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Reported Affective Reactions
	Studies 1-8b focused on reported friendship jealousy. However, participants also reported a range of affective reactions, including those linked to jealousy (sadness, anger) as well as distractor emotions (e.g., pride) in some of those 11 experiments. Tables S1-S2 and S4-S11 contain means (SEs) for other reactions when they were measured. 
Study 2
Further Exploration of Friendship Jealousy and Friend Guarding
In Study 2, we explored the impact of condition (no-information control, loss alone, loss to a third party) on reactions and friend retention intentions, including both friend guarding–vigilance and everyday friend retention behavior. Consistent with predictions regarding the specific functionality of friendship jealousy, friendship jealousy (but neither sadness nor anger) statistically mediated the relationship between condition and friend guarding–vigilance (see main manuscript). We also conducted a similar analysis to explore which reactions mediated everyday friend retention. We used 5,000 bootstrapped iterations to compute a bias corrected 95% confidence interval (CI) for the indirect effects. The effect of condition on everyday friend retention was significantly mediated by reported friendship jealousy, b = -0.18, SE = 0.08, 95%CI = [-0.39, -0.05]. The indirect effect of sadness was also significant, b = 0.25, SE = 0.12, 95%CI = [0.04, 0.52]. The indirect effect of anger was not significant, nor was the direct effect, b = -0.11, SE = -0.23, p = .645.
Study 3a
Further Exploration of Friendship Jealousy and Friend Guarding

 In Study 3a we created composites of best friendship jealousy (as well as sadness and anger) and best friend friend-guarding intentions by aggregating over responses to best friends forming new, potentially closer relationships with a same-sex stranger, the participants’ own close friends, and a new romantic partner. As expected, we found that friendship jealousy significantly, positively, and strongly predicted behavioral intention to friend guard. We additionally examine several other outcomes here. 
Does best friendship jealousy continue to predict friend guarding, even controlling for often-concomitant motions of sadness and anger? Yes, friendship jealousy continues to positively predict friend guarding, even controlling for sadness and anger, r(464) = .083, pone-sided =.037. 
	For each scenario individually, does friendship jealousy predict friend-guarding intentions over and above sadness and anger? To explore this, we ran three separate regression models for scenarios in which best friends formed new, potentially closer bonds with same-sex strangers, participants’ own close friends, and new romantic partners, respectively. In each, we first entered sadness and anger, and then added friendship jealousy, testing whether the R2 change was significant (which it was in all cases, ps < .025). See Tables S12-S14 for the findings from these regression analyses. Again, this is consistent with friendship jealousy playing a major driving role in motivating friend guarding.  
	Mediation. In the main manuscript, we test and find support for the prediction that friendship jealousy mediates the relationship between replacement threat instantiated via interloper type (friend, romantic partner) and intended friend guarding. We also ran a parallel multiple mediation model to explore whether this might be unique to friendship jealousy versus often-concomitant emotions of sadness and anger. Again using 5,000 bootstrapped iterations to compute a bias corrected 95% confidence interval for the indirect effects, we find a significant indirect effect for friendship jealousy (b = .06, SE = 0.03; 95%CI=[0.01, 0.13]), but not for sadness (b = .05, SE = 0.03; 95%CI=[-0.01, 0.10]), nor anger (b = .04, SE = 0.03; 95%CI=[-0.10, 0.22]). The direct effect was significant, b = .15, SE = 0.03, p < .001, 95%CI = [0.09, 0.22]. This conceptually replicates findings from Study 2, which showed that friendship jealousy uniquely predicted behavioral intentions to engage in friend-guarding–vigilance; this suggests that sadness and anger are unlikely to be driving the friend guarding patterns described in the main manuscript and provides further support for the expected specificity of friendship jealousy in motivating friend guarding. 
Pre-registered Pilot for Study 6 
Building on Studies 5a and 5b, the pre-registered pilot for Study 6 manipulates on-line friendship jealousy (versus a relatively neutral friend-related control condition) to explore whether friendship jealousy causes friend-guarding intentions, and was conducted to ensure the efficacy of our manipulations. 
We adapt a paradigm from existing emotions work (e.g., Ashton-James & Tracy, 2012; Tracy, personal communication) to manipulate on-line emotion. After reading a prompt instructing participants either to experience friendship jealousy at a friend becoming potentially closer with another same-sex person (friendship jealousy) or a typical day spent with their best friend (relatively neutral friend-related control), participants wrote in detail about their current affect, physiology, and so on. Next, participants reported their currently-felt affect (a manipulation check) and the extent to which they would engage in friendship maintenance behavior—both friend guarding-vigilance (our focal dependent variable) and also everyday friend retention—akin to Study 2. 
We predict that participants in the friendship jealousy condition will experience greater friendship jealousy and also report greater friend guarding intentions, compared to those participants in the relatively neutral friend-related control condition. In that control condition, we expect participants might feel neutrality (no strong emotionality) and/or happiness, and we explore whether—though do not predict that—those participants report greater intentions to engage in everyday friend retention behavior than participants in the friendship jealousy condition. We also explore the mediating effect of current affect. 
Method
A power analysis indicated that 351 participants would be required for .80 power to detect small- to medium-sized effects (f = .15) in friend guarding-vigilance between the two conditions, thus assessing our focal prediction. We opened a study to 400 US participants on TurkPrime and included bot and attention checks. Many participants failed to answer critical bot check questions; for example, of 633 participants beginning the survey, 75 did not attempt to answer the first critical open-ended and bot-check question (names of same-sex best friend and acquaintance). In all, 307 participants (193 female; Mage = 39.02; SDage = 12.19) passed both bot checks (naming two same-sex others and forming a cogent response to the manipulation) and the late-in-study attention check (correctly writing ethnicity in a text box on a multiple choice question), and were thus included in analyses. Sensitivity analysis suggests this yielded .80 power to detect small- to medium-sized effects (f = .16). 
	Procedure and design. As in previous studies, participants first reported some brief demographic information and were instructed to fill out the names of same-sex others—a best friend and an acquaintance. The best friend’s name would be piped into the manipulation prompts. These friend-related open-ended responses—and also the open-ended responses that people wrote in reaction to the prompt (the experimental manipulation)—served as our bot checks, such that people not answering these questions and/or filling in clearly incorrect responses (e.g., naming two other-sex friends, pasting in a definition of a bot) were not included in analyses. 
We adapted the manipulation from the established Relived Emotion Task (Ekman et al., 1983), here aiming to manipulate participants’ on-line affect—friendship jealousy versus a relatively neutral friend-related control condition—by using hypothetical prompts.[footnoteRef:1],[footnoteRef:2] In the friendship jealousy condition, participants were instructed: “Imagine that you are feeling very jealous because [name of best friend] has become quite close with another same-sex friend, maybe even closer to that new friend than [name of best friend] is to you. Everyone has, at some time in their lives, felt jealousy when their friends seemed to like another friend better. It’s OK to feel this. Give yourself a moment to close your eyes and really experience this jealousy. Describe in as much detail as possible the jealousy that you are feeling. For example, what’s going on in your mind and what you are thinking while you are feeling this jealousy? What’s going on in your body—your gut, your arms and legs, your heartbeat—while you are feeling this jealousy?” We included information about friendship jealousy being normative to encourage participants to honestly experience and report their feelings, in line with previous research (Ashton-James & Tracy, 2012; Tracy et al., 2011; Zammuner, 1996).  [1:      We thank Jessica Tracy for helpful feedback on developing this manipulation.]  [2:     We asked participants to imagine rather than to re-live an emotion (Ekman et al., 1983) because re-living a past, salient friendship jealousy event may have colored participants’ responses on the focal measure of their intent to friend guard that best friend. For example, past instances of friendship jealousy may be especially salient because they led to the dissolution of the best friendship; asking about intentions to guard a person who is no longer one’s (best) friend could be confusing to participants.] 

