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Abstract 

 Prior research suggests 15-20% of children experience friendlessness, or the state of 

having no reciprocal friends (Parker & Seal, 1996). Friendlessness tends to be chronic, as 

individuals who are friendless at an early age are likely to remain friendless into adulthood 

(Engle et al., 2011). Friendlessness is associated with significant consequences throughout 

childhood and adulthood (Fink & Hughes, 2019). While researchers have examined 

consequences of friendlessness rather extensively, potential causal or explanatory factors, such 

as emotion regulation, have been largely neglected. The current study directly examined the 

relationship between emotion regulation and friendlessness. Participants who retrospectively 

reported being friended in childhood scored significantly lower on the Difficulties in Emotion 

Regulation Scale (DERS; Gratz & Roemer, 2004) than participants who retrospectively reported 

being friendless in childhood; however, this finding must be interpreted with caution. 

Participants who reported being currently friendless in adulthood scored significantly lower on 

the Friendship Questionnaire (FQ; Baron-Cohen & Wheelwright, 2003), which measures ability 

to derive support and satisfaction from friendships, than participants who reported being 

currently friended in adulthood. There was also a significant interaction between childhood and 

adulthood friendship status for FQ scores, indicating chronically friendless individuals 

experience significantly greater struggles in this area. These findings identify how vital the early 

identification of friendless children could be to inform the development of prevention efforts 

designed to minimize the long-term consequences of chronic friendlessness.    
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The Relationship Between Emotion Regulation and Friendlessness in Young Adults 

Friendlessness, or the state of having no mutually reciprocal friends, is a persistent and 

potentially debilitating issue many children face. Early research on friendship status identified 

that an estimated 15-20% of children are friendless (Parker & Seal, 1996). More recently, Sauter, 

Kim, and Jacobsen (2019) looked at friendlessness across twenty-five countries and found that 

3.1%-17.5% of adolescents reported having no close friends. Moreover, friendlessness tends to 

be chronic, meaning an individual who is friendless at an early age is likely to remain friendless 

later in adolescence and beyond (Engle, McElwain, & Lasky, 2011; Pederson, Vitaro, Barker, & 

Borge, 2007).  

Peer acceptance or rejection is one type of peer adversity that is commonly confused with 

friendship status. Although related, the two constructs are not the same. Peer acceptance or 

rejection refers to the degree to which one is liked by a group of his or her peers, while 

friendship exists between two people and requires a mutual liking (Bagwell, Newcomb, & 

Bukowski, 1998; Doll, 1996; Pederson et al., 2007). Importantly, even children who are notably 

disliked by their peer group (i.e., peer rejection) often have one or more close friends (Bagwell et 

al., 1998; Fink & Hughes, 2019; Pederson et al., 2007). Fink et al. (2015) found that 53% of 

group-rejected children had a reciprocated friendship; conversely, 23% of children who were 

rated as having high peer acceptance did not have a single mutual friend. While the concepts of 

peer acceptance and rejection have been well documented, the focus of this study will be on 

friendship status.  

Friendship may be able to fulfill needs that other types of peer relationships cannot. For 

example, while being well-liked by one’s peer group can address a child’s need for acceptance, 

friendship can fulfill a child’s need for interpersonal intimacy in a way that popularity alone 



EMOTION REGULATION AND FRIENDLESSNESS 6 

 

cannot (Bagwell et al., 1998). Furthermore, friends may serve as protective factors against stress 

and isolation, as well as provide social and emotional support (Bagwell et al., 1998). 

Overall, friendship is associated with higher psychological well-being than friendlessness 

from childhood through late adulthood. Having many friends may not be necessary to promote 

improved psychological well-being, as having just one friend can foster a sense of self-worth and 

decreased levels of loneliness in children experiencing peer rejection (Doll, 1996; Parker & 

Asher, 1993). Furthermore, having a friend in childhood is a predictor of successful adult 

adjustment (Bagwell et al., 1998). For example, friendship status in childhood can predict a sense 

of self-worth as an adult. Friended children have more positive self-perceptions as adults than 

those who were friendless as children (Bagwell et al., 1998).  

The Impact of Friendlessness on Psychological Adjustment 

Friendlessness is associated with significant consequences for children (Engle et al., 

2011; Ladd & Troop-Gordon, 2003). For example, Engle et al. (2011) found that children who 

were friendless in kindergarten internalized problems more in first grade compared to children 

who had established reciprocal friendships in kindergarten. Additionally, Ladd and Troop-

Gordon (2003) found that children who had been friendless in kindergarten experienced greater 

loneliness in fourth grade than children who had been friended in kindergarten. 

The consequences of friendlessness can be seen not only within childhood, but also 

throughout adolescence and into adulthood (Bagwell et al., 1998; Fink & Hughes, 2019; Ladd & 

Troop-Gordon, 2003). Ladd and Troop-Gordon (2003) found a significant association between 

chronic friendlessness beginning in childhood and internalization of problems in adulthood. 

Friendlessness also appears to leave one susceptible to social isolation (as well as other types of 
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peer group adversity) in childhood and in later life stages (Laursen, Bukowski, Aunola, & 

Nurmi, 2007).  

Friendlessness in childhood can also contribute to psychopathology. Most notable is the 

unique relationship that has been identified between friendlessness and depression (Bagwell et 

al., 1998; Ladd & Troop-Gordon, 2003; Parker & Asher, 1993). Research has shown a 

significant association between having friends and lower levels of both depression and loneliness 

in school-aged children compared to friendless children (Parker & Asher, 1993). Friendlessness 

in childhood has also been associated with depressive symptoms in adulthood (Bagwell et al., 

1998).  

Research suggests friendship has similar effects for children regardless of gender, but 

friendlessness may impact girls and boys in distinct ways. While girls and boys report 

experiencing friendlessness at similar rates, friendless girls are more likely to report feelings of 

loneliness than friendless boys (Sauter et al., 2019). Furthermore, boys who had no friends in 

kindergarten exhibited higher levels of externalizing behaviors in third grade than friended 

children, while girls who had no friends in kindergarten actually displayed significantly lower 

levels of externalizing behaviors in third grade than friended children (Engle et al., 2011).  

The quality of one’s friendships may also play an important role in a child’s adjustment 

(Engle et al., 2011; Parker & Asher, 1993). Engle et al. (2011) compared children from 

kindergarten to third grade across four groups, including those having no friends, low-quality 

friendships, average-quality friendships, and high-quality friendships. Low-quality friendships, 

which are characterized by conflict and negative interactions, were associated with higher levels 

of externalizing behaviors (e.g., physical aggression) than other friendship categories; high-

quality friendships were associated with higher social skills (Engle et al., 2011). Low-quality 
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friendships also appear to be associated with loneliness and depressive symptoms (Engle et al., 

2011; Parker & Asher, 1993).  

Friendship quality in childhood seems to be linked to relationship quality later in life. 

Bagwell et al. (1998) found that adults who reported experiencing quality friendships in fifth 

grade reported having overall higher quality relationships than adults who had been friendless in 

fifth grade. Furthermore, friendlessness seems to be directly associated with beliefs children hold 

about their peers. Friendless children appear to develop pessimistic beliefs about others (e.g., 

others are untrustworthy), which may hinder their ability to develop quality friendships 

throughout life (Ladd & Troop-Gordon, 2003). Despite these well documented negative impacts 

of friendlessness on psychosocial adjustment, research that could illuminate potential mediating 

factors and inform prevention efforts has remained a largely neglected area. 

