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The purpose of the study was to examine the relationship between attachment styles, rejection sensitivity and emotion 
regulation among young adults. The Revised Adult Attachment Scale (Collins, 1996), Adult Rejection Sensitivity 
Questionnaire (Berenson et al., 2009) and Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (Gross & John, 2003) were used to collect 
the data. The results indicated that there is no significant difference in rejection sensitivity and emotion regulation of 
young adults on the basis of their gender and relationship status. A significant relationship was found significant 
relationship between close attachment and depend attachment styles with rejection sensitivity, between depend 
attachment style and emotion regulation, between anxiety attachment style and suppression dimension of emotion 
regulation and between rejection sensitivity and reappraisal dimension of emotion regulation. The results of the study 
also found a significant influence of attachment styles on emotion regulation. 
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Introduction
It is crucial that children develop a safe and healthy 
attachment style since the attachment patterns formed in the 
formative years of an individual's life might serve as the basis 
for adult attachment. Being rejected is a painful experience 
that children learn about. 

When someone feels rejected, it can cause psychological and 
behavioural overreactions such as animosity, depression, 
removal of assistance, jealousy, and inappropriate efforts to 
change other people's behaviour (Leary, 2015). It is crucial for 
someone to be able to successfully regulate their emotions 
utilising adaptive strategies in order to prevent this. 

A basic human motivation is to form and maintain 
relationships with other people (DeWall et al., 2012). 
Attachment theory offers a solid framework for better 
comprehension of individual differences in adaptive 
functioning in adulthood. (Bowlby, 1982; Mikulincer and 
Shaver, 2007). 

Studies looking at the role of attachment styles provide 
indirect support for the hypothesis that there is a connection 
between emotion dysregulation and sensitivity to rejection. In 
fact, it was shown that rejection sensitivity was related to an 
anxious attachment style (typically characterised by emotion 
dysregulation), and this impact was largely outlined by the 
moderating role of worry, which is essentially an ineffective 
way to manage emotions (Khoshkam et al. 2012).

Bowlby suggests that children create mental representations 
of themselves and other people that shape how they interact 
with others in the future. Expectations regarding whether 
significant people will satiate their wants or reject them are at 
the center of these theories. These expectations are a result of 
how consistently their caretaker met their needs when they 
were young (Cassidy, Jones & Shaver, 2013).

According to attachment theory, early emotional connections 
between infants and their caretakers help shape infants' 
mental models of their own selves and interpersonal 
relationships (Bretherton, 1987). Since this model is largely 
consistent and persists throughout adulthood, it serves as the 
foundation for personal and intimate relationships (Hazan 
and Shaver, 1987; Feeney and Noller, 1990; Bartholomew and 
Horowitz, 1991). An infant develops a secure attachment type 
when they regard their  caregiver as responsive, 
approachable, and trustworthy. However, if the primary 
caregiver is unpredictable, untrustworthy, or unresponsive, a 
poor internal functioning model and an insecure attachment 
may form. (Bretherton, 1987).

The attachment styles can be used to determine a person's 
level of rejection sensitivity and how it will affect them 
(Huntsinger & Luecken, 2004). Experiencing multiple 
rejections is likely to make people oversensitive to potential 
rejection and develop social information processing 
techniques that have lasting and prolonged negative effects, 
according to Bowlby's (1969) attachment theory (Downey & 
Feldman, 1996).

The attachment and attribution explanations of the 
behavioural relationship were combined to create the 
rejection sensitivity model. Its fundamental tenet is that early 
rejection experiences lead people to anticipate future 
rejection and develop anxiety about the potential of this type 
of rejection even before it takes place (Downey, Khouri, & 
Feldman, 1997).

According to Staebler, Helbing, Rosenbach, and Renneberg 
(2011), increased rejection sensitivity is linked to poor 
psychological and interpersonal functioning, including 
increased rumination and hostility (Ayduk, Gyurak, & 
Luerssen, 2008; Galliher & Bentley, 2010). 

