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Abstract 

 Social comparison commonly leads to rumination and social networking sites, such as 

Facebook, could influence individuals to ruminate. In contrast, empathy has been linked to 

happiness and feelings of communal strength among friends; therefore it may buffer the 

effect of social comparison on wellbeing (Chou & Edge, 2012).  

 This study involved a quantitative design using correlation. Ninety participants (42 

male and 48 female) took online surveys including: Facebook Intensity (FBI), Sadness and 

Anger Rumination inventory (SARI), Toronto Empathy Questionnaire (TEQ) and Positive 

and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS-S). The main results showed participants who 

reported higher levels of rumination, indicated greater Facebook use. In particular 

participants with higher levels of sadness rumination, experienced lower positive affect and 

greater negative affect, while using Facebook more intensely. Gender differences only 

applied to intensity of Facebook use and not to rumination behaviours, empathy or affective 

wellbeing. Limitations of the study and recommendations for future research are discussed. 
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Empathy and Rumination as influences on levels of affective well-being through 

Facebook use. 

  

 This literature review will provide an overview of research relating to Facebook use, 

rumination, empathy and affective well-being. As Facebook use is widespread and 

rumination through social comparison can be problematic (Feinstein et al, 2013), the 

literature was reviewed for possible explanations and preventative factors. Current research 

includes information on the negative consequences of rumination and social comparison, 

gender differences in rumination (Nolen-Hoeksema et al, 1991; Simonsen et al., 2011), 

benefits of empathy (Preece & Ghozati, 2001),  real-world versus 'virtual' empathy (Carrier et 

al., 2015) as well as a review of affective well-being and intense online social media usage.  

 The review begins with general information about social comparison theory, a 

theoretical framework for rumination, negative consequences and possible causes. Gender 

differences in rumination behaviours are also highlighted. There is a summary of research 

findings relating to affective well-being and online usage. An overview of empathy is 

provided, as well as the benefits, and comparisons between real and virtual empathy. Finally, 

negative outcomes of Facebook are discussed. The introduction concludes with a summary of 

the rationale for the study and research hypotheses. 

Introduction  

 Social comparison theorists state that people assess their own achievements, 

attractiveness, character, and other factors by determining who is doing better and who is 

doing worse than they are (Tylka & Sabik, 2010). Social media websites, like Facebook, have 

created a platform for social comparison because they provide open access to information 
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about others (Chou & Edge, 2012). People can repeatedly access their friends' profiles to 

compare themselves in various areas with the wide range of information available (Chou & 

Edge, 2012). 

 While social comparison is not necessarily harmful, rumination about social 

comparison can have negative health outcomes, such as depression and anxiety (Aldao, 

Nolen-Hoeksema & Schweizer, 2010). Rumination takes place when people focus excessive 

attention on events that cause distress (Feinstein et al., 2013). Rumination is a maladaptive 

thought pattern that refers to ongoing repetitive, invasive and negative thoughts (Nolen-

Hoeksema, 1991). By focussing the majority of their attention on something that is causing 

distress, the individual can develop an inability to regulate their emotions (Feinstein et al., 

2013).  

Theoretical Framework 

 People of all socioeconomic backgrounds, gender and ethnicity compare themselves 

to others as a way to evaluate themselves (Haferkamp & Kramer, 2011). Social Comparison 

Theory (Festinger, 1954) refers to the motivation to assess opinions and achievements by 

comparison to others. Festinger (1954) developed social comparison theory and proposed that 

people usually compare themselves to those who are similar to them (lateral comparison). 

 According to Diener (2012) social comparison theory was developed before the 

Internet and the availability of social media, so the assertion that people compare themselves 

to those who are similar may not be valid. With access to Facebook, people have the 

capability to compare themselves to those they do not know in addition to comparing 

themselves to those they do know (Hansen, 2015). Festinger (1954) also hypothesized that 

people have a tendency to use upward social comparison. In an application of social 

comparison theory, Sohn and Youn (2013) surveyed 665 students about body image and 
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social comparison and concluded there were gender differences in body satisfaction and the 

effect of upward social comparison on differences between actual and ideal body image 

types. Women were more affected by lateral and upward comparison whereas men only by 

lateral comparison. When people feel they are being unfairly treated relative to others, social 

comparison can lead them to participate in unethical behaviours (John et al., 2014). 

Researchers found that when participants were in a position to compare pay, people who 

were paid less and engaged in upward comparison, were more likely to steal when given the 

opportunity (John et al, 2014). Social comparison can motivate people to do better (Hansen, 

2015), but it can cause destructive behaviours when individuals feel others have an unfair 

advantage over them (John et al., 2014).  

 Through qualitative interviews and experiments, Haferkamp and Kramer (2011) 

discovered that many individuals felt that they did not use Facebook for social comparison, 

but the research indicated that in reality, individuals do socially compare themselves via 

Facebook. The results showed that the participants had a more negative body image after 

viewing the profiles of attractive people on Facebook than when they viewed the profiles of 

unattractive people on Facebook. Males who looked at the profiles of successful men had a 

greater difference between their current career and their ideal career than those who viewed 

the profiles of less successful males. The more time people spend on Facebook, the more 

likely they are to engage in these comparison behaviours (Lee-Won et al., 2015).  In addition, 

the more often users compare themselves to others the more likely they are to experience 

negative feelings (Lee -Won et al., 2015).  

 Although social comparison theory was criticised due to receiving little attention 

afterits creation (Goethals, as cited in Hansen, 2015), the theory has evolved significantly 

over time (Haferkamp & Kramer, 2011; Lee, 2014). Control theory (Martin & Tesser, 1989) 
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and response styles theory (Nolen-Hoeksema, 1991)  have recently been linked to strengthen 

the theoretical framework (Watkins & Nolen-Hoeksema, 2014).  

 According to control theory, rumination is goal oriented (Martin & Tesser, 1989). 

Individuals ruminate over their current goals and anything that could disrupt them (Martin & 

Tesser, 1989). Control theory was initially criticised by researchers due to a lack of 

experimental evidence, but an experiment conducted by Roberts, Watkins and Wills (2013) 

provided strong support for the theory. Researchers now believe that rumination involves 

both habits and goals (Watkins & Nolen-Hoeksema, 2014). When people ruminate and this 

behaviour affects goal seeking, rumination can become habitual (Watkins & Nolen-

Hoeksema, 2014). Research findings support the role of rumination in the development of 

post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) symptoms, as well as the role of habitual rumination in 

the  persistence of those symptoms over an extended period of  time (Hu et al., 2013). When 

individuals continue to focus on the negative aspects of an experience, they are unable to 

process their emotions in order to move forward (Hu et al., 2013). People who ruminate do 

not properly regulate their emotions (Aldao et al., 2010; Genet & Siemer, 2012). Social 

comparison theory now includes both explanations for rumination behaviours, combining 

ideas that were previously divisive (Watkins & Nolen-Hoeksema, 2014).  