The Role of Emotion Regulation in Friendlessness 

Friendlessness carries significant, long-lasting, negative consequences; therefore, it is 

important to examine factors that contribute to an individual becoming friendless in order to 

develop interventions designed to prevent these adverse outcomes. In one longitudinal study, 

investigators explored the relationship between friendship status and theory of mind, defined as 

an “awareness that people’s behavior is shaped by their inner thoughts and feelings even when 

these are at odds with external reality” (Fink et al., 2015, p. 3). Findings indicated that a high 

level of theory of mind understanding at age five was a significant predictor of friendship status 

concurrently at age five and later at age seven.  

In addition to theory of mind, Fink et al. (2015) also examined emotion understanding, 

which was defined as the “detection of, and insight into, affective states such as anger, joy, or 

sadness” (p. 4). While these researchers found no significant correlation between emotion 
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understanding and friendship status, critics argued that emotion understanding alone did not 

adequately address the potential role of emotional competence, a broader concept defined as “the 

ability to recognize and express one’s emotions in ways that facilitate rather than hinder 

appropriate social interactions” (Blair et al., 2014, p. 567; Mizokawa & Koyasu, 2015). A strong 

link has been established between emotional competence and social competence (Calkins, Gill, 

Johnson, & Smith, 1999; Denham et al., 2003). Therefore, studying various facets of emotional 

competence may be important to determine whether emotional competence serves as a 

contributing factor to friendlessness. 

A key component of emotional competence is emotion regulation. Gross (1998) defined 

emotion regulation as the process by which “we attempt to influence which emotions we have, 

when we have them, and how these emotions are experienced or expressed” (p. 224). McRae and 

Gross (2020) described how in emotion regulation, a person attempts to increase or decrease 

emotions within themselves (i.e., intrinsic regulation) or in others (i.e., extrinsic regulation). This 

regulatory process can occur implicitly and automatically or through conscious and purposeful 

effort (Blair et al., 2016; McRae & Gross, 2020).  

Previous research has also identified emotion regulation as a vital factor in social 

development, suggesting it may be related to one’s ability to establish friendships. 

Conceptualized as the core of social-emotional competence, emotion regulation plays an integral 

role in the development of adaptive social functioning (Calkins et al., 1999; Denham et al., 

2003). These researchers reported emotion regulation being positively correlated to sharing with 

peers and cooperating in early childhood. Well-developed emotion regulation skills can lead to 

improved social understanding and predict one’s ability to successfully develop and maintain 

peer relationships (Blair et al., 2014; Blair et al. 2016; Denham et al., 2003). Moreover, Lopes et 
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al. (2011) found that emotion regulation abilities were significantly negatively correlated with 

interpersonal conflict in young adults. 

Research suggests disruptive behavior is related to emotion dysregulation (i.e., 

inappropriate emotions that lead to inappropriate behaviors, ineffective implementation of 

regulation strategies, and emotional instability; Röll et al., 2012). For example, emotion 

dysregulation is associated with externalizing behaviors, such as aggression, in childhood (Blair 

et al., 2014; Eisenberg et al., 2000, Röll et al., 2012). Peer difficulties in middle-childhood often 

emanate from aggression and anxiety in early childhood (Ladd & Troop- Gordon, 2003), 

suggesting a potential link between emotion dysregulation and peer difficulties.  

Research also suggests a connection between disruptive behavior and friendlessness, 

although the direction of that correlation remains unclear. On one hand, having friends may 

discourage a child from engaging in the disruptive behaviors that lead one to be excluded 

(Boivon, Dodge, & Coie, 2007). Having friends may also increase a child’s awareness of others’ 

needs, thereby promoting the development of improved social skills (Laursen et al., 2007). 

Conversely, individual characteristics, including aggressiveness or inappropriateness, may 

decrease one’s likelihood of developing friendships (Laursen et al., 2007). Early behavioral 

problems seem to put children at risk for friendlessness and its consequential effects later on, as 

disruptive behavior in kindergarten was negatively correlated with number of friends in middle 

childhood (Pedersen, Vitaro, Barker, & Borge, 2007). A consensus appears to exist in that 

children who exhibit intense negative emotions and struggle to regulate those emotions interact 

less skillfully with peers than children with well-developed emotion regulation abilities 

(Eisenberg et al., 1993). 

 



EMOTION REGULATION AND FRIENDLESSNESS 11 

 

The Present Study 

Several researchers have examined the short- and long-term consequences of 

friendlessness in childhood, but the potential contributing etiological factors have been largely 

neglected. Fink et al. (2015) attempted to address this overlooked area of research and explored 

emotion understanding. However, as Mizokawa and Koyasu (2015) argued, research into the role 

of emotional competence beyond emotion understanding alone is needed to gain a more 

complete understanding of friendlessness. As previous research has emphasized the central role 

emotion regulation plays in adaptive social development, emotion regulation warrants further 

investigation. 

Due to the chronic nature of friendlessness, an individual who did not have the necessary 

social skills to make friends as a child will likely continue to lack those capabilities (e.g., 

intimacy, collaboration) as an adult (Bagwell et al., 1998; Fink & Hughes, 2019; Pedersen et al., 

2007). As Hartup and Stevens (1997) identified, studies on friendship status among adults are 

rare and rather limited compared to studies with children, making generalization difficult. 

Exploring the characteristics of friendless adults can provide crucial insight into possible “risk 

factors,” as the chronically friendless may share unique traits that render them unable to develop 

friendships throughout their lives. Gaining an understanding of the enduring qualities chronically 

friendless adults share may one day give professionals the opportunity to assess, develop, and 

provide prevention-based interventions designed to address those factors earlier in life (e.g., 

childhood or adolescence), thereby disrupting the pattern that leads to the significant negative 

consequences of friendlessness.  

Existing literature suggests the topic of adult friendlessness (e.g., the connection between 

childhood friendship status and adult friendship status, the unique traits of friendless adults) has 
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been largely neglected. Emotion understanding has been studied in relation to friendlessness, but 

the area of emotional competence, specifically emotion regulation, warrants further 

investigation. The broad aims of the current study included identifying the association between 

childhood friendship status and adulthood friendship status, examining the relationship between 

ability to regulate emotions and friendship status, and examining the relationship between ability 

to derive support and satisfaction from friendships and friendship status. 

The present study tested the following hypotheses: 

1. Participants who report being currently friendless in adulthood will report having a 

significantly lower ability to regulate emotions than participants who report being 

currently friended in adulthood.  

2. Participants who retrospectively report being friendless in childhood will report 

having a significantly lower ability to regulate emotions than participants who 

retrospectively report being friended in childhood.  

3. Participants who report being currently friendless in adulthood will report having a 

significantly lower ability to derive support and satisfaction from friendships than 

participants who report being currently friended in adulthood.   

4. Participants who retrospectively report being friendless in childhood will report 

having a significantly lower ability to derive support and satisfaction from friendships 

than participants who retrospectively report being friended in childhood.   

5. Current self-reported adulthood friendship status will be significantly associated with 

retrospective self-reported childhood friendship status. 
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6. There will be a significant positive correlation between self-reported ability to 

regulate emotions and ability to derive support and satisfaction from friendships in 

adulthood. 

