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ABSTRACT
The present study focused on those who had redeedly involved in a romantic
relationship that ended in a breakup. Data wagctt from 326 participants using an
online questionnaire. Participants were asked guressabout goal linking, rumination,
self-efficacy, Facebook ORI behaviors, and emotiogsponse questions. The results
indicated that there were two types of Facebook kEREviors: explicit and covert.
Explicit ORI was predicted by self-efficacy amohgse whose partner ended the
relationship, as well as goal linking when the krgawas self-initiated. Covert ORI was
predicted by rumination across all levels of brgalaitiator (self, partner, or mutual).
Moreover, only general negative emotions predi€edert ORI, but general negative
emotion and positive emotion predicted Explicit ORhally, the results showed that
those who were broken up with engaged in more G&@®i behaviors than those who
ended the relationship themselves or who mutualtied the relationship. These results
suggest that Relational Goal Pursuit theory, wisatommonly used to explain ORI

behavior, be reconceptualized.
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Literature Review

In a world that is highly dependent on the internad social networking sites
(SNS), researchers must consider the implicatidBNf usage and the aftermath of
breakups. With over 757 million daily active usersd 1.23 billion monthly active users,
it is clear that the use of Facebook is entwinetthénlives of its users (Facebook, n.d.).
The unprecedented reach of Facebook calls researaliention to the influence it
might have on the users’ interpersonal relatiorsHiacebook’s environment is
information-rich and therefore creates opportusifa interactions that can be either
positive or negative in nature (Ramirez, 2009; Walt& Ramirez, 2010). For example,
Facebook makes it easy for users to stay connéxtefthers and to engage in
surveillance behaviors in ways that may never lmnknto the target. Because former
romantic partners are more likely to engage in sfige relational intrusion, unwanted
pursuit behaviors, and even stalking (Cupach &zBgitg, 1998), it is necessary to
examine how former romantic partners utilize Faoéollowing a romantic
relationship breakup, as well as what role emapiarys in the engagement of Facebook
ORI behaviors of ex-partners.

The investigation of this topic is important fonvseal key reasons. First, the
present study will extend the extant literatureRatational Goal Pursuit (RGP) theory to
obsessive relational intrusion via computer-media@mmunication. RGP has
previously only been studied in offline settinggy(eCupach, Spitzberg, Bolingbroke,
and Tellitocci, 2011). Second, this study will exdehe current literature of online
surveillance behaviors—a subset of ORI behaviorstestmer partners. This is essential

because it can help social networking site usertept themselves from unwanted
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pursuit, intrusion, stalking, and potentially ewaolence. Moreover, post-breakup
emotions will be examined in order to determinaritiience on ex-partners’ Facebook
ORI behaviors. For example, the presence of vaposgive emotions—e.g., happiness,
peace, and gratitude—may decrease the likelihoaidotine will engage in Facebook ORI
of their ex-partner. However, if one experiencasace negative emotions—e.g.,
jealousy, anger, and resent—he or she should be likety to engage in Facebook ORI
behaviors of their ex-partner. Therefore, the pringoal of the present research is to
investigate post-breakup obsessive relational sidrubehaviors within the context of
Facebook, as well as the role that emotion plays.

Although some of the social networking sites (€lguitter) were created to
connect people globally, Facebook was createdrnaoext individuals to their real life
college friends in an online forum (Westlake, 2008)us, Facebook is uniquely suited to
examine the way college students use social netmgsites for surveillance and
relational intrusion of their former partners. 1802, Mark Zuckerberg, a student at
Harvard, created Facebook with the intention ofineating Harvard students together
(Westlake, 2008). In the initial stages of the,sma@y college students were able to create
a Facebook account. Each university and collegethamvn “network” which users
could join, and users were able to “friend” otheers.

By the end of 2004, Facebook had over 1 millioersigrom college campuses
around the country (Westlake, 2008). In 2006, harelvacebook made the decision to
open its doors to everyone and by the end of 2@&3tked over 757 million daily active
users (Facebook, n.d.). Today, Facebook certaonipects users from across the world;
however, it is still unique because its users dantify with specific networks, like the
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university they attend (Westlake, 2008). In oraejoin a specific university’s network,
for example, a user must provide an email addriédiated with the university. Thus,
connecting with other students who attend the sameersity is relatively quick and
simple.

With hundreds of millions of people actively usisagrial networking sites
everyday, it is important for researchers to comsitle influence SNSs have on the
interpersonal relationships of its users. Usersahle to create profiles, post pictures to
their timelines, upload and share content and,sagd friends, “check in” to locations
they visit, “poke” others, and send public and atevmessages. As part of the process,
however, users are constantly bombarded with agiatof information about their
friends, current and former significant others,wsgtances, and even complete strangers
whenever they log into their account via their néeesl. It seems clear that all of the
communication and information that is shared hagtttential to have an impact on the
relationships of its users.

Research has been conducted within the contextinadintic relationships, which
has examined how partners use social networkieg &it monitor or even spy on one
another (e.g., Cole & Weger, 2010; Muise, Christedi, & Desmarais, 2009). These
studies examine the role jealousy plays in ternfsogf much time one spends on
Facebook, as well as what surveillance behaviorentic partners engage in on
Facebook. Relatively little research, however, lieen conducted that focuses on how
formerromantic partners employ social networking siteglie purpose of surveillance,
obsessive relational intrusion, and even stalkimyever, one article suggested the
possibility that stalking occurs in social netwargisites; stalkers might even go so far as
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to impersonate the victim on their SNS profile, tdake status updates, and even send
messages to the victim’s family and friends (Fra®dsen, Lee, Southworth, & Tucker,
2010).

A long line of research has investigated obsegsgilaional intrusion and stalking
following a romantic relationship breakup in anlioi setting (e.g., Cupach, Spitzberg,
Bolingbroke, & Tellitocci, 2011; Davis, Swan, & Gaone, 2012; De Smet, Buysse, &
Brondeel, 2011; De Smet, Loeys, Buysse, 2012; DuitoVinstead, 2006;
Langhinrichsen-Rohling, Palarea, Cohen, & RohIR@)0). However, relatively little
research has examined the same phenomena in ae eatting (e.g., Ménard & Pincus,
2012), and even fewer have focused on Facebook.riiy be due to the fact that online
stalking is not, in and of itself, a physical thress such, academics and scholars may not
see the use in investigating this area of rese&folvever, identifying how ex-partners
gather information about targets is important, heeat can lead to offline stalking and
physical interactions.

Some researchers have studied cyber obsessiosaltp(@OP; e.g., Lyndon,
Bonds-Raacke, & Cratty, 2011; Spitzberg & Hoob&&02). For example, Lyndon and
colleagues (2011) define COP as “using technolaggel stalking behaviors to harass or
demand intimacy from another person” (p.711). TaBnition, however, is problematic
in that it does not account for behaviors that peeapay engage in to simply observe
another person or merely gather information abloeitr £x-partner. It should be noted
that Facebook is ideal for those who wish to martite activity and behavior of others,

while remaining undetected. Therefore, the disconbetween the COP definition and



the potential utility of Facebook requires an exalory study of the behaviors
individuals engage in on Facebook following thealBrg of a romantic relationship.

Although investigating former partners’ Faceboakvgillance of their ex-partner
may seem like a trivial endeavor, some researdadisve that online stalking actually
supplements offline stalking (e.g., Spitzberg & Hiew, 2002). Offline, “real life”
stalking, of course, is a serious issue, and etapastalkers are no exception.
Characteristic of ex-partner stalking are behawsoich as spying, loitering, and writing
to the victim; they are also more likely than othgres of stalkers to have problematic
personality characteristics that reinforce thatkshg behavior (McEwan et al., 2009).
Further, Tjaden and Thoennes, (1998) state thatdeet 43 and 45% of stalking victims
reported being overtly threatened by their stalkéreats may serve to intimidate,
however, some stalkers may follow-through. Accogdim Easton and Shackelford
(2009), when partners are unable to retain thetesy@ahey may resort to physical
violence against their partner; this partner-oedntiolence could range anywhere from
minor injuries all the way to death. Another kesus to consider with ex-partner stalkers
is how long their behaviors persist. According toBwan, Mullen, and MacKenzie
(2009), former partner stalkers typically persistizeen over two weeks to less than a
year; however, a quarter of ex-partner stalkerentedly stalk their victims for even
longer (McEwan et al., 2009). Moreover, researshave identified those between the
ages of 18-29 as those most likely to be stalkeith, 2% of victims falling within this
age range (Tjaden & Thoennes, 1998). It should ladsonoted that following a romantic
relationship breakup, college students commonlyagagn unwanted pursuit behaviors
of some kind (Langhinrichsen-Rohling, Palarea, @oieRohling, 2002). Therefore,
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because the majority of college students are aselbook users who have the potential
to access a plethora of information about formiti@nal partners, this population, in
particular, should be examined in regard to thacdbook use and obsessive relational
intrusion and surveillance behaviors. Due to theeiptoally fatal outcomes of ex-partner
stalking, in addition to the persistence of thisugr of individuals, it is necessary to
investigate how ex-partners use Facebook to gatfemation about their target
following a breakup.

While Facebook may make it easier to keep up frigimds, it also makes it easy
for individuals to virtually follow, engage in OREhaviors, and spy on their (ex)
partners, while remaining virtually undetected.Msise et al. (2009) suggested, an
individual might be presented with uncertainty-eagsnformation. This information, if
left in the wrong hands, could certainly lead torenextreme stalking-related behaviors.
Stalking behaviors, for example, can come in mangng ranging from physically
following or calling the victim, to threats and gal violence (Norris, Huss, & Palarea,
2011). Moreover, most stalking reportedly occursabyex-romantic partner. According
to Tjaden and Thoennes (1998), approximately 62%rofle stalking victims reported
that the perpetrator was some sort of former roiogeatrtner, compared to 32% of male
victims. Thus, it's possible that when a formertpar is faced with uncertainty-causing
information via Facebook, he or she could engaggalking behaviors that result in
violence, or even fatalities. Therefore, it is resay to explore how people are using
Facebook within their former romantic relationship®rder to better understand the

potential for disaster.



Literature Review

Relational Goal Pursuit Theory

It is also important to discuss Relational GoaldRiirtheory (RGP) as it helps to
explain ORI behaviors. According to Cupach, Spitgb8olingbroke, and Tellitocci
(2011), RGP theory states that relationships aa as goals. Therefore, those who are
persistently pursuing the relationship do so beedligy have exaggerated the
importance of this goal, perhaps because theyJelies the only way that they can
achieve a higher goal (e.g., life happiness). Wthermpursuer cannot achieve the goal
(e.g., the relationship), he or she tends to rutairexperience strong negative affect, and
obsess over the target person. The pursuer wdhatitionalize what he or she is doing
and try even harder to attain the desired relatipnwith the target.

Cupach et al. (2011) found that several factoegalated to RGP: goal linking,
rumination, and self-efficacy. Goal linking invobreonnecting the relationship goal to a
higher-order goal. Rumination involves persistert aagging thoughts about attaining
the goal. Thus, rumination makes the goal that nmacke important in the mind of the
pursuer. According to the researchers, “When gdaiesement is the only path believed
to provide relief from the rumination, relationshprsuers intensify their efforts to reach
the relational goal they so desperately desiref(Qp). Interestingly, Dennison and
Stewart (2006) found that shame is related to ratron while engaging in unwanted
pursuit behaviors. Moreover, the researchers alsod that covert pursuit was positively
related to rumination (Dennison & Stewart, 2008%; possible that this covert pursuit is
akin to online surveillance. Finally, it is necasstor the pursuer to feel like he or she is

able to achieve the goal. Thus, high self-efficacynperative. Cupach and colleagues
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(2011) found that for those who were dumped by thaitner, both the time since the
breakup as well as self-efficacy predicted thedsswpy of pursuit behavior. For self-
initiated breakups, the time since the breakup,jmation, and self-efficacy predicted the
frequency of pursuit behaviors. For partner-ingthbreakups, linking, rumination and
self-efficacy all predicted global persistence. elf-initiated breakups, both goal
linking as well as rumination predicted global petence. When the breakup was a
mutual decision, only rumination predicted globatgistence.

In a study conducted by Park, Sanchez, and Brsaid2011), the researchers
focused on relationship contingent self-worth (CSN the role it plays in obsessive
pursuit. CSW and RGP are closely related concdptuidie difference, according to
Park et al. (2011), hinges on the fact that reteiigp CSW is not specific to any one
relationship, while RGP is. The authors explairteat people high in relationship CSW
placed their self-worth on whether or not they wara relationship. They found that
relationship CSW was related to obsessive purand,the relationship was partially
accounted for by emotional distress. Park and aglles (2011) suggested that future
research examine the role that rumination playe @assible mediator between CSW and
emotional distress. Because CSW and RGP are selgl@dated, it stands to reason that
rumination does, indeed, play a role in RGP, asaChet al. (2011) suggested.

Based on the available literature of RelationadlGRursuit theory and the related
constructs of rumination, goal linking, and selfiegcy, the following hypothesis is
posited:

H1: (a) Goal-linking, (b) rumination, and (c) selfieticy will predict Facebook

ORI behavior.



Obsessive Relational Intrusion

Obsessive relational intrusion is particularly uséb discuss in the context of
former romantic breakups and the use of Faceboakipartners. Obsessive relational
intrusion (ORY) is defined as “repeated and unwaptgrsuit and invasion of one’s sense
of physical or symbolic privacy by another perseither stranger or acquaintance, who
desires and/or presumes an intimate relationsi@ppéch & Spitzberg, 1998, pp. 234-
235). Thus, according to Cupach and Spitzberg (R@B3 definition implies that the
individuals involved have a difference in goals tften not clear, however, whether the
pursuer’s goal is revenge or reconciliation wita gartner (Cupach & Spitzberg, 1998).
Regardless, the target and the pursuer want diffengtcomes, which causes a problem.
Oftentimes there is also a dialectic of autonomy @@pendence that, if mismanaged,
will result in ORI behaviors (Cupach & Spitzber@98). Also, the researchers suggest
that ORI involves more than just one occurrence {atensity escalates over time).
Finally, they claim that the intrusion does not &y be physical. ORI behaviors are
often discussed in lieu of stalking because thebawors are, for the most part, not
legally recognized. Also, according to Spitzberg;dstro, and Cousins (1998), “Unlike
stalking cases, obsessive relational intrusiomrdined to relationships in which prior
acquaintance of some degree is assumed by thegpuvghether this acquaintance is real
or delusional” (p. 34). Thus, ORI assumes thatali®some sort of relationship between
the pursuer and the target; however, it may na treal” relationship.