 Negative social comparison led many participants in Feinstein et al.'s (2013) study to 

ruminate, which increased the risk for depression. Women are more likely to ruminate than 

men are, especially when situations include interpersonal issues, physical appearance and 

body image (Simonson, Mezulis & Davis, 2011).  The correlation between rumination and 

depression is stronger for women than it is for men (Aldao et al., 2010).  Stronger gender role 

identification may explain rumination differences (Simonson et al., 2011). The present study 

aims to examine the impact of gender on rumination as well as assessing the distinction 
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between gender and different subtypes of rumination, principally anger and sadness 

rumination.  

 Rumination was the mediator between negative Facebook updates and symptoms of 

depression, according to Locatelli at al. (2012).Researchers have found that when Facebook 

users are in a bad mood, they are much more likely to engage in social comparison with other 

users (Hansen, 2015). Social comparison through Facebook led to a further deterioration in 

negative moods (Johnson & Knobloch -Westerwick, 2014). It is possible that people ruminate 

on Facebook because they have ongoing opportunities to view the same profiles and pictures 

as often as they desire (Feinstein et al., 2013). Research has linked rumination to depression 

(Genet & Siemer, 2012), anxiety (Aldao et al, 2010), anorexia (Cowdrey & Park, 2010), 

binge eating (Svaldi & Naumann, 2014), addiction issues (Caselli et al, 2013), and problems 

in relationships (King & DeLongis, 2014).  

 While some research has been conducted on rumination through Facebook (Feinstein 

et al., 2013), the majority of rumination studies have occurred outside of social networking 

sites (Aldao et al., 2010; Genet & Siemer, 2012; King & DeLongis, 2014). When people 

engage in rumination behaviours, pro-social emotions like empathy can be deterred (vanOyen 

Witvliet et al., 2010). As rumination can be so damaging (Aldao et al., 2010; Feinstein et al., 

2013; Nolen-Hoeksema, 1991), the present study aims to bring attention to determine what 

constructs might be preventative, such as affective well-being and  empathy (Riggio et al., 

1989; Preece & Ghozati, 2001; Chan, 2014).  

 This would be helpful as Facebook makes up 63% of Irish social media activity, twice 

as much as all other social media sites (Stat counter 2014 Global). Irish people use Facebook 

more often than people in any other country in the English speaking world. At 63%, these 

figures put Irish Facebook activity higher than in the UK at 55% and the US at 47%. Scores 
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from Australiaat 61% and New Zealand at 59% remain closer to Irish social media reliance 

on Facebook. Canada has the lowest percentage of Facebook users at 54 % (Stat counter 2014 

Global).  Studies have indicated the number of monthly Irish Facebook users at 2.25 million a 

month, with more than half this population using the site every day.  

 With more knowledge about what behaviours can prevent rumination through 

Facebook, it may be possible to reduce the negative consequences of using the social 

networking site. Of importance to this study is to investigate the impact of users’ mood and 

subjective well-being on rumination and Facebook usage.  

Affective well-being 

 Research does not offer a full understanding of the impact of different media 

platforms on individuals' subjective well-being. Subjective well-being (SWB) has been 

defined as " a measure of the quality of life of an individual and of societies" (Diener et al., 

2003, p.405)and has been operationally defined in a variety of ways, covering both affective 

and cognitive components of this multidimensional construct (Diener et al., 2003). When 

considering the affective side of SWB, researchers measured respondents' feelings and 

emotional reactions, levels of happiness, affect, or moods, usually gathering frequencies of 

individual reactions to daily life events (Diener et al., 2003). In the cognitive domain, SWB 

has typically been evaluated using measures of life satisfaction, defined as a "global summary 

of one's life as a whole and rooted in the perceived discrepancy between aspiration and 

achievement" (Campbell, as cited in Wenninger et al., 2014, p73.). Life satisfaction is viewed 

as less transitory than affective experiences (Wenninger et al., 2014). 

 With the spread of social media applications and in particular Facebook, researchers 

are interested in what effect these emerging technologies are having on measures of life 

satisfaction and affective well-being. However studies are reporting both negative (Krasnova 
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et al., 2013), positive (Apaolaza et al.,2013) and non-existent (Jelenchick et al., 2013) 

relationships. Most of these studies have collected data from student populations which may 

not be reflective of the range of emotional and cognitive responses that people identify across 

different life stages.  Recent studies have linked Facebook use to depression (Pantic et al, 

2012), anxiety (Farahani et al., 2011) and even substance misuse (O’Keeffe& Clarke - 

Pearson, 2011). Wenninger et al.(2014) reviewed sixteen research studies  linking social 

media use to affective well-being, arguing that the significant discrepancies in the conflicting 

outcomes reported by studies  can possibly be traced to an array of limitations including 

measurement issues, lack of causality, participation patterns, exclusive focus on student 

populations, a primary focus on Facebook, rather than other mobile media platforms 

including Twitter, WhatsApp and Snapchat. 

 Research findings have indicated a strong negative effect on affective wellbeing of 

passive Facebook use (Krasnova et al., 2013). For example, exposure to attractive profile 

pictures and biographical information producing negative reaction, as unfavourable social 

comparison (Haferkamp & Kramer, 2011).Using self-report measures, the present study aims 

to bring further attention to the potential correlation between affective well-being and 

Facebook use. 

Facebook Intensity 

 Facebook is the leading social networking site with more than 1.2 billion global active 

users every month and is the world's largest online community (Facebook Statistics, 2014). 

On a Facebook site, users may develop biographical profiles, communicate with friends and 

strangers, do research and share thoughts, photos, music and links. The 'Internet Usage 

Paradox' proposes that, as a powerful communicative tool, extensive Internet usage may 



13 
 

hinder users' real life communications (Kraut et al., 1998). Facebook further underscores this 

paradox .  

 Designed to facilitate social bonding, some Facebook users may reduce real-life 

bonding with others (Chan 2014). Chan (2014) suggests two explanations for this suppression 

effect: displacement of social activities, and replacement of strong social ties. The first 

suggest the time spent on surfing or updating Facebook may displace the time otherwise 

spent on real-life social activities (Kraut et al., 1998). The second, that people may substitute 

better quality ties with weaker ones (Kraut et al., 1998). Facebook is designed with 

sophisticated social bonding aids (Chan, 2014) that allow people to express their feelings and 

experiences freely to a circle of 'friends'. These postings allow others access to their opinions, 

emotions and activities, thereby reducing the need to engage in real life communication. 

Together with the convenience of accessing Facebook, some people replace real world 

interactions with digital ones, causing the suppression effect (Chan, 2014). As a behavioural 

variable, Facebook intensity is defined by Ellison et al. (2007) as the extent to which the 

participant was emotionally connected to Facebook and the extent to which Facebook was 

integrated into his or her daily activities.  

