crafting more nuanced revenge strategies.
Comparatively, weak emotion management skills would likely result in more approaching
behaviors due to the avenger’s inability to adequately control or direct their emotional goals. To

further investigate the communicative aspects of the revenge process, the avoid/approach
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dimension of revenge can be broken into verbal and nonverbal aspects. Because emotion
management skills lend themselves more to avoiding behaviors, the following hypotheses are
posed:

H7a: Ability to attend to emotions, distinguish between emotions, and repair negative

mood states will have a negative relationship with the verbal avoid/approach revenge

dimension (a lower score on the avoid/approach dimension representing more avoidant
behaviors, and a higher score representing more approaching behaviors).

H7b: Ability to attend to emotions, distinguish between emotions, and repair negative

mood states will have a negative relationship with the nonverbal avoid/approach revenge

dimension (a lower score on the avoid/approach dimension representing more avoidant
behaviors, and a higher score representing more approaching behaviors).

Interestingly, these hypotheses predict that emotion management skills will positively
associate with more covert/avoidant revenge behaviors. According to Yoshimura and Boon
(2018), these behaviors are the least effective in communicating revenge. This, however, is
highly appropriate for someone who has strong emotion management skills. Covert/avoidant
behaviors afford the avenger maximum deniability and the most ability to avoid negative social
judgements. This makes sense for an avenger who can clearly evaluate and manage their short-
and long-term emotional and social goals. Any of the other three types of revenge limit or
restrict the avenger to being clearly identified as a vengeance seeker, potentially compromising
other goals.

Additionally, covert/avoidant behaviors would also likely be related to an avenger’s
tendency to forgive as well. If an avenger intends to forgive their transgressing partner, or has

done so already, they are unlikely to opt for a revenge behavior that will potentially cause
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excessive damage or negative judgement in the future of the relationship (Waldron & Kelley,
2005). Engaging in any of the other three types of revenge behavior would increase the

possibility of outcomes inconsistent with forgiveness. As such, the following hypotheses are

posed:
H8a: Tendency to forgive will have a negative relationship with the covert/overt revenge
dimension.
H8b: Tendency to forgive will have a negative relationship with the verbal
avoid/approach revenge dimension.
H8c: Tendency to forgive will have a negative relationship with the nonverbal
avoid/approach revenge dimension.

Methods

The sample for the second part of the study consisted of every participant who reported
engaging in a revenge behavior (N = 71) from the original round of data collection used in part
one of the study. This sample consisted of 48 participants (29 females and 19 males) who
reported pure revenge and 23 other participants (20 females and 3 males) who reported both
revenge and restoration behaviors. Looking specifically at the nature of the revenge behaviors,
each case was coded along three dimensions: covert/overt, verbal avoid/approach, and nonverbal
avoid/approach revenge behaviors.

Coding. Coding of the open-ended responses containing revenge behaviors was
completed by two trained, independent coders using a codebook designed for this study. These
two coders were not the same two used to code the original round of data used for the first part of
the study. Just like in the first part of the study, coders treated each response as a single unit.

Because none of the coding categories were mutually exclusive, each full episode of revenge
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received a code of 1, 2, or 3 for each of the three coding categories (i.e., a code of 1, 2, or 3 for
verbal avoid/approach; 1, 2, or 3 for nonverbal avoid/approach; and 1, 2, or 3 covert/overt).
Because all responses contained instances of revenge, there was no need for a zero code.

Intercoder reliability between the two trained coders was assessed with Cohen’s kappa
(per recommendations in Bakeman & Gottman, 1997) based on their coding of the 71 responses
from the data set. Through six rounds of coding, coders reached a Cohen’s kappa of .70 and a
percent agreement of 80%. Any discrepancies or disagreements during the coding process were
addressed and amended, resulting in 100% agreement on the final coding for the data set. The
coding criteria for each category are explained below.

Covert/overt revenge communication. The covert/overt coding category focused on
the explicitness of the vengeful communication (i.e., does the avenger explicitly communicate
they are exacting revenge on the offender). Yoshimura and Boon (2018) explain while explicitly
stating vengeful intentions to the offender can clearly establish the avenger’s motives, doing so
can leave the avenger open to counter-retaliation or negative evaluations by others. As such
Yoshimura and Boon, in the TRP, define covert communication of revenge as communication
which affords the avenger a degree of “plausible deniability” that could allow them to disconnect
from the vengeful intent of their behavior; whereas overt communication of revenge explicitly
states the avenger’s vengeful intent.