Method 

Participants 

A total of 215 participants were recruited via Amazon Mechanical Turk, and 159 

participants were included in data analysis. Two participants were excluded for not completing 

the study, and 14 participants were excluded for not meeting age criteria (i.e., 18-30 years old). 

After the initial data collection of 80 participants, additional recruitment took place that included 

a filter question to increase the sample size of friendless participants (i.e., “Select each statement 

that applies to you: ‘In my childhood [i.e., preschool to fourth grade], I didn’t have anybody who 

I would call a best friend,’ ‘Today, I don’t have anybody who I would call a best friend,’ and/or 

‘Neither of these statements apply to me.’”). A further 40 participants were excluded for 

selecting the final option on the screener question (i.e., “Neither of these statements apply to 

me.”). Each participant who completed the study received $1.81 as compensation, which was 

determined using U.S. federal minimum wage of $7.25 per hour. 

The age of participants ranged from 19 to 30 with a mean age of 24.97 (SD = 2.08). Of 

the total sample, 45.3% (n = 72) identified as female, 53.5% (n = 85) identified as male, and 

1.3% (n = 2) identified as nonbinary. Regarding race and ethnicity, 30.2% (n = 48) of 

participants identified as European American/Caucasian, 7.5% (n = 12) identified as African 

American/Black, 29.6% (n = 47) identified as Hispanic/Latino American, and 32.7% (n = 52) 

identified as Asian/Asian American. Based on participant’s self-report, 8.2% (n = 13) of 

participants were placed in the friendless in childhood and adulthood group, 10.7% (n = 17) were 
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placed in the friendless in childhood and friended in adulthood group, 15.1% (n = 24) of 

participants were placed in the friended in childhood and friendless in adulthood group, and 

66.0% (n = 105) were placed in the friended in childhood and adulthood group (see Figure 1).  

Measures 

Demographics questionnaire. The demographics questionnaire asked questions 

regarding age, gender, and race/ethnicity (see Appendix A).  

The Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale (DERS). The DERS is a 36-item 

questionnaire created by Gratz and Roemer (2004) to assess several different aspects of emotion 

regulation, including use of emotion regulation strategies and the ability to behave in desired 

ways regardless of one’s emotional experience (see Appendix B). Participants rate how often 

each item applies to them using a 1 to 5 scale, with 1 meaning “almost never” and 5 indicating 

“almost always.” A total score for overall emotion regulation ability is computed by reverse 

scoring items 1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 10, 17, 20, 22, 24 and 34 and then summing all items. Total scores for 

overall emotion regulation ability range from 36 to 180, with higher scores indicating greater 

difficulty with emotion regulation. While the measure includes six subscales, only the total scale 

score was used in statistical analyses conducted in the current study. The DERS has been used in 

previous research that identified significant differences in emotion regulation ability in 

comparison groups drawn from adolescent and adult populations (e.g., Baer, Smith, Hopkins, 

Krietemeyer, & Toney, 2006; Hill & Updegraff, 2012; Sharp et. al, 2011).  

The DERS has strong psychometric properties. Gratz and Roemer (2004) found the 

overall DERS score to have an internal consistency as measured by Cronbach’s alpha of α = 0.93, 

with a remarkably similar alpha of α = 0.92 reported by Hill and Updegraff (2012). The original 

test authors also reported test-retest reliability of r = 0.88 over a 4- to 8-week period. The DERS 
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also has strong construct validity. Gratz and Roemer (2004) reported that the DERS overall score 

demonstrated moderate convergent validity (r = -0.69) compared to the Generalized Expectancy 

for Negative Mood Regulation Scale (NMRS; Catanzaro & Mearns, 1990). Gratz and Roemer 

(2004) also substantiated strong divergent validity (r = -0.23) compared to the Emotional 

Expressivity Scale, a measure of general emotional expressivity. 

The Friendship Questionnaire (FQ). The FQ is a 35-item questionnaire developed by 

Baron-Cohen and Wheelwright (2003) using a non-clinical sample of adults to measure 

friendship status and attitude toward friendships (see Appendix C). Three different types of items 

are present on the FQ. On items 1-15, 28, 29, 32, and 33, participants responded by choosing the 

single answer option that best matches their experience. For these types of questions, each 

answer receives either five or zero points, with five-point answers indicating higher ability to 

enjoy and appropriately utilize close friendships (e.g., “I like to be close to people.” = 5 points 

and “I like to keep my distance from people.” = 0 points). On items 16-27 and 31, participants 

responded by selecting one option from a scale (e.g., “How easy do you find discussing your 

feelings with your friends? 5 = very easy, 4 = quite easy, 3 = not very easy, 2 = quite difficult, or 

1= very difficult”). On items 30, 34, and 35, respondents were asked to rank the answer options. 

Each answer option to each question has a set number of points associated with it, and scores on 

the FQ are computed by summing the total number of points each participant earns. Total scores 

on the FQ range from 0 to 140, with higher scores signifying greater enjoyment of close 

friendships and increased interest in social interactions (Baron-Cohen & Wheelwright, 2003; 

Watson, 2012).  

The FQ has been effective in identifying differences between comparison groups in 

previous studies to assess friendship in adolescent and adult populations (e.g., Białecka-Pikul, 
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Kołodziejczyk, & Bosacki, 2017; Uzieblo, Verschuere, Van den Bussche, & Crombez, 2010; 

Watson, 2012). For the purpose of this study, participants who endorse the answer option “I 

don’t have anybody who I would call a best friend” on the first item of the FQ were placed in the 

friendless adult group for analysis. Participants who endorsed either of the alternative answer 

options (i.e., “I have one or two particular best friends” or “I have several friends who I would 

call best friends”) were placed in the friended adult group. Participants also answered a question 

regarding friendship status in childhood. Participants who endorsed the answer option “In my 

childhood (i.e., preschool to fourth grade), I didn’t have anybody who I would call a best friend” 

were placed in the friendless child group for analysis, while those who endorsed either of the 

alternative answer options (i.e., “In my childhood [i.e., preschool to fourth grade], I had one or 

two particular best friends” or “In my childhood [i.e., preschool to fourth grade], I had several 

friends who I would call best friends”) were placed in the friended child group. 

The FQ has adequate psychometric properties. Baron-Cohen and Wheelwright (2003) as 

well as Watson (2012) found the measure to have acceptable internal consistency, reporting 

Cronbach’s alphas of α = 0.75 and α = 0.66 respectively. The FQ also has adequate validity. 

Baron-Cohen and Wheelwright (2003) found moderate correlations in the expected directions 

with two other measures predictive of the ability to form friendships. Scores on the Autism 

Spectrum Quotient, which assesses autistic traits in adults of average intelligence, produced a 

negative relationship with the FQ (r = -0.55), establishing divergent validity. In contrast, a 

comparison of scores on the FQ and scores on the Empathy Quotient, which measures levels of 

empathy in adults, established convergent validity with a positive correlation of r = 0.59. 
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Procedure 

Participants were recruited using Amazon Mechanical Turk and earned $1.81 as 

compensation for the 10 to 15 minutes (M = 11 minutes and 55 seconds, SD = 6 minutes and 55 

seconds) it took to complete the survey. Participants were provided with a link to the survey on 

qualitrics.com. The survey began with an informed consent page (see Appendix D), which 

participants were instructed to read and indicate acceptance. If the participant did not provide 

consent, the survey ended. If the participant provided consent, the survey continued with the 

following questionnaires: demographics, the FQ, and the DERS. All participants received the 

demographics questionnaire first with the order of the remaining two questionnaires randomized. 