 Although there are correlations between Facebook usage and self-esteem and well-

being, research has not yet addressed the potential correlation between social media usage 

and the empathic behaviours of its users (Collins, 2014). A relationship between how we use 

Facebook (the content we share), and the likelihood that we may respond to content of others 

online may exist; how one uses the Facebook website may increase the likelihood of the 

exchange of support and emotional comfort to other people (Collins, 2014). Therefore the 

current research will seek to explore through participants' self-report, the intensity of the 

connection with Facebook and how it correlates with their degree of empathy and affective 

wellbeing. 
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Empathy 

 Empathy, defined as a capacity for comprehending and sharing in another's emotional 

state, can be considered as both a trait (a tendency that varies between people) and a state (a 

response elicited in particular situations; Hoffman,2000). Empathy occurs when we suspend 

our single-minded focus and, instead, adopt a double-minded focus of attention (Baron- 

Cohen, 2011).  Bateson et al. (1983) suggest that empathy leads to altruism. However, the 

initial experiment Bateson et al. (1983) employed to test empathetic concern was criticised 

due to sample bias, and in later experiments, they sought to correct this deficiency. For 

instance, in a follow up study (Fultz et al., 1986) found that even in a situation of no social 

reward, empathy promoted altruistic behaviours. 

  Empathy is associated with forming constructive and deep relationships, and is 

evident in proactive and considerate communication style (Davis, 1983). Empathy, defined as 

a person's capacity to recognise and share feelings experienced by another person (Riggio et 

al., 1989), is a fundamental process that reflects how people interact, connect and relate with 

others (Eisenberg & Miller, 1987).  Research has shown that social media environments such 

as Facebook could facilitate empathy through the easy and frequent access to people in 

similar situations (Caplan & Turner, 2007). In contrast to rumination, empathy has been 

linked to happiness and feelings of communal strength among friends; therefore it may buffer 

the effect of social comparison on wellbeing (Chou & Edge, 2012). 

 Attempts to theoretically account for empathy fall into two primary explanations: 

theory of mind (ToM, Adams, 2001) and simulation theory(Zahavi, 2008).  ToM is described 

as the way we make attributions about the intentional states of others (Adams, 2001). This 

theory, also called 'mindreading' in much of the literature, is similar to cognitive empathy 

(Neumann, 2010). Other aspects of empathy described as more affective traits further define 
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ToM, such as positive sharing, emotional attention, feeling for others, and emotional 

contagion.  

 The simulation theory of empathy explains the way we use our cognitive abilities to 

simulate actions (Adams, 2001). According to simulation theory, empathy provides us with 

experiential access to others minds; it is our way to mirror, mimic and simulate the actions 

and emotional states of others (Zahavi, 2008). Zahavi (2008) further explains that this defines 

empathy as our ability to predict and explain the actions of others. A person has to 

comprehend the written or posted messages of another before fully determining how to 

respond.  In terms of empathy in an online setting, being able to respond to another person in 

an emotionally congruent way may be the same as mirroring or simulating the actions of 

others (Collins, 2014).  Zahavi (2008) suggests that if people are spending higher amounts of 

time online engaging in conversations with others, then this may lead to more opportunities 

to express feelings of concern, compassion and warmth to those we have learned to speak the 

same language. 

 Studies have shown high levels of empathic behaviour online, for example, across 

health care organisation websites (Nambisan,2011)and depression support groups (Pfeil & 

Zaphiris, 2007). Preece and Ghozati (2001) examined messages across 100 online 

communities and found that many contained empathic messages. Konrath's (2013) review of 

personality traits in the era of the Internet showed declines in some personality variables, 

including empathy.  

 Research showed lower empathy scores for current cohorts of college students in 

comparison to college students over the last 30 years (Konrath et al, 2010). Konrath et al. 

(2010) raised the possibility that the declines in empathy could be related to people spending 

time online and engaging in superficial interactions with others. Similar assumptions, that 
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being online reduces time spent face to face with others, have  been drawn from an empirical 

study by Small and Vorgan (2008). This study highlights the absence of elements essential to 

reading emotions from non-verbal communication, including facial expressions, body 

posture, eye contact, gestures and touch, are missing from texts, instant messaging and social 

networking conversations (Small & Vorgan 2008).  .  

 However alternate empirical research evidence  (Preece & Ghozati, 2001; Caplan & 

Turner, 2007;  Pfeil & Zaphiris, 2007)argues in favour of online as supporting empathy or 

even increasing it. Rosen et al. (2012) found that those who spend time on social networks 

and who spent more time instant messaging were better at showing what he called virtual 

empathy. In a study of nearly 1,400 young adults, Rosen et al. (2012) distributed online 

surveys asking about empathy in the real world, empathy shown online, and their feelings of 

support. Young adults in the study who were better at expressing empathy online were also 

better at expressing empathy face to face. In other words, social networking and instant 

messaging were significant predictors of expressing virtual empathy, which in turn is 

predictive of empathy in the real world. Rosen et al.(2012) concludes that empathy online is a 

real concept and this claim is gaining empirical support. A recent study by Carrier et al. 

(2015) with 1,000 young adults found that going online had very small negative impacts upon 

cognitive and affective real-world empathy and actually improved time spent in face to face 

communication. Virtual empathy was positively correlated with real-world empathy. The 

negative effects of being online upon empathy appear to be due to specific activities such as 

video gaming rather than total quantity of online time (Carrier et al., 2015).  

 The present study extends social media research to begin to rectify the gap in the 

literature regarding the presence of empathy online as a buffer to social comparison and 

rumination. Facebook supplements face to face interaction and based on Rosen et al. (2012), 

it can be hypothesized that there will be a positive relationship between individuals' social 
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media usage and their empathy ratings. To assess this, the Facebook Intensity Scale (Ellison 

et al, 2007) and the Toronto Empathy Scale (Spreng et al., 2009) will be used.  

Rationale of the Study 

 As Facebook provides a ready platform for social comparison and potentially 

rumination, discovering how emotional well-being and pro-social behaviours such as 

empathy can prevent these maladaptive behaviours could be beneficial for its users (Chou & 

Edge, 2012). While some research has been conducted on rumination through Facebook 

(Feinstein et al., 2013), the majority of rumination studies have occurred outside of social 

networking sites (Aldao et al., 2010; Genet & Siemer, 2012; King & DeLongis, 2014). The 

purpose of this present study is to examine differences in rumination behaviours with respect 

to Facebook usage, as well as to examine the link between rumination and empathy with 

regard to Facebook usage. Based on the limited empirical research on this issue, the present 

study will seek to determine the nature of the relationship between Facebook usage and 

empathy.  In particular, if empathic social skills are pivotal in forming and deepening social 

bonds and are useful in identifying how Facebook affects users’ mood and emotional or 

affective well-being. The present study will take account of possible gender differences in 

rumination and empathy.  

 For this quantitative study, online surveys will be used to address the research 

question as the selected measures related to empathy, emotional well-being; rumination and 

Facebook use have strong psychometric properties (Peled & Moretti 2007, Ellison et al., 

2007; Watson & Clark, 1994; Spreng et al., 2009). Rumination behaviours will be assessed 

using the Sadness and Anger Rumination Invention (SARI:-Peled & Moretti, 2007), empathy 

will be measured using the Toronto Empathy Questionnaire (TEQ: -Spreng et al., 2009). 