For example, if an avenger tells an offender they simply “forgot” to invite the offender to
a party when in fact they intentionally did not invite the offender because of the betrayal (an
avoidant communicative behavior), this would be covert communication of revenge because the
avenger is denying vengeful intent in their failure to invite the offender. Conversely, if an

avenger explicitly tells the offender they did not invite the offender to the party because of the
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offender’s betrayal (an approach communicative behavior), this would be overt communication
of revenge because it explicitly states the vengeful intent of the lack of an invitation. Again,
vengeful response to a betrayal can also include both covert and overt elements, such as if the
avenger initially states they “forgot” to invite the offender, but then later in private away from
peers reveals to the offender they did not invite the offender because of the betrayal. Because the
communication of revenge can include elements of both overt and covert communication, they
are not mutually exclusive of each other (this is reflected and explained in the codes used below).
The category of covert/overt revenge communication was not broken into
verbal/nonverbal categories for two reasons. First, the dimension is already clearly focused on
the communicative elements of the revenge process because it emphasizes the role of
implicitness and explicitness in communicating revenge. Second, overt communication of
revenge is almost exclusively conveyed through the use of explicit verbal communication.
While some behaviors could potentially convey revenge overtly nonverbally without the
presence of verbal communication, these situations often rely on extensive contextual constraints
the data set does not probe. For example, an avenger simply slapping an offender in the face
upon discovering the betrayal in front of an audience of people who knew about the betrayal
could constitute overt nonverbal communication of revenge without a verbal component.
However, in the data set there is no explicitly communicated revenge intent (i.e., overt) without
digital, linguistic verbal expression. Covert revenge could potentially include only nonverbal
aspects, but key distinctions often depend on verbal characterizations of the meaning of
behaviors and actions (e.g., explaining they did not invite the offender because they “forgot”).

Each case was coded according to the coding scheme immediately below.
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Table 3

Covert/Overt Coding Scheme

Type of Revenge

Code

Description

Example

Covert

Covert & Overt

Overt

1

2

Only revenge behavior which
would allow the avenger a
degree of “plausible
deniability” that could allow
them to disconnect from the
vengeful intent of their
behavior present

Both covert and overt
communication present
Only mention of a revenge
behavior that is explicit in
intent present

“forgetting” a commitment with
the offender; “not realizing” the
offender didn’t like a type of
gift; “accidentally” breaking the
offender’s favorite collectible;
“unintentionally” revealing an
embarrassing secret about the
offender to others

(see covert and overt individual
examples)

Any instance in which the
avenger clearly communicates
the revenge is a result of the
offender’s betrayal (e.g., “you
deserve this; “this is because of
what you did to me”’; “you had
this coming”; etc.)

Avoid/approach revenge communication. The avoid/approach coding categories

focused on the orientation of the vengeful communication toward or away from the offender

(i.e., whether the revenge communication is directed at the offender or not). Yoshimura and

Boon (2018) explain while revenge itself is typically seen as an approaching coping behavior

because it is focused on the offender, many revenge behaviors involve communication which

completely avoids the offender (i.e., the actual behavior intended to communicate revenge does

not directly involve the offender). For example, an avenger can intentionally not send an

invitation for a party to an offender, which would be considered avoidant as there is no

communication directed at the offender but in the avenger’s mind they are depriving the offender

of valued contact and inclusion. Conversely, an avenger can tell the offender they are not

inviting the offender to the party, which would be approach as the communication is clearly

directed at the offender. The avenger has made it clear to the offender they are being denied
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inclusion in a social event. Additionally, the avenger can initially not send an invitation to the

party, then later tell the offender they purposely did not invite the offender, which would be both

avoidant and approach. Because the communication of revenge can include elements of both

avoid and approach communication, they are not mutually exclusive of each other.

Verbal avoid/approach. This coding category included any avoid/approach

communication of revenge which is communicated verbally. Verbal communication in this case

is defined as communicating meaning digitally with language (Andersen, 2009). Digital

communication uses arbitrary codes (like language) to convey meaning as either present or

absent. When verbal avoid/approach communication of revenge is present in a case, the case

was coded according to the coding scheme immediately below.

Table 4
Verbal Avoid/Approach Coding Scheme
Type of Verbal = Code Description Example
Revenge
Avoid 1 Only avoidant revenge | speaks intimately with people other
which communicates than offender; spreads rumors about
meaning digitally with | the offender; shares secrets about the
language present offender with others
Avoid & 2 Both avoid and (see avoid and approach individual
Approach approach examples)
communication present
Approach 3 Only approach revenge | insults offender; confronts offender

which communicates
meaning digitally with
language present

about betrayal; directly acknowledges
offender and their betrayal; explicitly
tells offender consequences of the
betrayal; not necessarily overt; public
or private

Nonverbal avoid/approach. This coding category included any avoid/approach

communication of revenge which is communicated nonverbally. Nonverbal communication in

this case is defined as communicating meaning analogically without language (Andersen, 2009).