Upon completion of the final questionnaire, participants were presented with a debriefing page 

(see Appendix E) which thanked them for their participation and provided contact information 

for the primary investigator as well as mental health resources.  

Results 

 To test hypotheses 1 and 2, the researcher used a 2 (childhood friendship status: friended 

vs. friendless) x 2 (adulthood friendship status: friended vs. friendless) ANOVA to examine the 

effect of childhood friendship status and adulthood friendship status on the dependent variable of 

ability to regulate emotion. The Test of Equality of Variances was significant, indicating that 

homogeneity of variances for this test cannot be assumed. Therefore, results regarding the 

influence of friendship status on emotion regulation must be interpreted with caution. The main 

effect of childhood friendship status on ability to regulate emotions was significant, F(1,155) = 

11.37, p < .01, ηp
2 = .07, with the friendless group having a significantly lower mean DERS 

score (M = 84.37, SD = 29.25) than the friended group (M = 100.18, SD = 15.78). The main 

effect of adulthood friendship status on ability to regulate emotions was not significant,  
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F(1,155) = 0.06, p =.81, ηp
2 < .01. The interaction between childhood and adulthood friendship 

status was not significant, F(1,155) = 0.12, p = .73, ηp
2 < .01 (see Table 1 and Figure 2). 

 To test hypotheses 3 and 4, the researcher used a 2 (childhood friendship status: friended 

vs. friendless) x 2 (adulthood friendship status: friended vs. friendless) ANOVA to examine the 

effect of childhood friendship status and adulthood friendship status on ability to derive support 

and satisfaction from friendships. The Test of Equality of Variances was not significant, 

indicating that homogeneity of variances for this test can be assumed, and that the results can be 

interpreted with confidence. The main effect of adulthood friendship status on ability to derive 

support and satisfaction from friendships was significant, F(1,155) = 43.77, p < .01, ηp
2 = .22, 

with the friendless group having a significantly lower mean score on the FQ (M = 63.70, SD = 

19.75) than the friended group (M = 82.26, SD = 13.62). The main effect of childhood friendship 

status on ability to derive support and satisfaction from friendships was not significant, F(1,155) 

= 3.46, p =.07, ηp
2 = .02. There was a significant interaction between childhood and adulthood 

friendship status, F(1,155) = 6.28, p = .01, ηp
2 = .04 (see Table 2 and Figure 3). 

 A chi-square test of independence was calculated to examine hypothesis 5. The 

relationship between childhood friendship status and adulthood friendship status was statistically 

significant, χ2 (1, N = 159) = 8.34, p < .01 (see Figure 1).  

 Finally, for hypothesis 6, researchers conducted a Pearson’s bivariate correlation. Ability 

to regulate emotion and ability to derive support and satisfaction from friendships were not 

significantly correlated, r(157) = .07, p = .36. 

Discussion 

Previous research on friendlessness has provided limited insight into possible 

contributing factors, particularly among friendless adults (Hartup & Stevens, 1997). The current 
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study aimed to examine the relationships between friendship status, ability to regulate emotions, 

and ability to derive support and satisfaction from friendships. The researcher also aimed to 

identify the association between childhood friendship status and adulthood friendship status. 

Results from the present study partially support the original hypotheses. Regarding the 

effect of friendship status on ability to regulate emotions, hypothesis 1 that focused on friendship 

status in adulthood was not supported. While the statistical analysis conducted to test hypothesis 

2 identified significant differences in emotion regulation as a function of childhood friendship 

status, the means were in the opposite direction of the hypothesis. Participants who 

retrospectively endorsed being friendless in childhood reported significantly less problematic 

emotion regulation abilities compared to participants who retrospectively endorsed being 

friended in childhood. The results indicate that individuals who were friended as children seem 

to have less-developed emotion regulation abilities than those who reported being friendless in 

childhood. So, while these findings suggest that poor emotion regulation ability may be 

associated with childhood friendlessness, the results do not support the relationship hypothesized 

by the researcher. However, as this analysis did not meet the assumption of homogeneity of 

variance, these findings must be interpreted with caution.  

Regarding the effect of friendship status on ability to derive support and satisfaction from 

friendships, hypothesis 4 that focused on childhood friendship status was not supported, but 

hypothesis 3 that focused on friendship status in adulthood was supported. The results show that 

participants who endorsed being currently friendless in adulthood reported being significantly 

less likely to derive satisfaction from relationships than participants who endorsed being 

currently friended in adulthood. In other words, friendless adults significantly struggle to obtain 
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positive social reciprocity and support and feelings of gratification from peer relationships 

compared to friended adults.   

There was also a significant interaction between adulthood and childhood friendship 

status in regard to ability to derive satisfaction from relationships. Not surprisingly, this finding 

suggests that individuals who are chronically friendless (i.e., friendless in both childhood and 

adulthood) experience the most noteworthy difficulties in deriving support and satisfaction from 

friendships. However, participants who reported being friended in both childhood and adulthood 

did not report the highest relationship satisfaction across the four comparison groups. That 

distinction was found in individuals who were able to overcome a friendless childhood to 

become friended as adults. For those who are friendless as adults, being friended as a child 

produces some resilience in the form of greater relationship satisfaction compared to individuals 

who are also friendless as children. Most interestingly, the findings from the current study 

suggest that being able to “flip” one’s friendship status from being friendless in childhood to 

being friended in adulthood produces the greatest relationship satisfaction. In other words, being 

friendless in adulthood may place a ceiling on the ability to derive satisfaction from 

relationships, while being friended as an adult produces comparable levels of relationship 

satisfaction regardless of childhood friendship status. The identified interaction is consistent with 

the need for interventions that increase the likelihood that individuals will be able to create or 

maintain friendships in adulthood to derive a sense of relationship satisfaction.     

Furthermore, hypothesis 5 that predicted the enduring nature of friendlessness from 

childhood into adulthood was also supported, which is consistent with previous findings 

regarding the chronicity of friendlessness (Engle, McElwain, & Lasky, 2011; Pederson, Vitaro, 

Barker, & Borge, 2007). As this study and previous research show, friendlessness tends to be 
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chronic; therefore, it is imperative that children who show early signs of struggling to establish 

and maintain friendships be identified early and provided with skills that will allow them to 

avoid the perpetuation of this difficulty into their adolescent and adulthood friendships. This 

finding provides additional support for the suggestion that if friendless children are able to 

successfully make friends before becoming chronically friendless adults, they will likely have a 

similar ability to obtain positive social support and feelings of gratification from their adult 

friendships as friended children. 

Finally, hypothesis 6 was not supported, as the relationship between an individual’s 

ability to regulate emotions and ability to derive support and satisfaction from friendships was 

very weak and non-significant. This finding is consistent with the uncertain and somewhat 

confusing conclusions drawn from the examination of the role of emotion regulation in 

friendship status. On one hand, findings from the current study illuminate and emphasize the 

important role that securing adult friendships has on perceptions of relationship satisfaction. On 

the other hand, findings from this study do not support development and implementation of 

prevention programs to improve emotion regulation as the mechanism for enhancing one’s 

ability to obtain adult friendships.  