Our relatively neutral friend-related control condition was adapted from Ashton-James and Tracy (2012); therein, participants in the neutral condition detailed their activities that day, whereas here participants were instructed: “Imagine that you are spending a time with [name of best friend]. There’s no special occasion, rather, it’s just a typical day when you’re spending time together—akin to those you might have had not too long ago. Take some time to really visualize each experience that you are doing on this regular day. Give yourself a moment to close your eyes and really experience each of your activities during this regular, typical day. Describe in as much detail as possible everything that you and [name of best friend] would be doing. For example, what’s going on in your mind and what you are thinking while you are going about your everyday activities? What’s going on in your body—your gut, your arms and legs, your heartbeat—while you are going about your everyday activities with [name of best friend]?”
	Manipulation check. Next, participants were asked to report the extent to which they were currently feeling five affective states—friendship jealousy (“jealousy”), neutral (“no strong emotions [neutral]”), “happiness”, “sadness”, and “anger”—on 7-pint Likert-type scales (1 = not at all, 7 = very much). 
Friendship maintenance. Next, we assessed participants’ behavioral intentions to engage in two types of friendship maintenance behavior. Participants read, “Take a moment to re-experience what you were feeling in your mind and body. Given your feelings right now, how likely would you be to…” and responded to seven items. We assessed friend guarding-vigilance via two items, as in Studies 2, 3a, and 5b (α = .94), but with items slightly reworded to be germane here. We also used five items from Study 2 to assess everyday friend retention (e.g. “Be cheerful and positive whenever you're with [best friend]”; α = .67). There were six tactics of friend retention that we measured in Study 2, and we assessed five of those here; we did not use the item to assess the social networks tactic (“Rely on other friends to help you through this rough patch”) because it was not germane for participants in the control condition (who were presumably not going through a rough patch with the best friend).
Results and Discussion
	Manipulation check. We ran a 2 (condition) x 5 [affective reactions] mixed-factors ANOVA, which yielded main effects of condition, F(1, 305) = 29.30, p < .001, ηp2 = .088, affective reactions, F(4, 1220) = 45.55, p < .001, ηp2 = .130, and a significant interaction, F(4, 1220) = 77.42, p < .001, ηp2 = .202. 
	In line with expectations, people reported currently feeling greater friendship jealousy in the friendship jealousy condition (M = 3.69, SE = .14) than in the relatively neutral friend-related control condition (M = 1.48, SE = .14), F(1, 305) = 129.58, p < .001, ηp2 = .298, 95%CI = [1.83, 2.59]. As one might expect, given the links between jealousy and basic affective states of sadness and anger, people also reported currently feeling more sadness in the friendship jealousy condition (M = 3.70, SE = .14) versus the control condition (M = 3.21, SE = .15), F(1, 305) = 59.39, p < .001, ηp2 = .163, 95%CI = [1.19, 2.01], and currently feeling more anger in the friendship jealousy condition (M = 3.14, SE = .14) versus the control condition (M = 1.76, SE = .15), F(1, 305) = 46.28, p < .001, ηp2 = .132, 95%CI = [0.98, 1.78]. 
People reported currently feeling greater neutrality in the control condition (M = 3.82, SE = .16) versus the friendship jealousy condition (M = 3.18, SE = .15), F(1, 305) = 9.20, p = .003, ηp2 = .029, 95%CI = [0.22, 1.05], and people also reported currently feeling greater happiness in the control condition (M = 5.03, SE = .14) versus the friendship jealousy condition (M = 3.08, SE = .14), F(1, 305) = 99.85, p < .001, ηp2 = .247, 95%CI = [1.57, 2.34]. 
Additionally, people reported currently feeling significantly greater jealousy than any other reaction (ps < .025), excepting sadness (p = .957), in the friendship jealousy condition. One might speculate that, because jealousy can be undesirable to experience and/or report—and likely more undesirable to experience and/or report than sadness—people might be under-reporting jealousy. People also reported currently feeling significantly greater happiness than any other reaction (ps < .001) in the relatively neutral friend-related control condition; excepting happiness, people reported currently feeling significantly greater neutrality than any other reaction (ps < .001) in that control condition. This seems sensible, given the prompt was to immerse oneself in a typical day with one’s best friend. 
Friendship maintenance: Does friendship jealousy cause people to engage in greater friend guarding? As per our pre-registered analysis plan, we first conducted a 2 (condition) x 2 [friendship maintenance type] mixed-factors ANOVA. This yielded main effects of condition, F(1, 305) = 107.05, p < .001, ηp2 = .260, type, F(1, 305) = 216.96, p < .001, ηp2 = .416, and a significant interaction, F(1, 305) = 206.92, p < .001, ηp2 = .404. 
Exploring the significant interaction, we find, as predicted, that people in the friendship jealousy condition reported greater behavioral intent to engage in friend guarding-vigilance (M = 4.89, SE = .14) than those in the control condition (M = 2.08, SE = .14), F(1, 305) = 207.67, p < .001, ηp2 = .405, 95%CI = [2.43, 3.19]. See Figure S1. 
We also find that people reported greater behavioral intentions to engage in everyday friend retention in the relatively neutral friend-related control condition (M = 5.26, SE = .09) than the friendship jealousy condition (M = 4.93, SE = .08), F(1, 305) = 7.95, p = .005, ηp2 = .025, 95%CI = [0.10, 0.58], though this effect was comparatively smaller. This echoes similar findings from Study 2. Additionally, whereas people in the friendship jealousy condition did not report intent to engage in significantly differing levels of friend guarding-vigilance versus everyday friend retention (p = .804), people in the control condition reported behavioral intentions to engage in greater everyday friend retention than friend guarding-vigilance, F(1, 305) = 409.16, p < .001, ηp2 = .573, 95%CI = [2.88, 3.50].
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Figure S1. Reported behavioral intent to engage in both types of friendship maintenance (friend guarding-vigilance, everyday friend retention) as a function of condition. Error bars represent standard errors. 

Exploratory mediation: Does currently-felt friendship jealousy (or other affective reactions) mediate the relationship between condition and friend guarding-vigilance? We explored this using PROCESS Model 4, allowing multiple mediators (friendship jealousy, neutrality, happiness, sadness, anger) and using 5,000 bootstrapped samples and 95% bias corrected CIs. As illustrated in Figure S2, consistent with expectations derived from our model, the indirect effect of condition on friend guarding-vigilance was significant for friendship jealousy, b = 1.13, SE = 0.18, 95%CI = [0.80, 1.50], and not for any other affective reaction. The direct effect was also significant, b = 0.1.68, SE = 0.22, p < .001, 95%CI = [1.25, 2.11]. 
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Figure S2. Parallel multiple mediation model depicting the effect of condition on friend guarding-vigilance from the pre-registered pilot for Study 6, as mediated by reported currently-felt affect.