Emotional experience and affective well-being will be assessed using the PANAS-S 
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(Thompson, 2007; Watson & Clark, 1994) and Facebook usage through the Facebook 

Intensity Scale (FBI:-Ellison et al., 2007).  
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Hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 5. 

There will be a significant statistical difference between males and females in the type and 

level of rumination and affective wellbeing, with respect to Facebook usage. 

 

  

Hypothesis 1. 

 There will be a significant correlation between Facebook usage, and rumination. 

 Hypothesis 2. 

It is hypothesised there will be a significant positive correlation between rumination, and 

affective well-being, with respect to Facebook usage. 

Hypothesis 3. 

There will be a significant correlation between Facebook use and empathy. 

Hypothesis 4.  

There will be a significant negative correlation between levels of reported rumination and 

levels of empathy, with respect to Facebook usage. 
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Methodology 

Participants 

 The participants are Irish Facebook users over eighteen years old. The total number of 

participants was 90 (42 male and 48 female). The snowball effect was used by messaging 

contacts individually on Facebook. A public events page was set up on Facebook and users 

were invited to take part in the survey. This involved simple random sampling of the 

population of Facebook users. Inclusion criteria were Facebook users over eighteen years old, 

which allowed for  participation from a wide range of age and socio-economic backgrounds, 

adults across the lifespan, rather that restricting it to emerging adults 16 - 21 years who have 

been the target of most Facebook research. Participants were entirely Irish as there has been 

little research on the 2,282,480 Irish Facebook users. Exclusion criteria were nationality and 

age. Participants ranged in age from 18 - 78 years old with a mean age of 33.87 years. 

Participants were asked to volunteer to complete the survey anonymously and no incentives 

were used. 

Design 

 This present study adopted a quantitative design using correlation to find a 

relationship between variables; Facebook use, empathy, affective wellbeing and rumination. 

A qualitative approach was not chosen as the research questions can be answered with 

closed-ended surveys that will be numerically coded with the purpose of identifying the 

correlational relationship between the variables. There will be three possible results of the 

correlation: no correlation, positive correlation and negative correlation. The criterion 

variables (CV) include rumination, empathy and affective well-being.  Independent variables 

will be age and gender with the predictor variable (PVs) being Facebook use. 
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The online environment was considered appropriate because the participants are often more 

candid than they would be in person (Christensen & Ladenburg, 2013). 

Materials 

 For this quantitative study, a survey was created in Google Docs in order to ensure 

confidentiality. Basic demographic information on age and gender was sought. 

 1. The Toronto Empathy Questionnaire (TEQ) (Spreng, Mc Kinnion & Maher, 2009) 

is a brief measure of empathy. The questionnaire consists of 16 questions each rated on a five 

point scale from 'never' to 'often'. It has been shown to have high levels of internal 

consistency, construct validity and test-retest reliability. Participants are expected to answer 

statements which include "It upsets me when I see someone being treated disrespectfully" 

and "When I see someone being taken advantage of, I feel kind of protective towards him or 

her". Eight of the items are reverse scored. The scale is calculated by adding the scores for 

each item and the higher the total the greater the participant's empathy.  

 2. The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS-S: Watson & Clark, 1994) 

assesses the dominant dimensions of emotional experience which are typically labelled 

Positive Affect (PA) and Negative Affect (NA). Participants rate their current emotional 

experience on a list of twenty items on a scale from 1 (very slightly or not at all) to 5 

(extremely). The PANAS has been found to have a reliability of 0.87 and 0.89 on the positive 

and negative affect scales, respectively (Watson et al, 1988). Cronbach's alpha for the 

positive affect scale was 0.84 and the negative affect scales was 0.87 in this sample.  

 

The 10 items for POSITIVE (PA) affect are:  

attentive, interested, alert, excited, enthusiastic, inspired, proud, determined, strong and 

active. The 10 items for NEGATIVE (NA) affect are: distressed, upset, hostile, irritable, 
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scared, afraid, ashamed, guilty and nervous, jittery.  Watson, Clark and Tellegen (1988) 

suggest that the normal population will have a mean positive affective score of 29.7 (SD = 

7.9) and a mean negative affective score of14.8 (SD = 5.4).  

 

 3. The Sadness and Anger Rumination Inventory (SARI: Peled & Moretti, 2007) is a 

self -report measure consisting of 22 items divided into two sub-scales; anger rumination and 

sadness rumination. Items are analogous, with the words angry and anger in the anger 

rumination measure replaced with sad and sadness in the sadness rumination measure. 

Participants indicate on a five point Likert scale ranging from 'never' to 'always' how often 

they behave in certain ways when they are angry or sad 

  The two subscales-anger rumination and sadness rumination have been shown to 

have specificity to relevant outcomes; scores on the sadness rumination subscales predicted 

depression while scores on the anger rumination scale did not. Scores on the anger 

rumination subscale predicted levels of relational aggression, a form of aggression related to 

purposefully damaging the social relationships of others, whilst scores on the sadness 

subscale did not. Cronbach's alpha coefficients for both subscales with an undergraduate 

sample range from 0.91 to 0.92. As research has suggested that anger rumination and sadness 

rumination should be considered two distinct constructs (Peled & Moretti, 2007), separate 

scores were hereby calculated for each subscale as well as providing a total rumination score.  

 4. The Facebook Intensity Scale (FBI: Ellison, Steinfield &Lampe, 2007) was created 

in order to obtain a better measure of Facebook usage than frequency or duration measures. 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients have been established as 0.83. The measure includes two self-

reported assessments of Facebook behaviour, designed to measure the extent to which the 

participant is actively engaged in Facebook activities: the number of Facebook “friends” and 

the amount of time spent on Facebook on a typical day. This measure also includes a series of 
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Likert-scale attitudinal questions designed to tap the extent to which the participant was 

emotionally connected to Facebook and the extent to which Facebook was integrated into 

their daily activities Response categories range from 1= strongly disagree to 5= strongly 

agree. The scale is computed by calculating the mean of all of the items in the scale. More 

recent studies have added a new variable, "Actual Friends" and it is intended to include the 

question developed for this variable in this study. The wording of this question is 

"Approximately how many of your TOTAL Facebook friends do you consider actual friends?" 

Procedure 

 After obtaining ethical approval by the Dublin Business School’s Department of 

Psychology Ethics Review Board, data was collected from the 90 participants.   Participants 

received a Facebook Message or event request on Facebook to participate in the survey. A 

link to the questionnaires was provided and once clicked; participants were brought to the 

aims of the study as well as the consent protocol. Participants were informed in advance that 

the research is looking at emotional well-being, empathy and the 'tendency some people have 

to dwell on moods, experiences and their causes and effects'. The latter definition of 

rumination has been used in research on rumination with a non-clinical population online 

(Feinstein et al., 2013). In line with the Psychological Society of Ireland's Code of Ethics, all 

participants were assured of confidentiality throughout the process and of their right to 

withdraw at any stage in the research completion. Links to support websites were provided 

for anyone affected by the content of the questionnaire topics. Participants then answered 72 

questions which took approximately 10 minutes and then submitted their formatted responses 

to Google Docs. 
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Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

All statistics were computed on SPSS 22 for Windows. Table 1 outlines the total number of 

respondents was 90, of which 48 were female and 42 were male. Participants ranged in age 

from 18 - 78 years, with a mean age of  33.87 years and a standard deviation of 14.11 years. 