It should be noted that stalking, unwanted pursuit] obsessive relational
intrusion are often used interchangeably. Howeleerthe purposes of the present study,
stalking is differentiated from unwanted pursuitl@bsessive relational intrusion.
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Ménard and Pincus (2012) define stalking as belnakai involves “the repeated pursuit
and harassment of another causing fear or bodrity’hgp. 2184). Within the present
study, stalking refers specifically to offline d#tiamg. Stalking is legally recognized and is
considered a much more “severe form” of unwantedytiand ORI (Dutton &

Winstead, 2011, p. 1130). Obsessive relationaligmn, unwanted pursuit, and persistent
pursuit are virtually the same, but are reportedubhout according to how previous
researchers specified. Another concept that isiretly discussed in terms of Facebook
use is that of surveillance. In the present sti@dgebook surveillance is defined as
behaviors that SNS users engage in to observe andanthe activity of other users.
These behaviors are generally mild and innocuousiare; moreover, these surveillance
behaviors are considered under the scope of thebBak ORI behaviors (e.g., Cole &
Weger, 2010).

A plethora of research has been conducted in wigsdarchers have investigated
the occurrence of ORI behaviors, as well as thairetates (e.g., Cupach & Spitzberg,
1998; Spitzberg, Cupach, & Ciceraro, 2010; Spitgbbtarshall, & Cupach, 2001).
Cupach and Spitzberg (2000) conducted a founddtstndy using a 63-item measure of
ORI behavior. They found that these items werdedI¢o four factors: pursuit (e.g.,
“visited you at work”), violation (e.g., “broke iatyour home or apartment”), threat (e.g.,
“damaged property or possessions of yours”), aqebhRintimacy (e.g., “engaged in
excessive self-disclosure”). The researchers fabadhyper-intimacy was the most
frequently engaged in ORI behavior, followed bysuit, threat, and violation. They also
found that all forms of ORI were upsetting to thetims, but violation was the most
upsetting, as well as the most privacy-invasiveesgresults show the pervasiveness of
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ORI behaviors. Their findings also support the ittet many people perceive that ORI
behaviors are not necessarily cause for alarm,wikipotentially why such behaviors
are not legally recognized.

Along the same lines, Dutton and Winstead (208@&)rened unwanted pursuit
behaviors (UPB) in regard to relational satisfattioreakup distress, attachment, and
one’s alternatives to the relationship. They dididee UPBs into two categories: Pursuit
and Aggression. Dutton and Winstead (2006) alsaddbhat pursuers were significantly
more likely to be preoccupied in their attachméaintwere targets. The researchers also
found that the fewer alternatives one has to ttedationship, the more likely they are to
engage in both types of UPB. They found that fematdually monitored and physically
hurt targets significantly more than males. Thasaiigs are in sharp contrast to those of
Spitzberg et al. (2010), who found that femalesengggnificantly more likely to report
being the victim of ORI behaviors than males arat tamales also find the pursuit
behaviors as significantly more threatening tham@des. Spitzberg and his colleagues
(2001) also found that sexual coercion victimizatreas related to obsessive relational
intrusion. Put simply, people who have experiengatbus forms of sexual coercion
(e.q., restraint, psychological tactics, deceptaond force) have also likely experienced
ORI.

A study conducted by Sinclair, Ladny, and Lynda61(1) examined how
rejection sensitivity, depleted self-regulationg aalationship termination combined to
increase one’s risk for engaging in ORI behavidtey found that when internally
rejected (as opposed to externally rejected), @pants reported significantly higher
likelihood of engaging in aggressive ORI. They dtsand that polite rejection did not
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lead to more pursuit or aggressive ORI behavioprasiously thought. Instead, the
researchers found evidence to the contrary; expégction was linked to a higher
likelihood of intrusive behavior. These resultsiaade that the level of face threat one
perceives influences the likelihood of committinRIbehaviors. Together, these
findings warrant further research on ORI behavand their correlates.

In regard to obsessive relational intrusion (Q&lyl unwanted pursuit behavior,
(UPB), De Smet et al. (2012) found that those whaeséner initiated the breakup were
significantly more likely to engage in unwanted fuit behaviors, compared to those
who reported that the breakup was a mutual deciSionilarly, Langhinrichsen-Rohling
et al. (2000) found that most of those whose paimgated the breakup engaged in at
least one unwanted pursuit behavior. Thereforefah@wing hypothesis is presented:

H2: Those who report partner-initiated breakups withaye in Facebook ORI
behaviors the most, followed by those who reportualuoreakups, with those reporting

self-initiated breakups engaging in the least Fackl®RI behaviors.

Social Networking Sites

Nine years after the inception of Facebook, usentinue to make their presence
known on social media. Millions of people this yaéyne continue to flock in droves to
social networking sites (SNSs) in order to (re)amtwith friends and relatives across
the globe. The spectrum of SNSs ranges from Fa&ednod Instagram to Twitter and
LinkedIn; the function of these sites is to conrfeends, family, peers and even
strangers. The most popular SNS, Facebook, rep68snillion people using Facebook
everyday and over 1 billion monthly users (Facebood.). Facebook is unique,

however, in that it primarily connects users frdrait offline lives (Bryant & Marmo,
12



2009). Specifically, Facebook is one of the fewaaretworking sites where people
connect to others whom they actually know fromrthegal” lives, as opposed to sites
such as Twitter, where people connect to othersentifhes, celebrities—whom they do
not actually know offline. Recent research evergssts that approximately 90% of
college students use Facebook and they frequesitthéor an average of a little over 1.5
hours per day (Junco, 2012). Thus, most colleggesits are using the site, and those
Facebook users do so for the purposes of connewtthgheir real friends in an online
forum.

Over the last several years, a plethora of reedaas been conducted focusing on
SNSs (Amichai-Hamburger & Vinitzky, 2010; ChaulkJ&nes, 2011; Hampton,
Sessions Goulet, Rainie, & Purcell, 2011; Lent0€09; Mod, 2010; Muise,
Christofides, & Desmarais, 2009; Ross, Orr, S&rsgneault, Simmering, & Orr, 2009).
Ultimately, this research points to the fact thsiSSusers employ the sites to engage
primarily in social grooming behaviors (e.g., TufgkR008). This trend of social
grooming behavior is the overall surveillance by aiser over another user or multiple
users, including browsing others’ profiles and kegpgabs on friends (Tufekci, 2008).
The vast majority of SNS users appear to engagedral grooming practices such as
observing (a kind of eavesdropping) other peoptethrir interactions with others (Stern
& Taylor, 2007). A study by Pempek, Yermolayeva] &alvert (2009) found that nearly
45% of Facebook users engaged in online “lurkingyireh the previous week; lurking
involves viewing others’ profiles and content with@ctually participating in any
interactions. Pempek and her colleagues also fthatdabout 70% of respondents read
others’ walls and profiles five to seven days akyemd 54% reported reading their
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Facebook news feed just as often. Together, thedmds bolster support for the
suggestion that college students, in particular esmgaging in surveillance of their friends
and peers regularly.

Social networking sites seem to tap into this jwdyg toward observing, too. For
example, Tufekci (2008) explains that everythingraslo in the SNS environment leaves
a “digital trail of a person’s social activitiegi.(546). Depending on a user’s privacy
settings, this “digital (paper) trail” can be sepuiblic and easily accessible to others
(Tufekci, 2008). In their study of Facebook us&tern and Taylor (2007) posit that the
reason for such observation and “checking up” treistis to reduce uncertainty about
other people. In other words, the researchers stigjgt by gathering information about
another person, users can reduce the uncertaeyyfelel about the other person, and
thereby reduce their anxiety.

The social grooming practices suggested by Tuf@08) as well as Stern and
Taylor (2007) are central to the investigation itite use of social networking sites
within romantic and formerly romantic relationshipfiese surveillance behaviors are all
too perfect for individuals who are then able tex¢éabs on their ex-partners with a click
of the mouse, many times without their ex-partnkriewledge. Twitter, for example, is
a social networking site that simply asks the qoastWWhat are you doing?” and allows
users to type what they wish, in 140 charactetess. Users can “follow” other users on
Twitter, or even subscribe to other Facebook ugersceive updates about each other
throughout the day. The term “Facestalking” hagindg been coined to describe the
behavior of a Facebook user who continually sprestbers (Persch, 2007). Virtually
following, or even stalking, other users is inheérenTwitter, Facebook, and similar sites.
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It is somewhat surprising, then, that a relativstyall proportion of SNS users report
incidents of stalking (Stern & Taylor, 2007). Siarlly, Strawhun, Adams, and Huss
(2013) found that only approximately 20% of pafants say that they believe they have
been cyberstalked. However, this may be due tdaittehat information is accessed
without a user’s knowledge, and people might naoisater it an invasion of privacy if
people are considered their “friends” or even tpantners. Moreover, Strawhun and
colleagues (2013) found that only about 26% ofrtharticipants reported engaging in
any cyberstalking behaviors. These results aréank gontrast to those of Young (2011),
who found that 67% of respondents reported “fadidstg in an effort to keep tabs on
others. These conflicting results could be duééovtay the researchers framed their
guestions. It seems that Young (2011) framed fatiesg in a positive light (e.g.,
following what is happening in others’ lives), waibtrawhun and colleagues (2013) used
the term of “stalking.”

This unobtrusive online stalking behavior hasgbeential to move offline, too.
Social networking sites like Facebook, for exampl|ew people to post detailed
information about what a user is doing and wheusax is. For instance, Facebook users
have the option to “check-in” to establishments/thee currently at. Moreover, they can
post a status update or a picture that links tosémeie one is currently, or was recently,
at. Although, in such instances Facebook userprarading this sort of information
voluntarily, there is the potential for users teeal information involving their
whereabouts without even knowing they are doindrscecent years, discussion of
geotagging pictures has increased and become a fauserious concern. According to
CBS Chicago (2010), when taking pictures with arspiene, the phone will embed
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GPS information to the picture. While this in aridtself may not seem invasive, one
must consider what happens when such a pictuhersuploaded online. If, for example,
a Facebook user were to then upload a picture takencell phone to their Facebook
page, anyone who has access to the photo can élageotag information quite easily.
The GPS information provided in the geotag canallstshow where the picture was
uploaded with an accuracy of one meter, give cg (&d8S Chicago, 2010). Thus, itis
evident that unknowing Facebook users can placagékes in harm’s way by simply
uploading a photo; a jilted former romantic partoeuld get the information from the
geotag and use it to stalk the victim offline.

Furthermore, McEwan, Mullen, and Mackenzie (2088)gest that a lack of
internet access, as well as not knowing the lonatica (potential) victim are protective
factors that inhibit the occurrence of unwantedspitrbehavior. These factors can be
extended to the context of computer-mediated conmratian, generally, and Facebook,
specifically, in that Facebook can allow a pursessy access to contact the victim.
Moreover, Facebook enables targets to let othewa/kheir whereabouts explicitly (by
stating where they are in the form of a status tgpdachecking in) and implicitly (by
geotagging).

Pursuit in CMC. Pursuit in computer-mediated contexts, particuldrgy
Internet, is important to investigate because efrélative anonymity one can feel when
engaging in such behaviors (Fraser et al., 201B).add UPB have begun to be explored
within the context of computer-mediated communaratihe Internet (e.g., Spitzberg &
Hoobler, 2002; Strawhun et al., 2013), and Facepsgpécifically (e.g., Chaulk & Jones,
2011; Lyndon, Bonds-Raacke, & Cratty, 2011). Cuigerhis research has focused on
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translating offline ORI behaviors to online ORI bglors. For example, Spitzberg and
Hoobler (2002) created the Cyber Obsessive PUG@P) measure to examine how
some people engage in pursuit behaviors on thengtten general. However, their belief
is that one’s online pursuit behavior supplemerghher offline pursuit behavior. One
issue with relying on this measure is that at tfme tthe article was published, Facebook
was not even created. Facebook has since revakewithe way people communicate,
and even obsessively pursue others.

Other research has examined sex differences inb@Rdviors. For example,
Ménard and Pincus (2012) focused on sex differeimcesgard to both online and offline
ORI behaviors. Interestingly, the researchers fatatimales were significantly more
likely than females to engage in both types of ®&1avior. Similarly, in a meta-analysis
of offline stalking and persistent pursuit, SpitmheCupach, and Ciceraro (2010) found
that men were 2.5 times more likely than womerefmrt that they had pursued someone
in a way that could be interpreted as stalkingawBtiun and colleagues (2013), on the
other hand, found that females actually admitteeingaging in cyberstalking behaviors
significantly more than did males. Moreover, De §Beysse, and Brondeel (2011)
found that several factors influenced the frequesfayne’s participation in unwanted
pursuit behaviors, including: being female, haViegs education, and having less
socially desirable response tendencies. In a stadglucted by Dennison and Stewart
(2006) on offline pursuit, the researchers fourat thales were significantly more likely
than females to engage in direct communication thightarget of pursuit, whereas
females were more likely to engage in surveillamceonitoring and physical violence.
However, the researchers also found that in tefras\eert pursuit, there were no
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significant sex differences. It seems likely thataim of the Facebook ORI behaviors
involving a former romantic partner could fall undiee category of covert pursuit,
because many of the behaviors focus on one-sidedtonag rather than two-sided
interaction and communication. Due to the contngsfindings related to pursuit
behaviors, stalking, and ORI in regard to sex diffiees, the following research question
is asked:

RQ1: Is there a sex difference in regard to engagirfggicebook ORI of former
romantic partners?

One interesting avenue that computer-mediateduguesearch has taken
involves the Facebook “friendship” status betweemanantic partners (e.g., Marshall,
2012). Specifically, Marshall (2012) investigatemihremaining Facebook friends with a
partner (or not) affected post dissolution recov&uyrprisingly, she found that remaining
friends with an ex-partner on Facebook was nedsgtagsociated with longing and desire
for the partner, as well as negative emotions. Hawneshe also found that those who
remained friends with an ex had less personal drantl development following a
breakup. Marshall (2012) also found that frequeaddbook surveillance and monitoring
of an ex-partner—regardless of Facebook friendstajus—was associated with desire,
longing, negative feelings, distress, and lowespeal growth. The researcher suggests
that perhaps not having access to a former rompatioer’s profile creates mystery,
while remaining friends exposes one to the ex’snigodaily routine, which could aid in
recovery. Similarly, Bevan, Pfyl, and Barclay (2D&amined the effects of unfriending
someone on Facebook. They found that when peopile wedriended by someone close
to them, including an ex-romantic partner, theyeazignced significantly more
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rumination than when they were unfriended by a ndistant contact. They also found
that more intense use of Facebook was relatectcteased negative emotion, as well as
increased rumination.