Focal analysis: Two additional pre-registered subsamples. We ran two additional, pre-registered analyses to further explore our focal prediction that people in the friendship jealousy condition would report greater behavioral intentions of engaging in friend guarding than those in the control condition. Specifically, we conducted the same ANOVA reported above to assess intent to engage I the two friendship maintenance tactics on two subsamples of data. Results from both of these subsamples replicate the predicted results reported above. 
First, we aimed to include in analyses only those participants whose self-reported currently-felt affect reflected strong condition-germane emotionality. The first subsample thus included only those participants whose manipulation check scores indicated strong levels of self-reported currently-felt friendship jealousy in the friendship jealousy condition (scores of 4 or higher) and low levels of currently-felt negative affect—friendship jealousy, sadness, anger—in the control condition (scores below 4 on those negative emotions). 
Using this subsample, which included 196 participants (125 female), we conducted a 2 (condition) x 2 [friend maintenance type] mixed-factors ANOVA. This yielded main effects of condition, F(1, 194) = 152.93, p < .001, ηp2 = .441, type, F(1, 194) = 153.89, p < .001, ηp2 = .442, and a significant interaction, F(1, 194) = 362.54, p < .001, ηp2 = .651. Exploring the significant interaction, we replicate the predicted finding also reported the main manuscript—that people in the friendship jealousy condition reported greater behavioral intent to engage in friend guarding-vigilance (M = 5.60, SE = .15) than those in the control condition (M = 1.82, SE = .13), F(1, 194) = 371.76, p < .001, ηp2 = .657, 95%CI = [3.39, 4.16]. We also find that people reported greater behavioral intentions to engage in everyday friend retention in the control condition (M = 5.32, SE = .10) than the friendship jealousy condition (M = 4.86, SE = .12), F(1, 194) = 9.15, p = .003, ηp2 = .045, 95%CI = [0.16, 0.75], though this effect was comparatively smaller. Additionally, people in the friendship jealousy condition reported greater intent to engage in friend guarding than everyday friend retention, F(1, 194) = 18.76, p < .001, ηp2 = .088, 95%CI = [0.40, 1.07], and people in the control condition reported greater intent to engage in everyday friend retention than friend guarding, F(1, 194) = 598.19, p < .001, ηp2 = .755, 95%CI = [3.21, 3.78].
In our second pre-registered ancillary analysis, we aimed to include in analyses only those participants whose written responses to the manipulation—as per the coding of a research assistant (RA) blind to hypotheses and manipulations—indicated strong levels of currently-felt friendship jealousy in the friendship jealousy condition (scores of 4 or higher) and low levels of currently-felt negative affect in the control condition (scores below 4 on those negative emotions). Thus, for all responses passing both bot checks, an undergraduate research assistant (RA) blind to hypotheses read participants’ written responses to the manipulations and coded these responses for the extent to which they reflected the same five affective states that participants reported currently feeling in the manipulation check: jealousy (parenthetically defined for the RA as “betrayal, being replaced, fear/concern someone is taking what you have and/or that you are losing what you have to someone else”), neutral, parenthetically defined for the RA as “no strong emotions”), happiness, sadness, and anger. These RA-coded affects were significantly positively correlated with self-reported currently-felt affect: friendship jealousy, r(266) = .599, p < .001; neutral, r(266) = .300, p < .001; happiness, r(266) = .454, p < .001; sadness, r(266) = .232347, p < .001; and anger, r(266) = .324, p < .001.
Using this subsample, which included 266 participants (172 female), we re-ran that 2 (condition) x 2 [friend maintenance type] mixed-factors ANOVA with this sample yielded main effects of condition, F(1, 264) = 141.83, p < .001, ηp2 = .349, type, F(1, 263) = 190.23, p < .001, ηp2 = .419, and a significant interaction, F(1, 264) = 249.88, p < .001, ηp2 = .486. Exploring the significant interaction, we again replicate the predicted finding also reported the main manuscript—that people in the friendship jealousy condition reported greater behavioral intent to engage in friend guarding-vigilance (M = 5.18, SE = .14) than those in the control condition (M = 2.04, SE = .13), F(1, 264) = 281.72, p < .001, ηp2 = .516, 95%CI = [2.78, 3.52]. We also find that people reported greater behavioral intentions to engage in everyday friend retention in the control condition (M = 5.25, SE = .09) than the friendship jealousy condition (M = 4.97, SE = .10), F(1, 264) = 4.78, p = .030, ηp2 = .018, 95%CI = [0.28, 0.55], though this effect was comparatively smaller. In this subsample, people in the friendship jealousy condition did not report significantly greater intent to engage in friend guarding than everyday friend retention, F(1, 264) = 1.88, p = .172, ηp2 = .007, 95%CI = [-0.10, 0.53]; people in the control condition did report greater intent to engage in everyday friend retention than friend guarding, F(1, 264) = 477.58, p < .001, ηp2 = .644, 95%CI = [2.93, 3.50].
Study 6
Additional ANOVAs
Tactics. For full transparency, we ran a 2 (condition) x 5 [tactic] ANOVA as well. This yielded main effects of condition, F(1, 339) = 85.53, p < .001, ηp2 = .201, tactic, F(1, 1356) = 204.74, p < .001, ηp2 = .377, and a significant interaction of condition and type, F(1, 1356) = 84.53, p < .001, ηp2 = .200. Replicating and extending the findings from the main manuscript, compared to people in the control condition, people in the friendship jealousy condition report greater intent to engage in each friend-guarding tactic (ps < .001), and lesser intent to engage in everyday friend retention (p = .012). See Table S15 for Means (SEs). 
Second composite of everyday friend retention. As noted in the main manuscript, we created a second composite of everyday friend retention that has better reliability than the first. We re-running the same ANOVA using that second composite, we replicate the results reported in the main manuscript for the first composite. That ANOVA yielded main effects of condition, F(1, 339) = 18.05, p < .001, ηp2 = .051, type, F(1, 339) = 499.47, p < .001, ηp2 = .596, and a significant interaction, F(1, 339) = 115.58, p < .001, ηp2 = .248. 
Exploring this interaction again revealed that people in the friendship jealousy condition reported greater intent to engage in friend guarding than those in the control condition—of course, as friend guarding scores were not different here than in the main manuscript. We also find, replicating the results for the first composite of everyday friend retention reported in the main manuscript, that people in the control condition reported greater behavior intent to engage in everyday friend retention (M = 5.22, SE = .09) than did people in the friendship jealousy condition (M = 4.73, SE = .08), F(1, 339) = 16.49, p < .001, ηp2 = .046, 95%CI=[0.26, 0.74], though, again, this effect was smaller than that for friend guarding. Also as with the first composite of everyday friend retention reported in the main manuscript, people in both conditions reported greater intent to engage in everyday friend retention than friend guarding (ps < .001).
Focal Analysis: Two Additional Pre-registered Subsamples
 As per our preregistered analysis plan, we first analyzed results without excluding participants based the scores on their manipulation checks (i.e., their reported affective reactions to the manipulations). Those results supported our focal a priori prediction and are reported in detail in main manuscript.
Because we have manipulation checks assessing the level of affective reactivity participants reported currently feeling directly after manipulations, we can also explore results when including only those participants responding to the manipulations in line with expectations. We do this in two ways, with both ways finding further support for the focal prediction that people in the friendship jealousy condition report greater behavioral intentions to engage in friend guarding than people in the control condition.  
First, we can use participants’ own scores to determine whether they were currently feeling jealousy in the friendship jealousy condition (i.e., reported jealousy greater than or equal to 4) and reported no strong negative emotions in the relatively neutral friend-related control condition. In this subsample, we have data rom 240 participants (131 female, 1 other/missing).
We conducted a 2 (condition) x 2 [friendship maintenance type] mixed-factors ANOVA using this subsample. This yielded main effects of condition, F(1, 238) = 96.63, p < .001, ηp2 = .289, type, F(1, 238) = 231.83, p < .001, ηp2 = .493, and a significant interaction, F(1, 238) = 213.08, p < .001, ηp2 = .472. 
Exploring the significant interaction, we replicate the predicted finding that people in the friendship jealousy condition reported greater behavioral intent to engage in friend guarding (M = 4.54, SE = .10) than those in the control condition (M = 2.22, SE = .10), F(1, 238) = 267.60, p < .001, ηp2 = .529, 95%CI = [2.04, 2.60]. See Figure S3b. Here, however, we find that people report only a marginally greater intent to engage in everyday friend retention in the control (M = 4.85, SE = .09) versus friendship jealousy condition (M = 4.60, SE = .10), F(1, 238) = 3.70, p = .056, ηp2 = .015, 95%CI = [-0.52, 0.01].
 Additionally, whereas people in the control condition reported significantly greater intent to engage in everyday friend retention than friend guarding, F(1, 238) = 485.14, p < .001, ηp2 = .671, unlike in our analysis of the entire sample, people in the friendship jealousy condition did not report greater intent to engage in everyday friend retention than friend guarding (p = .670). 
Second, for all responses passing both bot checks, an undergraduate RA blind to hypotheses and manipulations read participants’ written responses to the manipulations and coded these responses for the extent to which they reflected the same five affective states that participants reported currently feeling in the manipulation check: jealousy (parenthetically defined for the RA as “betrayal, being replaced, fear/concern someone is taking what you have and/or that you are losing what you have to someone else”), neutral, parenthetically defined for the RA as “no strong emotions”, happiness, sadness, and anger also on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very much). As planned, we included in the analyses only those participants whose RA-coded friendship jealousy scores were 4 or greater in the friendship jealousy condition and those participants whose negative affect scores (jealousy, sadness, anger) were below 4 in the control condition. 
In this subsample, we have data rom 309 participants (179 female, 1 other/missing). Note also that these RA-coded affects are significantly positively correlated with self-reported currently-felt affect: friendship jealousy, r(309) = .669, p < .001; neutral, r(309) = .323, p < .001; happiness, r(309) = .308, p < .001; sadness, r(309) = .349, p < .001; and anger, r(309) = .351, p < .001. 