Analogic communication has direct, nonarbitrary, intrinsic connection to what it represents and

51



can convey meaning in degrees and values beyond presence/absence. When nonverbal
avoid/approach communication of revenge was present in a case, the case was coded according

to the coding scheme immediately below.

Table 5
Nonverbal Avoid/Approach Coding Scheme
Type of Nonverbal | Code @ Description Example
Revenge
Avoid 1 Only avoidant revenge | doesn’t respond to offender’s text or
which communicates | calls; doesn’t invite offender to social
meaning analogically = event; doesn’t share important
without language information; doesn’t sit next to or
present look at offender in social settings; has
sex with someone other than offender
Avoid & Approach 2 Both avoid and (see avoid and approach individual
approach examples)
communication
present
Approach 3 Only approach damages offender’s property;
revenge which physically attacks offender; screams
communicates at offender; uses aggressive body
meaning analogically | positioning toward offender
without language
present
Results

Within the covert/overt dimension, 18 participants engaged in only covert revenge
behaviors, six participants engaged in both covert and overt revenge behaviors, and 44
participants engaged in only overt revenge behaviors. When participants engaged in verbal
avoid/approach behaviors, two participants engaged in only avoidant verbal behaviors, two
participants engaged in both avoidant and approaching behaviors, and 42 participants engaged in
solely approaching verbal revenge behaviors. When participants engaged in nonverbal
avoid/approach behaviors, 29 engaged in only avoidant nonverbal behaviors, four engaged in

both avoidant and approaching behaviors, and 13 engaged in solely approaching nonverbal
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behaviors. Means and standard deviations are reported in Table 10, and a contingency table for
the coding categories is provided in Table 11.

Bivariate correlations were conducted to test for the effects of sex and ethnicity on the
dependent variables to determine whether they could be included in the regression equation
(Cohen et al., 2003). However there was no effect on verbal avoid/approach, nonverbal
avoid/approach, or covert/overt revenge (see Table 12 for results). Ordinary least squares
regression analyses were conducted using the same mean-centered independent variables from
Part One to test each hypothesis; results are reported in Table 13.

Emotion management, forgiveness, and revenge behaviors. Ordinary least squares
regression analyses were conducted to examine whether emotion management and tendency to
forgive would impact engagement in covert or overt (H6), verbal avoidant or approaching (H7a),
and nonverbal avoidant or approaching (H7b) revenge behaviors. The results produced no
significant models. The overall model for covert/overt behaviors was not significant [F(4, 57)
= .48,R?=.03, p =.75]. The values for each of the three dimensions of emotion management
with covert/overt behaviors included: g = .19, p = .20, for attending to emotions; g = .01, p = .98,
for clarity in distinguishing; and g = -.10, p = .50, for mood repair.

The overall model for verbal avoid/approach behaviors was also not significant [F(4, 38)
=2.02, p =.11, R? = .18]. The values for each of the three dimensions of emotion management
with verbal avoid/approach included: g = .25, p = .15, for attending to emotions; S = .22, p = .20,
for clarity in distinguishing; and g = -.31, p = .07, for mood repair.

The overall model for nonverbal avoid/approach was not significant [F(4, 37) =.92, p
= .46, R? = .01]. The values for each of the three dimensions of emotion management with

nonverbal avoid/approach behavior included: g = .10, p = .60, for attending to emotions; S
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=..02, p = .89, for clarity in distinguishing; and g = .-.24, p = .81, for mood repair.. All results
suggest no dimension of emotion management has an influential relationship with the
engagement in different types of revenge behaviors. Therefore, Hypotheses 6 and 7 were not
supported.

Tendency to forgive and engagement in covert/overt (H8a), verbal avoid/approach (H8b),
and nonverbal avoid/approach (H8c) revenge behaviors. Results suggest tendency to forgive has
no influential impact on engagement in covert/overt behaviors, F(4, 57) = .48, R? = .03, 5 = .11,
p = .46; or verbal avoid/approach behaviors, F(4, 38) = 2.02, R? = .18, p = .42. However, results
did suggest tendency to forgive has an influential relationship, F(4, 37) = .92, R = .10, # = .34, p
< .01, with engagement in nonverbal approach behaviors. This finding suggests if an individual
has a high tendency to forgive, they will be more likely to nonverbally communicate their
revenge directly toward the transgressor (i.e., approaching). Hypothesis 8c predicted high
tendency to forgive would be related to nonverbal revenge directed away from, or around, the
transgressor (i.e., avoidant); as a result, H8c was not supported.

Discussion

The goal of the second part of this study was to investigate if specifying the nature of the
revenge behavior could possibly explain the lack of influence emotional regulation and tendency
to forgive had on engagement in revenge behavior. Again, all findings discussed in this section
should be interpreted with the validity concerns for the TMMS and Tendency to Forgive Scale
laid out in part one of this study.