Sbarra and Emery (2005) conducted a study ondissblution emotion and
recovery and found that on days when participapented having contact with their ex-
partner, they also reported more sadness andTdveresearchers suggest that “one
obvious way for a pining partner to monitor thetrseavailability is to seek out contact”
(p. 229). Thus, this particular study could havelioations for Facebook surveillance of
former romantic partners. Furthermore, McEwan asablleagues (2009) suggest that
an aggravating factor found to contribute to unwdrgursuit behavior is increased
contact between the victim and the pursuer. Dubaaelatively little research available
on this subject, as well as the contradictory fugdi, the following research question is
asked:

RQ2: Does being “friends” with an ex-partner influerféacebook ORI behavior?

Post-breakup Emotion

The experience of negative emotion, in generalpWohg a breakup is also
important to consider. For example, De Smet, Buyasé Brondeel (2011) found that
increased negative affect was positively assocaiddincreased reports of offline
unwanted pursuit behavior. In other words, the nmagative emotion one experiences
after a breakup, the more likely he or she is @age in (offline) unwanted pursuit
behavior with the former romantic partner as tligaa Of course, it seems natural that
the person who is dumped is the one who will exgmee more negative emotions. For

example, Sprecher, Felmlee, Metts, Fehr, and VAR¥8) investigated the occurrence
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of 14 emotions (9 negative, 5 positive) after sakig. They found that those who were
dumped reported the most distress, in terms oftiegamotions (e.g., jealousy, hurt,
frustration, guilt, and anger).

Although negative affect is common after a romahtgakup, this situation can
also lead to the experience of positive emotiosaricomes, as well. For example, in
regard to divorce, Amato and Previti (2003) fouhdttwhen people initiate the breakup,
they are more likely to experience increased pdypchcal well-being and emotion. As
previously mentioned, in a study conducted by $band Emery (2005), participants
who had contact with a former partner that day regbincreased love. However, it is
unclear whether the emotion caused the partnezaichrout and make contact with
his/her ex, or if the emotion was a result of thetact. Because negative emotion is
linked to increased pursuit behavior (De Smet eR8l11), it may be that some positive
emotions (e.g., happiness, peace, and joy) areditd decreased pursuit behavior. It
may be, however, that some positive emotions (lexg, fondness, gratitude, and
appreciation) are linked to increased pursuit belaas indicated by Sbarra and
Emery’s (2005) findings.

Pursuer. In the case of a former romantic partner engagimgRI or UPB, it is
necessary to think of the range of emotions hderfsels immediately after the breakup.
For the most part, the pursuer still wants therddsielationship; thus, it is likely that the
pursuer feels some form of love for the targetekd research has shown that those who
engage in UPB are often those whose partner idtitite breakup (De Smet, Loeys,
Buysse, 2012). Therefore, it is likely that theguear experiences rejection, and a serious
face-threat.
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It is clear that a host of emotions are involvéidrahe dissolution of a romantic
relationship, and many of these emotions are iifiedsvhen considering ORI and UPB.
For example, De Smet, Loeys, and Buysse (2012) imeahthe negative affect involved
in UPB. The emotions involved in their negativeesatfscale were: hurt, guilt, shame,
jealousy, anxiety, frustration, sadness, unhappiresger, and depression. They found
that when combined into a scale, these negativaiensowere significantly related to
unwanted pursuit behavior (on the part of the pemsrherefore, they suggest that after
a romantic relationship is terminated, impropemakhg with negative emotions could
result in the perpetration of UPB (De Smet et2012). Similarly, Davis, Swan, and
Gambone (2012) found that pursuers often feel tagta of emotions, including
jealousy, anger, pain, distress, embarrassmemeshtsadness, and hurt. Furthermore,
Davis and colleagues (2012) explain that in terflR®P, those who experience
possessiveness, desperation, jealousy, as weltaasse attraction are more likely to
engage in ORI behaviors.

According to Roberts (2002), ex-partner stalkeesenikely to be characterized
as having jealousy, suspiciousness, and “inap@tgpemotional reactions” (p. 6).
Roberts (2002) found that former romantic partreeabsers were characterized by high
levels of jealousy and suspiciousness. Spitzbedgcalieagues (1998) also suggested
that jealousy is important to consider as it istiedl to an aggressive predisposition.
Similarly, Dutton and Winstead (2006) found thagj@n jealousy, and unhappiness were
all positively associated with both of their measuof UPB: Aggression and Pursuit.
Moreover, breakup distress was found to be relatdubth types of UPB (Dutton &
Winstead, 2006). Further, in a meta-analysis ofivestfor pursuit and stalking,
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Spitzberg and Cupach (2007) identified love, jegyo@and anger to be three of the top
motives for engaging in such behavior.

Target. In terms of ORI and emotion of the targets of uni@drpursuit, Cupach
and Spitzberg (1998) explain that victims of mildrusion experience stress, fear, shock,
self-blame, violation, loss of trust, upset, depi@s, anxiety, and annoyance. Similarly,
Cupach et al. (2011) discussed how targets of Rit&a teel harassed, annoyed, and
even guilty. Moreover, when one partner wants tomneile, but the target does not, the
target can feel aggravated or even fearful (Cugaeth., 2011). Targets are often unclear
and polite in their messages of rejection, whiotoading to some researchers, to a
pursuer, can actually be perceived as being affieate (e.g., Cupach & Spitzberg, 1998).
It is also interesting to note that pursuers amgelly unaware of the target’s emotions;
instead, they are primarily preoccupied with tlwiun feelings (Cupach & Spitzberg,
1998).

The emotions that people feel following a breaktgimportant to consider when
discussing potential ORI behaviors. Emotions aterolinked to action tendencies (e.g.,
Lazarus, 1991). These action tendencies represeatctions that people typically take in
response to the experience of a particular emd@Garerrero et al., 2005). Several
important action tendencies, in particular, areessary to consider within the ORI
context. The first to consider is the action terayeior anger—and to a lesser extent,
frustration—which is attack (e.g., Floyd, 2011; @Geeo et al., 2005). As previously
mentioned, both anger and frustration are emotioatsare implicated for those engaging
in pursuit. Another emotion to take into accourthiat of jealousy. The action tendency
associated with jealousy is surveillance (Floyd, 20 Because jealousy is implicated in

22



the process of relational breakups, it is importardonsider when discussing ORI
behaviors and Facebook stalking. It seems likedy When one experiences jealousy
following the aftermath of a breakup, he or shd kkély react by engaging in
surveillance of the former romantic partner. Basedhe available action tendency
literature, as well as research on emotions inwblneORI, the following research
guestion is asked:

RQ3: What is the relationship between post-breakuptems and Facebook ORI

behavior?
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Chapter 2: Method

Participants

A total of 356 participants were recruited from goamication courses at a large
southwestern university; however, only 326 partaig were retained for analysis
because they reported being in a dating relatipniséiore their most recent breakup.
Students were offered extra credit to participatee sample consisted of 147 males and
179 females between the ages of 18 andvBZ 0.79,SD= 2.69). The ethnic
composition of the sample was: 62.6% Caucasia®dXispanic, 12.6% Asian or
Asian American, 5.2% African American or Black, % 0/ultiracial, 0.9% American
Indian or Alaskan Native, and 2.1% reported “other.

The plurality of the participants were in a romamglationship for six to 12
months (26.7 %), 23.9 % reported being in a retatgp for less than six months, 12%
reported being in relationship with their ex-partfeg 1 year, 17.8% reported being in
relationship for two years, 10.4 percent reporteithdp in a relationship for three years,
4.6% reported they were in a relationship for 4rgea.1% reported being in a
relationship for five years, and 2.5% reported gema relationship for more than five
years.

A slight majority of participants reported thatithereakup occurred less than six
months ago (27%), followed closely by those wharegdl the relationship ended
between one and two years ago (26.7%), those wdiehrp with their partner between
six months and one year ago (24.2%), and thosereguartedly broke-up with their

partner more than two years ago (22.1%).

24



Many participants reported ending the romanticti@teship themselves (40.8%),
followed by those who reported that their ex-pargmeded the relationship (30.7%), and
those who reported that the breakup was a mutweaida (25.5%). Finally, 3.1% of
participants chose “prefer not to answer.”

With regard to Facebook friendship status, a mgjafi participants reported that
they were currently Facebook friends with theirpaxtner (62.3%), with 34.7% of
participants reporting that they were not frienddhwheir ex-partner. Only 3.1% of
individuals reported that they were unsure whetinerot they were currently Facebook
friends with their ex-partner.

Finally, 181 participants reported that their extper was a male, while 145
participants reported their ex-partner was a femiherefore, 318 participants reported
on a heterosexual relationship, and only 8 paditip reported on a homosexual

relationship.

Procedure

Potential participants were selected from a langeersity, and contacted through
email. The email included a link to the online dgig®aire on Survey Monkey, as well
as instructions on how to complete it. No identifyinformation was collected;
therefore, responses remained anonymous. The guaeaire included the inclusion
criteria items, breakup initiation item, FacebodRI@ems, and emotion items. The self-

report questionnaire ended with several basic deapbic questions (e.g., ethnicity and

age).
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M easur es

Inclusion Criteria. Several criteria were met in order for individugds
participate. Individuals were included in the stufdya) they had been in a dating
romantic relationship, (b) they had an active Fao&kaccount, and (c) their ex-partner
had an active Facebook account. To be sure thatimaividuals who met the inclusion
criteria were retained for data analysis, the feilig items were used in the
guestionnaire. First, participants were asked, “havuld you define your romantic
relationship that ended?” Response choices werarribtl,” “Engaged,” “Exclusively
dating,” “Casually dating,” or “Other.” Becauseglstudy only examines people who
were in a dating relationship, only participantsowdinoose “exclusively dating” or
“casually dating” were included in the data anayslext, participants were asked, “Do
you have an active Facebook account?” Responseashaiere “Yes” or “No.” Finally,
participants were asked, “Does your ex-partner favactive Facebook account?”
Response choices were “Yes,” “No,” or “I don’t kndWwor both of the Facebook
guestions, only those who selected “Yes” were atldwo complete the online
guestionnaire.

Initiation of breakup. To determine the role the participant played in the
termination of the relationship, participants wasied the question: “Who ended the
relationship?” Responses choices were: “Me,” “Mytpar,” “It was mutual,” or “Prefer
not to answer.” Those who chose the final respeagsgory (“Prefer not to answer”)

were not included in the hypothesis test relevanihat variable.
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Participant sex. In order to determine each individual’s sex, ggsants were
asked the question: “What is your biological seR@sponse choices were: “Male” or
“Female.”

Facebook friendship status. To determine the friendship status of participants
with their former partners, one question was aské&ce you currently Facebook friends
with your ex-partner?” Answer choices were: “Ye¥yo,” and “I don’t know.” Those
who chose the final response choice (“I don’t knpwére not included in the hypothesis
tests relevant to this variable.

For each of the following measures, scales werated by averaging the items.
Each scale was considered reliable if the Cronlsaglpha was greater than .70 (see
Table 1 for alphas). If the Cronbach’s alpha ditimeet this criterion, items were
dropped from the scale until the measure was deeelietle.

Goal linking. To measure goal linking, a revised version of Chpetcal.’s
(2011) measure was used. The seven-item measuaa et the stem, “Before we
broke up...” and was followed by items, such as:élidved no one could ‘complete’ me
other than this person;” “I determined that onlig therson could help me achieve my
life’s goals;” and, “Having this person in my lifeemed essential to becoming who |
wanted to become” (see Table 2). The items weresuned on a seven-point Likert-type
scale, where 1 Strongly Disagreeand 7 =Strongly AgreeOne item was reverse-coded,
then all items were averaged together to createvarall goal linking score; individual
scores ranged from 1 to 7. This measure was faube wvery reliableo = .91).

Rumination. To measure rumination, a revised version of Cugdeh.’s (2011)

measure was used. The 12-item measure beginsheittém, “After the breakup...” and
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is followed by items, such as: “I thought | would &xtremely happy if | were able to
reestablish a relationship with this person;” ‘bdight failing to obtain the relationship |
wanted would make me feel miserable;” and, “I deelbn what kind of relationship we
might have had between us” (see Table 3). Thesiteare measured on a seven-point
Likert-type scale, where 1Mot at All 4 =Somewhatand 7 =Very Much All items were
averaged to create an overall rumination scoreyidhdal scores ranged from 1 to 7. This
item was found to be very reliable € .96).

Self-efficacy. In order to measure self-efficacy, Cupach et §2G11) measure
was used. This 7-item measure begins with the $tdtar the breakup...” and is
followed by items such as: “I believed that pemsise in trying to reestablish the
relationship with my ex-partner would pay off;"Was unsure that | could persuade my
ex-partner to reconcile our relationship;” andbélieved | was capable of convincing my
partner to get back together” (see Table 4). Térastwere measured on a seven-point
Likert-type scale, where 1 Strongly Disagreeand 7 =Strongly AgreeThree items
were reverse-coded, then all items were averagerktde an overall self-efficacy score;
individual scores ranged from 1 to 7. This measwas found to be reliablex(= .73).

Facebook ORI. Presently, no single measure of Facebook ORI seems
encompass all of the possible behaviors. Accorglirgd0-item measure was created that
includes all of the non-redundant behaviors frooompilation of items from Lyndon et
al.’s (2011) 13-item measure of Facebook stalkasgwell as Chaulk and Jones’ (2011)
38-item 0-ORI measure. The stem was: “Please itegivaw frequently you engaged in
each of the Facebook-related behaviors followingryomantic relationship breakup

with your ex-partner.” Example items are: “Used pinefiles of ex-partner’s
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friends/family/coworkers to obtain information albdlie ex-partner;” “Showed up at the
event(s) ex-partner would be attending as postdussher Facebook;” and, “Showed up
at places ex-partner would be, as gathered frortagedrom his/her Facebook photos”
(see Table 5 for full list). Response choices weeasured on a 7-point Likert-type scale,
where 1 =Neverand 7 =All the Time

To assess the dimensionality of the Facebook @Rist the items were factor
analyzed following Costello and Osborne’s (200%5premendations. An exploratory
factor analysis was conducted on the Facebook @Risi using the Maximum
Likelihood method and direct oblimin rotation. Menum likelihood was chosen because
it allows factors to be correlated, unlike the coomhy used Principle Components
Analysis; direct oblimin rotation also allows factors to be correlated (Costello &
Osborne, 2005). The scree plot suggested two widglactors were present. Iltems that
had a primary loading of .50 or greater and a sga@gnloading of .30 or below were
included. Items with crossloadings (e.g., loadingpanore than one factor at .32 or
higher) or those that did not meet the previouga were dropped from further analysis
(Costello & Osborne, 2005). Ten items were elimedadrom further analysis, including
the following: “Posted poetry or music lyrics iragts in reference to ex-partner to taunt
or hurt;” “Posted poetry or music lyrics in statngeference to try and get back
together;” “Been blocked from ex-partner’s profiled asked them to unblock it;” “Sent
ex-partner message(s);” “Posted on ex-partner'§'w&ent ex-partner’s
friends/family/coworkers messages;” “Posted onwhéls of ex-partner’s

friends/family/coworkers;” “Commented on ex-partsgrhotos/notes/other;” “Waited
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for ex-partner to come online (Facebook chat);”,&kghdated status to make ex-partner
jealous.”