Re-running the 2 (condition) x 2 [friend maintenance type] mixed-factors ANOVA with this subsample yielded main effects of condition, F(1, 307) = 52.12, p < .001, ηp2 = .145, type, F(1, 307) = 370.73, p < .001, ηp2 = .547, and a significant interaction, F(1, 307) = 100.28, p < .001, ηp2 = .246. Exploring the significant interaction, we again replicate the predicted finding also reported the main manuscript—that people in the friendship jealousy condition reported greater behavioral intent to engage in friend guarding (M = 3.89, SE = .11) than those in the control condition (M = 2.31, SE = .10), F(1, 307) = 115.91, p < .001, ηp2 = .274, 95%CI = [1.29, 1.87]. See Figure S3c. In this subsample, unlike our analysis of the full sample, we did not find that people reported significantly greater behavioral intentions to engage in everyday friend retention in the control condition (M = 4.84, SE = .08) than the friendship jealousy condition (M = 4.69, SE = .08, p = .184). Similar to our analysis of the full sample, we again find that people report greater behavioral intentions to engage in everyday friend retention than friend guarding in both conditions (ps < .001). 
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Figure S3. From Study 6, intent to engage in friend guarding and everyday friend retention as a function of condition for (a) all participants passing bot and attention checks, (b) participants whose self-reported currently-felt emotions reflected high levels of friendship jealousy (in the friendship jealousy condition) and low levels of negative affect (in the control condition), and (c) participants whose RA-coded affect scores reflected high levels of friendship jealousy (in the friendship jealousy condition) and low levels of negative affect (in the control condition). Error bars reflect standard errors.  
Studies 8a and 8b
	Studies 8a and preregistered Study 8b included two attention checks. The former was a combined bot and attention check, involving writing the names of two same-sex others. One of these names was later piped into the study prompts. In Study 8a, for example,  ~75% of people passed this check. The latter was a multiple choice question that asked participants to “write the word ethnicity in the text box below”, and participants were given the choices of Sex/Gender, Relationship status, Sexual Orientation, and Other. The “Other” choice had an associated text box in which we assumed participants would write “ethnicity”. In Study 8a, for example, ~66% of people passed this check. 
In the main manuscript, we analyzed data from participants passing the first, critical and combined check. Here, for transparency, we show data from participants passing both (Study 8a N = 170 [78 women]; Study 8b N = 153 [72 women]). The patterns of data are unchanged, and, if anything, more strongly support our predictions. 
Reported Friendship Jealousy 
Study 8a. We explored reported friendship jealousy caused by interloper types via a one-way ANOVA. Replicating findings from the main manuscript, the predicted effect of interloper type, F(1, 170) = 7.20, p = .008, ηp2 = .041, such that people reported greater friendship jealousy when interlopers were friends (M = 3.94, SE = .21) than romantic partners (M = 3.14, SE = .21). 
Study 8b. We explored reported friendship jealousy caused by interloper types via a one-way ANOVA. Replicating findings from the main manuscript, the predicted effect of replacement threat, F(1, 151) = 58.30, p < .001, ηp2 = .28, such that people reported greater friendship jealousy when interlopers were high-threat (M = 4.60, SE = .20) than low-threat partners (M = 2.31, SE = .22).
Chosen Seating Distance (Separation). 
Study 8a. We conducted a one-way ANOVA, and replicated the finding from the main manuscript that people chose to seat best friends about one seat farther away from friend rivals (M = 2.78, SE = .21) than romantic partners (M = 1.55, SE = .11), F(1, 158) = 15.61, p < .001, ηp2 = .090. 
Study 8b. We conducted a one-way ANOVA, and replicated the finding from the main manuscript that people chose to seat best friends about one seat farther away from rivals posing high replacement threat (M = 3.88, SE = .27) than low threat (M = 2.43, SE = .29), F(1, 140) = 13.52, p < .001, ηp2 = .088. 
Does Reported Friendship Jealousy Mediate the Relationship Between Interloper Type and Intensity of Friend-guarding?
Study 8a. Replicating findings reported in the main manuscript, the mediation analysis indicated a significant indirect effect of replacement threat on friend-guarding behavior (b = 0.26, SE = 0.12, 95% CI = [0.07, 0.55]).
Study 8b. Replicating findings reported in the main manuscript, the mediation analysis indicated a significant indirect effect of replacement threat on friend-guarding behavior (b = 1.07, SE = 0.34, 95% CI = [0.50, 1.87]).
[bookmark: _GoBack]Gender Differences
	The length of the main manuscript prohibits the development and testing of formal theorizing about expected sex/gender differences in friendship jealousy. However, we report whether focal findings regarding friendship jealousy from all 11 studies hold across participant gender here. Note that including participant gender as an additional factor can reduce power to detect significant effects. 
Study 1 
As in the main manuscript, we compared feelings of friendship jealousy, sadness, and anger across conditions—but we now included participant gender as a factor. The resultant 2 [Condition: loss of friendship, loss of friendship to a third party] x 3 [Reactions: jealousy, sadness, anger] x 2 (Participant gender) mixed-factors ANOVA revealed a marginally significantly main effect of Condition, F(1, 53) = 3.87, p = .054, ηp2 = .068, a significant main effect of Reaction, F(5, 256) = 63.49, p < .001, ηp2 = .545, and two interactions—of Reaction and Condition, F(5, 256) = 21.34, p < .001, ηp2 = .287, and of Reaction and Gender, F(5, 256) = 3.16, p = .009, ηp2 = .056, All other ps > .200. 
The focal findings for friendship jealousy hold across gender: Women reported greater friendship jealousy in the loss to a third party condition (M = 4.53, SE = 0.46) than in the loss alone condition (M = 2.88, SE = 0.38, p < .001, 95%CI =[1.02, 2.29], ηp2 = .339), and men also reported greater friendship jealousy in in the loss to a third party condition (M = 3.47, SE = 0.35) than in the loss alone condition (M = 2.40, SE = 0.29, p < .001, 95%CI =[0.59, 1.55], ηp2 = .275). There were no significant gender differences in reported friendship jealousy (ps > .073). 
Study 2
Friendship jealousy. We re-ran the 2 (condition: loss alone, loss to a third party) x 6 [reaction: jealousy, sadness, anger, pride, fear, pity] mixed-factors ANOVA reported in the main manuscript, now included participant gender as a factor. This yielded main effects of Condition, F(1, 160) = 6.33, p = .012, ηp2 = .038, and Reaction, F(5, 800) = 62.41, p < .001, ηp2 = .281, as well as a significant interaction of Condition and Reaction, F(5, 800) = 29.85, p < .001, ηp2 = .157, and a marginally significant interaction of Reaction and Gender, F(5, 800) = 2.06, p = .068, ηp2 = .013.
Again, the pattern of findings reported in the main manuscript hold for both genders. Women reported marginally greater friendship jealousy in the loss to a third party condition (M = 3.45, SE = 0.26) than in the loss alone condition (M = 2.73, SE = 0.31, p = .076, 95%CI =[-0.08, 1.52], ηp2 = .02), and men reported significantly greater friendship jealousy in the loss to a third party condition (M = 3.76, SE = 0.29) than in the loss alone condition (M = 2.50, SE = 0.28, p = .002, 95%CI =[0.46, 2.05], ηp2 = .057). There were no significant gender differences in reported friendship jealousy (ps > .430). 
Friend retention. We re-ran the 3 (condition: control, loss alone, loss to a third party) x 2 [friend retention tactic: friend guarding–vigilance, everyday friend retention tactics] mixed-factors ANOVA reported in the main manuscript, now including participant gender as a factor. This yielded a significant effect of friend Retention tactic, F(1, 232) = 44.44, p < .001, ηp2 = .161, and a significant interaction of Condition and Retention tactic, F(2, 232) = 13.94, p < .001, ηp2 = .081. No other effects were significant (ps > .295), suggesting no significant gender differences. 
What emotional reactions drive friend guarding? For women and men, respectively, we tested whether the relationship between condition (loss alone, loss to a third party) and intention to engage in friend guarding–vigilance was significantly mediated by friendship jealousy, sadness, and anger. We used 5,000 bootstrapped iterations to compute a bias corrected 90% confidence interval (CI) for the indirect effects. We used 90% CI because of lowered power due to separating the data by gender. For women, the effect of condition on endorsement of friend guarding–vigilance was significantly mediated only by reported friendship jealousy, b = -0.31, SE = 0.22, 95%CI = [-0.74 -0.03]; the indirect effects of sadness and anger were not significant, nor was the direct effect, b = -0.66, SE = 0.44, p = .135. For men, the effect of condition on endorsement of friend guarding–vigilance was significantly mediated only by reported friendship jealousy, b = -0.59, SE = 0.26, 95%CI = [-1.14, -0.25]; the indirect effects of sadness and anger were not significant, nor was the direct effect, b = 0.03, SE = 0.42, p = .946
Studies 3a and 3b
Study 3a. An omnibus test exploring reported friendship jealousy by participant gender across all scenarios revealed a significant effect of scenario, F(4, 1856) = 284.95, p < .001, ηp2 = .380, participant gender, F(1, 464) = 23.15, p < .001, ηp2 = .048—such that women reported greater friendship jealousy overall—and a significant interaction, F(4, 1856) = 16.60, p < .001, ηp2 = .035.
Study 3b. An omnibus test exploring reported friendship jealousy by participant gender across all scenarios revealed a significant effect of scenario, F(7, 2009) = 128.32, p < .001, ηp2 = .309, participant gender, F(1, 287) = 5.20, p = .023, ηp2 = .018—such that women reported greater friendship jealousy overall—and a significant interaction, F(7, 2009) = 13.25, p < .001, ηp2 = .044.
Does friendship jealousy vary as a function of friend value (i.e., closeness) for both genders? Yes. 
Study 3a. Women reported less friendship jealousy at the prospective loss of acquaintances (M = 1.25, SE = .06) than close friends (M = 2.52, SE = .10, p < .001, 95%CI=[-1.48, -1.07]) or best friends (M = 3.83, SE = .13; p < .001, 95%CI=[-2.83, -2.32]), and additionally reported less friendship jealousy at the prospective loss of close friends than best friends (p < .001, 95%CI=[-1.55, -1.06]). Men too reported less friendship jealousy at the prospective loss of acquaintances (M = 1.42, SE = .06) than close friends (M = 1.96, SE = .11, p < .001, 95%CI=[-0.77, -0.32]) or best friends (M = 3.05, SE = .14; p < .001, 95%CI=[-1.91, -1.36]), and additionally reported less friendship jealousy at the prospective loss of close friends than best friends (p < .001, 95%CI=[-1.35, -0.82]).
There were gender differences across scenarios, such that males reported greater friendship jealousy at the prospective loss of acquaintances (p = .046, 95%CI=[0.00, 0.33]) and females reported greater friendship jealousy at the prospective loss of both close friends (p < .001, 95%CI=[0.26, 0.86]) and best friends (p < .001, 95%CI=[0.41, 1.14]).