Results suggest the findings from part one of the study are accurate: there appears to be
no connection between a person’s emotion management ability and tendency to forgive, and their

likelihood to engage in vengeful behaviors of any particular nature. The only exception was
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nonverbal avoid/approach revenge behaviors. The regression results suggested, contrary to the
hypothesis, the higher a person’s tendency to forgive, the more likely they were to engage in
nonverbal revenge behaviors that directly approached the transgressor.

It is difficult to explain why approaching nonverbal revenge behaviors would be a more
appealing option for those avengers who are more inclined to forgive their transgressors. It may
be possible, given the instinctual aspects of nonverbal communicative behavior (Andersen,
2009), avengers feel direct nonverbal vengeance satiates a need for “balancing the scales” a la
SET. Perhaps, the approaching nonverbal behaviors make the avenger feel they have addressed
the transgression which would facilitate a willingness to forgive a transgressor. However, this
does not adequately explain why approaching verbal or overt revenge does not satiate the same
need. Perhaps, the high context, implicit nature of nonverbal behaviors (Andersen, 2009) allow a
degree of deniability of intent as Yoshimura and Boon (2018) claim. It is also possible that
direct verbal behavior overtly addressing revenge for betrayal runs contrary to authentic public
and private expression of forgiveness. Such overt verbal approach revenge behavior likely
“burns the bridge” to forgiveness. This relationship between more direct expressions of revenge
and forgiveness needs further investigation. Assuming this finding is not an artifact of the
Tendency to Forgive Scale’s validity issues, further investigation is required to fully understand
this finding.

While part one of this study lays out options for addressing the issues with the
measurement of tendency to forgive, the discussion in part two offers options for consideration
regarding emotion management. The first option would be to conduct additional studies using
the TMMS to further test its validity using CFAs and other criterion-based measures of validity

(e.q., concurrent or predictive). It is possible the altered model found in this study is consistently
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valid; however, no research beyond this study supports this yet. A second option would be to
retest the TMMS with a larger sample of revenge engagement. In part one, and especially part
two, the sample sizes were less than ideal for achieving high levels of statistical power (Cohen,
1988). Increasing the sample size could result in a more accurate representation of revenge
communication frequency, and might therefore better correlate with emotion management.

A third option would be to reconsider the concept of emotional regulation as an
alternative to emotion management. Emotion management was originally selected as the more
relevant concept due to its explicit focus on the ability to identify and understand the emotions an
individual was experiencing. As per Nabi’s (2010) discrete emotion perspective, the assumption
was if a person was better able to identify, understand, and manage their discrete emotions, they
may then be better able to manage their communicative outcomes as a result of said discrete
emotions. However, refocusing the process as one of goal acquisition emotional regulation
could offer more insight (Tice & Bratslavsky, 2000). As the AAM (Turner, 2007) suggests,
building on Berscheid’s (1983) and Lazarus’s (1991) conceptualization of anger as an emotive
response to goal achievement obstruction, reactions to anger-inducing events (e.g., relational
betrayal) are goal-motivated. In the case of revenge, vengeance is seen as the most efficacious
option for dealing with the transgressor’s betrayal. An individual may not be able to undo the
betrayal, but they may feel they have the power to get even and thus seek revenge. Measuring an
individual’s trait emotional regulation, a construct looking specifically at emotions and goal
acquisition (Tice & Bratslaysky, 2000), may better tap into this concept.

Another potentially explanatory area of investigation for future research is that of revenge
entitlement. Revenge entitlement is defined as a tendency to protect one’s rights in response to a

violation from others, usually via reciprocation of insults or harm (Zemojtel-Piotrowska et al.,
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2015). While a relatively new concept in its own right, studies looking at similar concepts (e.g.,
Brewer, Hunt, James, & Abell, 2015; Sheppard & Boon, 2012) have found a connection between
an individual’s belief they are entitled or owed revenge and their likelihood of seeking revenge
(measured using hypothetical situation responses and the Vengeance Scale). Again, looking at
revenge through the lens of SET, the concept of revenge entitlement makes sense as an
explanation for actively seeking revenge, regardless of emotion management skills. If an
individual feels they are entitled to revenge as a way to restore balance in the relationship, their
ability to manage their emotions effectively may be irrelevant; or in the case of the repairing a
negative mood state dimension, an apt option for doing so. The concept of revenge entitlement
also works well with the AAM. If an individual is betrayed they experience anger. When
considering their options for addressing the activated anger state, if they feel entitled to revenge,
they may identify revenge as the most efficacious option for satiating their anger. Given the
variety of explanations yet fully investigated, the mechanism(s) behind revenge engagement is
still a viable area of exploration in interpersonal communication research.
Implications for the Theory of Revenge Process

The results of the second part of the study do little to support the idea emotion
management and forgiveness should be incorporated into a formal theory of revenge
communication. However, chi-square analyses looking at the types of revenge behavior most
frequently engaged in do provide additional information to aid in TRP’s development. Namely,
the results suggest clear tendencies regarding the dimensions of revenge engagement.