Certain limitations exist in this study that should be considered. While the current sample 

is fairly diverse in regard to gender and race/ethnicity, the total number of participants is 

somewhat limited. Moreover, friendless participants made up a relatively small proportion 

(18.9%) of the current sample compared to friended participants. However, the ratio of friended 

to friendless persons obtained in the current sample is representative of the general population, as 

Parker and Seal (1996) reported that 15-20% of children are friendless. Still, future research 
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should aim to have equal numbers of friended and friendless participants to provide more robust 

statistical analysis.  

The use of self-report measures is another possible limitation to this study, particularly 

the use of retrospective self-report to determine childhood friendship status. Ideally, future 

research should utilize longitudinal research designs beginning when participants are in grade 

school and following them into adulthood in order to more accurately determine the 

developmental flow of friendship patterns. In order to properly address the reciprocal component 

of friendship, future researchers should also employ means of assessing friendship status that 

involve ascertaining endorsement or disagreement from the individual(s) a participant considers 

a best friend before categorizing each participant as friended or friendless, rather than relying on 

uncorroborated self-report alone. 

Despite these limitations, the present study contributes to the limited literature on 

friendlessness. The current study failed to confirm an important role for emotion regulation 

abilities in childhood as a predictor of friendship status. Future researchers should continue 

examining the influence of emotion regulation, as well as other potential etiological factors, 

regarding their ability to influence friendship status across the lifespan. One option would be to 

utilize the six different subscales of the DERS in addition to the total score in order to evaluate if 

specific components of emotion regulation have a unique relationship with childhood 

friendlessness. Future researchers may also wish to supplement self-report measures of emotion 

regulation with information obtained from more objective observers like parents, teachers, youth 

coaches, or club leaders. Eventually, after specific skill sets have been identified that have a 

positive impact on children’s ability to initiate and maintain reciprocally supportive 

relationships, intervention programs for friendless children can be developed and implemented.  
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It is vital that researchers identify key traits, behaviors, skills, and attitudes that friendless 

children share. Doing so is clearly important to intervention, as we must pinpoint exactly which 

areas or skills to target to help these children make friends and avoid the significant, negative, 

life-long consequences that can follow a friendless childhood. However, continued research is 

also crucial to educate helping professionals (e.g., teachers, counselors, coaches, school 

administrators) on the dire consequences of experiencing a friendless childhood—especially 

when that childhood experience in replicated in adulthood. These professionals could fill the role 

of early identification, and also become involved in developing and implementing effective 

interventions. Through future research in this topic, psychologists can assist in teaching children 

and adults to be able to notice and reach out to children who are vulnerable to friendlessness in 

the most caring and constructive way possible. 

  



EMOTION REGULATION AND FRIENDLESSNESS 24 

 

References 

Baer, R. A., Smith, G. T., Hopkins, J., Krietemeyer, J., & Toney, L. (2006). Using self-report  

assessment methods to explore facets of mindfulness. Assessment, 13(1), 27-45. 

Bagwell, C. L., Newcomb, A. F., & Bukowski, W. M. (1998). Preadolescent friendship and peer  

rejection as predictors of adult adjustment. Child Development, 69(1), 140-153. 

Baron-Cohen, S., & Wheelwright, S. (2003). The Friendship Questionnaire: An investigation of  

adults with Asperger Syndrome or high-functioning Autism, and normal sex differences. 

Journal of Autism & Developmental Disorders, 33(5), 509-517. 

Białecka-Pikul, M., Kołodziejczyk, A., & Bosacki, S. (2017). Advanced theory of mind in  

adolescence: Do age, gender and friendship style play a role? Journal of Adolescence, 56, 

145-156. 

Blair, B. L., Perry, N. B., O’Brien, M., Calkins, S. D., Keane, S. P., & Shanahan, L. (2014). The  

indirect effects of maternal emotion socialization on friendship quality in middle 

childhood. Developmental Psychology, 50(2), 566-576. 

Blair, B. L., Gangel, M. J., Perry, N. B., O’Brien, M., Calkins, S. D., Keane, S. P., & Shanahan,  

L. (2016). Indirect effects of emotion regulation on peer acceptance and rejection: The 

roles of positive and negative social behaviors. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 62(4), 415-

439. 

Boivin, M., Dodge, K. A., & Coie, J. D. (1995). Individual-group behavioral similarity and peer  

status in experimental play groups of boys: The social misfit revisited. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 69(2), 269-279. 

Calkins, S. D., Gill, K. L., Johnson, M. C., & Smith, C. L. (1999). Emotional reactivity and  



EMOTION REGULATION AND FRIENDLESSNESS 25 

 

emotional regulation strategies as predictors of social behavior with peers during 

toddlerhood. Social Development, 8(3), 310-334. 

Catanzaro, S. J., & Mearns, J. (1990). Measuring generalized expectancies for negative mood  

regulation: Initial scale development and implications. Journal of Personality 

Assessment, 54, 546-563. 

Doll, B. (1996). Children without friends: Implications for practice and policy. School  

Psychology Review, 25(2), 165-183. 

Denham, S. A., Blair, K. A., DeMulder, E., Levitas, J., Sawyer, K., Auerbach-Major, S., &  

Queenan, P. (2003). Preschool emotional competence: Pathway to social competence. 

Child Development, 74(1), 238-256. 

Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R. A., Bernzweig, J., Karbon, M., Poulin, R., & Hanish, L. (1993). The  

relations of emotionality and regulation to preschoolers’ social skills and sociometric 

status. Child Development, 64(5), 1418-1438. 

Eisenberg, N., Guthrie, I. K., Fabes, R. A., Shepard, S., Losoya, S., Murphy, B. C., Jones, S.,  

Poulin, R., & Reiser, M. (2000). Prediction of elementary school children’s externalizing 

problem behaviors from attention and behavioral regulation and negative emotionality. 

Child Development, 71(5), 1367-1382. 

Engle, J. M., McElwain, N. L., & Lasky, N. (2011). Presence and quality of kindergarten  

children’s friendships: Concurrent and longitudinal associations with child adjustment in 

the early school years. Infant and Child Development, 20(4), 365-386. 

Fink, E., Begeer, S., Peterson, C. C., Slaughter, V., & de Rosnay, M. (2015). Friendlessness and  

theory of mind: A prospective longitudinal study. British Journal of Developmental 

Psychology, 33(1), 1-17.  



EMOTION REGULATION AND FRIENDLESSNESS 26 

 

Fink, E., & Hughes, C. (2019). Children’s friendships. Psychologist, 32, 28-31.  

Gratz, K. L. & Roemer, L. (2004). Multidimensional assessment of emotion regulation and  

dysregulation: Development, factor structure, and initial validation of the Difficulties in 

Emotion Regulation Scale. Journal of Psychopathology and Behavioral Assessment, 26, 

41-54. 

Gross, J. J. (1998). Antecedent- and response-focused emotion regulation: Divergent  

consequences for experience, expression, and physiology. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 74(1), 224-237. 

Hartup, W. W., & Stevens, N. (1997). Friendships and adaptation in the life course.  

Psychological Bulletin, 121(3), 355-370. 