Study 3b. Women reported less friendship jealousy at the prospective loss of acquaintances (M = 1.40, SE = .10) than close friends (M = 2.61, SE = .14, p < .001, 95%CI=[-1.49, -0.92]) or best friends (M = 4.51, SE = .16; p < .001, 95%CI=[-3.45, -2.76]), and additionally reported less friendship jealousy at the prospective loss of close friends than best friends (p < .001, 95%CI=[-2.23, -1.57]). Similarly, men reported less friendship jealousy at the prospective loss of acquaintances (M = 1.42, SE = .06) than close friends (M = 1.96, SE = .11, p < .001, 95%CI=[-0.82, -0.33]) or best friends (M = 3.05, SE = .14; p < .001, 95%CI=[-2.17, -1.58]), and additionally reported less friendship jealousy at the prospective loss of close friends than best friends (p < .001, 95%CI=[-1.58, -1.02]).
There were gender differences across scenarios, such that males again reported greater friendship jealousy at the prospective loss of acquaintances (p = .044, 95%CI=[0.01, 0.53]) and females reported greater friendship jealousy at the prospective loss of both close friends (p =.052, 95%CI=[-0.00, 0.73]), marginally, and best friends (p < .001, 95%CI=[0.56, 1.37]).
Does friendship jealousy vary as a function of “replacement threat” for both genders? 
Study 3a. Women reported significantly lower levels of friendship jealousy at the best friend forming a new romantic relationship (M = 2.35, SE = .12) as compared to the best friend forming a new friendship with either a stranger (p < .001, 95%CI =[-.1.69, -1.24]) or with the participant’s own close friend (M = 4.51, SE = .12, p < .001, 95%CI = [-2.39, -1.91]). Women also reported greater friendship jealousy when the interloper was their own close friend than a same-sex stranger (p < .001, 95%CI = [0.48, 0.89]). Similarly, men reported significantly lower levels of friendship jealousy at the best friend forming a new romantic relationship (M = 2.09, SE = .11) as compared to the best friend forming a new friendship with either a stranger (p < .001, 95%CI =[-.1.21, -0.71]) or with the participant’s own close friend (M = 3.37, SE = .13, p < .001, 95%CI = [-2.53, -1.01]). Men also reported greater friendship jealousy when the interloper was their own close friend than a same-sex stranger (p < .001, 95%CI = [0.09, 0.54]).
There were gender differences, such that females reported greater friendship jealousy than males when interlopers were own close friends (p < .001, 95%CI=[0.79, 1.50]) and marginally greater friendship jealousy when interlopers were new romantic partners (p = .081, 95%CI=[-0.33, 0.56]). 
Study 3b. Extending results from Study 3a, as predicted, women reported greater friendship jealousy at the best friend’s new friendship with a same-sex stranger (M = 4.51, SE = .16) than with an other-sex stranger (M = 3.08, SE = .15, p < .001, 95%CI = [1.12, 1.72]). Likewise, men reported greater friendship jealousy at the best friend’s new friendship with a same-sex stranger (M = 3.45, SE = .13) than with an other-sex stranger (M = 2.58, SE = .13, p < .001, 95%CI = [0.71, 1.22]). 
Again replicating and extending results from Study 3a, women also reported greater friendship jealousy at best friends’ new friendships with same-sex strangers than best friends’ new short-term romantic relationships (M = 1.82, SE = .12, p < .001, 95%CI =[2, 33, 3.05]), or long-term romantic relationships (M = 2.42, SE = .13, p < .001, 95%CI =[1.77, 2.41]). Men also reported greater friendship jealousy at best friends’ new friendships with same-sex strangers than best friends’ new short-term romantic relationships (M = 2.20, SE = .11, p < .001, 95%CI =[1.33, 1.65]), or long-term romantic relationships (M = 2.16, SE = .11, p < .001, 95%CI =[1.12, 1.66]).
We also replicated this pattern of results at the prospective loss of close friends. Women reported significantly greater friendship jealousy at the close friend forming a new, potentially closer friendship with a same-sex stranger (M = 2.61, SE = .14) than a new, potentially closer romantic relationship (M = 1.83, SE = .12, p < .001, 95%CI = [0.52, 1.04]). Men also reported significantly greater friendship jealousy at the close friend forming a new, potentially closer friendship with a same-sex stranger (M = 2.25, SE = .12) than a new, potentially closer romantic relationship (M = 1.97, SE = .09, p = .014, 95%CI = [0.06, 0.50]).
Finally, returning to best friends, as predicted, women reported greater friendship jealousy at the best friend’s forming a new long- versus short-term romantic relationship (p < .001, 95%CI = [0.35, 0.84]), but men did not (p = .436). One might speculate that this finding might be influenced by men’s greater desire for short-term sexual activity and perhaps thus envy at the best friend’s short-term relationship.
There were gender differences, such that females reported greater friendship jealousy than males when interlopers were other-sex friends (p = .012, 95%CI=[0.11, 0.89]), and males reported greater friendship jealousy than females when interlopers were short-term partners (p = .018, 95%CI=[0.07, 0.70]),
Does friendship jealousy positively predict behavioral intentions to friend guard for both genders (Study 3a)? Yes. For women, friendship jealousy was significantly, positively, and strongly predictive of intentions to guard best friends, t(253) = 10.47, p < .001, b = .53, 95%CI = [0.23, 0.34]. For men as well, friendship jealousy was significantly, positively, and strongly predictive of intent to guard best friends, t(212) = 8.18, p < .001, b = .49, 95%CI = [0.21, 0.34].
Do friend-guarding intentions vary in accordance with predictions for both genders (Study 3a)? We re-ran a 3 [interloper] x 12 [tactic] repeated measures ANOVA including participant gender as a factor. This yielded main effects of Interloper, F(2, 922) = 89.56, p < .001, ηp2 = .163, Tactic, F(11, 5071) = 136.76, p < .001, ηp2 = .229, and Participant gender, F(1, 461) = 6.24, p = .013, ηp2 = .013, significant interactions of Interloper and Participant gender, F(2, 922) = 4.23, p = .015, ηp2 = .009, Tactic and Participant gender, F(11, 5071) = 21.77, p = .015, ηp2 = .045, Interloper and Tactic, F(22, 10142) = 15.16, p < .001, ηp2 = .032, and a significant three-way interaction, F(22, 10142) = 2.59, p < .001, ηp2 = .006.
First, we replicate the pattern of presented results for women and men, respectively, with respect to predictions about interlopers, such that other-sex romantic partners evoked lesser intentions to friend guard (aggregating across tactics) than did same-sex interlopers. For women, romantic partners elicited less friend-guarding intent (M = 1.55, SE = .05) than same-sex strangers (M = 1.96, SE = 0.06, p < .001, 95%CI =[-0.49, -0.32]) or close friends (M = 1.85, SE = 0.06, p < .001, 95%CI =[-0.37, -0.23]). Close friends evoked less fiend-guarding intent than did same-sex strangers (p = .002, 05%CI = [-0.17, -0.04]). For men, romantic partners elicited less friend-guarding intent (M = 1.44, SE = .05) than same-sex strangers (M = 1.78, SE = 0.07, p < .001, 95%CI =[-0.42, -0.25]) or close friends (M = 1.58, SE = 0.06, p < .001, 95%CI =[-0.22, -0.06]). Close friends evoked less fiend-guarding intent than did same-sex strangers (p = .002, 05%CI = [-0.28, -0.13]). For the same information separated by tactic, see Table S16. 
Compared to males, females reported greater intentions to guard their best friends from own close friends (p < .001, 95%CI = [0.11, 0.44]), and marginally greater intentions to do this when interlopers were same-sex strangers (p = .060, 95%CI = [-0.01, 0.36]); this pattern was trending when interlopers were romantic partners (p = .099, 95%CI = [-0.21, 0.25]). For this same information separated by tactic, see Table S16. 
Does friendship jealousy statistically mediate the relationship between presumed replacement threat (instantiated via rival type) and friend-guarding intentions (Study 3a)? We conducted the same two within-subjects tests of mediation as reported in the main manuscript, but here using 90% CIs given diminished power due to separating the sample by participant gender. For women, the first test—specifically asking whether friendship jealousy mediates the relationship between replacement threat and friend guarding—yielded a significant indirect effect (b = .17, SE = 0.04; 90%CI=[0.11, 0.24]). For men, we again find a significant indirect effect (b = .09, SE = 0.04; 90%CI=[0.04, 0.17]) of friendship jealousy mediating the relationship between replacement threat and friend guarding. In the parallel multiple mediation for women, both friendship jealousy (b = .09, SE = 0.05; 90%CI=[0.01, 0.17]) and sadness (b = .07, SE = 0.04; 90%CI=[0.01, 0.14]) emerged as significant mediators; for men, only anger emerged as a barely mediator (b = .11, SE = 0.04; 90%CI=[0.06, 0.19]). 
Study 4 
We re-ran an omnibus test assessing reported jealousy across the four scenarios, now including participant sex as a factor. This yielded a significant effect of scenario, F(3, 205) = 20.43, p < .001, ηp2  = .230. No other effects were significant (p > 325), suggesting effects were not dependent on participant gender.  
Studies 5a and 5b
Retrospective replacement threat. 
Study 5a. We re-ran the ANOVA exploring possible differences in replacement threat recalled by participants across rival types, now including participant gender. This yielded a significant effect of rival type, F(2, 228) = 43.03, p < .001, ηp2 = .274. No other effects were significant (ps > .080), suggesting effects were not dependent on participant gender.  
Study 5b. We re-ran the ANOVA exploring possible differences in replacement threat recalled by participants across rival types, now including participant gender. This yielded a significant effect of rival type, F(2, 228) = 43.03, p < .001, ηp2 = .274. Other effects were not significant (p > .073).  
Retrospective time threat. 
Study 5a. We re-ran the ANOVA exploring possible differences in time threat recalled by participants across rival types, now including participant gender as a factor. This yielded a significant effect of rival type, F(2, 336) = 31.79, p < .001, ηp2 = .220. No other effects reached significance (ps > .110). 
Study 5b. We re-ran the ANOVA exploring possible differences in time threat recalled by participants across rival types, now including participant gender as a factor. This yielded significant effect of rival type, F(2, 336) = 93.93, p < .001, ηp2 = .359, and a significant interaction, F(2, 336) = 3.72, p = .025, ηp2 = .022. 
Women recalled greater time threat when rivals were romantic partners (M = 6.55, SE = .17) than they did when rivals were same-sex strangers (M = 5.46, SE = .16; p < .001, 95%CI=[0.75, 1.45]) or same-sex acquaintances (M = 3.99, SE = .19; p < .001, 95%CI=[2.12, 3.01]). Likewise, men recalled greater time threat when rivals were romantic partners (M = 5.88, SE = .21) than they did when rivals were same-sex strangers (M = 5.19, SE = .19; p = .001, 95%CI=[1.17, 2.25]) or same-sex acquaintances (M = 4.17, SE = .31; p < .001, 95%CI=[1.17, 0.27]). Women additionally recalled greater time threat when rivals were same-sex strangers than same-sex acquaintances (p < .001, 95%CI=[1.09, 1.84]), and men also recalled greater time threat when rivals were same-sex strangers than same-sex acquaintances (p < .001, 95%CI=[0.56, 1.47]). There was only one significant gender difference, such that, compared to men, women recalled greater jealousy when rivals were romantic partners (p = .013, 95%CI = [0.14, 1.20]; other ps > .280).