A second exploratory factor analysis was then cotetlion the remaining items
using the Maximum Likelihood method with direct il rotation. The Kaiser-Meyer
Olkin test and Bartlett’s test of sphericity wergnificant, KMO = .92,)(2 (435) =
7973.31p < .001. The first factor initially included 21 ites such as: “Tried to add ex-
partner’s friends/family/coworkers to your frienst]” “Showed up at places ex-partner
would be, as gathered from geotags from his/heels@ak photos;” and, “Attempted to
be invited to the same events/groups as the exgraitsee Table 6 for full list). This
factor explained 44.42% of the variance. The sedaaibr included items such as:
“Looked at the photos he/she posted or the phbtistave been posted of him/her;”
“Used the profiles of ex-partner’s friends/familgieorkers to obtain information about
the ex-partner;” and, “Read ex-partner’s wall casaéons (posts and replies)” (see
Table 6 for full list). The items included in tHector were those that described passive,
non-aggressive behaviors; therefore, this facta labeled Covert ORI. This factor
explained 13.35% of the variance. The 9 itemsltiated onto this factor were put into a
scale and averaged, and the alpha was computesimBaisure was found to be reliable
(o =.92).

To assess the dimensionality of the first fact@eeond order factor analysis was
performed, using the Maximum Likelihood method airéct oblimin rotation. The
Kaiser-Meyer Olkin test and Bartlett’s test of sptiey were significant, KMO = .91y?
(210) =5840.77p < .001. The results indicated the presence oéthrelerlying factors.

One factor contained only two items. According wst&llo and Osborne (2005), a factor
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with five or more items that strongly load onto thetor is best. Thus, the first factor was
dropped from further analysis. The second fact®s eeanposed of four items that were
not theoretically related beyond the fact that tiveye all ORI behaviors. Following
Costello and Osborne’s (2005) recommendationsfdlier was also dropped from
further analysis. Another four items did not mént previously established criteria to be
included on a factor (e.g., primary loading < .8l/an secondary loading > .3) and were
also dropped from further analysis. The 11 remgi@ms included in this factor
involved the more extreme, active ORI behaviors thassed over into offline actions;
thus, this factor was labeled Explicit ORI (see [€ah). This factor accounted for 54.12%
of the variance. The 11 items were combined irdoade and averaged, and the reliability
was then computed. This measure was found to lte mgliable ¢ = .94).

Emotion items. To assess the emotions experienced after th&upethe
participants were given the following prompt: “Pdeandicate the extent to which you
agree that you felt each of the following emotifwibowing your breakup with your ex-
partner.” They were then given a set of 42 emotlmased on several typologies (e.g., De
Smet et al., 2012; Guerrero et al., 2005), as agethe literature available regarding post-
breakup emotion. Example emotions included jealplasye, hate, anger, and sadness
(see Table 8 for complete emotion list). Respohséces ranged from 1 Mot at All, to
7 =Very Strongly

The emotion items were factor analyzed to deterrttiedactor structure,
following Costello and Osborne’s (2005) recommeiutest An exploratory factor
analysis was conducted using the Maximum Likelihowthod with direct oblimin

rotation. Again, Maximum Likelihood allows the facs$ to be correlated, as does the
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chosen rotation (Costello & Osborne, 2005). Thusass ideal for the emotion items. The
criteria used to determine the number of factoreewthe scree plot and eigenvalues
greater than 1. For an item to be included on tofait needed to have a primary loading
of .50 or greater, and a secondary loading oftless .30. Problematic items that did not
meet these criteria were eliminated, and a secactdif analysis was conducted in order
to clarify the factor structure (e.g., Costello &liorne, 2005). The emotions that were
dropped from the follow-up exploratory factor arsagywere: affection, annoyance,
sympathy, unhappiness, contempt, fondness, goitte hand love.

The Kaiser-Meyer Olkin test and Bartlett’s tessphericity were significant,
KMO = .93,%% (528) = 6609.00p < .001. Two clear factors emerged. The first facto
was labeled “positive emotions” and consisted oitd&s, including happiness, peace,
gratitude, and satisfaction (see Table 9 for fat)| This factor explained 30.31% of the
variance. The second factor was labeled “negativetiens” and consisted of 21
emotions, including: rage, despair, jealousy, anbarassment. This factor explained
21.17% of the variance.

Before creating the emotion scales, the dimensignai positive emotions and
negative emotions were assessed. A second order &atlysis was conducted with the
positive emotion items; results indicated a on¢odiasolution. The Kaiser-Meyer Olkin
test and Bartlett's test of sphericity were sigrfit, KMO = .94y (66) = 2606.82p <
.001. The results of the factor analysis for theifpee emotions indicated that this factor
accounted for 56.39% of the variance.

A second order factor analysis was also conducttdtire negative emotion

items. The Kaiser-Meyer Olkin test and Bartletésttof sphericity were significant,
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KMO = .94,%% (190) = 3726.12p < .001. Results indicated the presence of two
underlying factors. Therefore, it was determineat the negative emotion items be split
into two smaller subscales labeled “general negatimotion” and “hostility.” The

general negative emotion factor accounted for £6.05the variance and consisted of 11
items, including: anxiety, jealousy, sadness, a@adppointment (see Table 10). The
hostility factor accounted for 6.18% of the variarand consisted of 4 items, including:
rage, disgust, resent, and hate (see Table 10).

Once factor analysis was completed and there wésaa understanding of the
factor structure, the items loading onto each fastere put into scales and averaged, and
the reliability coefficients were determined. Alrée measures were found to be highly
reliable (positive emotion = .94, general negative emotian= .92; hostilitya. = .88). It
should also be noted that love loaded onto theiipesaand negative emotion factors, and

was therefore not included in any scale.
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Chapter 3: Results

For each of the hypotheses, the alpha was get ad5 for one-tailed hypotheses,
andp < .05 for two-tailed RQs. It should be noted tinat length of time since a breakup
could influence how one responded to many of ts@st Thus, a one-way ANOVA was
conducted with time since breakup as the indepeanderable, and all of the other
variables in the study as dependent variables.|Raadicated that time since breakup
did not influence any of the dependent variablestefore, did not need to be a covariate
in the hypothesis tests.

The first hypothesis stated that (a) goal linkim,rumination, and (c) self-
efficacy would predict participants’ Facebook ORhBavior. Before testing this
hypothesis, it was necessary to determine theantla that Breakup Initiator had on the
variables (e.g., Cupach et al., 2011). Cupach @addlleagues argued that this was
necessary because locus of breakup initiation ikakylto have an effect on subsequent
ORI behaviors, in that they are attempts at rediation with the ex-partner. Thus, it was
first necessary to conduct a one-way ANOVA in whisrleakup Initiator was the
independent variable, and goal linking, ruminatiamd self-efficacy were the dependent
variables. Levene’s test of homogeneity of variamas not significant for any of the
dependent variables; thus, homogeneity of variamasassumed. All F tests for goal
linking, rumination, and self-efficacy were sigednt,F(2, 315) = 10.11p < .001,F(2,
315) = 22.92p < .001, and~(2, 315) = 14.42p < .001, respectively. Next, Tukey
follow-up tests were performed to identify where #ignificant differences were. Results
of thepost hodests indicated that those whose partner endectkgonship M = 3.74,

SD = 1.59) had significantly higher goal linking sesrthan those who ended the
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relationship themselve$/(= 2.78,SD = 1.62). Next, those whose partner ended the
relationship ¥ = 4.74,SD = 1.59) had significantly higher rumination scottesn did
those who ended the relationship themseles 3.27,SD= 1.64), as well as those who
mutually ended the relationshipl (= 3.80,SD = 1.71). Finally, results also indicated that
those who had ended the relationship themseMes 4.25,SD= 1.26) reported
significantly higher self-efficacy scores than thaghose partner ended the relationship
(M = 3.46,SD=1.15), as well as those who mutually terminakedrelationshipM =
3.59,SD=1.23).

Since Breakup Initiator had an effect on goal lngkirumination, and self-
efficacy, separate analyses were conducted forleaehof Breakup Initiator. Therefore,
two sets of multiple regression analyses were coteduusing the simultaneous entry
method. The simultaneous entry method was chossaube all independent variables
are entered at the same time, rather than systatatiLomax, 2007). Because goal
linking, rumination, and self-efficacy are not tihetically ordered in any way in regard to
predictive ability, they were entered at the saime {(Petrocelli, 2003). The first set of
multiple regressions used Covert ORI as the coiteviariable, and goal linking,
rumination, and self-efficacy as the dependentabdes. Following Cupach et al. (2011),
this regression was run for every level of the &eda variable Breakup Initiator. Before
conducting the regressions, however, it was nepgssassess multicollinearity. The
first regression had tolerance values for goalitigkrumination, and self-efficacy, of
.65, .66, and .87, respectively. These valuesldhimiclose to 1, and because they are
closer to 1 than 0O, they are acceptable. The VitFescfor goal linking, rumination, and
self-efficacy were 1.53, 1.50, and 1.15, respebtinélF scores can range anywhere
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from 1 to infinity, but should be close to 1; aslsuthe VIF scores were acceptable. The
VIF and tolerance values revealed a lack of multioearity. The regression for those
who ended the relationship themselves (L33) was significang(3, 132) = 8.49p <

.001, B=.17, but only rumination predicted Covert OR%,3.96,3 = .39 (see Table

11).

Before conducting the second regression, multioedirity was assessed.
Tolerance values ranged from .59 to .83. Theseesaman range from 0 to 1, but should
be close to 1. As such, the tolerance values warepgable. The VIF values ranged from
1.21to 1.71. These values can range from 1 taitgfibut should be close to 1. Again
the VIF values were acceptable. Thus, the VIF afetdnce values revealed a lack of
multicollinearity. The regression for those whosetper ended the relationship£ 100)
was also significanf(3, 99) = 3.81p < .05, R=.11; again, only rumination predicted
Covert ORIt = 2.86,3 = .36 (see Table 11).

Before conducting the third regression, multicahnty was assessed. Tolerance
values ranged from .50 to .93. Although the toleeawalue for goal linking was not
ideal, it is still considered acceptable. The V#tues ranged from 1.07 to 2.03. These
values can range from 1 to infinity, but shouldchese to 1. The highest VIF value was
2.02, but given the possible spectrum of VIF scates still considered acceptable. The
regression for those who mutually terminated tha&tienship ( = 83) was significant,

F(3, 82) = 4.68p < .01, R=.15; once again, only rumination predicted CoG#i, t =
2.38,p = .35 (see Table 11).
For the next set of multiple regressions, Expl@R| was the criterion variable,

and goal linking, rumination, and self-efficacy wehe dependent variables. The
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tolerance and VIF values were identical for thevjmes regressions for each level of
Breakup Initiator. The regression for those whoeghthe relationship themselves<

133) was significant=(3, 132) = 3.49p < .05, R= .08, however, none of the predictors
were significant (see Table 11). This may have ldeatue to the fact that the predictors
were somewhat correlated. The results of the secagréssion were also significant,
F(3, 99) = 5.10p < .01, R = .14. Results indicated that only self-efficacysvea
significant predictor of Explicit ORI behavior whéme ex-partner ended the relationship
(n=100),t = 3.52,3 = .37 (see Table 11). The results of the thirdesgjon were not
significant,F(3, 82) = 1.61p > .05 (see Table 11). There were no significantdligters

for those who mutually agreed to end the relatigngin= 83).

Because the regression for those who ended thieoredhip themselves was
significant, but there were no significant predista follow-up regression was
performed using the stepwise method. Before comuyitihe regression, multicollinearity
was assessed. The VIF and tolerance scores fofigkialg were both 1.00. The VIF
scores for rumination and self-efficacy were 1.4d &.12, respectively. The tolerance
values for rumination and self-efficacy were .68 &80, respectively. These values were
all indicative of a lack of multicollinearity. Thesults of the follow-up regression were
significant,F(1, 132) = 7.95p < .01, R = .06; only goal linking was found to be a
significant predictor of Explicit ORL = 2.82,3 = .24. Taken together, the results of the
multiple regressions indicated that only ruminatweadicted Covert ORI across all levels
of Breakup Initiator. Self-efficacy predicted ExgtiORI for those whose partner ended

the relationship, and goal linking predicted Expli@RI for those who ended the
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relationship themselves. Therefore, the resultbede tests indicate only partial support
for the first hypothesis.

The second hypothesis stated that there wouldgomgfisant differences between
breakup initiators in regard to Facebook stalkimigh those who were broken up with
engaging in the most ORI behavior, followed by thadio mutually agreed to end the
relationship, and self-initiators reporting thedeamount of Facebook ORI behavior. In
order to test this hypothesis, two linear contrastee conducted to determine if specific
differences between the groups exist for Covert @&l for Explicit ORI.

Before conducting the planned contrast for Covétt,@omogeneity of variance
was first assessed. The Levene’s test of equdligyror variances resulted in a
nonsignificant value gb = .723. Therefore, homogeneity of variance wasrassl. For
this contrast, breakup initiator was the indepehdanable and Covert ORI was the
dependent variable. The results of the omnibus AK®Xre significantF(2, 313) =
4.04,p < .05. For the contrast, those who initiated treakup were assigned a coefficient
of -1, those who reported that the breakup was atwtare assigned a coefficient of O,
and those who reported that their partner initidbedbreakup were assigned a coefficient
of 1. The contrast was not significaR{1, 313) = .50p > .05. Theyost hocScheffe
tests indicated that those whose partner endectkagonship M = 3.22,SD = 1.56)
engaged in significantly more Covert ORI than thebe mutually terminated the
relationship M1 = 2.63,SD = 1.45). There were no significant differencesnaen any of
the groups and those who ended the relationshipgbles il = 2.78,SD= 1.52).
Therefore, although the overall ANOVA was signifitasince the contrast was not
significant, the results did not support the hyesih.
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Before conducting the planned contrast for ExplRI, homogeneity of variance
was first assessed. The Levene’s test of equdligyror variances resulted in a
nonsignificant value gb = .521. Therefore, homogeneity of variance wasrassl. For
the next contrast, breakup initiator was the ind€jeat variable and Explicit ORI was the
dependent variable. Coefficients were again -Jp&wmple who initiated the breakup, O for
people who reported mutually ending the relatiopsand 1 for people whose partner
initiated the breakup. Neither the omnibus ANOVA2, 313) = .94p > .05, nor the
contrastfF(1, 313) = .22p > .05, were significant.