Hill, C. L. M., & Updegraff, J. A. (2012). Mindfulness and its relationship to emotional  

regulation. Emotion, 12(1), 81-90. 

Ladd, G. W., & Troop-Gordon, W. (2003). The role of chronic peer difficulties in the  

development of children’s psychological adjustment problems. Child Development, 

74(5), 1344-1367.  

Laursen, B., Bukowski, W. M., Aunola, K., & Nurmi, J. (2007). Friendship moderates  

prospective associations between social isolation and adjustment problems in young 

children. Child Development, 78(4), 1395-1404. 

Lopes, P. N., Nezlek, J. B., Extremera, N., Hertel, J., Fernández-Berrocal, P., Schütz, A., &  

Salovey, P. (2011). Emotion regulation and the quality of social interaction: Does the 

ability to evaluate emotional situations and identify effective responses matter? Journal 

of Personality, 79(2), 429-467. 

McRae, K., & Gross, J. J. (2020). Emotion regulation. Emotion, 20(1), 1-9. 



EMOTION REGULATION AND FRIENDLESSNESS 27 

 

Mizokawa, A., & Koyasu, M. (2015). Digging deeper into the link between socio-cognitive  

ability and social relationships. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 33(1), 21-

23. 

Parker, J. G., & Asher, S. R. (1993). Friendship and friendship quality in middle childhood:  

Links with peer group acceptance and feelings of loneliness and social dissatisfaction. 

Developmental Psychology, 29(4), 611-621. 

Parker, J. G., & Seal, J. (1996). Forming, losing, renewing, and replacing friendships: Applying  

temporal parameters to the assessment of children’s friendship experiences. Child 

Development, 67(5), 2248-2268.  

Pedersen, S., Vitaro, F., Barker, E. D., & Borge, A. I. (2007). The timing of middle-childhood  

peer rejection and friendship: Linking early behavior to early-adolescent adjustment. 

Child Development, 78(4), 1037-1051. 

Röll, J., Koglin, U., & Petermann, F. (2012). Emotion regulation and childhood aggression:  

Longitudinal associations. Child Psychiatry and Human Development, 43(6), 909-923.  

Sauter, S. R., Kim, L. P., & Jacobsen, K. H. (2019). Loneliness and friendlessness among  

adolescents in 25 countries in Latin America and the Caribbean. Child and Adolescent 

Mental Health, 25(1), 21-27. 

Sharp, C., Pane, H., Ha, C., Venta, A., Patel, A. B., Sturek, J., & Fonagy, P. (2011). Theory of  

mind and emotion regulation difficulties in adolescents with borderline traits. Journal of 

the American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 50(6), 563-573. 

Uzieblo, K., Verschuere, B., Van den Bussche, E., & Crombez, G. (2010). The validity of the  

Psychopathic Personality Inventory-Revised in a community sample. Assessment, 17(3), 

334-346. 



EMOTION REGULATION AND FRIENDLESSNESS 28 

 

Watson, D. C. (2012). Gender differences in gossip and friendship. Sex Roles: A Journal of  

Research, 67(9–10), 494-502. 



EMOTION REGULATION AND FRIENDLESSNESS 29 

 

Table 1 

DERS Total Score Means for Each Group 

Childhood Friendship Status Friendless Adult Friended Adult Total 

Friendless Child 84.62  

(n = 13) 

84.18  

(n = 17) 

84.37  

(n = 30) 

Friended Child 98.04  

(n = 24) 

100.67  

(n = 105) 

100.18  

(n = 129) 

Total 93.32  

(n = 37) 

98.37  

(n = 122) 

97.19  

(n = 159) 

 

Table 2 

FQ Total Score Means for Each Group 

Childhood Friendship Status Friendless Adult Friended Adult Total 

Friendless Child 54.54  

(n = 13) 

84.06  

(n = 17) 

71.27  

(n = 30) 

Friended Child 68.67  

(n = 24) 

81.97  

(n = 105) 

79.50  

(n = 129) 

Total 63.70  

(n = 37) 

82.26  

(n = 122) 

77.94  

(n = 159) 
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Figure 1. Actual number of participants in each group and expected number of participants 

(based on Chi-Square Test of Independence) in each group 
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Figure 2. DERS total score means by friendship status group  
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Figure 3. FQ total score means by friendship status group   
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Appendix A 

Demographics Survey 

On the items below, please indicate: 

1. What is your age in years? (e.g., 18) ______ 

2. What is your gender? 

a. Female 

b. Male 

c. Nonbinary 

d. Not listed (please describe): __________ 

e. I do not identify in this way. 

 

3. Ethnicity 

a. European American/Caucasian 

b. African American/Black 

c. Hispanic/Latino American  

d. Asian/Asian American 

e. Not listed (please describe): __________ 

f. I do not identify in this way.  



EMOTION REGULATION AND FRIENDLESSNESS 34 

 

Appendix B 

The Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale 

Please indicate how often the following statements apply to you by writing the appropriate 

number from the scale below on the line beside each item. 

1----------------------------2-----------------------3--------------------------4------------------------------5 

almost never sometimes      about half the time most of the time almost always 

(0-10%) (11-35%) (36-65%) (66-90%) (91-100%) 

 

_____ 1) I am clear about my feelings. 

_____ 2) I pay attention to how I feel. 

_____ 3) I experience my emotions as overwhelming and out of control. 

_____ 4) I have no idea how I am feeling. 

_____ 5) I have difficulty making sense out of my feelings. 

_____ 6) I am attentive to my feelings. 

_____ 7) I know exactly how I am feeling. 

_____ 8) I care about what I am feeling. 

_____ 9) I am confused about how I feel. 

_____ 10) When I’m upset, I acknowledge my emotions. 

_____ 11) When I’m upset, I become angry with myself for feeling that way. 

_____ 12) When I’m upset, I become embarrassed for feeling that way. 

_____ 13) When I’m upset, I have difficulty getting work done. 

_____ 14) When I’m upset, I become out of control. 

_____ 15) When I’m upset, I believe that I will remain that way for a long time. 

_____ 16) When I’m upset, I believe that I will end up feeling very depressed. 

_____ 17) When I’m upset, I believe that my feelings are valid and important. 

_____ 18) When I’m upset, I have difficulty focusing on other things. 

_____ 19) When I’m upset, I feel out of control. 

_____ 20) When I’m upset, I can still get things done. 

_____ 21) When I’m upset, I feel ashamed at myself for feeling that way. 

_____ 22) When I’m upset, I know that I can find a way to eventually feel better. 

_____ 23) When I’m upset, I feel like I am weak. 

_____ 24) When I’m upset, I feel like I can remain in control of my behaviors. 

_____ 25) When I’m upset, I feel guilty for feeling that way. 

_____ 26) When I’m upset, I have difficulty concentrating. 

_____ 27) When I’m upset, I have difficulty controlling my behaviors. 

_____ 28) When I’m upset, I believe there is nothing I can do to make myself feel better. 

_____ 29) When I’m upset, I become irritated at myself for feeling that way. 

_____ 30) When I’m upset, I start to feel very bad about myself. 

_____ 31) When I’m upset, I believe that wallowing in it is all I can do. 

_____ 32) When I’m upset, I lose control over my behavior. 

_____ 33) When I’m upset, I have difficulty thinking about anything else. 

_____ 34) When I’m upset, I take time to figure out what I’m really feeling. 

_____ 35) When I’m upset, it takes me a long time to feel better. 
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_____ 36) When I’m upset, my emotions feel overwhelming. 
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Appendix C 

Friendship Questionnaire 

For each of the following questions, select the statement which most applies to you. A “best 

friend” is a person with whom you share your emotions and secrets, a person you turn to when 

you have problems, a person you would be very likely to invite to an event or place. Importantly, 

a best friend feels the same way about you (e.g., they share their emotions and secrets with you, 

they turn to you with their problems, they are very likely to accept your invitations and invite you 

places in return). 