Retrospective friendship jealousy. 
Study 5a. Echoing the pattern for replacement (but not time) threat, an ANOVA exploring participants’ recalled friendship jealousy and gender yielded a significant effect of rival type, F(2, 228) = 43.03, p < .001, ηp2 = .274, No other effects were significant (ps > .080).
Study 5b. An ANOVA exploring participants’ recalled friendship jealousy and gender yielded a significant effect of rival type, F(2, 330) = 39.99, p < .001, ηp2 = .195, and a significant interaction, F(2, 330) = 7.11, p = .001, ηp2 = .041. 
Women recalled experiencing greater friendship jealousy when rivals were same-sex strangers (M = 4.14, SE = .19) than when rivals were romantic partners (M = 3.35, SE = .19; p < .001, 95%CI=[0.41, 1.16]) or same-sex acquaintances (M = 2.40, SE = .17; p < .001, 95%CI=[1.37, 2.11]). Men recalled experiencing greater friendship jealousy when rivals were same-sex strangers (M = 3.13, SE = .24) than same-sex acquaintances (M = 2.38, SE = .21; p = .001, 95%CI=[0.30, 1.20]), but not romantic partners (M = 3.22, SE = .21; p = .700). Women recalled greater friendship jealousy when rivals were romantic partners than same-sex acquaintances (p < .001, 95%CI=[0.61, 1.37]). Men also recalled greater friendship jealousy when rivals were romantic partners than same-sex acquaintances (p < .001, 95%CI=[0.43, 1.24]). The only gender difference was that women recalled greater friendship jealousy when rivals were same-sex strangers (p = .001, 95%CI = [0.41, 1.61]; other ps > .650). 
Does replacement threat (or time threat) drive friendship jealousy? 
Study 5a. Parallel multiple mediation testing indirect effects of replacement and time threats as mediating the relationship between interloper type (stranger, romantic partner), using here 90%CI for lowered power from separating the sample by gender yielded different outcomes for women (n = 72) than men (n = 47). We find a significant indirect effect for replacement (b = 0.29, SE = 0.15, 90%CI = [0.07, 0.57]) but not time threat for women. Neither mediator emerges as significant for men. 
Study 5b. Parallel multiple mediation testing indirect effects of replacement and time threats as mediating the relationship between interloper type (stranger, romantic partner) yielded different outcomes for women (n = 106) than men (n = 76). We find a significant indirect effect for replacement threat (b = 0.29, SE = 0.12, 90%CI = [0.11, 0.53]) but not time threat for women. Neither mediator emerges as significant for men. 
Retrospective friend-guarding behavior (Study 5b). We re-ran the 3 [rival type] x 5 [friend-guarding tactic] mixed-factors ANOVA now including participant gender as a factor. This yielded significant main effects of rival type, F(2, 288) = 153.56, p < .001, ηp2 = .516, and tactic, F(4, 576) = 32.54, p < .001, ηp2 = .184, qualified by significant interactions of rival type and participant gender, F(2, 288) = 4.30, p = .014, ηp2 = .029 and rival type and tactic, F(8, 1152) = 30.87, p < .001, ηp2 = .177. (Other ps >320.) 
Aggregating over the five tactics, we find that women reported greater friend-guarding behavior toward rivals who were same-sex friends (M = 3.01, SE = .15) than romantic partners (M = 2.42, SE = .14; p < .001, 95%CI=[0.45, 0.72]) or same-sex acquaintances (M = 1.97, SE = .15; p < .001, 95%CI=[0.91, 1.17]). Men reported greater friend-guarding behavior toward rivals who were same-sex friends (M = 3.02, SE = .17) than romantic partners (M = 2.68, SE = .17; p < .001, 95%CI=[0.18, 0.49]) or same-sex acquaintances (M = 2.25, SE = .15; p < .001, 95%CI=[0.61, 0.93]). Women additionally reported greater friend-guarding behavior when rivals were romantic partners than same-sex acquaintances (p < .001, 95%CI=[0.32, 0.58]). Men also reported greater friend-guarding behavior when rivals were romantic partners than same-sex acquaintances (p < .001, 95%CI=[0.28, 0.58]). There were no significant gender differences (ps > .215). See Table S17 for Means (SEs) for each tactic. 
	Does friendship jealousy drive friend guarding for women and men (Study 5b)? Re-running the mediation analysis reported in the main text for women (n = 94) and men (n = 63), separately, we find a significant mediation for women b = 0.08, SE = 0.04, 90%CI=[0.03, 0.15], but not for men. 
How often did people retain their best friendships across interloper type (Study 5b)?  Using a McNemar test, we find that both genders reported retaining best friendships more often when rivals were acquaintances than same-sex friends (ps < .001) or romantic partners (p < .001), as one might expect if acquaintances pose less replacement threat than other potential interlopers. There were no differences in reported retention when rivals were same-sex friends versus romantic partners for women (p = .522) but men reported retaining best friendships significantly more when rivals were romantic partner than friends (p = .011).
Is more reported friend-guarding behavior associated with greater friendship retention (Study 5b)? For women, friend guarding marginally predicted retention when rivals were friends, Wald(1, N = 100) = 3.67, p = .055, Exp(B) = 1.35, 95%CI = [0.99, 1.84]. Although the trend was in the same direction for romantic partners, this relationship was not significant, Wald(1, N = 144) = 1.86, p = .173, Exp(B) = 1.24, 95%CI = [0.91, 1.70]. There was not a significant relationship between guarding and retention versus acquaintances, Wald(1, N = 104) = 0.21, p = .646, Exp(B) = 0.89, 95%CI = [0.53, 1.48]. For men, friend guarding was in the same direction but not significant, Wald(1, N = 73) = 1.29, p = .256, Exp(B) = 1.21, 95%CI = [0.87, 1.66]. There was not a significant relationship between guarding and retention versus romantic partners, Wald(1, N = 80) = 0.19, p = .662, Exp(B) = 1.08, 95%CI = [0.77, 1.49], or acquaintances, Wald(1, N = 77) = 0.00, p = .951, Exp(B) = 0.1.02, 95%CI = [0.63, 1.62].
Might friendship jealousy-motivated friend guarding led to greater friend retention? For women (n = 100), we replicate significant mediational results reported in the main manuscript, such that friend guarding mediated the association between friendship jealousy and friend retention, b = 0.08, SE = 0.05, 90%CI=[0.02, 0.18], supporting that exploratory proposition. The direct effect was not significant, b = -0.08, SE = 0.11, p = .485. For men, (n = 73), the indirect effect was not significant, b = 0.02, SE = 0.07, 90%CI=[-0.08, 0.16].
Study 6
Manipulation check. We re-ran the 2 (condition) x 5 [affective reaction] mixed-factors ANOVA, now including participant gender as a factor. This again yielded main effects of condition, F(1, 238) = 205.31, p < .001, ηp2 = .463, affective reaction, F(4, 952) = 52.34, p < .001, ηp2 = .180, and participant gender, F(1, 238) = 4.00, p = .047, ηp2 = .017, as well as significant interactions of condition and affective reaction, F(4, 952) = 252.46, p < .001, ηp2 = .515, and participant gender and affective reaction, F(4, 952) = 3.61, p = .010, ηp2 = .015. We again find that both genders report greater jealousy—as well as sadness and anger—in the friendship jealousy versus control conditions (ps < .001), and that both genders report greater neutrality and happiness in the control versus friendship jealousy condition (ps < .001). The only significant gender difference was that men reported greater neutrality in the control condition (M = 4.52, SE = .22) than did women (M = 3.64, SE = .21), F(1, 238) = 8.39, p = .004, ηp2 = .014.
Friendship maintenance. We re-ran the 2 (condition) x 2 [friend maintenance type] mixed-factors ANOVA, now inducing participant gender as a factor. This yielded main effects of condition, F(1, 238) = 93.07, p < .001, ηp2 = .281, and type, F(1, 303) = 230.59, p < .001, ηp2 = .492. We also again find a significant interactions of condition and type, F(1, 238) = 203.67, p < .001, ηp2 = .461. No effects including participant gender reached significance (ps > .065), suggesting results do not depend on participant gender. 
Exploratory mediation. Currently-felt friendship jealousy again emerged as a significant mediator of the relationship between condition and friend guarding-vigilance for both women (b = 1.29, SE = 0.17, 95%CI= [0.97, 1.69]) and for men (b = 1.50, SE = 0.23, 95%CI= [1.08, 1.99]). 
Study 7
We re-ran the 2 (time threat) x 3 (replacement threat) ANOVA reported in the main text now also including participant gender as a factor. This yielded a marginally significant effect of time threat, F(1, 416) = 3.36, p = .068, ηp2 = .008, such that greater time threat caused marginally more friendship jealousy, a main effect of replacement threat, F(1, 416) = 113.67, p < .001, ηp2 = .353, such that high replacement threat caused greater friendship jealousy than did the no-information control and, in turn, the no-information control caused greater friendship jealousy than did low replacement threat. There was also a significant time and replacement threat interaction, F(1, 416) = 5.19, p = .006, ηp2 = .024, but no significant effects involving participant gender (ps >150).
Studies 8a and 8b
Reported friendship jealousy. 
Study 8a. We explored reported friendship jealousy caused by interloper types via the same ANOVA reported in the main manuscript, now also including participant gender as a factor. We found the predicted effect of interloper type, F(1, 195) = 6.52, p = .011, ηp2 = .032, and a significant main effect of participant gender, F(1, 195) = 6.25, p = .013, ηp2 = .031, such that women reported greater friendship jealousy (M = 4.12, SE = .21) than men (M = 3.41, SE = .19). The interaction was not significant (p = .219). 
Study 8b. We explored reported friendship jealousy caused by replacement threat via the same ANOVA reported in the main manuscript, now also including participant gender as a factor. We found the predicted effect of replacement threat, F(1, 187) = 59.40, p < .001, ηp2 = .241. No other effects were significant (ps > .140). 
Chosen seating distance (separation). 
Study 8a. We re-ran the ANOVA reported in the main manuscript, now also including participant gender as a factor. We found a main effect of interloper type, F(1, 184) = 14.27, p < .001, ηp2 = .072. No other effects were significant (ps > .275). 
Study 8b. We re-ran the ANOVA reported in the main manuscript, now also including participant gender as a factor. We found a main effect of replacement threat, F(1, 169) = 11.37, p = .001, ηp2 = .063. No other effects were significant (ps > .095). 
Does reported friendship jealousy mediate the relationship between interloper type and intensity of friend-guarding behavior?
Study 8a. The analysis for women showed the same pattern as the significant mediation analysis for men, but was not significant; for men, analyses indicated a significant indirect effect of replacement threat on friend-guarding behavior (b = 0.49, SE = 0.21, 95% CI = [0.18, 0.99]).
Study 8b. The analysis for women showed significant mediation (b = 1.19, SE = 0.43, 95% CI = [0.46, 2.19]), and whereas men showed the same pattern, the mediation analysis was not statistically significant. 








