Canyas et al., (2010) created a dynamic, process-oriented 
model of rejection sensitivity. Feldman and Downey (1994) 
merged Michel's Cognitive Social Learning Perspective with 
Bowlby's Attachment Theory (1969). They claimed that early 
rejection experiences influence how people encode, 
anticipate, and value subsequent social situations, as well as 
how they respond to them.

A few studies have suggested that dysfunctional emotion 
regulation strategies could lead to high levels of rejection 
sensitivity in individuals (Silvers et al., 2012; Casini et al., 
2021) and differences in attachment style have been 
associated to the regulation of emotions and the 
psychological functioning of an individual (Marganska et al., 
2013). The ability to successfully manage one's emotions 
through a variety of techniques to control the feelings that one 
has, experiences, or expresses is known as emotion 
regulation (Gross, 2001). 

Along the timeframe of the developing emotional reaction, 
there are numerous emotion regulation techniques (Gross, 
2001). This model is based on an understanding of the 
emotion-generating process that has been developed by a 
number of earlier emotion theorists. Emotion strategies can 
be separated based on when they have the greatest influence 
on the emotion-generating process since emotion develops 
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throughout time. Actions we take prior to our behaviour and 
physiological responses changing as a result of the emotion 
response tendencies getting fully activated are referred to as 
antecedent-focused tactics. Reaction-focused methods 
describe the actions we take after an emotion has begun and 
after the response tendencies have been produced.

Theoretical models of adult attachment (Bowlby, 1982; Kobak 
& Sceery, 1988) propose that emotion regulation techniques 
emerge in the parent-child connection and consequently 
impact adult romantic attachment styles. According to prior 
research, it is plausible to infer that attachment insecurity 
throughout adolescence promotes the adoption of unhelpful 
emotion control techniques, which in turn encourages more 
insecure adult attachment styles and increases sensitivity to 
rejection.

Method
Tools used:
Revised Adult Attachment Scale (RAAS) (1996) was 
developed by Collins and it is used to measure adult 
attachment style dimensions including comfort with 
closeness and intimacy (Close subscale), comfort with 
depending on others (Depend subscale), and worry about 
being rejected or unloved (Anxiety subscale). It is an 18-item 
questionnaire and each item is measured on a 5-point Likert-
type scale ranging from 1 (not at all characteristic of me) to 5 
(very characteristic of me). The reliability was found to be � = 
.81, .78, and .85 for close, depend and anxiety respectively. 
The discriminatory validity was found to be good and the 
construct-related validity was found to be high. 

Adult Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire (A-RSQ; Berenson 
et al., 2009) is an adaptation of the Rejection Sensitivity 
Questionnaire by Downey & Feldman (1996). It is used for 
assessing the rejection sensitivity in adults. There are nine 
hypothetical social situations in the questionnaire, all with 
undetermined outcomes. Interpersonal relationships are 
primarily depicted in the circumstances. Each item is scored 
based on how concerned or anxious they are about the 
circumstance and how likely they think the other person is to 
act in their favour. The reliability was found to be � = .86. 

Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ) (2003) was 
developed by Gross & John. It is used to measure the 
respondents' tendency to regulate their emotions in two ways. 
This questionnaire consists 10 items designed to measure the 
two dimensions: Cognitive reappraisal and Expressive 
suppression. Respondents' answers are scored on a 7-point 
Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 
(strongly agree). The reliability was found to be � = .89-.90 for 
the cognitive reappraisal subscale and � = .76-.80 for the 
expressive suppression subscale. The construct validity was 
found to be good. 

Results and Discussion 
Table 1 Difference in Rejection Sensitivity based on 
Gender

Note. Mean parameter values for each of the analyses are 
shown for males (n = 150) and females (n = 151), as well as the 
results of t tests (assuming equal variance) comparing the 
parameter estimates between the two groups.