Table 1. Gender, mean age, standard deviation, range, variance, minimum and maximum age 

of respondents. 

N Male Female Min Maximum Range Variance Mean SD 

90 42 48 78 18 60 199.07 33.87 14.11 

 

Participants were asked how many Facebook Friends they had. Table 2 outlines that while 

1% of participants had 10 friends or less, 31% of participants had more than 400 Facebook 

Friends.  

Table 2. Frequency and percentage of 'Facebook Friends'. 

 Frequency Percentage 

10 or less 1 1.1 

11-50 6 6.7 

51-100 10 11.1 

101-150 4 4.4 

151-200 8 8.9 

210-250 12 13.3 

251-300 10 11.1 

301-350 2 2.2 

352-400 9 10.0 

More than 400 28 31.1 

Total 90 100.0 
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Participants were asked to indicate how many of their Facebook Friends were actual friends, 

to which 88% of those surveyed agreed that half or less of their Facebook friends were actual 

friends. When asked if 10% or less of their Facebook Friends were actual friends, 20 of the 

90 respondents agreed (Table 3).  

Table 3. Frequency of actual friends as a percentage of total 'Facebook Friends' 

 Frequency Percentage 

Less than 10% 20 22.2 

Between 10 -30% 38 42.2 

Between 30 - 50% 22 24.4 

Between 50 -75% 5 5.6 

75-100% 5 5.6 

   

Total 90 100.0 

 

Table 4 shows the total amount of time participants reported spending on Facebook each day. 

Results show that 12.2% of respondents reported Facebook use of less than 15 minutes per 

day, while 35.5% reported spending between 1 -4 hours per day and 6.7% of respondents are 

using Facebook for more than 4 hours per day.    

Table 4. Frequency and percentage of time spent on Facebook daily 

 Frequency Percentage 

0 -15      mins 11 12.2 

16-30     mins 16 17.8 

3 -60      mins 25 27.8 

61-90     mins 6 6.7 

91- 120  mins 13 14.4 

121-240 mins 13 14.4 

240 +      mins 6 6.7 

Total 90 100.0 

 

 



26 
 

The following tables (5 - 8) outline the Means and Standard Deviations for the variables used 

in the analysis and outline the differences in scores between males and females. Table 5 

highlights participants' scores on the Facebook Intensity Scale and shows more usage and 

connectedness to the site for women (mean= 3.98, SD=.76) than men (mean3.61, SD 1.03). 

Table 5.  Mean and Standard Deviation for Facebook Intensity Scores (FBI) 

 N Min Max Mean SD 

Male     Total 

FBI  

42 1.63 5.5 3.61 1.03 

Female Total 

FBI 

48 2.13 5.9 3.98 .76 

 

Table 6 highlights participants' scores on the Toronto Empathy Questionnaire (TEQ) showing 

women with a higher level of reported empathy (mean = 62.80, SD = 6.97) than men (mean= 

59.81, SD = 7.82).   

Table 6. Mean and Standard Deviation for Empathy Scores (TEQ) 

 N Min Max Mean SD 

Male   Total 

TEQ 

42 46.0 73.0 59.81 7.82 

Female Total 

TEQ 

48 48.0 74.0 62.80 6.97 

 

Table 7 shows the scores for rumination as reported on the Sadness and Anger Rumination 

Inventory (SARI). The scores indicate that males and females report similar overall levels of 

rumination, and similarly report higher levels of sadness rumination than anger rumination. 

The scores indicate that sadness rumination is higher in females (mean= 31.62, SD=10.77) 

than males (mean= 29.60, SD =11.76).  Anger rumination is somewhat higher in 

males(mean= 27.57, SD 10.89) than females (mean=26.69, SD=11.08). 
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Table 7. Mean and Standard Deviation for Rumination (SARI). 

 N Min Max Mean SD 

Male SARI Total 42 23 100 57.17 20.64 

Male Sadness 

Rumination 

 

 12.0 50.0 29.60 11.76 

Male Anger  Rumination  11.0 50.0 27.57 10.89 

      

Female SARI Total 48 26 110 58.31 19.64 

Female Sadness 

Rumination 

 14.0 55.0 31.62 10.77 

Female  Anger 

Rumination 

 11.0 55.0 26.69 11.08 

 

Table 8 shows the levels of positive and negative affect reported by participants in the 

previous week. The scores indicate that men endorsed a higher degree of mood states (mean= 

59.71, SD=9.02) than women (mean=57.69, SD=10.01). 

Table 8. Mean and Standard Deviation for Positive and Negative affect scores (PANAS-S) 

 N Min Max Mean SD 

Male Panas Total 42 40 81 59.21 9.02 

Male Positive Affect  21 48 34.57 7.11 

Male Negative Affect  13 41 24.43 7.94 

      

Female Panas Total 48 39 84 57.69 10.01 

Female Positive 

Affect 

 15 46 32.96 7.51 

Female Negative 

Affect 

 12 50 25.15 9.38 
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Inferential Statistics 

The inferential analysis below examines each of the research hypotheses.  

Hypothesis 1 predicted that there will be a significant correlation between Facebook usage, 

and rumination. The relationship between intense Facebook usage and rumination was 

investigated. A Pearson's product moment correlation found that there was a significant 

positive association between the two variables (r=.265, n=90, p<.05).  

Hypothesis 2 predicted a significant positive correlation between measures of rumination, 

and affective well-being, with respect to Facebook usage. The relationships between intense 

Facebook use and all of the types of rumination and positive and negative affect were 

investigated using Pearson's product moment correlation (see Table 9). The outcomes 

demonstrate a significant positive association between sadness rumination, negative affect 

and Facebook use. Specifically, those higher scores on sadness rumination are associated 

with higher scores on negative mood and lower scores on positive mood measures.   

A positive correlation was also found between measures of anger rumination and negative 

mood states and Facebook usage. This result indicates that those reporting higher levels of 

anger rumination were subject to rating more negative mood states and increased Facebook 

usage.  
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Table 9.  Pearson's Product-Moment Correlations between Measures of Rumination and 

Affective states and Facebook use   

Scale 1 2 3 4 5 

1.  Total sadness rumination -     

2.  Total anger rumination .630** -    

3.  Total positive affect -.415** -.201* -   

4.  Total negative affect .442** .388** -.348** -  

5.  Total Facebook intensity .205* .272** -.039 .111 - 

** correlation is significant at p< .01 (1-tailed) 

*   correlation is significant at p< .05 (1-tailed) 

 

Hypothesis 3 predicted a significant correlation between Facebook use and empathy. A 

Pearson's product moment correlation found that there was no significant association between 

levels of empathy and Facebook usage (r=.142, n=90,p =.092). 

Hypothesis 4 predicted a significant negative correlation between levels of reported 

rumination and levels of empathy. A Pearson's product moment correlation found that there 

was no significant relationship between rumination and empathy ( r= .006, n= 90, p=.478).  