Table S1
Means (SEs) for reactions to loss of friendship and loss to third party from Study 1
	Emotional reaction
	Loss alone
	Loss to a third party

	Jealousy
	2.57 (.23)
	3.86 (.28)

	Sadness
	4.69 (.25)
	4.08 (.30)

	Anger
	3.57 (.28)
	3.39 (.27)

	Happiness
	1.33 (.09)
	1.55 (.11)

	Disgust
	1.99 (.20)
	2.08 (.23)

	Pride
	1.34 (10)
	1.34 (.08)



































Table S2
Means (SEs) for reactions to loss of friendship and loss to third party from Study 2
	Reaction
	Loss alone
	Loss to a third party

	Jealousy
	2.60 (.21)
	3.58 (.19)

	Sadness
	5.07 (.20)
	3.21 (.19)

	Anger
	3.17 (.19)
	2.23 (.18)

	Pride
	1.96 (.16)
	2.35 (.15)

	Afraid
	2.68 (.19)
	2.13 (.18)

	Pity
	2.74 (17)
	1.68 (.16)



































Table S3
Means (SEs) for individual friend retentions tactics by condition from Study 2
	Tactic
	Loss alone
	Loss to a third party
	Control 

	Friend guarding-vigilance
	3.49 (.21)
	3.97 (.20)
	3.32 (.21)

	Be positive
	4.41 (.18)
	4.72 (.17)
	4.90 (.18)

	Be open
	4.72 (.17)
	4.63 (.15)
	5.61 (.16)

	Assurances
	4.17 (.21)
	4.26 (.20)
	4.72 (.21)

	Social networks
	3.85 (.20)
	3.58 (.19)
	4.21 (.21)

	Avoidance
Humor
	3.03 (19)
4.73 (.19)
	2.87 (.18)
4.59 (.18)
	2.95 (.20)
5.40 (.19)
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Table S4
Means (SEs) for reactions to various scenarios from Study 3a
	
	Jealousy
	Sadness
	Anger
	Happiness
	Pride
	Relief
	Dismay
	Guilt
	Resent
	Disgust
	Discomfort
	Betrayed

	Acquaintance  + same-sex stranger

	1.32 (.04)
	1.23 (.40)
	1.20 (.03)
	3.23 (.09)
	2.31 (.08)
	1.78 (.07)
	1.21 (.03)
	1.16 (.03)
	1.25 (.04)
	1.22 (.04)
	1.31 (.04)
	1.22 (.04)

	Close friend + same-sex stranger

	2.27 (.08)
	2.17 (.07)
	1.65 (.06)
	3.62 (.08)
	2.67 (.09)
	2.02 (.07)
	1.72 (.06)
	1.43 (.05)
	1.76 (.06)
	1.39 (.04)
	1.82 (.07)
	1.82 (.06)

	Best friend + same-sex stranger

	3.47 (.09)
	3.23 (.10)
	2.41 (.08)
	3.03 (.08)
	2.24 (.07)
	1.74 (.06)
	2.28 (.08)
	1.58 (.06)
	2.46 (.08)
	1.66 (.06)
	2.70 (.09)
	2.77 (.09)

	Best friend + own close friend

	4.00 (.09)
	3.40 (.09)
	2.65 (.08).
	4.04 (.08)
	3.32 (.08)
	(2.65 (.08)
	2.74 (.08)
	1.68 (.06)
	2.71 (.08)
	1.74 (.06)
	2.87 (.09)
	2.87 (.09)

	Best friend + romantic partner
	2.13 (.07)
	1.95 (.07)
	1.58 (.05)
	5.33 (.08)
	4.67 (.09)
	2.83 (.09)
	1.60 (.05)
	1.22 (.03)
	1.63 (.06)
	1.38 (.04)
	1.89 (.07)
	1.62 (.06)







Table S5
Means (SEs) for emotional reactions to various scenarios from Study 3b
	
	Jealousy
	Sadness
	Anger    
	Happiness
	Fear
	Pride

	Acquaintance  + same-sex stranger

	1.56 (.07)
	1.54 (.07)
	1.50 (.06)
	2.93 (.11)
	1.52 (.06)
	2.53 (.11)

	Close friend + same-sex stranger

	2.40 (.09)
	2.13 (.09)
	1.89 (.08)
	3.93 (.10)
	1.97 (.08)
	3.38 (.11)

	Close friend + romantic partner

	1.92 (.08)
	1.71 (.07)
	1.53 (.06)
	5.07 (.11)
	1.89 (.08)
	4.71 (.11)

	Best friend + same-sex stranger

	3.95 (.11)
	3.71 (.11)
	2.89 (.10)
	3.76 (.09)
	3.25 (.11)
	3.54 (.10)

	Best friend + opposite-sex stranger

	2.80 (.10)
	2.50 (.09)
	2.17 (.08).
	4.37 (.10)
	2.41 (.09)
	4.08 (.10)

	Best friend + short-term romantic partner

	2.04 (.08)
	2.02 (.09)
	2.04 (.09)
	4.21 (.11)
	2.54 (.10)
	3.97 (.12)

	Best friend + long-term romantic partner
	2.28 (.09)
	2.04 (.08)
	1.74 (.07)
	5.30 (.10)
	2.21 (.08)
	4.87 (.11)











Table S6
Means (SEs) for emotional reactions to various scenarios from Study 4
	
	Jealousy
	Sadness
	Anger    
	Pity
	Afraid
	Pride

	Best friend + same-sex stranger

	3.91 (.24)
	2.89 (.22)
	2.30 (.20)
	1.75 (.17)
	2.32 (.20)
	2.57 (.23)

	Best friend + own close friend

	3.43 (.25)
	2.51 (.23)
	2.10 (.21)
	1.63 (.18)
	2.29 (.21)
	3.65 (.24)

	Best friend + romantic partner

	2.64 (.24)
	2.32 (.23)
	1.75 (.20)
	1.64 (.18)
	1.93 (.21)
	3.76 (.23)

	Own romantic partner + interloper
	5.28 (.25)
	4.65 (.23)
	4.32 (.21)
	2.02 (.18)
	3.90 (.21)
	1.77 (.24)



























Table S7
Means (SEs) for reactions to various recalled events from Study 5a
	
	Jealousy
	Sadness
	Anger    
	Happiness
	Pride

	Best friend  + same-sex friend

	3.86 (.15)
	3.17 (.15)
	2.78 (.15)
	4.02 (.14)
	3.35 (.15)

	Best friend  + romantic partner

	3.35 (.15)
	3.28 (.15)
	2.58 (.14)
	4.69 (.14)
	4.05 (.15)

	Best friend + acquaintance

	2.51 (.14)
	2.36 (.14)
	2.25 (.14)
	3.91 (.14)
	3.32 (.16)
































Table S8
Means (SEs) for reactions to various recalled events from Study 5b
	
	Jealousy
	Sadness
	Anger    
	Happiness
	Pride

	Best friend  + same-sex friend

	3.73 (.15)
	3.35 (.15)
	2.77 (.15)
	3.69 (.15)
	3.10 (.15)

	Best friend  + romantic partner

	3.30 (.14)
	3.12 (.15)
	2.44 (.14)
	4.72 (.13)
	3.99 (.14)

	Best friend + acquaintance

	2.40 (.13)
	2.11 (.12)
	2.18 (.13)
	3.75 (.47)
	3.04 (.15)
























Table S9
Means (SEs) for emotional reactions to various scenarios from Study 7
	
	
	
	Reaction
	

	Replacement
Threat
	Time threat
	
Jealousy
	
Sadness
	
Anger
	
Disgust
	
Pride
	
Happiness
	
Guilt
	
Relieved
	
Enthusiastic
	
Nothing

	Low
	Low
	1.58 (.19)
	1.71 (.19)
	1.51 (.18)
	1.49 (.15)
	4.97 (.20)
	5.79 
(.19)
	2.07 (.16)
	4.56 (.20)
	5.56 
(.19)
	2.15 (.22)