While not formally hypothesized, the frequencies of engagement in the different
dimensions of revenge behaviors were investigated with a series of chi-square tests. Yoshimura

and Boon (2018) did not specify any clear predictions as to which dimensions would be most
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frequent overall within instances of revenge, so these tests were purely exploratory. Results
suggest the following. The majority of revenge behaviors tend to be solely overt in nature [n =
44, v*(2, N = 68) = 33.30, p < .01]. Verbal revenge behaviors tend to be solely approaching in
nature [n = 42, ¥%(2, N = 46) = 69.57, p < .01], and nonverbal revenge behaviors tend to be solely
avoidant in nature [n = 29, ¥%(2, 46) = 20.91, p < .01].

When describing the dimensions of revenge communication, Yoshimura and Boon
(2018) simply describe what revenge might look like at opposite ends of both continuums. The
theory gives no indication as to which types of revenge might be more or less common. This
study lays out clear patterns of preferred revenge behaviors. Looking at the results, in
interpersonal relationships, revenge is almost always overt in nature. This suggests when people
actually decide to act on vengeful desires, they will likely make their vengeful intent clear to the
transgressor. If this trend holds true across future research, it might be more prudent to
reconceptualize the dimension of covert/overt revenge communication. If the majority of
enacted revenge is overt, then considering the dimension’s continuum to stretch from imagined
to enacted revenge could be more useful. A dimension of this nature would focus more on what
triggers a person to transition from thinking about revenge to actually engaging in revenge.

Additionally, the findings pertaining to the avoidant and approaching nature of revenge
behavior strongly suggest a diversification of the dimension is necessary. The results of the chi-
square tests clearly show verbal revenge behavior tends to be approaching in nature, whereas
nonverbal revenge behavior tends to be avoidant in nature. This suggests, if an act of revenge
contains verbal communication, said communication will likely be directed toward the
transgressor; however, nonverbal revenge behaviors will likely be communicated away from, or

around, the transgressor. There does not appear to be similarity between the directionality of
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verbal and nonverbal communication of revenge. As a result, maintaining a single dimension
which includes both dimensions of communicative behaviors would appear to be useless. Any
instance of revenge which includes both verbal and nonverbal elements would likely fall toward
the middle point of the avoid/approach continuum (i.e., any revenge behavior which was not
purely avoidant or approaching in nature would likely score consistently in the mid-range with
little variance). Clearly delineating between the two communicative dimensions would allow for
specific exploration of the different kinds of communicative behaviors in the revenge process.
Limitations

In addition to the previously mentioned limitations in part one of the study, there were
other considerable limitations across both parts of this study, the most notable of which had to do
with design and coding decisions. First of all, as briefly mentioned in the discussion of part two,
the sample size (N = 113), could benefit from an increased number of participants to help with
generalizations to larger populations. Particularly regarding the small sample for the second part
of the study (N = 71), the lack of statistical power undermines attempts to draw solid conclusions
from the data. Additionally, the convenience sampling procedure prevented the use of true
probability sampling, again hindering the finding’s direct application outside of the original
sample.

The coding design in the second part of the study also needs further development. Given
this was the first attempt to use Yoshimura and Boon’s (2018) dimensions of revenge behaviors
to actually code revenge behaviors, there was very little to build an effective coding scheme
around. Most initial codes were built around the dimensions’ descriptions from the TRP,

Yoshimura et. al’s (2013) inventory of revenge behaviors, and examples from the dataset itself.
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Further development, explication, and operationalization of the dimensions would likely help
with the accuracy of coding revenge behaviors.

Another limitation for this study was participants’ intent and reasoning behind their
actions were not fully analyzed or considered. In conjunction with a more nuanced coding
scheme for revenge behaviors, it may be possible to better understand the decision-making
process that individuals go through regarding revenge engagement if their reasoning and
intentions are also examined.