Thepost hocScheffe tests indicated that there were no sicamti differences
between groups. The means for Explicit ORI were fomall three groups: those whose
partner ended the relationshM € 1.58,SD = .98), those who ended the relationship
themselvesNl = 1.46,SD = .94),and those who mutually agreed to terminate the
relationship ¥ = 1.39,SD = .92). The results of the one-way ANOVA do ngpgort the
hypothesis.

The first research question asked whether a sételiice occurs in regard to
Facebook ORI behavior. The second research quesdlaed if there was a relationship
between being Facebook friends with a former romag@rtner and Facebook ORI
behavior. To answer these research questions aeddce the chance of error, two
separate 2 x 2 ANOVAs were conducted. It shoulddted that a MANOVA could have
been performed, however, it was not for two reasbimst, Covert ORI and Explicit ORI
are correlated (see Table 12). Second, it was itapbto examine Covert ORI and
Explicit ORI separately in order to determine timque influences on each of the
variables.
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For the first 2 x 2 ANOVA, participant sex (Maleffale) and Facebook
friendship status (Friends/Not friends) were theependent variables, and the Covert
ORI scale was the dependent variable. Participghtsanswered “l don’t know” to the
Facebook friendship status question were not iredud either of the 2 x 2 ANOVASs.
Before conducting the ANOVA, homogeneity of variaiweas assessed. The Levene’s
test of equality of error was significapt= .001. Accordingly, homogeneity of variance
was not assumed. Therefore, in order to proteahageommitting a Type | error, a more
stringent alpha was used € .01).

Results for the Covert ORI ANOVA were significaR{3, 312) = 5.58p < .01.
Further analysis revealed that there was a sigmfimain effect for participant sex on
Covert ORI behaviorF(1, 312) = 10.18p < .01, partiah?= .032. In order to better
understand this sex difference, the means for naldgemales in terms of Covert ORI
behavior were examined. The means showed that ésnjdl= 3.11,SD= .12)
reportedly engaged in significantly more Covert ®Rhavior than did male®d(= 2.54,
SD=.13). There was not a significant differenceFacebook friend status(1, 312) =
.04,p>.05.

For the second 2 x 2 ANOVA, participant sex andrfdship status were the
independent variables and Explicit ORI served agigpendent variable. Before
conducting the ANOVA, it was necessary to assessogeneity of variance. The
Levene’s test of equality of error variances wasssmgnificant,p = .431. Therefore,
homogeneity of variance was assumed. Results éoExplicit ORI ANOVA, however,
were not significant-(3, 312) = .25p > .05. Taken together, the results of both

ANOVAs show that sex differences occur in regar@twert ORI behavior but not

40



Explicit ORI behavior, and that Facebook friendsétigtus with one’s ex-partner does not
play a role in predicting either of the Facebookl @feasures.

The final research question asked about the relstip between post-breakup
emotion and Facebook ORI behavior. To answer #ssarch question, two separate
multiple regression analyses were conducted uginigrae emotion scales as the
predictor variables; the variables were enteredikaneously because there was no
theoretical reason to suggest a specific orden@ariables. For the first regression,
Covert ORI was the criterion variable. Multicollaréy was first assessed. The tolerance
value for the positive emotion scale was .94. Beedhis value was so close to 1, it was
considered acceptable. The tolerance values fdndkglity scale and the general
negative emotion scale were .58 and .55, respégtikthough these values are lower,
they are still closer to 1 than to 0, so they dse aonsidered acceptable. The VIF value
for the positive emotion scale was 1.06. The VIéres for the hostility scale and the
general negative emotion scale were 1.73 and fe8pectively. These values can range
from 1 to infinity, but should be close to 1 in erdo be acceptable. Thus, all three
values were considered acceptable. Together, tReakd tolerance values are indicative
of a lack of multicollinearity. The results of thaultiple regression analysis for Covert
ORI show that only general negative emotiba 6.70,8 = .39) was a significant
predictor,F(3, 325) = 24.56p < .001, R = .19 (see Table 13).

For the second multiple regression analysis, Exgl&I was the criterion
variable. The results of the second multiple regjoesshowed that both positive emotion
(t=3.06, =.17) and general negative emotibs 3.29,5 = .23) were significant

predictors of Explicit ORI behavioF(3, 325) = 14.21p < .001, B= .12 (see Table 13).
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Therefore, general negative emotion predicted Qathert ORI and Explicit ORI,
whereas positive emotion only predicted Expliciti®®havior. Hostility did not predict
either ORI scale.

Because the emotion of love was not included imegiof the emotion scales due
to its complex loading on both the factors, it sedmseful to examine how love relates
to ORI behavior, particularly because of the prasicesearch findings (e.g., Spitzberg &
Cupach, 2007) and the implication for the functdihove in regard to ORI. Specifically,
although love is commonly thought to be a posigueotion, past research has indicated
that it is positively related to increased pursahaviors (Sbarra & Emery, 2005).
Moreover, previous researchers also found that lawger, and jealousy were predictive
of ORI behaviors (Spitzberg & Cupach, 2007). Beeduse and anger were not included
in any of the emotion scales, two separate multgigession analyses were conducted,
using the simultaneous entry method, to deternfiltz’é and anger predicted Facebook
ORI behavior. The simultaneous entry method was@hdecause there is no theoretical
reasoning to imply an order of the predictor vaeablt should be noted that these
emotions were initially included in the hypothetgst for RQ2, but the VIF and tolerance
values for anger, general negative emotion, antlitypsvere unacceptable because those
items are clearly correlated. Thus, the decisios made to separate the predictors in
order to gain acceptable VIF and tolerance valsess to claim a lack of
multicollinearity.

Before conducting the final multiple regressionsytollinearity was first
assessed. The tolerance value for both predictass.99. Because these values are so
close to 1, they are acceptable. The VIF valud&ih predictors was 1.01. Again, these
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values should be close to 1, and were thereforepaable. The VIF and tolerance values
are indicative of a lack of multicollinearity. Ftre first regression, the criterion variable
was Covert ORI; anger and love were the predicioiables. Results for the first
multiple regression showed that both love .31, = .12) and anget € 6.20,3 = .33)
were significant predictors of Covert OR¥2, 323) = 23.64p < .001, R = .13 (see

Table 14).

In the second multiple regression analysis, thalieik ORI scale was the
criterion variable, while anger and love were thedictor variables. The multiple
regression for Explicit ORI revealed that both ange 3.94,8 = .21) and lovet(= 4.44,

B =.24) were significant predictors(2, 323) = 19.62p < .001, R = .12 (see Table 14).
Therefore, it appears that anger and love preditt Govert ORI and Explicit ORI

behaviors.
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Chapter 4: Discussion

The present study sought to connect Facebook Oftivib@ to emotional
reactions following the dissolution of a romanttationship, as well as the tenets of
Relational Goal Pursuit theory. Overall, the resoltthe present study give a clear
picture of the role that post-breakup emotions jphagredicting whether an ex-partner
will engage in Facebook ORI behavior. However,lthie between ORI behavior and
other variables suggested by previous researctessat as straightforward. Therefore,
the results of the study suggest that further resdae conducted in order to fully
understand the relationship between ORI and RGRcin RGP may need to be re-

examined in terms of its theoretical tenets.

Goal Linking, Rumination, and Self-Efficacy

The first hypothesis stated that (a) goal linkifm,rumination, and (c) self-
efficacy predict Facebook ORI behavior. Becausarsgp regressions were run for each
level of breakup initiator, it is easy to identhpw these variables influence Facebook
ORI behavior. Covert ORI behavior was only prediddy rumination, which was
consistent across each breakup initiator type.iEx@RI behavior, however, was only
predicted by self-efficacy when the partner wapoesible for terminating the
relationship, and goal linking when the participanted the relationship. Due to the fact
that goal linking and self-efficacy were only sifjcant predictors for one regression
each, these findings indicate that goal linking aelf-efficacy may not play a pivotal
role in post dissolution obsessive relational isiton as was previously suggested by

Cupach et al. (2011).
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It is quite telling to consider that rumination gieted the Covert ORI scale
regardless of the breakup initiator. Ruminating absessively thinking about one’s ex-
partner predicts Covert ORI, which follows RGPthat constantly thinking about a
person will spur an individual to engage in tact@wsee what the partner is doing.
Moreover, this is true for all breakup initiatopss. Thus, higher rumination leads to
Covert ORI, even for those who ended the relatigntemselves or who mutually
terminated the relationship. This behavior is mpaleicularly easy on Facebook and the
pursuer can actually remain undetected, dependirigetactics chosen. Interestingly,
being mentally preoccupied with thoughts about se-partner will cause one to
engage in the more common, Covert ORI behavioftsnbiuthe more serious Explicit
ORI behaviors. There is no clear theoretical reagpfor rumination to not predict
Explicit ORI. Dwelling on one’s ex-partner shoulct@ally motivate an individual to
engage in Explicit ORI behaviors, in addition te thovert ORI behaviors.

Self-efficacy predicted Explicit ORI only when tpartner terminated the
relationship, which indicates that self-efficacyndeed important when considering how
the relationship ended. In this case, self-effidaayecessary to feel for those who were
dumped if they want to re-establish the romantiati@nship with their former partner.
Further, it stands to argue that Explicit ORI isremmdicative of the desire to re-establish
a relationship than Covert ORI. The Explicit OR&kscincludes behaviors that involve
open and observable actions, whereas Covert Otinprised of items that are
inherently anonymous and hidden. When a partnarit@tes a relationship, he or she
likely feels that the other partner has done somegtivrong. If the one who is dumped
does not want the relationship to end, he or #edylifeels the need to do something to
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win back the ex-partner. Self-efficacy is critiedlthis point. The dumped partner who
wishes to restore the relationship to the previpsatisfying state needs to feel that he or
she has the ability to do so, if not, there is opéhin re-establishing the romantic
relationship. Because Explicit ORI truly represaetsonciliation attempts, it follows that
self-efficacy is needed when the individual (etlge, pursuer) was the one who was
dumped. Moreover, Explicit ORI behavior was notdacted by self-efficacy with those
who mutually ended the relationship or those whaeerthe relationship themselves,
likely because they do not want to re-establishrétetionship. In both cases, the
individual had at least some say—if not the whaeision—to end the relationship.
Therefore, they are unlikely to want to restoreriéationship at all; those who do wish
to re-establish a romantic relationship, howeves lizely to believe in their ability to do
so since they were responsible for terminating¢hetionship in the first place (Cupach
et al., 2011).

Therefore, feelings of self-efficacy are not centnaCovert ORI engagement
because these behaviors are not true attemptsaataigation with the ex-partner. Self-
efficacy does not seem necessary for people togenigaCovert ORI behavior, as this
type of ORI may not be related to the motivatiorgefting back together with one’s ex-
partner. Moreover, self-efficacy did not predictved ORI perhaps because those
behaviors are face-saving in that they can be edaeithout anyone—particularly the
ex-partner—ever knowing. The difference betweendCo®RI and Explicit ORI is that
engaging in Explicit ORI is risking rejection, atigereby, one’s face. It is possible that
self-efficacy is essential for Explicit ORI becaym®ple are risking rejection by the ex-
partner; therefore, they need to feel that theycapable of getting their partner back in
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order to engage in those severe ORI behaviors.dgimga Covert ORI behavior,
however, does not run the same risk; thus, seilfafy is not needed for one to engage in
Covert ORI behaviors.

Next, it is necessary to consider the finding tl linking predicted Explicit
ORI when the participant reported ending the retegthip. Thus, when one dumps his or
her ex-partner, and links the goal of rekindling i her former romantic relationship to
higher-order goals, he or she will likely engagéhia extreme Explicit ORI behaviors.
However, it is unclear why individuals would endetationship in which they linked the
relationship to other goals in the first place.

The findings from the present study are largelyilsimo those of Cupach et al.
(2011) in terms of goal linking and ORI behaviohelresearchers found that goal linking
did not predict either of their ORI scales at ahthe breakup initiator levels. The fact
that goal linking did not predict either set of ERook ORI behaviors at any level of
breakup initiation in the original six multiple megsions of the present study (with the
exception of the follow-up stepwise regression)aates that RGP needs to be refined, or
at the very least the operationalization of ga&tihg needs to be refined. The goal
linking measure itself was well conceptualized, dods contribute to one’s
understanding of RGP. However, the measuremeimeota@ncept is problematic. The
measure included items such as: “Having this persony life seemed essential to
becoming who | wanted to become;” “I felt like alestinies were linked;” and, “I
realized that this person meant everything to mae means for each item ranged from
2.40 to 4.01 on a scale of 1 to 7. The means fcin @alividual item were much lower
than the means for the items of other scales (eugunation and self-efficacy).
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Furthermore, the goal linking items were all meaduafter the breakup had
occurred. Therefore, it seems likely that partinigavould not indicate that their destiny
was linked to someone who they were no longerronzantic relationship with, even if
they did feel that way before the relationship baded. It may be that participants
purposely answered questions differently, or it rhaythat participants simply “know
better” now that the relationship has ended, antetbre do not remember that they had
indeed felt that way prior to the relationship dission. The goal linking measure was
indeed found to be very reliable; however, askiagipipants to retrospectively indicate
how much their ex-partner meant to them beforee¢lationship ended seems invalid, at
best.

One way the goal linking measure could be fixesbings changing the design of
the study altogether. Instead of asking participémtretrospectively answer the goal
linking measure, researchers should measure gdahdj beforethe relationship ends.
Put simply, in order for the measure to be vatideems necessary to employ a
longitudinal design. Over time, couples will in@bty breakup; after the dissolution
occurs, participants should complete the measorasimination, self-efficacy, emotion,
and ORI behavior. Only then will researchers be &blgather and analyze data that fully
reflects the way that RGP is conceptualized.

It should be noted that the self-efficacy itemslé&&y dependent on whether or
not the individual actually wants to get back iatcelationship with their ex-partner. If
they do not want to re-establish their relationsthen it should follow that self-efficacy
would not predict ORI behavior. The same is likielye for the goal linking items. Put
simply, if an individual is not interested in retadsgishing a romantic relationship with
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their ex-partner, goal linking, of course, is notrgg to contribute to ORI behavior,
because the goal of reconciliation is absent. @fsm® reconciliation is not the only goal
that could motivate one to engage in ORI behaviwwgjever, it is the goal that is
recognized in the RGP framework. Another commori fivaengaging in ORI behavior
is revenge. Therefore, it follows that goal linkwwguld not predict ORI behavior if the
goal was revenge rather than reconciliation.