	
	High
	1.45 (.20)
	1.45 (.19)
	1.45 (.18)
	1.39 (.16)
	4.79 (.20)
	5.66 
(.19)
	1.96 (.16)
	4.21
(.20)
	5.45 
(.19)
	2.16 (.22)

	No-information control

	Low
	1.90 (.20)
	1.74 (.19)
	1.59 (.18)
	1.51 (.16)
	2.45 (.20)
	3.27
(.19)
	1.58 (.16)
	2.59 (.20)
	2.72
(.19)
	4.56 (.22)

	
	High
	2.90 (.19)
	2.41 (.19)
	1.93 (.18)
	1.93 (.18)
	1.53 (.16)
	3.33 
(.20)
	4.29 (.19)
	1.58 (.16)
	2.36 
(.20)
	3.08 (.22)

	High
	Low
	4.39 (.20)
	4.50 (.19)
	3.60 (.18)
	2.91 (.16)
	1.71 (.20)
	2.10 
(.19)
	1.74 (.16)
	1.86 (.20)
	1.87 
(.19)
	2.56 (.23)

	
	High
	4.38 (.20)
	4.31 (.19)
	3.34 (.18)
	2.37 (.16)
	1.83 (.20)
	2.17 
(.19)
	2.07 (.16)
	2.00
(.20)
	1.96 
(.19)
	2.61 (.22)






Table S10
Means (SEs) for reactions to a best friend becoming closer to prospective friends versus romantic partners (Study 8a)
	Reaction
	Interloper-as-Friend
	Interloper-as-Partner
	p-value for Difference 
	Effect size for Difference

	Jealousy
	4.10 (.20)
	3.33 (.20)
	.007
	.037

	Happiness
	3.69 (.18)
	5.14 (.18)
	<.001
	.140

	Pride
	3.08 (.19)
	4.11 (.19)
	<.001
	.069

	Pity
	2.45 (.18)
	2.01 (.18)
	.088
	.015





















Table S11
Means (SEs) for reactions to a best friend becoming closer to prospective friends versus romantic partners (Study 8b)
	Reaction
	High Replacement Threat
	Low Replacement Threat
	p-value for Difference 
	Effect size for Difference

	Jealousy
	4.76 (.19)
	2.69 (.20)
	.< .001
	.233

	Guilt
	2.58 (.20)
	3.34 (.21)
	.009
	.035

	Pity
	2.55 (.20)
	2.79 (.21)
	.412
	.004

	Afraid
Comfortable
	2.60 (.18)
3.32 (.19)
	2.28 (.10)
4.78 (.21)
	. 216
< .001
	.008
.125



















Table S12
Regression output for reactions predicting intentions to guard best friend against a same-sex stranger (Study 3a) 
	Step
	Predictor
	Beta
	p
	95%CI

	Step 1
	Sadness
	.46
	<.001
	0.20, 0.33

	
	Anger
	.17
	.002
	0.03, 0.14

	Step 2
	Sadness
	.41
	<.001
	0.18, 0.31

	
	Anger
	.08
	.220
	-0.03, 0.11

	
	Jealousy
	.15
	.025
	0.01, 0.14





















Table S13
Regression output for reactions predicting intentions to guard best friend against one’s own close friend (Study 3a)
	Step
	Predictor
	Beta
	p
	95%CI

	Step 1
	Sadness
	.39
	<.001
	0.15, 0.26

	
	Anger
	.16
	.003
	0.03, 0.12

	Step 2
	Sadness
	.34
	<.001
	0.12, 0.24

	
	Anger
	.08
	.232
	-0.02, 0.09

	
	Jealousy
	.15
	.023
	0.01, 0.13





















Table S14
Regression output for reactions predicting intentions to guard best friend against a new romantic partner (Study 3a)
	Step
	Predictor
	Beta
	p
	95%CI

	Step 1
	Sadness
	.29
	<.001
	0.12, 0.25

	
	Anger
	.20
	<.001
	0.05, 0.16

	Step 2
	Sadness
	.24
	<.001
	0.09, 0.23

	
	Anger
	.10
	.129
	-0.14, 0.11

	
	Jealousy
	.19
	.003
	0.03, 0.14





















Table S15
Means (SEs) for friend guarding tactics and everyday friend retention from Study 6 
	Tactic/Type
	Friendship Jealousy
	Control

	Vigilance 
	4.21 (.13)
	1.72 (.12)

	Monopolization 
	3.46 (.11)
	1.85 (.13)

	Inducing Jealousy 
	3.68 (.11)
	2.29 (.11)

	Possession Displays 
	3.53 (.11)
	2.84 (.12)

	Everyday Friend Retention
	4.57 (.08)
	4.85 (.08)


Note All comparisons between conditions were significant (p < .015). 





















Table S16
Intentions to engage in 12 friend-guarding tactics (M, SE) across types of rivals for women, men (Study 3a)
	
	                                                                 Rivals

	Women
	Tactic
	Same-sex stranger
	Own close friend
	Romantic partner

	
	Vigilance
	2.38 (.10)*[own friend]; F
	2.28 (.09)*[stranger]; F
	1.95 (.08); F

	
	Separation
	2.16 (.09)
	2.01 (.08); F
	1.46 (.06)

	
	Monopolization
	2.11 (.09)
	1.98 (.08); F
	1.42 (.06)

	
	Induce Jealousy
	2.06 (.09)*[own friend]
	2.03 (.09)*[stranger]; F
	1.56 (.07)

	
	Punish/Threaten Friend
	1.61 (.06)*[own friend]
	1.62 (.06)*[stranger]; F
	1.35 (.05)

	
	Emotional Manipulation
	1.86 (.07); F
	1.83 (.06); F
	1.46 (.05)

	
	Derogate Rival
	1.59 (.07)
	1.37 (.05)*[partner]; F
	1.31 (.05)*[own friend]

	
	Self/Commitment Enhancement
	2.74 (.08); F
	2.65 (.08)
	2.21 (.07); F

	
	Possession Signals
	2.73 (.10); F
	2.58 (.09)*[partner]; F
	2.27 (.08)*[own friend]; F

	
	Derogation of Own Friend 
	1.25 (.06)*[own friend, partner]; M
	1.25 (.06)*[stranger, partner]; F
	1.18 (.09)*[stranger, own friend]

	
	Direct Aggression toward Rival
	1.27 (.05)*[own friend]; M
	1.25 (.04)*[stranger]
	1.17 (.04)

	
	Indirect Aggression toward Rival
	1.74 (.07) 
	1.38 (.05)
	1.29 (.05)

	Men
	Vigilance
	1.94 (.11)
	1.81 (.10)*[partner]
	1.69 (.10)*[own friend]

	
	Separation
	1.93 (.09)
	1.69 (.09)
	1.43 (.06)

	
	Monopolization
	1.84 (.10)
	1.58 (.09)
	1.39 (.06)

	
	Induce Jealousy
	1.91 (.10)
	1.76 (.10)
	1.48 (.08)

	
	Punish/Threaten Friend
	1.55 (.07)
	1.41 (.07)
	1.32 (.05)

	
	Emotional Manipulation
	1.67 (.07)
	1.49 (.07) *[partner]
	1.40 (.05)*[own friend]

	
	Derogate Rival
	1.72 (.08)
	1.39 (.06) *[partner]
	1.33 (.05)*[own friend]

	
	Self/Commitment Enhancement
	2.16 (.09)
	1.98 (.09)
	1.74 (.83)

	
	Possession Signals
	2.03 (.11)
	1.78 (.10)*[partner]
	1.67 (.09)*[own friend]

	
	Derogation of Own Friend 
	1.46 (.07)
	1.33 (.06)*[partner]
	1.24 (.05)*[own friend]

	
	Direct Aggression toward Rival
	1.41 (.05)
	1.29 (.05)
	1.21 (.04)

	
	Indirect Aggression toward Rival
	1.80 (.08)
	1.41 (.06) *[partner]
	1.34 (.06) *[own friend]


Notes: All means in each row are significantly different from one another unless denoted by * (p > .05) [comparison group] ;
Significant gender differences are marked in the Women’s tactic rows, with F denoting greater intentions among females and M denoting greater intentions among males. 












Table S17
Means (SEs) for friend-guarding behavioral tactics employed toward different rivals by participant gender (Study 3a)
	
	
Tactic
	
Same-sex other
	
Romantic partner
	Same-sex acquaintance

	Women
	Vigilance
	3.36 (.18)
	2.30 (.17)*[acq]
	1.93 (.17)*[partner]

	
	Separation 
	2.51 (.17)
	2.12 (.15)
	1.79 (.15)

	
	Inducing Jealousy 
	2.19 (.16) *[acq]
	2.38 (.16)
	1.82 (.17) *[stanger]

	
	Self/Commitment Enhancement 
	3.64 (.15)
	2.80 (.15)
	2.18 (.16)

	
	Possession Displays
	3.35 (.17)
	2.52 (.16)
	2.13 (.16)

	Men
	Vigilance
	3.34 (.21)
	2.46 (.20)
	2.29 (.20)

	
	Separation 
	2.66 (.20)
	2.40 (.18)
	2.13 (.17)

	
	Inducing Jealousy 
	2.34 (.19)
	2.77 (.19)
	2.22 (.20)

	
	Self/Commitment Enhancement 
	3.44 (.19)
	2.99 (.18)
	2.33 (.19)

	
	Possession Displays
	3.31 (.20)
	2.79 (.19)
	2.29 (.19)


Note All comparisons between rival types were significant (p < .050) unless denoted by * (p > .05) [comparison group].
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