A final limitation was this study only focused on the victim’s experience and reaction to
the betrayal event. Only considering the victim’s perspective provides a fractured view of the
event. Given victims experience of relational betrayal are often biased and can result in
overcompensated revenge-seeking (Boon et al., 2009), the actual impact on the relationship may
be skewed if the victim is the only one to describe the event. By soliciting accounts from the
transgressor of the betrayal event as well, future research could better identify the nature of the
betrayal, the role the transgressor played in the response, and how said response impacted the
victim’s revenge-seeking. It might also be insightful to repeat this study, focusing on how it felt
to be the target of revenge from someone else after the participant enacted relational betrayal to

look at revenge from the recipient’s perspective.
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CHAPTER FOUR
CONCLUSION

This study examined the relationships between emotions and behavioral responses to
betrayals in close relationships. Results showing relationships between anger and revenge added
support to the growing literature on revenge in close relationships. However, the discovery of
unsupported relationships between emotion management and revenge, as well as tendency to
forgive and revenge add more questions and identifies more areas of exploration regarding the
revenge process. Additionally, in attempting to further investigate the different dimensions of
revenge, this study discovered clear patterns of preference for the nature of revenge behaviors.
In the end, however, there was no clear answer to the question of what is it that drives a person to
actually engage in revenge. Does the answer lie in other constructs, or is there simply a need for
a more detailed analysis of the constructs covered in this study? Whatever the answer may be, it

is clear that we have yet to fully understand what truly drives people to seek revenge.
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Table 6

APPENDIX A: Statistics Tables

Means and Standard Deviations

Anger Hurt Relation Attention to Clarity in Mood Tendency to
Closeness Emotions Discrimin Repair Forgive
Mean 5.62 4.86 5.81 5.15 4.30 5.18 3.52
Standard Deviation 1.23 135 74 1.07 1.05 1.08 1.13
CFlI .92 .92 .99 .90 .90 .90 .92
RMSEA A2 A2 .07 .09 .09 .09 .16
Cronbach’s Alpha .89 .76 .82 .89 .75 .75 .65
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Table 7

Correlation Matrix for Study 1

Sex  Ethnic  Reveng RestorE Ang  Hur Close Atten Clar Repa  Forgiv
Sex --
Ethnicity A7 --
Revenge -.10 -.03 --
Restore .02 -.16 -.29%* --
Anger -.18 -.14 28%* -17* --
Hurt -11 .03 19* -.07 S1** --
Closeness 14 -.05 .08 A1 .20%  .20* --
Attention 21* -.08 .08 A1 09 -03 A7 --
Emotions
Clarity in .02 -.03 -13 .04 .05 -.09 -03  .29** --
Discrimin
Mood 14 -.10 .04 A1 .02 -10 A2 .28** 21* --
Repair
Forgive .08 .06 .08 .00 -11 -.09 -14  -29* -06  .33** --

Note. Significant alphas are with asterisks (1-tailed). *Correlation is significant at the p < .05 level. **p
<.01 level. ***p < .001 level
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Table 8

Binary Logistic Regression Model for Revenge

B SE Wald 2 N(df) 95%Cl

Anger 32% 19 3.03 93(1) 96, 1.99
Hurt .16 A7 .87 93(1) .84,1.65
Attention to .39 .26 2.30 93(1) .89,2.45
Emotions

Clarity in -31 .25 1.64 93(1) 45,1.18
Distinguishing

Mood Repair -.16 .25 A4 93(1) .52,1.38
Tendency to .26 22 1.38 93(1) .84,1.98

Forgive

Note. Significant alphas are with asterisks (1-tailed). *Significant at the p < .05 level. **p < .01 level.
***p <.001 level. All coefficients are standardized Betas.
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Table 9

Binary Logistic Regression Model for Restoration

B SE Wald 2 N(df) 95%CI

Anger -.23 18 1.56 93(1) 56, 1.14
Hurt .07 .16 .20 93(1) .78, 1.47
Attention to 44 .26 2.81 93(1) .93, 2.60
Emotions

Clarity in .03 .23 .02 93(1) .67,1.60
Distinguishing

Mood Repair .07 .24 .08 93(1) .67,1.69

Note. Significant alphas are with asterisks (1-tailed). *Significant at the p < .05 level. **p <.01 level.
***p < .001 level. All coefficients are standardized Betas.
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Table 10

Means and Standard Deviations

Covert/ Verbal Nonverb

Overt Av/App Av/App

Mean 2.38 2.87 1.65

Standard Deviation .88 .45 .90
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Table 11
Correlation Matrix for Study 2

Sex  Ethnicity V. Av/App NV. Cov/Ov  Attention Clarity Repair  Forgive

Av/IApp

Sex --

Ethnicity a7 --

Revenge -.10 -.03

V. Av/IApp -.18 A4 --

NV.Av/App .05 10 11 -

Cov/Overt -.04 -.16 67** 61** --

Attention .20* -.08 =27 14 -.03 --

Emotions

Clarity in .02 -.03 .29 -.01 15 29%* --

Discrimin

Mood 14 -.10 .07 -.03 -.02 28%* 21%* --

Repair

Forgiveness .08 .06 .03 31 A1 -.29* -.06 33** -

Note. Significant alphas are with asterisks (1-tailed). *Correlation is significant at the p < .05 level. **p
<.01 level. ***p < .001 level
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Table 12
Coding Contingency Table