Hypothesis 5(a) predicted that there will be a significant statistical difference between males 

and females in the type and level of rumination. An independent samples t-test was 

conducted to compare the total rumination, sadness and anger rumination scores for males 

and females. There was no significant difference in scores found (See Table 10). 
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Table 10. An Independent Samples T-test table displaying the differences between males and 

females on rumination  

Variables Groups Mean SD t df p 

Total rumination Male 57.17 20.64 -.27 88 .79 

 Females 58.18  19.64    

Sadness rumination Male 29.60 11.76 -.85 88 .39 

 Female 31.62 10.77    

Anger Rumination Male  27.57 10.89 .38 88 .70 

 Female 26.69 11.08    

 

Hypothesis 5(b) predicted that there will be a significant statistical difference between males 

and females in affective wellbeing scores. An independent samples t-test found there was no 

significant difference in the positive or negative affect levels of males and females (See Table 

11.) 

Table 11. An Independent Samples T-test table displaying the differences between males and 

females on level of Positive and Negative affect. 

Variables Groups Mean SD t df p 

Negative Affect  Male 34.57 7.11 1.04 88 .30 

 Female 32.96 7.51    

Positive Affect Male  24.43 7.94 .38 88 .69 

 Female 25.15 9.39    

 

Hypothesis 5(c) predicted that there will be a significant statistical difference between males 

and females in Facebook usage.  An independent samples t-test found there was a significant 

difference in the intensity of Facebook usage of males (M=3.61, SD =1.03) and females 

(M=3.98, SD=.76; t (90) =-1.96, p=.05, two tailed). The magnitude of the differences in the 

means (mean difference= -.37, 95% CI:-.75 to .005) was approaching moderate (eta squared 

= .042). 



31 
 

Discussion 

   Although there is an extensive amount of research regarding internet use and 

psychological constructs, the current study is one of only a few that has investigated 

rumination and empathy in relation to Facebook use. The aim of this study was to determine 

if there was a correlation between Facebook use and anger or sadness rumination, empathy 

and positive and negative affect. Additional factors were considered such as age and gender. 

The results indicated a number of findings of relationships between the variables including (i) 

Facebook use and rumination (as participants indicated greater Facebook use, they reported 

higher levels of rumination); (ii) sadness rumination and negative affective states (as 

participants indicated greater Facebook use with higher level of sadness rumination, they 

reported low positive affect and greater negative affect); (iii) anger rumination and negative 

affect states (as participants indicated greater Facebook use with higher level of sadness 

rumination, they reported low positive affect and greater negative affect). Although there was 

a significant difference found between males and females with regard to their Facebook 

usage, the findings did not endorse gender differences in rumination behaviours and empathy.  

Rumination  

 The majority of rumination studies have occurred outside of social networking. The 

current study's findings are particularly similar to those of Feinstein et al. (2013) which was 

carried out online and found that rumination had an influence on Facebook intensity. 

Feinstein et al. (2013) suggest the possibility that people ruminate on Facebook because they 

have ongoing opportunities to view the same pictures and profiles as often as they desire.   

 The results of the current study lend support to Peled & Moretti's (2007) sub-

categories of sadness and anger rumination. In the current research, both forms were 

associated with increased likelihood of intense Facebook use and higher negative affect. 
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 These findings, suggest that, compared to other respondents, individuals high in 

rumination have low levels of positive affect and confirm existing research findings  linking 

both forms of rumination with increased likelihood of experiencing symptoms related to 

depression (Conway et al., 2000; O'Connor, 2011). This study implies the strong addictive 

nature that Facebook can have and caution against its excessive use. Similar to Locatelli et al. 

(2012), this study's findings may have implications for the mental health services given the 

increased risk of depression that arises for individuals who ruminate. In Locatelli et al.'s 

(2012) study, rumination was the mediator between negative Facebook updates and 

symptoms of depression. 

  The current study also revealed a significant relationship between affective well-

being and rumination. A possible explanation is that state affect impacts the way people 

experience and regulate emotion (Fuendeling, 1998) as well as the coping strategies they use. 

People who ruminate do not properly regulate their emotions (Aldao et al., 2010; Genet & 

Siemer, 2012). Positive affect has been proposed to break the cycle of rumination 

(Lyubormisky et al., 2011). Given that social relationships are one of the primary sources of 

positive affect identified in the literature, for individuals who ruminate, spending increased 

time on Facebook leads to lower positive affect states (Hu et al., 2013) and to engage in 

negative social comparison (Hansen, 2015).    

 In the present study,  no gender difference  was found in rumination, contradicting 

Simonsen et al.'s (2011) and Nolen-Hoeksema et al.'s (1991) findings of gender differences in 

rumination which suggested that women are more likely to ruminate than men. However both 

studies were largely based on college undergraduate samples whereas the present study 

accessed a more mature population which may reflect differences in gender role identification 

(Simonson et al. 2011).  
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Empathy 

 This research found no significant correlation between Facebook usage and empathy 

or between empathy and affective wellbeing, contradicting Chan's (2014) findings which 

suggest that intensity of Facebook use had an influence on empathy. This could be interpreted 

in three ways. One that increased time spent using Facebook has not weakened empathic 

responses to others (Riggio et al., 1989; Eisenberg & Miller, 1897). The mean scores for the 

present study's participants on the empathy measure (TEQ) reflect medium to high level of 

empathy, according to the authors of the TEQ (Spreng et al., 2009) Secondly, that there is a 

distinction to be made between active or passive Facebook use in relation to a pro-social 

skills such as empathy. In other words, that actively responding to online sharing, providing 

support or information in response to others' help-seeking or the representation of solidarity 

by liking other's posts may be more reflective of empathy in an online setting - 'virtual 

empathy' (Rosen et al.,, 2012) . Thirdly, the lack of a relationship between total online time 

and empathy as found in the present study may indicate that only specific activities such as 

video gaming online can lead to negative effects on empathy.   

Affective wellbeing 

 Reported relationships and outcomes in the research literature on affective well-being 

and Facebook are contradictory (Wenninger et al., 2014) possibly due to self-report 

measurement and not distinguishing between the components of Facebook participation. 

However the current study lends support to Krasnova et al.'s (2013) findings suggesting a 

negative relationship between intense Facebook use and affective wellbeing. While the 

majority of the studies on this area have only collected data from student population, this 

study compared responses from participants ranging from 18 -78 years which may be 
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reflecting a wider range of emotional responses that people identify with across different life 

stages. 

 The current study's findings contradict those of Wise (2014) which suggested passive 

following on Facebook as a source of enjoyment, with improved mood as well as 

informational and networking benefits. Again existing research would suggest that active 

sharing and communication online rather than passive viewing, increases individual's 

emotional support, connectedness and positive affective well-being (Kalpidou et al., 2011). 