Table 1 displays the difference in rejection sensitivity based 
on gender. The results indicate that there is no significant 
difference in rejection sensitivity on the basis of gender. 

A study done by Sarisoy (2017) found a similar result that 
indicated no gender-based difference in rejection sensitivity.

Thus, H01 which states that there will be no significant 
difference in rejection sensitivity based on gender is 
accepted. 

Table 2 Difference in Emotion Regulation based on 
Gender

Note. Mean parameter values for each of the analyses are 
shown for males (n = 150) and females (n = 151), as well as the 
results of t tests (assuming equal variance) comparing the 
parameter estimates between the two groups.

Table 2 displays the difference in emotion regulation based 
on gender. The results indicate that there is no significant 
difference in emotion regulation on the basis of gender. These 
results are contradictory to previous studies (Gross & John, 
2003; Sarisoy, 2017) which found a significant difference in 
emotion regulation on the basis of gender. Thus, H02 which 
states that there will be no significant difference in emotion 
regulation based on gender is accepted.

Table 3 Difference in Rejection Sensitivity based on 
Relationship Status

Note. Mean parameter values for each of the analyses are 
shown for the single (n = 247) and the committed (n = 54) 
individuals, as well as the results of t tests (assuming equal 
variance) comparing the parameter estimates between the 
two groups.

Table 3 displays the difference in rejection sensitivity based 
on relationship status. The results indicate that there is no 
significant difference in rejection sensitivity on the basis of 
the relationship status of the participants. These findings are 
supported by a previous study (Nowland et al., 2018) which 
also found no significant difference in rejection sensitivity 
based on relationship status in a younger group (18-35 years) 
of participants. Thus, H03 which states that there will be no 
significant difference in rejection sensitivity based on 
relationship status is accepted.

Table 4  Difference in Emotion Regulation based on 
Relationship Status

Note. Mean parameter values for each of the analyses are 
shown for the single (n = 247) and the committed (n = 54) 
individuals, as well as the results of t tests (assuming equal 
variance) comparing the parameter estimates between the 
two groups.

Table 4 displays the difference in emotion regulation based 
on relationship status. The results indicate that there is no 
significant difference in emotion regulation on the basis of the 
relationship status of the participants. 

These findings are contradictory to a previous study 
(Marroquín & Nolen-Hoeksema, 2015) which found that 

Variable Male (150) Female (151) t p

M SD M SD
Rejection 
Sensitivity

9.74 2.738 9.58 3.116 0.48 0.628

Emotion 
Regulation

Male  (150) Female (151) t p

M SD M SD

Reappraisal 4.74 1.138 4.89 1.030 1.179 0.239

Suppression 4.70 1.263 4.43 1.304 1.822 0.069

Variable Single (247) Committed (54) t p

M SD M SD

Rejection 
Sensitivity

9.77 2.906 9.13 3.010 1.465 0.144

Emotion 
Regulation

Single (247) Committed 
(54)

t p

M SD M SD

Reappraisal 4.85 1.085 4.65 1.084 1.240 0.216

Suppression 4.59 1.284 4.44 1.313 0.757 0.450
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individuals in relationships displayed lower use of 
maladaptive emotion regulation strategies. Thus, H04 which 
states that there will be no significant difference in emotion 
regulation based on relationship status is accepted.

Table  5 Descriptive Statistics and Correlation for 
Attachment Styles and Rejection Sensitivity

* p < .05. ** p < .01

Table 5 shows the correlation between different attachment 
styles and rejection sensitivity. From the above table, it is 
evident that close attachment style has a significant negative 
correlation with rejection sensitivity (r = -0.21). The results 
also reveal a significant negative correlation between 
depend attachment style and rejection sensitivity (r = -0.18). 
This indicates that individuals with close and depend 
attachment styles pattern will be lower in rejection sensitivity. 
These findings are supported by various studies (Ishaq & 
Haque, 2015; Khoshkam et al., 2012; Natarajan et al., 2011; 
Erozkan, 2009) which found a significant negative correlation 
between secure attachment and rejection sensitivity. Thus, 
H05a and H05b which state that there is no significant 
relationship between close and depend attachment styles 
and rejection sensitivity is rejected.