Only Covert Both Only Overt or Total

or Avoid Approach
Verbal Av/IApp 2 2 42 46
Nonverb Av/App 29 4 13 46
Covert/Overt 18 6 44 68
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Table 13
OLS Regression Models

Verbal Av/App  Nonverbal  Covert/Overt

Av/App
Attention to 25 (.06) 10(.15) .19 (.12)
Emotions
Clarity in .22 (.05) .02 (.14) .01(.11)
Distinguishing
Mood Repair -.31 (.06) -05(.16) -.10(.12)
Tendency to .14 (.05) 34 (.17) 11 ((11)
Forgive
F 2.02 .92 .48
R? .18 .09 .03
Radi? .09 -.01 -.04

Note. Significant alphas are with asterisks (1-tailed). *Correlation is significant at the p < .05 level. **p

< .01 level. ***p <.001 level. All coefficients are standardized Betas. Standard errors of coefficients
are in parentheses.
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APPENDIX B: Models
Figure 1
Proposed Model for Revenge Seeking

Emotional
Management

Transgression Revenge

Positive= —— Tendency to

Negative = — .
Unknown =——— Forgiveness

Figure 2
Proposed Model for Relational Restoration Seeking

Positive= —» Emotional

Negative = —
Unknown =—* Management

Relational
Restoration

Transgression
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APPENDIX C: IRB Approval

February 9, 2016

To: Mary I. Bresnahan

470 Comm. Arts & Sci. Bldg.

MSU

Re: IRB# x16-208e Category: Exempt 2

Approval Date: February 9, 2016

Title: I Don’t Get Mad, I Get Even: Emotions & Betrayal Responses in Close Relationships

The Institutional Review Board has completed their review of your project. | am pleased to advise
you that your project has been deemed as exempt in accordance with federal regulations.

The IRB has found that your research project meets the criteria for exempt status and the criteria for
the protection of human subjects in exempt research. Under our exempt policy the Principal
Investigator assumes the responsibilities for the protection of human subjects in this project as
outlined in the assurance letter and exempt educational material. The IRB office has received your
signed assurance for exempt research. A copy of this signed agreement is appended for your
information and records.

Renewals: Exempt protocols do not need to be renewed. If the project is completed, please submit an
Application for Permanent Closure.

Revisions: Exempt protocols do not require revisions. However, if changes are made to a protocol
that may no longer meet the exempt criteria, a new initial application will be required.

Problems: If issues should arise during the conduct of the research, such as unanticipated problems,
adverse events, or any problem that may increase the risk to the human subjects and change the
category of review, notify the IRB office promptly. Any complaints from participants regarding the
risk and benefits of the project must be reported to the IRB.

Follow-up: If your exempt project is not completed and closed after three years, the IRB office will
contact you regarding the status of the project and to verify that no changes have occurred that may
affect exempt status.

Please use the IRB number listed above on any forms submitted which relate to this project, or on any
correspondence with the IRB office.

Good luck in your research. If we can be of further assistance, please contact us at 517-355-2180 or
via email at IRB@msu.edu. Thank you for your cooperation.
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APPENDIX D: Informed Consent Form

Statement of Informed Consent
I Don’t Get Mad, I Get Even: Emotions & Betrayal Responses in Close Relationships
Michigan State University

You are being asked to participate in a research study. Before you give your consent to
participate, it is important that you read the following information so that you are aware of what
you will be asked to do.

The purpose of this questionnaire is to examine how you react to betrayal in a close relationship
and how your experienced emotions influence your response.

This study will involve approximately 100 participants. You must be at least 18 years old to
participate. Participation in this study will involve completing a web-based self-report survey. If
you choose to complete the survey, it is recommended that you complete it during one sitting.
For confidentiality purposes, this web-based survey will not allow you to go back to previously
asked questions. The completion of this survey will take no longer than 30 minutes.

Your privacy will be protected to the maximum extent allowable by law. Your name will not be

linked to your responses in this survey at any time. Moreover, your questionnaire responses will
be kept confidential and in no way will it be viewed by anyone other than the experimenter(s) in

this study. The data itself when downloaded will not contain any identifiable information unique
to the respondent.

Participation in this study is completely voluntary. You may refuse to answer any particular
question and if, for any reason and at any time, you do not wish to continue your participation in
the research project just described, you may stop without penalty.