Explicit ORI behavior was only predicted by selfiedcy in cases when the
participant reported being dumped by the ex-partnai goal linking when the
individual ended the relationship. The lack of #igant predictors of Explicit ORI
behavior seems to mirror the results of Cupachhesmdolleagues (2011). The
researchers admit that “severe pursuit behavigrs1@9) were not predicted by any of
the constructs of Relational Goal Pursuit theothey characterize these behaviors as
involving aggression and threat. Thus, their meastfisevere pursuit is conceptually
similar to the present study’s measure of Exp@I| behavior. Much like the present
study, the researchers suggest that the reasdineftaick of significant predictors may be
due to the relatively small number of those whoagyegin these sorts of extreme
behaviors. Therefore, although the results arertunate, they are consistent with those

of previous research.

Breakup Initiator and Facebook ORI

The second hypothesis stated that those who ehdeaglationship themselves
would engage in the least Facebook ORI behaviollewed by those who mutually
ended the relationship; those who were dumped &y éix-partner were predicted to

engage in the most Facebook ORI behaviors. Rasditsated that the contrast for
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Covert ORI was not significant. However, thest hodests indicated that those whose
partner ended the relationship engaged in sigmfiganore Covert ORI behavior than
those who mutually agreed to terminate the relatign The Explicit ORI ANOVA and
contrast, however, were not significant. In examgrthe pattern of means, as predicted,
those who were dumped engaged in the most Covdrb€avior. However, it was not
predicted that those who initiated the breakup sedwes would engage in more Covert
ORI behavior than those who mutually agreed toteedelationship (even though the
differences between these two groups were notfgignt). It could be that whenever one
has a hand in the termination of the relationshioor she will have less of a reason to

engage in Covert ORI behavior.

Participant Sex and Friendship Status

The first and second research questions asked albmtlher there was a sex
difference in regard to ORI behavior, as well agthibr Facebook friendship status with
an ex-partner influenced ORI behavior. Results ®tbthiat there is a sex difference in
regard to Covert ORI behavior. Females reportedgaged in significantly more Covert
ORI behavior than males. This was the only diffeeethat was found. To some extent,
this sex difference mirrors that of other researslfe.g., Cole & Weger, 2010). For
example, Cole and Weger found that females were iia@ly than males to engage in
passive surveillance behaviors (e.g., “Check upanner’'s page” and “Check to see
what partner wrote to friends on walls, comments, ewithin the context of their
romantic relationship, whereas males were moréylikean females to engage in active
jealousy-related Facebook behaviors, specificalbeled as communication with the

rival (e.g., “Indirectly threaten a rival througtatis updates”). The active behaviors were
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characterized as being more confrontational, whiepassive surveillance behaviors
females engaged in were more covert in nature.  thagesults of the present study
partially mirror those of Cole and Weger, in thatnfales were more likely than males to

use covert tactics on Facebook.

Emotion and Facebook ORI

The final research question asked about the relstip between emotion and
Facebook ORI behavior. Results indicated that gelyeral negative emotion predicted
Covert ORI behavior, whereas general negative emats well as positive emotion
predicted Explicit ORI behavior. The hostile emasalid not predict either type of
Facebook ORI behavior. These findings were padityinteresting. The more extreme
ORI behaviors (Explicit ORI) were related to insed positive feelings toward the
breakup/partner as well as general negative feelioard the breakup/partner. At face
value, this result seems quite contradictory, hawev reflects—to some extent—the
findings of previous researchers (e.g., DeSmelt e2@l1; Sbarra & Emery, 2005).
Perhaps anyone who feels general negative ematllanving a breakup engages in some
type of ORI behavior (Covert or Explicit, or bothich could relate to the goal of
revenge, rather than reconciliation. The key défee, of course, involves positive
emotions. Those who also feel positively towardekeartner likely engage in Explicit
ORI behavior because they may be more motivated-&stablish their romantic
relationship.

The fact that hostile emotions did not predict@itbet of ORI behaviors,
particularly Explicit ORI, presents quite a conwnarat first glance. In fact, it seems

straightforward that hostile emotions should prexplicit ORI behavior. Because
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previous research has not focused on the emotighsdied in the hostile emotion scale
in regard to ORI (e.g., Davis et al., 2012; De Satetl., 2012; Roberts, 2002; Spitzberg
et al., 1998), it is necessary to dig deeper inéofour emotions included in the hostile
emotion scale; once there is an understandingeoémhotions involved, the reason for the
finding is clear.

Plutchik’s (2001) wheel of emotions offers a sthaigrward conceptualization of
emotions and their levels of intensity. Accordindutchik’s wheel, rage is a more
intense feeling of anger, whereas disgust is dlidass intense than loathing, but more
intense than boredom. Hate is not technically idetlon the wheel, however, it can be
argued that it is the same as loathing; thus,atnsore intense version of disgust. Resent
is also not on the wheel, but it is commonly dedias anger, annoyance, or bitterness
(Merriam-Webster, n.d.); as such, it would be cdeed a less intense version of rage.
These four emotions or their synonyms make upwioehighest levels on two adjacent
spokes of the wheel. Because of Plutchik’s conadiatation, it is easy to speculate why
these emotions were not predictors of ORI behavVibese four emotions are the most
intense emotions on each of their spokes, anddhewll very negative in nature. Thus, it
seems reasonable to argue that ex-partners whithé=ed emotions following a break-up
are not likely to want to get back together withitformer partner, which is a common
reason for engaging in ORI behaviors. Explicit @&haviors, in particular, seem to be
geared toward extreme behaviors to get the palek. Showing up where the partner is
supposed to be, for example, may, in the eyeseoptinsuer, serve the purpose of putting
themselves back in their ex-partner’s line of uisitt may seem like a grand gesture.
People who feel resent, rage, hate, and—perhapsimpsrtantly—disgust, are not
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going to want to be near the person; they are sepuby the ex-partner. They will want
to put space between themselves and their ex-patltistands to reason that people who
experience the hostile emotions will not engagenwy sort of behavior that is construed
as an attempt at winning their ex-partner back. M\d@nsidering the goal of revenge,
however, these four emotions seem essential toghregiengagement in ORI behavior.
Because of this reason, it seems necessary faeftggearch to determine the various
goals associated with ORI behaviors, as well agthetions experienced following a
breakup.

Along the same lines, the results of the last Setudtiple regression analyses
showed that two emotions in particular—love andesrgwere predictors of engaging in
both Covert ORI and Explicit ORI behavior. For thest part, these results mirror those
of Spitzberg and Cupach (2007). Thus, it's possiide¢ people who engage in both
Covert ORI and Explicit ORI are not just bitter abthe ending of the relationship, but
perhaps also want to re-establish the relationsitiptheir ex-partner. Because ORI is
seen as a way to reconcile with the ex-partnéo]ldws that love and anger are both
present. Naturally, those individuals engaging Rl @ho experience love and anger are
likely unable or unwilling to let the relationshifuly end. However, it should be noted
that anger and love could also be indicative oénge goals as well as reconciliation
attempts. Following a breakup, it could be thasthwho still love the ex-partner and
those who are angry with their ex-partner may eaga@RI behaviors in order to get
back at the ex-partner. It may also be that theybki want to make sure the ex-partner

has not yet moved on, or is not happy without theanrsuers may just wish to ensure
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their ex-partner is suffering to some extent. Ag&iture research should determine what
goals individuals have in engaging in ORI behaviors

It was interesting that love did not load cleanyaany of the emotion factors.
The complex loading of love appears to supporettisting literature, in that love can be
both a positive and negative emotion, particularlgegard to obsessive relational
intrusion (e.g., Spitzberg & Cupach, 2007). Forregke, Sbarra and Emery found that
increased contact with the former partner was petyt associated with the feeling of
love. The findings of the present study, as wethas of Spitzberg and Cupach, indicate
that love is indeed related to increased ORI beira@n the face of it, this seems odd in
that love has a connotation of being a positiveeeigmce and emotion. However, when
considering love in terms of ORI, it seems likéigitlove would contribute to
engagement in ORI because an individual wouldYikehnt to re-establish a relationship
with someone whom they were deeply in love withefBfiore, the emotion of love can
actually instigate Facebook ORI behavior.

It may also be useful to consider the type of Istygeone has in considering
Facebook ORI, specifically, and unwanted purs@hegally. According to Hendrick and
Hendrick (1986), there are six love styles: agapes, ludus, mania, pragma, and storge.
Of particular interest to stalking behavior and anted pursuit are the mania and ludus
styles. Those who are mania lovers are characteagdeing obsessive and possessive,
with extreme emotional highs and lows (Guerreroddémsen, & Afifi, 2011). Ludus
lovers, however, are those who play games in tieationships, who are likely to have
“on-again, off-again relationships” (Guerrero et 2011, p. 161). It seems likely that
individuals with the mania love style would engagebsessive relational intrusion
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behaviors and unwanted pursuit following a breadbegause of their possessiveness and
inclination toward jealousy. It is also possiblattudus lovers may be inclined to engage
in unwanted pursuit because of their propensityofeaking up and getting back together
with partners. They could have past experiencdsedking up with a partner, then
engaging in pursuit behaviors, resulting in a reded relationship. However, they could
potentially have a relationship end, then engagminsuit behaviors without realizing or
accepting that the partner does not want to retartbius, in this example, the pursuit
attempts are unwanted.

Both General Negative Emotion and Positive Emogimadicted Explicit ORI, as
did love and anger. Perhaps individuals need taliet they are still in love with a
person in order to be motivated to engage in apg bf Facebook ORI behaviors. Some
of those Facebook ORI behaviors, particularly tkpli€it ORI behaviors, actually
appear to be mate-guarding tactics (e.g., Cole &&¥e010). For example, "Used
Facebook to spread false rumors about ex-partmer™\&rote inappropriate or mean
things about ex-partner on friend’s wall" mightwsethe function of "protecting” one's
ex-partner from advances from others. Even iterasitivolved physically showing up to
where the ex-partner would be appears to also seatdunction. Moreover, being
physically present could keep other rivals froneratting with the ex-partner. This
explanation may be particularly useful when considgthat jealousy—which was part
of the General Negative Emotion scale—also prediEbeplicit ORI behaviors. Fear of
losing a partner—or in this case an ex-partner—iga would certainly prompt one to
engage in extreme ORI behaviors that could residtaring off others, thereby
protecting the relationship.
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M easurement Concerns

It should also be noted that although there wasmath variation in regard to the
Facebook ORI items, each of the items did haveagtlone participant reportedly
engaging in each level. In other words, althougheof the behaviors were fairly
extreme in nature, there were respondents for passible answer choice, much like
Cupach and his colleagues (2011) report. Thus, theemost extreme of behaviors were
engaged in by at least some participants. Thisesigdhat there are Facebook ORI
behaviors that are relatively common that most fgeepgage in following a breakup
(Covert ORI behaviors), while there are other barawthat relatively few people
reportedly engage in (Explicit ORI behaviors) slaiso likely that the reason there were
not higher frequencies for some of the Explicit @&haviors was due to social
desirability.

Along the same lines, the means for goal linkingnination, self-efficacy, and
the ORI items were relatively low, whereas the déad deviations were high. In
examining the individual items of the ORI scal¢ss clear that the behaviors engaged in
the most—and those with the highest variability—th@se that are common, mild
behaviors. For example, two items that had higheaims and variability were: “Looked
at the photos he/she posted or the photos thatliesue posted of him/her” ancHecked
ex-partner’s profile for updatedVlany of these behaviors are in line with the pugook
Facebook and are considered social grooming angiiance behaviors as they allow
users to keep up to date on the activities of teipartners. Therefore, it is expected that
these types of items have higher means and vatyabdcause more people engage in
them to different extents. However, there were g¢hat had lower means and lower
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variability, such as: “Used Facebook to spreacefalsnors about ex-partner” and
“Showed up at places ex-partner would be, as gathieom geotags from his/her
Facebook photos.” These items are representati@elaviors that are more consistent
with actual stalking behavior. Therefore, it follswhat fewer people will engage in these
behaviors—as indicated by the low mean and stardiarhtion. Put simply, very few
individuals go to such extremes in order to red@dsh a relationship with their former
partners.

It is difficult to say whether or not the means atahdard deviations for the
individual Facebook ORI items are consistent witkvpus findings because most
researchers do not report the means and standaetides for individual items (e.g.,
Chaulk & Jones, 2011; Dennison & Stewart, 2006;dgmet al., 2011). One study,
however, did report the means and standard demgfmr offline ORI items (Dutton &
Winstead, 2006). In their study, Dutton and Windtaaked participants to respond to
how often they engaged in each behavior, wher@é@ver, 1 = only once, 2 =21t0 3
times, 3 =4 to 5 times, and 4 = over 5 times. f@searchers found the same pattern as
the present study in that the more common behaggogs, “monitoring behavior” and
“leaving unwanted gifts”) had the highest means staddard deviations, while the more
extreme, threatening behaviors (e.g., “showingtygaes in threatening ways” and
“involving target in activities in unwanted waysiad the lowest means and standard

deviations.

Practical Implications
The results of the present study have implicatfonsndividuals who use

Facebook. First, results indicated that excessitrehking about one’s ex-partner and the
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experience of general negative emotion, as wahger and love, following a breakup
contribute to engagement in Covert ORI behaviorEarebook. As such, it seems
rational to limit one’s time spent on Facebookdwling the dissolution of a romantic
relationship. It is possible that engaging in comrkacebook behaviors—many of which
are related to Covert ORI—could increase one’diiked of engaging in rumination
about one’s ex-partner.

On the other hand, if an individual is concernethweing pursued by his or her
ex-partner, it stands to reason that they shonlid hat is available for the ex-partner to
access. Privacy settings are important to use addratand, as is common sense. Past
research has indicated that adolescents haveutiffiasing privacy settings
(Livingstone, 2008). Moreover, previous findingsatevealed that many Facebook
users do not feel that others are monitoring th&tmagvhun et al., 2013). Taken together,
these findings suggest that Facebook users arenallie to ORI because they are
unaware of how to protect themselves and they deven feel that they ought to in the
first place. Facebook users who have recently eadethantic relationship in which
they fear for their safety should never post whbkey are going to be at any given time;
they should also turn off geotags on their mobéeices (CBS Chicago, 2010). Findings
indicated that people—however few—do, in fact, geetags and information gleaned
from Facebook to physically stalk ex-partners. €fane, limiting an ex-partner’s access
to such information is essential in protecting @fiesom becoming the victim of ORI
and unwanted pursuit.

Moreover, it is important for those who are pontictims of ORI and
unwanted pursuit to appropriately end the relatgmsvith the possible pursuer. Because
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self-efficacy predicted Explicit ORI behavior oMshen the ex-partner ended the
relationship in the present study, this suggedtasimplications for politeness and face-
saving within the termination of the relationsHiast research has indicated that
sometimes people may try to politely terminaterth@mnantic relationship while allowing
their partner to save face (e.g., Sinclair et28l11). This may happen by putting the
blame on oneself or other external factors (eitjs, fiot you, it's me”). This would be
considered an external rejection (Sinclair et2§111). Other times, however, the breakup
initiator is not concerned with saving the partadéce, and instead issues an internal
rejection (“it's not me, it's you”). This would ke internal rejection (Sinclair et al.,
2011). Sinclair and her colleagues found that, reoptto popular belief, those who
experienced internal rejections by their partnegsensignificantly more likely to engage
in post-breakup ORI behavior than were those wipee&nced face-saving, external
rejections.