1.  a. In my childhood (i.e., preschool to fourth grade), I had one or two particular  

    best friends.  

b. In my childhood (i.e., preschool to fourth grade), I had several friends who I  

    would call best friends.  

c. In my childhood (i.e., preschool to fourth grade), I didn’t have anybody who  

    I would call a best friend. 

 

2.  a. Today, I have one or two particular best friends.  

b. Today, I have several friends who I would call best friends.  

c. Today, I don’t have anybody who I would call a best friend.  

 

3.  a. The most important thing about a friendship is having somebody to confide in. 

b. The most important thing about a friendship is having somebody to have fun             

                with.  

 

4.  a. If I had to pick, I would rather have a friend who enjoys doing the same things  

    as me than a friend who feels the same way about life as I do.  

b. If I had to pick, I would rather have a friend who feels the same way about life    

    as I do, than a friend who enjoys doing the same things as me.  

 

5.  a. I like to be close to people. 

b. I like to keep my distance from people.  

 

6.  a. When I talk with friends on the phone, it is usually to make arrangements rather   

than to chat. 

b. When I talk with friends on the phone, it is usually to chat rather than to make 

arrangements.  

 

7.  a. I tend to think of an activity I want to do and then find somebody to do it with. 

b. I tend to arrange to meet somebody and then think of something to do.  

 

8.  a. I prefer meeting a friend for a specific activity, e.g. going to the cinema,   

                playing golf. 

b. I prefer meeting a friend for a chat, e.g. at a pub, at a café.  
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9.  a. If I moved to a new area, I would put more effort into staying in touch with old     

                friends than making new friends. 

b. If I moved to a new area, I would put more effort into making new friends than  

    staying in touch with old friends. 

 

10.  a. My friends value me more as someone who is a support to them than as  

    someone to have fun with. 

b. My friends value me more as someone to have fun with than as someone who   

    is a support to them. 

 

11.  a. If a friend had a problem, I would be better at discussing their feelings about  

    the problem than coming up with practical solutions. 

b. If a friend had a problem, I would be better at coming up with practical  

     solutions than discussing their feelings about the problem. 

 

12.  a. If a friend was having personal problems, I would wait for them to contact me  

    as I wouldn’t want to interfere. 

b. If a friend was having personal problems, I would contact them to discuss the  

    problem.  

 

13.  a. When I have a personal problem, I feel that it is better to work it out on my     

          own. 

b. When I have a personal problem, I feel that it is better to share it with a  

    friend.  

c. When I have a personal problem, I feel that it is better to try and forget  

       about it.  

 

14.  a. If I have to say something critical to a friend, I think it’s best to broach the    

      subject gently. 

b. If I have to say something critical to a friend, I think it’s best to just come  

        right out and say it.  

 

15. If I fell out with a good friend and I thought that I hadn’t done anything wrong, I   

      would  

a. do whatever it takes to repair the relationship.  

b. be willing to make the first move, as long as they reciprocated.  

c. be willing to sort out the problem, if they made the first move.  

d. not feel able to be their close friend anymore.  

 

16. My ideal working space would be  

a. in an office on my own, without any visitors during the day.  

b. in an office on my own, with an occasional visitor during the day.  

c. in an office with one or two others.  

d. in an open plan office.  
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For the next set of questions, please select the option which most applies to you.  

17. How easy do you find discussing your feelings with your friends?  

a. Very easy   b. Quite easy   c. Not very easy  

d. Quite difficult  e. Very difficult  

 

18. How easy would you find it to discuss your feelings with a stranger?  

a. Very easy   b. Quite easy   c. Not very easy  

d. Quite difficult  e. Very difficult  

 

19. In terms of personality, how similar to your friends do you tend to be?  

a. Very similar  b. Quite similar  c. Not very similar  

d. Very dissimilar  

 

20. In terms of interests, how similar to your friends do you tend to be?  

a. Very similar  b. Quite similar  c. Not very similar  

d. Very dissimilar  

 

21. How important is it to you what your friends think of you?  

a. Of no importance b. Of little importance  c. Fairly important 

d. Very important e. Of upmost importance  

 

22. How important is it to you what strangers think of you?  

a. Of no importance b. Of little importance  c. Fairly important 

d. Very important e. Of upmost importance  

 

23. How easy do you find it to admit to your friends when you’re wrong? 

a. Very easy   b. Quite easy   c. Not very easy  

d. Quite difficult  e. Very difficult  

 

24. How easy to do you find it to tell a friend about your weaknesses and failures? 

a. Very easy   b. Quite easy   c. Not very easy  

d. Quite difficult  e. Very difficult  

 

25. How easy do you find it to tell a friend about your achievements and successes? 

a. Very easy   b. Quite easy   c. Not very easy  

d. Quite difficult  e. Very difficult  

 

26. How interested are you in the everyday details (e.g. their relationships, family, what’s   

currently going on in their lives) of your close friends’ lives? 

a. Completely disinterested b. Not very interested  c. Quite interested 

d. Very interested  

 

27. How interested are you in the everyday details (e.g. their relationships, family, what’s  

          currently going on in their lives) of your casual friends’ lives? 

a. Completely disinterested b. Not very interested  c. Quite interested 

d. Very interested  
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28. When you are in a group, e.g. at work, school, church, parent group etc., how  

important is it for you to know the “gossip” e.g. who dislikes who, who’s had a      

      relationship with who, secrets. 

a. Of no importance b. Of little importance  c. Fairly important 

d. Very important e. Of great importance  

 

29. Do you work harder at your career than at maintaining your relationships with    

      friends? 

a. Yes   b. No   c. Equal  

 

30. How often do you make plans to meet with friends? 

a. Once or twice a year 

b. Once every 2 or 3 months 

c. Once a month  

d. Once every couple of weeks  

e. Once or twice a week 

f. 3 or 4 times a week 

g. More than any of the above  

 

31. How would you prefer to keep in touch with friends?  

      (Please put:  1 in the box next to your most preferred method  

2 in the box next to your second preference  

3 in the box next to your third preference)  

 

a. Face to face contact  

b. Email/letters  

c. Telephone calls  

 

32. How easy to do you find it to make new friends? 

a. Very easy   b. Quite easy   c. Not very easy  

d. Quite difficult  e. Very difficult  

 

33. What would be the minimum social contact you would need to get through a day?  

a. No contact – I don’t get lonely 

b. Just being near to people, even if I am not talking to them  

c. A casual chat, e.g., with a shop assistant or hairdresser 

d. A chat with a friend 

e. Two or three chats with friends during the day 

f. More than any of the above  

 

34. What would be the minimum social contact you would need to get through a week?  

a. None – I don’t get lonely 

b. Being around people, even if I wasn’t talking to them  

d. Casual chats, e.g. with a shop assistant or hairdresser  
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e. One chat with a friend 

f. Two or three chats during the week with friends 

g. One chat every day with a friend 

h. Two or three chats every day with a friend 

i. More than any of the above  

 

35. When talking with friends, what proportion of your time do you spend talking about   

the following: 

(Please put:  1 in the box next to the topic that you talk most about,  

2 in the box next to the topic you talk next most about, etc, through    

   to  

7 in the box next to the topic you talk least about.  