There are no foreseeable risks to you as you complete this survey. However, you might reflect
on potentially sensitive memories related to being betrayed by someone close to you. If this
reflection is troubling to you, please contact the MSU Counseling Center at (517) 355-8270 or
via email: counseling@cc.msu.edu.

If you have any questions about the research, please contact the following investigators:

Joshua C. Nelson, MA Mary Bresnahan, PhD

Department of Communication Department of Communication
Michigan State University Michigan State University

443 Communication Arts & Science 555 Communication Arts & Science
nelso567@msu.edu bresnahl@msu.edu

If you have questions or concerns about your rights as a study participant, are dissatisfied at any
time with any aspect of the study, or want to find out your rights as a participant you may contact
— anonymously, if you wish — the Human Research Protection Program at Michigan State
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University (Olds Hall, 408 West Circle Drive, Room 207, East Lansing, Ml 48824) at (517)
355-2180 or via email: irb@ora.msu.edu.

Please take your time in completing this survey, while answering questions honestly.
Thank you in advance for your participation.
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APPENDIX E: Scales & Measures

Relationship Information:

1. Have you ever been in a close relationship with a friend or romantic partner were that friend or
partner betrayed your relationship by letting you down, or violating your trust or expectations?

2. Are you still in this relationship?

Demographics:

1. What is your age?
2. What is your sex?
3. What is your ethnicity?

Closeness Prior to Transgression (URCS):

4. My partner and | had a strong connection.

5. My partner and | wanted to spend time together.
6. | was sure of my relationship with my partner.
7. My partner was a priority in my life.

8. My partner and | did a lot of things together.

Transaression Event:

1. Please describe exactly what your partner did to betray your relationship, let you down, or
violate your expectations or trust. Please provide as much detail about the event as you can;
including what happened and what your partner said or did. There is no time or word limit, so
please be as thorough as possible.

2. Please describe what you said and did in response to your partner’s betrayal. Again, please
provide as much detail about your actions as you can. There is not time or word limit, so please
be as thorough as possible.

3. Can you think of anything else you said or did in response?
4. Please describe in detail the other things you said or did.

Experienced Emotion Measure:

Hurt:

1. Immediately after my partner’s betrayal I felt sorrowful.
2. Immediately after my partner’s betrayal I felt devalued.

3. Immediately after my partner’s betrayal I felt hurt.

4. Immediately after my partner’s betrayal I felt injured.
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5. Immediately after my partner’s betrayal I felt harmed.
Anger:

1. Immediately after my partner’s betrayal I felt angry.

2. Immediately after my partner’s betrayal I felt agitated.
3. Immediately after my partner’s betrayal I felt mad.

4. Immediately after my partner’s betrayal I felt enraged.
5. Immediately after my partner’s betrayal I felt upset.
Emotion Management (TMMS):

Attention to Emotion:
. People would be better off if they felt less and thought more. (R)
. I don’t think it’s worth paying attention to your emotions or moods. (R)
. I don’t usually care much about what I’'m feeling. (R)

. Feelings give direction to life.

1

2

3

4

5. I believe in acting from the heart.
6. The best way for me to handle my feelings is to experience them to the fullest.
7. One should never be guided by emotions. (R)

8. I never give into my emotions. (R)

9. | pay a lot of attention to how | feel.

10. I don’t pay much attention to my feelings. (R)

11. I often think about me feelings.

12. Feelings are a weakness humans have. (R)

13. It is usually a waste of time to think about your emotions. (R)

Clarity in Discrimination:

1. Sometimes I can’t tell what my feelings are. (R)

. I am rarely confused about how I feel.

. I can never tell how I feel. (R)

. I am often aware of my feelings on a matter.

2
3
4. My belief and opinions always seem to change depending on how | feel. (R)
5
6. 1 am usually confused about how I feel. (R)

7

. | feel ease about my emotions.
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8. I can’t make sense out of my feelings. (R)

9. I am usually very clear about my feelings.

10. I usually know my feelings about a matter.

11. I almost always know exactly how | am feeling.

Ability to Repair a Negative Mood:

1. 1 try to think good thoughts no matter how badly | feel.

2. Although I am sometimes sad, | have a mostly optimistic outlook.

3. When | am upset | realize the “good things in life” are illusions. (R)
4. When | become upset | remind myself of all the pleasures in life.

5. Although I am sometimes happy, | have a mostly pessimistic outlook. (R)
6. No matter how bad I feel, | try to think about pleasant things.
Tendency to Forgive (TES):

1. I then to get over it quickly when someone hurts my feelings.
2. If someone wrongs me, | often think about it a lot afterward. (R)
3. | have a tendency to harbor grudges. (R)

4. When people wrong me, my approach is just to forgive and forget.

* (R) = Reverse-coded item

* Bold = Item removed from scale for analyses following CFA
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