Limitations of this study 

 As with all correlational designs, causal relationships between Facebook intensity and 

rumination and affective states cannot be determined. It is not possible to determine whether 

Facebook intensity increases rumination and decreases markers of subjective well-being or 

whether rumination increases Facebook intensity. Further experimental methods may explore 

these questions in future, especially in light of the weak to moderate strength of the 

correlations reported in this study.  

 The findings of this study must be considered in the context of an array of limitations 

including measurement issues, lack of causality, participation patterns as well as a primary 

focus on Facebook, rather than other mobile media platforms including Twitter, WhatsApp 

and Snapchat.  This study  involved recall-based self-report measures of social media use that 

can be significantly threatened by memory distortions, with respondents often being asked 

about " the average daily time spent on social networking sites" (Pantic et al; Lee, as cited in 

Wenninger et al., 2014).  The discrepancies found in this study are in line with Wenninger et 

al.'s (2014) review of sixteen research studies linking social media use to affective well-

being.   
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 A further criticism is that this study aggregated or pooled measures of social media 

participation. This approach fails to distinguish between the components of participation on 

Facebook; looking at homepage, reading news feed, photos and profiles of others, sharing, 

commenting or between  passive participation; following News feed and active participation ; 

messaging, commenting, sharing (Wenninger et al, 2014). Some studies suggest a positive 

relationship between components of active participation and affective well-being. For 

example, self-disclosure was found to have a positive impact on one’s level of happiness 

(Kim & Lee, 2011), affective balance (Kim & Lee, 2011) and life satisfaction (Kim & Lee, 

2011). This relationship is supported by a large body of related research linking active 

sharing and communication with increases in emotional support, social connectedness and 

social capital (Kalpidou et al., 2011), which may act as mediators in the relationship between 

active Facebook use and affective well-being. Neuropsychological research findings have 

confirmed the beneficial effects of sharing resulting from the activation of certain brain 

regions that respond to intrinsically rewarding experiences, (Tamir & Mitchell, as cited in 

Wenninger et al., 2014). 

Future Research  

 Future research points to the advantages of studying Facebook use and wellbeing as 

dynamic processes that unfold over time, allowing researchers to draw inferences about the 

causal sequence of Facebook use and wellbeing. Only one study out of the sixteen reviewed 

by Wenninger at al. (2014) used a diary method (Kross et al., 2013) to overcome the bias in 

averaging as recall. Kross et al. (2013) adopted an ''experience sampling'' technique; a way of 

measuring how people think, feel and behave in each moment of their daily life and  

concludes that Facebook use enhances the frequency of negative social comparison and 

magnifies their emotional impact. Participants received a series of text messages each day 

over a two week period containing a link to an online survey asking them five questions: 
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How do you feel right now? How lonely do you feel right now? How much have you used 

Facebook since the last time we've asked? How much have you interacted with people 

''directly'' since the last time we asked? Early results based on 82 participants showed that 

when participants increased their use of Facebook over the two week study period, their 

rating of well-being declined (Kross et al., 2013).  Findings also showed that when 

participant increased their direct interaction with other people away from Facebook, i.e. face 

to face or over the phone, they felt better over time (Kross et al., 2013).  

Conclusion 

  Results included findings from anonymous self-report questionnaire data from a 

sample of 90 adults. Questionnaire data included information on reported rumination, 

empathy, affective states and emotional connectedness to Facebook. The results indicated a 

number of findings of relationships between the variables including (i) Facebook use and 

rumination (as participants indicated greater Facebook use, they reported higher levels of 

rumination) and (ii) sadness rumination and negative affective states (as participants 

indicated greater Facebook use with higher level of sadness rumination, they reported low 

positive affect and greater negative affect. The findings did not endorse gender differences in 

rumination behaviours and empathy. 

As the introduction to this study highlighted, Facebook users need a deeper understanding of 

how the website affects them. The current study adds to the growing body of literature 

investigating predictors of why individuals may become negatively impacted by the 

unlimited opportunities provided by social media engagement and social comparison.  
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Facebook Intensity Scale (FBI) 

 

Below is a list of statements.  Please read each statement carefully and rate 

how frequently you feel or act in the manner described.  Circle your answer on 

the response form.  There are no right or wrong answers or trick questions.  

Please answer each question as honestly as you can.  

 

  Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

Agree 

1. Facebook is part of my everyday 

activity 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. I am proud to tell people I’m on 

Facebook 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. Facebook has become part of my 

daily routine 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. I feel out of touch if I haven’t 

logged onto Facebook for a while  

1 2 3 4 5 

5. I feel I am part of a Facebook 

community 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. I would be sorry if Facebook shut 

down 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. About how many Total Facebook 
friends do you have? 

 

8. Approximately how many of your 
Total friends do you consider 
actual friends? 

 

9. In the past week , on average, 
approximately how many 
minutes per day have you spent 
on Facebook? 
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Facebook Intensity Scale 

This measure includes two self reported assessments of Facebook behaviour, designed to measure 

the extent to which the participant is actively engaged in Facebook activities: the number of 

Facebook “friends” and the amount of time spent on Facebook on a typical day. This measure also 

includes a series of Likert-scale attitudinal questions designed to tap the extent to which the 

participant was emotionally connected to Facebook and the extent to which Facebook was 

integrated into their daily activities 

 

 

Author of Tool : Ellison, N.B., Steinfield, C., Lampe, C. 

 

Psychometrics : The Facebook Intensity Scale ( Cronbach’s alpha =.83) was created in order to 

obtain a better measure of Facebook usage than frequency or duration measures. 

 

Key reference : Ellison, N.B., Steinfield, C., Lampe, C. (2007). The benefits of 

Facebook 'friends': Social capital and college students' use of online social 

network Sites. Journal of Computer mediated Communication, 12, 1143-1168. 

 

Digital Identifier : http://dx.doi.org/10.13072/midss.114 

 

Scoring : The Facebook Intensity score is computed by calculating the 

means of all of the items in the scale. 
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SARI Sadness and Anger Rumination Inventory 

 

Using the scale below  please indicate how often you do the following things 

when you are angry or sad by marking  the appropriate number in the space 

next to that statement ....... 

1 Never  2 Almost  Never  3Sometimes  4  Almost Always   5Always 

       

 

1 I keep thinking about past experiences that have made me sad  

2 I have difficulty getting myself to stop thinking about how sad I am  

3 I keep thinking about the reasons for my sadness  

4 When I think about my sadness I become more upset  

5 I get absorbed in thinking about why I am sad and find it difficult to think about 
other things 

 

6 I search my mind for events or experiences in my past that may help me understand 
my sad feelings 
 

 

7 When something makes me sad I turn this matter over and over again in my mind  

8 I tire myself out by thinking so much about myself and the reasons for my sadness  

9 Whenever I feel sad I keep thinking about it for a while  

10 I think about certain events from my past and they still make me sad  

11 When I am sad the more I think about it the sadder I feel  

12 I keep thinking about past experiences that have made me angry  

13 I have difficulty getting myself to stop thinking about how angry I am  

14 I keep thinking about reasons for my anger  

15 When I think about my anger I become more upset  

16 I get absorbed in thinking about why I am angry and find it difficult to think about 
other things 

 

17 I search my mind for events or experiences in my past that may help me understand 
my angry feelings 

 

18 When something makes me angry I turn this matter over and over again in my mind  

19 I tire myself out by thinking so much about myself and the reasons for my anger  

20 Whenever I feel angry I keep thinking about it for a while  

21 I think about certain events from the past and they still make me angry.  

22 When I am angry the more I think about it the angrier I feel.  
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Sadness and Anger Rumination Inventory (SARI ) 

 

Author of Tool : Peled,M. & Moretti, M.M (2007) 

 

Psychometrics : The two subscales have been shown to have specificity to 

relevant outcomes; scores on the sadness rumination subscales predicted 

depression while scores on the anger rumination scale did not. Scores on the 

anger rumination subscale predicted levels of relational aggression, a form of 

aggression related to purposefully damaging the social relationships of others. 