       Use each number only once i.e. there should be no ties.)  

 

a. Politics and current affairs     

b. Hobbies and interests (e.g. sport, TV, music,  

    cinema, fashion, holidays, gardening, DIY etc.)  

c. Personal matters (e.g. life choice decisions,  

    arguments, feelings)  

d. Work 

e. Family and friends 

f. The weather 

g. What you’ve been doing since last time you spoke  

 

36. At social occasions, when you meet someone for the first time, how likely are you to   

      talk about the following. 

      (Please put:  1 in the box next to the topic that you talk most about,  

2 in the box next to the topic you talk next most about, etc, through    

   to  

7 in the box next to the topic you talk least about.  

       Use each number only once i.e. there should be no ties.)  

a. Politics and current affairs     

b. Hobbies and interests (e.g. sport, TV, music,  

    cinema, fashion, holidays, gardening, DIY etc.)  

c. Personal matters (e.g. life choice decisions,  

    arguments, feelings)  

d. Work 

e. Family and friends 

f. The weather 

g. What you’ve been recently  
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Appendix D 

Informed Consent 

The Department of Psychology at Washburn University supports the practice of protection for 

human participants in research. The following information is provided so that you can make an 

informed judgment about your participation in the present study. You should be aware that even 

if you agree to participate you are free to withdraw at any time, without penalty. 

 

PURPOSE OF RESEARCH: 

This study seeks to examine the relationship between emotions and friendship status. The data 

collected for this research may further our understanding of the potential factors that may 

contribute to an individual’s ability to establish friendships.  

 

PROCEDURES OR METHODS TO BE USED: 

Participants will be asked to complete three questionnaires. All participants’ responses on the 

questionnaires are anonymous.  

 

LENGTH OF STUDY: 

This study will take approximately 10-15 minutes. 

 

RISKS ANTICIPATED: 

There are minimal risks associated with this study beyond what would be encountered in your 

daily life. If any of the questions in this study produce strong emotions, you may choose to not 

answer the question(s) or stop participating at any time without explanation or penalty. In the 

event that participation in the study results in distress, discomfort, anxiety etc., resources for help 

will be provided at the end. 

 

BENEFITS ANTICIPATED: 

You will learn about and contribute to psychological research. 

 

EXTENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY: 

Your responses are anonymous. Your name will not be associated with your responses. No one 

other than the members of the research team, listed below, will have access to the data for this 

research. All of the data will be coded by participant number only. This form will be separated 

from your survey and interview responses and will not be linked to any responses you provide. 

The researcher and confidential assistants use the forms to analyze the data in collective form 

using a secure data analysis program. No personal data is accessible. Data collected will be 

stored in a secure location within the Washburn University Psychology Department offices.  

 

TERMS OF PARTICIPATION: 

I understand this project is research and that my participation is being solicited but is completely 

voluntary. I also understand that if I decide to participate in this study, I may withdraw my 

consent at any time, and stop participating at any time without explanation, penalty, or loss of 

benefits to which I may otherwise be entitled. 
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IRB INFORMATION: 

IRB Number: 20-36 

IRB Address/Contact:  

irb@washburn.edu 

Washburn University  

Topeka, Kansas 66621 

 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR & CONTACT INFORMATION FOR ANY PROBLEMS 

AND/OR QUESTIONS: 

Leyli Beims-Ukens, B.A. 

leyli.beims-ukens@washburn.edu 

 

FACULTY SUPERVISOR & CONTACT INFORMATION: 

Dave Provorse, Ph.D. 

dave.provorse@washburn.edu  

 

Your participation is solicited but is strictly voluntary. Do not hesitate to ask any questions about 

the study. We appreciate your cooperation very much! 

 

Please select the option below (e.g., YES, NO) that best reflects your participation in this study.  

 

BY SELECTING:  

 

YES - I verify that I have read and understand this consent form and willingly agree to 

participate in this study under the terms described. 

 

NO - I verify that I have read and understand this consent form and do NOT agree to 

participate in this study. My information will NOT be used for research purposes and will 

be discarded. 

  

mailto:leyli.beims-ukens@washburn.edu
mailto:dave.provorse@washburn.edu
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Appendix E 

Debriefing Form 

Thank you for participating in this online study! This research would not be possible without 

your input. Please do not discuss the study with other WU101 students, as their knowledge of it 

could influence our results. 

 

The present study attempts to examine the relationship between emotion regulation and 

friendship status. Participants’ friendship status in adulthood and childhood, attitude toward 

friendships, and emotion regulation ability was assessed using three questionnaires.  

 

The data collected from this study may further our understanding of potential “risk factors” for 

friendlessness and/or assist in developing future intervention strategies. 

 

If you wish to find out more about this study, including its results, or make a comment or 

complaint about the study, please contact Leyli Beims-Ukens, the study’s primary investigator, 

by email at leyli.beims-ukens@washburn.edu or in person at 211 Henderson Hall. 

 

Additional information regarding campus and national resources for questions/concerns related 

to mental health are included below. If any of the questions in this study caused you distress, 

discomfort, anxiety etc., please use the following resources to seek support. 

Washburn University Campus Resources  

• Counseling Services: Provides confidential counseling services to all currently enrolled 

Washburn students at no cost. Washburn University faculty/staff may utilize the Counseling 

Services’ staff for emergencies and/or referrals in the community. Available to employees to 

discuss options or referrals to community services.  

o Kuehne Hall Room 200  

o (785) 670-3100 (Option 2 will connect you with a counselor immediately, 24 hours a day.) 

• Psychological Services Clinic: A treatment, research, and training clinic. Sessions are only 

available during the academic year (beginning of September through the end of April). The 

fee for intake appointments, individual therapy sessions, and group therapy sessions is $10 

each. 

o Henderson Room 111 

o (785) 670-1564 

  

National Resources 

• National Suicide Prevention Lifeline: Skilled, trained counselors are available 24/7 to listen 

to your problems and help you connect with mental health services in your area. The Lifeline 

provides free and confidential support for people in distress, prevention and crisis resources 

for you or your loved ones, and best practices for professionals.  

o 1-800-273-8255 or 1-800-784-2433  

o http://www.suicidepreventionlifeline.org/  

• National Hopeline: If you are in crisis and need to speak with someone right now, calls are 

connected to a certified crisis center nearest to the caller’s location. Staff and volunteers are 

trained and certified in crisis intervention.  

http://www.suicidepreventionlifeline.org/
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o 1-800-442-4673 or 1-800-442-HOPE 

• Mental Health America: For a referral to a specific mental health services or support program 

in your community. 

o 1-800-969-6642 or 1-800-969-NMHA 

• National Alliance on Mental Illness: Provides support, information, and referrals. 

o 1-800-950-6264 or 1-800-950-NAMI 
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