When considering the role that self-efficacy playsnwanted pursuit, it is
important to examine the rejection tactic employ@at. instance, if one is internally
rejected, it is possible that he or she could nmstoe the breakup message, and instead
of hearing “l want to end the relationship becayse are a bad person,” the potential
pursuer might instead hear, “If you change, welmatogether.” In that way, self-
efficacy plays a large role in changing one’s bébraw order to re-establish his or her
romantic relationship. If, however, the personxtemally rejected, the message that is
communicated to the potential pursuer may be tiet &re unable to change anything
because it does not have anything to do with threthe first place; it is out of their
control. Thus, they are unable to restore theioglahip. This message would likely
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result in low self-efficacy which would not lead Explicit ORI. Therefore, it is
recommended that when terminating a relationslofergial targets should create
messages that are polite, external rejections, @igclair et al., 2011) that also serve the

function of limiting one’s self-efficacy.

Limitations

Of course, the present study was not free fromtditimns. One such limitation
that must be considered is that the chosen samgjenot be representative of the
general Facebook user population. College studesits selected to participate in this
study because Facebook was initially created spaly for this demographic (e.qg.,
Westlake, 2008). However, generalizing the resoltsther populations is risky and
should be done with caution.

Another limitation of this study involves the uderetrospective, self-report data.
It is possible that the participants may not haledomfortable honestly answering the
Facebook ORI items due to social desirability. Adaog to Cupach and colleagues
(2011), participants “may feel chagrined for prdasessional thinking” (p.110). As such,
participants may not have answered the questionsstly; instead, individuals may have
responded in ways that make them look better asgldbsessive. Furthermore, the use of
retrospective data allows participants the oppatyuo reinterpret their behaviors or
perhaps even forget them altogether (e.g., Cupagh, 2011; Dutton & Winstead,
2006). As time goes on, participants are muchliksly to accurately remember how
they felt or the actions they engaged in immedydtalowing the dissolution of their

relationship.
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Along the same lines, the last limitation involtlee way that the goal linking
construct was measured. As previously discussesiuitlikely that participants who
were no longer in a romantic relationship with tret-partner truthfully answered the
goal linking questions. Therefore, the goal linknegults should be interpreted with

caution.

Future Directions

Although the present research provides an inibieklat the online ORI behaviors
people engage in, as well as its correlates, trerseveral ways to build upon this in the
future. One avenue for future research involvesmemiamg other correlates to ORI. The
present study examined emotional reactions to akiopg as well as rumination, goal
linking, and self-efficacy. It may be useful, hoveeyto examine variables such as the
cause of the breakup.

As previously discussed, future research should@nlongitudinal design in
which goal linking is measured prior to the relaship dissolution, so that researchers
are truly measuring what they think they are maaguAs it stands now, Cupach et al.’s
(2011) measure for goal linking asks participaatghtnk about how they felt before the
breakup occurred. This is problematic becauseqyaaiits’ responses will likely be
influenced by how the relationship with their extpar currently stands. For example, if
the participant and the ex-partner are on goodgemna possibly even trying to work out
their problems, the participant will likely responith higher goal linking scores.
However, if the participant and the ex-partnera@rdad terms (e.g., not talking, or one
partner has moved on), the individual will likeport lower goal linking scores.

Therefore, it is important to examine goal linkiwbile the couple is still intact because
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the termination of the relationship could certaiskgw one’s memories and attitudes
about the ex-partner and the relationship as aaviAdthough employing a longitudinal
design would be more difficult and time consumitay,the sake of theory building, it is
essential.

Another area for communication researchers to ex&m how ORI behaviors are
enacted using the internet as a whole. Althouglelb@ak does provide “useful”
information to those who want to know what an extper is doing, other social
networking sites can provide relevant informatiemeell. For example, Twitter and
Instagram allow users to post pictures for frieadthe public to see. Thus, ex-partners
can use the pictures’ geotags to find out exachgne the picture was uploaded (CBS
Chicago, 2010). Further, the internet, generaky provide quick and easy access to
private information about people who might not etiame SNS accounts. Spokeo, for
instance, is a site that gathers publicly availaffiermation in one place, and allows
anyone to access the information for a very sneall ©Once one pays the nominal fee, he
or she is granted unlimited access to virtuallyangys address, phone numbers, email
accounts, pictures, and more. This plethora ofyeascessible information about others,
and ex-partners in particular, can be dangerotiseimands of a jilted ex-lover.
Therefore, research should move from the spea@fig. (Facebook or Twitter) to the
general (e.g., the internet).

Another avenue for future research is to exantieentotivations of ex-partners
who engage in ORI behaviors, particularly in regardnline ORI behaviors. Are ex-
partners who engage in the Covert ORI behaviomsgdso to re-establish the romantic
relationship as is assumed in relational goal putsaory? Understanding the

62



motivations of those who engage in both types ckbaok ORI would help to get a clear
picture of how each of the puzzle pieces fit togetkurthermore, researchers should
focus on whether the Covert ORI behaviors are foreddally different from “normal”
Facebook behaviors.

Finally, future research should examine the targébnline or Facebook ORI.
Specifically, researchers should focus on the gimes of intrusion individuals have,
specifically in regard to their ex-partners. It Wsbbe even more interesting if former
relational couples were the participants. For eXapmpsearchers could ask both former
relational partners how often they engage in treeBaok ORI behaviors, then they could
ask them both how often they believe their ex-gartras engaged in the same behaviors
since the termination of their relationship. Othesearchers have conducted studies in
this vein before (e.g., Dutton & Winstead, 200@wever, they focused on offline ORI
(which is, of course, easier for the victim to @¢teThis sort of research would be
particularly useful because of the feelings of aciy SNS users often report feeling (e.g.,

Strawhun et al., 2013).

Conclusion

The present study made initial steps in translatiegexisting literature on
obsessive relational intrusion to the realm of catepmediated communication, and
social networking sites, specifically. Results segjghat there are two types of ORI that
occur on Facebook, Explicit ORI and Covert ORI, iike research has suggested in
offline settings. The present study has replicatade results from offline research
involving post-breakup emotions, locus of breakupation, and ORI. However, this

study provides evidence to suggest a reconcepatializof the Relational Goal Pursuit
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theory is necessary. By refining Relational GoalsBit theory and its concepts, it is
possible to successfully predict when individual @ngage in ORI, which could
potentially put the target in danger. Moreoverniifging the correlates of ORI within
the RGP framework will allow researchers to makéer recommendations for SNS
users to protect themselves against relationalsidin and unwanted pursuit by former

partners.
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Table 1

Descriptive Statistics

Scale Alpha M SD
Goal linking 91 3.23 1.65
Rumination .96 3.87 1.75
Self-efficacy 73 3.82 1.28
Positive Emotion .94 2.66 1.38
General Negative Emotion .92 3.73 1.52
Hostility .88 3.16 1.76
Covert ORI .92 2.85 1.53
Explicit ORI .94 1.47 .94
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Table 2

Means and Standard Deviations f8poal Linking Scale Items

ltem Mean (SD)
| decided this person was “the” person for me. 3513)
| believed no one could “complete” me other thae gerson. 3.26 (2.15)
| realized that a different partner would be beftemrme.* 4.01 (2.12)

| determined that only this person could help meee my life’s goals. 2.40 (1.67)
Having this person in my life seemed essentiaketmoming who | wanted 2.99 (2.01)
to become.

| felt like our destinies were linked. 2.98 (2.06)

| realized that this person meant everything to me. 3.42 (2.21)

*This item was reverse-coded.
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Table 3

Means and Standard Deviations feumination Scale ltems

ltem Mean (SD)

| thought about this person even more when | tnietito. 4.25 (2.05)

| found myself fantasizing about this person. JB01)

| found myself considering scenarios and rehearsidgonversations  4.16 (2.01)
with this person.

| thought about this person constantly. 4.06 (2.07)
| dwelled on what kind of relationship we might eavad between us. 4.07 (2.08)
| worried that we might not ever get back together. 3.32 (2.21)

| thought about ways to try to keep my partnethia telationship. 3.04 (2.13)

| wondered how this person felt about me. 4.89711.9
| dwelled on all the things | liked about this pmrs 4.06 (2.09)

| thought about how much | valued our relationship. 4.08 (2.11)

| thought failing to obtain the relationship | wadtwould make me feel 3.48 (2.13)
miserable.

| thought | would be extremely happy if | were atbaeestablish a 3.57 (2.27)

relationship with this person.
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Table 4

Means and Standard Deviations for Self-Efficacyl&ttams

ltem Mean (SD)

| believed that persistence in trying to reestbiie relationship with  2.74 (2.00)
my ex-partner would pay off.

| was doubtful that my partner would ever get bgether with me.* 4.31 (2.17)
| believed | was capable of convincing my partreegét back together. 3.66 (2.13)

| was confident | could get my ex-partner to redleneith me. 3.61 (2.14)

| knew it was unlikely my ex-partner would get baolgether with me.*  4.36 (2.18)
| still feel capable of getting back into a relatship with this person. 3.07 (2.13)
| was unsure that | could persuade my ex-partnezdoncile our 4.99 (1.83)

relationship.*

Note *These items were reverse coded.
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Table 5

Means and Standard Deviations for ORI items

Item Mean (SD)
Created a false Facebook profile of ex-partneatgse them problems 1.22 (.85)
Used Facebook to spread false rumors about exgrartn 1.20 (.80)
Posted embarrassing photo(s) of ex-partner 1.29)1.
Falsely changed status to “in a relationship” tkkenex-partner jealous 1.46 (1.21)
Wrote inappropriate or mean things about ex-pamneriend’'s wall 1.36 (1.08)
Posted nasty or spiteful comment on a photo ofaapr 1.27 (.92)
Checked out the events he/she would be attending 47 (2.84)
Checked out the friends he/she recently added (2.89)
Looked at the photos he/she posted or the photv$etve been posted of 3.79 (2.09)
him/her

Poked ex-partner 1.39 (1.09)
Sent ex-partner intimate messages possibly deglé#lings for them 1.69 (1.44)
Sent gifts to ex-partner through Facebook 1.22 (.82)
Tried to add ex-partner to your 'friend list' 1.60 (1.30)
Tried to add ex-partner’s friends/family/coworkéssyour ‘friend list' 1.48 (1.18)
Joined the same group(s) as ex-partner 1.42 (1.12)
Joined the same event(s) as ex-partner 1.61(1.32)
Used Facebook profile to obtain information aboupartner 2.98 (2.02)
Used the profiles of ex-partner’s friends/familyAaokers to obtain 2.32 (1.86)
information about the ex-partner

Sent ex-partner invitations to event(s) 1.49 (1.25)
Sent ex-partner invites to group(s) 1.35 (1.03)
Created a group or event and used ex-partner’s aarttee creator 1.22 (.81)
Attempted to be invited to the same events/grogghaex-partner 1.43 (1.09)
Showed up at the event(s) ex-partner would be @ittigras posted on his/her  1.50 (1.25)
Facebook

Showed up at other places ex-partner would be asioned on his/her 1.46 (1.21)
Facebook

Read ex-partner’s wall conversations (posts anliep 3.16 (2.03)
Checked ex-partner’s profile for updates 3.30 (2.05)
Used Facebook to “keep tabs” on ex-partner 2.8142.
Used Facebook to “keep tabs” on ex-partner’s frséfiaehily/coworkers 1.89 (1.65)
Showed up at places ex-partner would be, as sdeacebook photos 1.39 (1.08)
Showed up at places ex-partner would be, as gatliene geotags from 1.37 (1.08)
his/her Facebook photos

Posted poetry or music lyrics in status in refeestacex-partner to taunt or hurt 1.93 (1.56)
Posted poetry or music lyrics in status in refeeetactry and get back together 1.73 (1.36)
Been blocked from ex-partner’s profile and askesirtho unblock it 1.86 (1.60)
Sent ex-partner message(s) 2.73 (1.86)
Posted on ex-partner’s wall 1.80 (1.39)
Sent ex-partner’s friends/family/coworkers messages 1.61 (1.32)
Posted on the walls of ex-partner’s friends/fansibyiorkers 1.65 (1.37)
Commented on ex-partner’s photos/notes/other n8my
Waited for ex-partner to come online (Facebook)chat 1.71 (1.48)

75



Table 6

Final Factor Structure of ORI Items

Item

Explicit Covert

Checked out the events he/she would be attending

Checked out the friends he/she recently added

Looked at the photos he/she posted or the photwdittve been
posted of him/her

Tried to add ex-partner to your ‘friend list’

Tried to add ex-partner’s friends/family/coworkéssyour ‘friend
list'

Joined the same group(s) as ex-partner

Joined the same event(s) as ex-partner

Used Facebook profile to obtain information aboupartner

Used the profiles of ex-partner’s friends/familytarkers to obtain
information about the ex-partner

Sent ex-partner invitations to event(s)

Sent ex-partner invites to group(s)

Attempted to be invited to the same events/grospgbeaex-partner
Showed up at the event(s) ex-partner would be dittigras posted
on his/her Facebook

Showed up at other places ex-partner would be asiomned on
his/her Facebook

Read ex-partner’s wall conversations (posts anlies)p

Checked ex-partner’s profile for updates

Used Facebook to “keep tabs” on ex-partner

Used Facebook to “keep tabs” on ex-partner’s
friends/family/coworkers

Showed up at places ex-partner would be, as seeaciebook
photos

Showed up at places ex-partner would be, as gatliene geotags
from his/her Facebook photos

1 2 54
.03 .76

-12 .83
54 24
.64 12
.66 .04
.66 12
-.02 .79
.09 73
73 -.03
.85 -.14
87 .00
A7 .06
74 14
-.10 .88
-15 91
-.02 .77

24 .55
N6 12
75 13
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Table 7

Factor Loadings for Dimensionality EFA for Expli@RI Items

ltem Factor1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Created a false Facebook profile of ex-partneatsse .01 -.81 -.04
them problems

Used Facebook to spread false rumors about exgrartn  -.08 -75 -.37
Posted embarrassing photo(s) of ex-partner 40 -.24 -.29
Falsely changed status to “in a relationship” tkkena .10 -.35 -.33
ex-partner jealous

Wrote inappropriate or mean things about ex-parner .20 -.05 -.72
friend’s wall

Posted nasty or spiteful comment on a photo of ex- .18 -.16 - 74
partner

Poked ex-partner .10 -.57 .05
Sent ex-partner intimate messages possibly deglarin 45 -.09 -.14
feelings for them