Table  6 Descriptive Statistics and Correlation for 
Rejection Sensitivity and Emotion Regulation

Note. * p < .05. ** p < .01

Table 6 shows the correlation between different emotion 
regulation strategies and rejection sensitivity. From the above 
table, it is evident that rejection sensitivity has a significant 
negative correlation with reappraisal dimension of emotion 
regulation (r = -0.13). This indicates individuals who use less 
reappraisal to regulate their emotions will have higher levels 
of rejection sensitivity. These findings are in line with previous 
studies (Hafner et al., 2018; Sarisoy, 2017; Velotti et al., 2015; 
Kross et al., 2007) which suggested that individuals who are 
more sensitive to rejection have trouble regulating their 
emotions. Thus, H06a which states that there is no significant 
relationship between rejection sensitivity and reappraisal is 
rejected. 

Table 7  Descriptive Statistics and Correlation for 
Attachment Styles and Emotion Regulation

* p < .05. ** p < .01

Table 7 shows the correlation between different attachment 
styles and emotion regulation strategies. From the above 
table, it is evident that depend attachment style has a 
significant positive correlation with reappraisal (r = 0.44) and 
suppression (r = 0.21). The results also reveal a significant 
positive correlation between anxiety attachment style and 
suppression (r = 0.16). This indicates that individuals with 
depend attachment style pattern will be using reappraisal 
and suppression as emotion regulation strategies. However, 
individuals with anxiety attachment style pattern will be 
using more of suppression as their emotion regulation 
strategy. These findings are supported by various studies 
(Marganska et al., 2013; Bigdeli et al., 2013; Karreman & 
Vingerhoets, 2012) that discovered that a significant positive 
correlation was found between secure attachment style and 
cognitive reappraisal and insecure attachment patterns were 
linked to higher emotion dysregulation. Thus, H07c which 
states that there is no significant relationship between 
depend attachment and reappraisal is rejected. H07d which 
states that there is no significant relationship between 
depend attachment and suppression is rejected. H07f which 
states that there is no significant relationship between anxiety 
attachment and suppression is rejected.

Table  8 Regression Coefficients of Attachment Styles on 
Rejection Sensitivity

Note. N=301. The impact of attachment styles on rejection 
sensitivity
* p < .05. 

Table 8 shows the multiple regression to predict rejection 
sensitivity based on attachment styles. A significant 
regression equation was found (F (3, 297) = 7.800, p < .000, 
with an R² of .073. The result indicates that depend attachment 
and anxiety attachment have a significant influence on 
rejection sensitivity and hence are significant predictors of 
rejection sensitivity. 7% of variance in rejection sensitivity is 
explained by depend and anxiety attachment style patterns. 
These findings are supported by previous literature (Erozkan, 
2009) which found that attachment styles have a significant 
effect on rejection sensitivity. Thus, H08 which states that there 
is no significant influence of attachment styles on rejection 
sensitivity is rejected.

Conclusion
The study examines the relationship between attachment 
styles, rejection sensitivity, and emotion regulation in young 
adults. Results show a significant relationship between 
attachment styles and rejection sensitivity, with attachment 
styles found to influence rejection sensitivity. Attachment 
styles including close attachment, depend attachment and 
anxiety attachment were assessed and it was found that 
depend attachment style and emotion regulation, anxiety 
attachment style and suppression dimension of emotion 
regulation and between rejection sensitivity and reappraisal 
dimension of emotion regulation had a significant 
relationship. The study also found that attachment styles can 
predict rejection sensitivity levels.
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