Sent gifts to ex-partner through Facebook .10 -.68 -.21
Tried to add ex-partner to your ‘friend list' 54 -.04 -.13
Tried to add ex-partner’s friends/family/coworkéss .76 -.06 .10
your ‘friend list'

Joined the same group(s) as ex-partner .70 -.04 .02
Joined the same event(s) as ex-partner 92 .18 -.03
Sent ex-partner invitations to event(s) .69 -.17 A2
Sent ex-partner invites to group(s) .58 -.37 A5
Created a group or event and used ex-partner’'s asme .09 -.88 .05
the creator

Attempted to be invited to the same events/grogps a .58 -.24 -.15
the ex-partner

Showed up at the event(s) ex-partner would be .84 .09 -12
attending as posted on his/her Facebook

Showed up at other places ex-partner would be as .86 .08 -.06
mentioned on his/her Facebook

Showed up at places ex-partner would be, as seen in .59 -.15 -.10
Facebook photos

Showed up at places ex-partner would be, as gathere .59 -.18 -.10

from geotags from his/her Facebook photos
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Table 8

Means and Standard Deviations for Emotion Iltems

Item Mean (SD)
Affection 3.15 (1.97)
Anger 3.77 (2.02)
Annoyance 3.98 (2.01)
Anxiety 3.60 (2.04)
Appreciation 2.43 (1.70)
Bitterness 3.63 (2.10)
Calmness 3.07 (1.82)
Cheerfulness 2.44 (1.68)
Contempt 2.83 (1.75)
Delight 2.40 (1.72)
Despair 3.24 (1.86)
Disappointment 4.42 (2.10)
Disgust 3.15 (2.12)
Embarrassment 3.09 (2.13)
Excitement 2.41 (1.79)
Fear 2.54 (1.86)
Fondness 2.18 (1.57)
Frustration 4.04 (2.09)
Gratitude 2.21 (1.57)
Grief 3.13 (2.07)
Guilt 2.75 (2.00)
Happiness 2.82(1.87)
Hate 2.99 (2.08)
Hope 3.11 (1.98)
Hurt 4.63 (2.11)
Jealousy 3.36 (2.14)
Joy 2.57 (1.79)
Love 2.96 (1.97)
Peace 2.96 (1.87)
Pleasure 2.48 (1.76)
Rage 3.17 (1.95)
Regret 3.74 (2.04)
Relief 3.46 (2.10)
Resent 3.30 (2.03)
Sadness 4.55 (1.98)
Satisfaction 2.63 (1.90)
Shame 2.51 (1.85)
Shock 3.14 (2.04)
Suspicion 3.29 (2.20)
Sympathy 2.32 (1.63)
Unhappiness 3.92 (2.14)
Worry 3.20 (2.04)

78



Table 9

Factor Structure of Emotion Iltems

ltem Negative Positive

Emotion Emotion
Anger .80 -.08
Anxiety .68 -.03
Appreciation A1 .50
Bitterness 73 -12
Calmness -.15 .65
Cheerfulness -.07 .85
Delight -.03 .90
Despair 70 -.13
Disappointment 73 -.20
Disgust .69 A2
Embarrassment .60 14
Excitement .06 .75
Fear 54 .24
Frustration .75 -.08
Gratitude 13 .61
Grief .70 -.03
Happiness -.18 74
Hate .69 .02
Hurt 71 -.23
Jealousy .61 -.06
Joy .02 .87
Peace =12 74
Pleasure .01 .83
Rage .70 .06
Regret .59 -.21
Relief -.02 .63
Resent 74 .05
Sadness .68 -17
Satisfaction -.01 .76
Shame .58 24
Shock .68 -.06
Suspicion .69 A1
Worry .68 .08

79



Table 10

Factor Loadings for Dimensionality EFA for Negati&motion Items

ltem Factor 1 Factor 2
Anxiety .67 -.05
Despair .79 .05
Disappointment .67 -.14
Disgust -.08 -91

Frustration .65 -.16
Grief 73 .02
Hate -.06 -.87

Hurt 74 -.04
Jealousy .63 .01
Rage 18 -.62

Regret .76 A2
Resent 14 -73

Sadness .86 14
Shock .64 -.08
Worry .65 -.03
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Table 11

Results of the Multiple Regressions for Goal LigkiRumination, and Self-Efficacy

Selection Criterion F R Predictors B t
Variable Variable
Self Covert ORI (3, 132) =8.4917 Goallinking .03 .30
Rumination .39 3.96***
Self-efficacy -.01 -.05
Explicit ORI (3, 132) =3.49 .08 Goal linking .19 1.84
Rumination .14 1.33
Self-efficacy -.09 -1.03
Partner Covert ORI  (3,99)=3.81 .1Goallinking -.09 -.72
Rumination .36 2.86**
Self-efficacy .03 .26
Explicit ORI (3,99)=5.10 .14 Goal linking .04 .34
Rumination -.03 - .26
Self-efficacy .37 3.52**
Mutual  Covert ORI (3,82)=4.68 .15Goallinking .07 .47
Rumination .35 2.38*
Self-efficacy -.08 -.71
Explicit ORI (3,82)=1.61 .06 Goal linking .20 1.31
Rumination .05 .34
Self-efficacy -.02 -.17

Note ** p < .001, *p < .01, *p < .05

81



Table 12

Correlation Matrix

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Covert ORI - A6* 24*%  39** .08 -.20 A2 B*
2. Explicit ORI - 21% [ 19%* A1* A1* .28** 2T
3. Goal Linking - .64** 22%* -.21*  5O** 21**
4. Rumination - A7 -31 .69** 34**
5. Self-Efficacy - 24* .09 .07
6. Positive Emotion - =21 -.04
7. General Negative .64**
Emotion

8. Hostility -

Note *p < .05; **p < .01, two-tailed
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Table 13

Results of the Multiple Regressions for Emotions

Criterion Variable F R Predictors Beta tvalue

Covert ORI (3, 325) = 24.56 19 Positive emotion 7 .0 1.26
General Negative .39 5.70**
Hostility .08 1.16

Explicit ORI (3,325)=14.21 A2 Positive emotion.17 3.06*
General Negative .23 3.29*
Hostility 13 1.84

Note *p< .01, *p<.001
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Table 14

Results of the Multiple Regressions for Love angleAn

Criterion Variable F R Predictors Beta tvalue

Covert ORI (2, 323) = 23.64 13 Anger .33 6.20**
Love A2 2.31*

Explicit ORI (2, 323) = 19.62 A1 Anger 21 3.94**
Love 24 4.44%*

Note *p < .05, *p < .001.
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APPENDIX A

QUESTIONNAIRE
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Survey

Welcome!

Thank you for your interest in this survey. To participate in this survey, you MUST be at least 18
years old.

If you meet the above criteria, you may proceed with taking the survey. This survey should take
approximately 15 minutes to complete. You should not begin the survey unless you have time to
complete it. Once you leave the survey for any reason, you will not be permitted to return to it.
By clicking on the "next" button below, you agree with the following statements:

- 1 am at least 18 years old.
- | give my consent to participate in this research study.

Next

86



Survey

Instructions
Please read the instructions for each section carefully, then answer each of the following questions
honestly. You must complete the survey to receive extra credit. Upon completion of the survey, you
will see a link to another page where you can enter your name and your professor's name. You
must enter your name in order to receive extra credit from your professor. Your answers to the
survey will not be matched to your name in any way; your answers are anonymous.

Prev Next
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Survey

%k 1. Have you ever been involved in a romantic relati  onship that ended in a breakup?
Yes
No

%k 2. Do you have an active Facebook account?
Yes
No

% 3. For each of the following questions, please thin k of your most recent romantic
relationship breakup. Please enter this person's in itials below.

Prev Next

Survey

%k 4. Does XX have an active Facebook account?
Yes
No

Prev Next
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Survey

%k 5. Please indicate how frequently you engaged in ea  ch of the Facebook-related
behaviors following your romantic relationship brea kup with XX.

Not at All the
all time

Posted poetry or music lyrics in status in
reference to ex-partner to taunt or hurt

Updated status to make ex-partner jealous
Posted poetry or music lyrics in status in
reference to try and get back together

Been blocked from ex-partner’s profile and
asked them to unblock it

Created a false Facebook profile of ex-partner
to cause them problems

Used Facebook to spread false rumors about
ex-partner

Posted embarrassing photo(s) of ex-partner
Falsely changed status to “in a relationship” to
make ex-partner jealous

Wrote inappropriate or mean things about ex-
partner on friend’s wall

Posted nasty or spiteful comment on a photo of
ex-partner

Sent ex-partner message(s)

Posted on ex-partner’s wall
Sent ex-partner’s friends/family/coworkers
messages

Posted on the walls of ex-partner’s
friends/family/coworkers

Checked out the events he/she would be
attending

Checked out the friends he/she recently added

Looked at the photos he/she posted or the
photos that have been posted of him/her
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Poked ex-partner

Sent ex-partner intimate messages possibly
declaring feelings for them

Sent gifts to ex-partner through Facebook
Tried to add ex-partner to your 'friend list'

Commented on ex-partner’s photos/notes/other

Tried to add ex-partner’s
friends/family/coworkers to your 'friend list'

Joined the same group(s) as ex-partner

Joined the same event(s) as ex-partner
Used Facebook profile to obtain information
about ex-partner

Used the profiles of ex-partner’s
friends/family/coworkers to obtain information
about the ex-partner

Sent ex-partner invitations to event(s)

Sent ex-partner invites to group(s)
Created a group or event and used ex-partner’s
name as the creator

Attempted to be invited to the same
events/groups as the ex-partner

Showed up at the event(s) ex-partner would be
attending as posted on his/her Facebook

Showed up at other places ex-partner would be
as mentioned on his/her Facebook

Read ex-partner’s wall conversations (posts
and replies)

Checked ex-partner’s profile for updates

Waited for ex-partner to come online
(Facebook chat)

Used Facebook to “keep tabs” on ex-partner

Used Facebook to “keep tabs” on ex-partner’s
friends/family/coworkers
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Showed up at places ex-partner would be, as
seen in Facebook photos

Showed up at places ex-partner would be, as
gathered from geotags from his/her Facebook
photos

Prev Next

91



Survey

%k 6. Please indicate the extent to which you agree th
emotions following your breakup with XX.

Not at all
Affection
Happiness
Rage
Despair
Regret
Anger
Disappointment
Hate
Annoyance
Hope
Anxiety
Joy
Calmness
Love
Hurt
Appreciation
Jealousy
Bitterness
Cheerfulness

Peace

92
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Very
strongly



Contempt

Pleasure
Delight
Relief
Sadness
Excitement
Disgust
Resent
Embarrassment
Satisfaction
Fear

Shame
Fondness
Shock
Gratitude
Sympathy
Frustration
Worry
Suspicion
Grief
Unhappiness

Guilt

Prev
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Survey

%k 7. Before XX and | broke up...

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
| decided this person was “the” person for
me.
| believed no one could “complete” me other
than this person.
| realized that a different partner would be
better for me.
| determined that only this person could help
me achieve my life’s goals.
Having this person in my life seemed
essential to becoming who | wanted to
become.
| felt like our destinies were linked.
| realized that this person meant everything
to me.
Prev Next
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Survey

%k 8. After XX and | broke up...

Not at Somewhat Very
all much

| thought about this person even more when
| tried not to.

| found myself fantasizing about this person.

| found myself considering scenarios and
rehearsing old conversations with this
person.

| thought about this person constantly.
I dwelled on what kind of relationship we
might have had between us.

| worried that we might not ever get back
together.

| thought about ways to try to keep my ex-
partner in the relationship.

| wondered how this person felt about me.
| dwelled on all the things | liked about this
person.

I thought about how much | valued our
relationship.

| thought failing to obtain the relationship |
wanted would make me feel miserable.

| thought | would be extremely happy if |
were able to reestablish a relationship with
this person.

Prev Next
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Survey

%k 9. After XX and | broke up...

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

| believed that persistence in trying to
reestablish the relationship with my ex-
partner would pay off.

| was doubtful that my partner would ever
get back together with me.

| believed | was capable of convincing my
partner to get back together.

| was confident | could get my ex-partner to
reconcile with me.

| knew it was unlikely my ex-partner would
get back together with me.

| still feel capable of getting back into a
relationship with this person.

| was unsure that | could persuade my ex-
partner to reconcile our relationship.

Prev Next
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Survey

10. Before you broke up, how would you characterize
you and XX?

Casually dating
Exclusively dating
Engaged

Married

Other (please specify)

%k 11. Who ended this particular romantic relationship
Me
My partner
It was mutual

Prefer not to answer
%k 12. Are you currently Facebook friends with XX?
Yes

No

| don't know

Prev Next
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Survey

13. Approximately how long were you in a romanticr  elationship with XX?
Less than 6 months
6-12 months
1 year
2 years
3 years
4 years
5 years

More than 5 years

%k 14. Approximately how long ago did the breakup with XX occur?
Less than 6 months ago
Between 6 months and 1 year ago
Between 1 and 2 years ago

More than 2 years ago

Prev Next
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Survey

%k 15. What is your biological sex?
Male

Female

%k 16. What is XX's biological sex?
Male
Female

Prefer not to answer

%k 17. How old are you?

Age ]

18. What is your ethnicity?
American Indian or Alaskan Native
African American or Black
Caucasian
Asian or Asian American
Hispanic
Multiracial

Other (please specify)

%k 19. Have you taken this survey before?
Yes
No

Prev Next
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APPENDIX B

IRB APPROVAL LETTER
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El‘ Knowledge Enterprise

Development

EXEMPTION GRANTED

Laura Guerrero Human Communication, Hugh Downs School of
480/965-3730 Laura.Guerrero@asu.edu

Dear Laura Guerrero: On 2/7/2014 the ASU IRB rewdwthe

following protocol:

d

Type of Review: Initial Study
. Post-breakup Surveillance in the Mediate
Title:
World
Investigator: Laura Guerrero
IRB ID: STUDYO00000607
Funding: None
Grant Title: None
Grant ID: None
* IRB Application for Social Sciences,
Category: IRB Protocaljs Measures,
Category: Measures (Survey
Documents guestions/Interview questions /interview
Reviewed: guides/focus group questions);

* Recruitment Letter, Category: Recruitmg
Materialsj le Alternative Assignment,
Category: Recruitment Materials;
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The IRB determined that the protocol is consideneeimpt
pursuant to Federal Regulations 45CFR46 (2) Tsatsgys,
interviews, or observation on 2/7/2014.

In conducting this protocol you are required tddwi the
requirements listed in the INVESTIGATOR MANUAL (HRP
103).

Sincerely,
IRB Administrator
cc. Megan Cole

Megan Cole
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