Cronbach's alpha coefficients for both subscales with a undergraduate sample 

ranges from 0.92 to 0.94 

 

Key reference : Peled, M. & Moretti, M.M. ( 2007). Rumination on anger and 

sadness in adolescence : Fuelling of fury and deepening of despair. Journal of 

Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology, 36, 66-75. 

 

Scoring : SARI is a self -report measure consisting of 22 items divided into 

two sub-scales; anger rumination and sadness rumination . Items are 

analogous, with the words angry and anger in the anger rumination measure 

replaced with sad and sadness in the sadness rumination measure. Participants 

indicate on a five point Likert  scale ranging from never to always how often 

they behave in certain ways when they are angry or sad 
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Toronto Empathy Questionnaire (TEQ) 

Below is a list of statements.  Please read each statement carefully and rate how frequently 

you feel or act in the manner described.  Circle your answer on the response form.  There 

are no right or wrong answers or trick questions.  Please answer each question as honestly 

as you can.  

  Never Rarely Sometimes Often 

 

Always 

1. When someone else is feeling excited, I tend 

to get excited too  

0 1 2 3 4 

2. Other people's misfortunes do not disturb me 

a great deal  

0 1 2 3 4 

3. It upsets me to see someone being treated 

disrespectfully  

0 1 2 3 4 

4. I remain unaffected when someone close to 

me is happy  

0 1 2 3 4 

5. I enjoy making other people feel better  0 1 2 3 4 

6. I have tender, concerned feelings for people 

less fortunate than me  

0 1 2 3 4 

7. When a friend starts to talk about his\her 

problems, I try to steer the conversation 

towards something else  

0 1 2 3 4 

8. I can tell when others are sad even when they 

do not say anything 

0 1 2 3 4 

9. I find that I am "in tune" with other people's 

moods 

0 1 2 3 4 

10. I do not feel sympathy for people who cause 

their own serious illnesses  

0 1 2 3 4 

11. I become irritated when someone cries  0 1 2 3 4 

12. I am not really interested in how other people 

feel 

0 1 2 3 4 

13. I get a strong urge to help when I see someone 

who is upset 

0 1 2 3 4 
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14. When I see someone being treated unfairly, I 

do not feel very much pity for them 

0 1 2 3 4 

15. I find it silly for people to cry out of happiness  0 1 2 3 4 

16. When I see someone being taken advantage 

of, I feel kind of protective towards him\her 

0 1 2 3 4 

 

 

 

Author of Tool : Spreng,R.N., McKinnon,M.C., Mar, R.A., & Levine, B. 

 

Psychometrics : The questionnaire has been shown to have high internal 

consistency, construct validity, and test-retest reliability (Spreng et al., 2009) 

 

Key reference : Spreng,R.N., McKinnon,M.C., Mar, R.A., & Levine, B.(2009). The 

Toronto empathy questionnaire: Scale development and initial validation  of a 

factor analytic solution to multiple empathy measures. Journal of Personality 

Assessment, 91, 62-71.  

 

Digital Identifier : http://dx.doi.org/10.13072/midss.94 

 

Scoring : Item responses are scored according to the following scale for 

positively worded Items1,3,5,6,8,9,13,16. Never=0; Rarely = 1; Sometimes = 2; 

Often = 3; Always = 4. The following negatively worded items are reversed 

scored ; 2,4,7,10,11,12,14,15. 

 Scores are summed to derive total for the Toronto Empathy Questionnaire 
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PANAS 

This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and emotions. Read 

each item and then mark the appropriate answer in the space next to the word. Indicate to 

what extent you have felt like this in the past few hours. using the following scale to record 

your answers.  

Very slightly or 
not at all 

A little moderately quite a bit extremely 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

interested ______________ irritable ______________ 

distressed ______________ alert ______________ 

excited ______________ ashamed ______________ 

upset ______________ inspired ______________ 

strong ______________ nervous ______________ 

guilty ______________ determined ______________ 

scared  ______________ attentive ______________ 

hostile ______________ jittery ______________ 

enthusiastic ______________ active ______________ 

proud ______________ afraid ______________ 

To score this scale first have a look at yourself and see if you can decide which of the 20 

questions are positive and which are negative. check your own judgement with the list 

below. Then add your scores for the 10 positive words and separately for the 10 negative 

words. Now you have your positive and negative scores. The scores generated will vary 

along the scale of 10-50, with lower scores indicating low (positive or negative)affect and 

higher scores indicating high(positive or negative) affect.  
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The 10 items for POSITIVE PANAS (PA) are: 

attentive, interested, alert, excited, enthusiastic, inspired, proud, determined, strong and 

active 

The 10 items for NEGATIVE (NA) affect are: 

distressed, upset, hostile, irritable, scared, afraid, ashamed, guilty, nervous and jittery 

 

Primary Use : The PANAS-s assesses the specific , distinguishable affective emotional states 

that emerge from within the broader dimensions of positive and negative emotional 

experience 

Key reference :Watson, D., & Clark, L.A. (1994) The PANAS : Manual for the positive and 

negative Affect Schedule - Expanded Form. Ames: The University of Iowa .  

Watson, Clark and Tellegen (1988) suggest that the normal population will have a mean 

positive affect score of 29.7(SD= 7.9) and a mean negative affective score of 14.8 (SD= 5.4).  

Digital Identifier : http://dx.doi.org/10.13072/midss.438 

Scoring :To score a scale, sum the responses to the items in that scale. 
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Study Information Sheet 

 

Facebook Use – Rumination , empathy and emotional wellbeing 

 

Hi. My name is Cian Mc Donald. I am a Dublin Business School Psychology Student and I am currently 

conducting research on Facebook use. I am particularly interested in Irish adults over 18 and their 

use of Facebook. The research will look at emotional experience, the tendency to dwell on moods, 

experiences, their causes and consequences known as 'rumination' and empathy in relation to 

Facebook use. 

The information given is completely confidential and results are returned through online survey 

software – ‘Google Docs and then passed on to me on a spreadsheet so that your identity is 

protected. I appreciate your participation and thank you for taking the time to fill this out. 

 

You can contact me at xxxxxx. com  with any queries. 

 

Please feel free to withdraw from the questionnaire at any time and if you feel you have been 

affected by any of the topics please take time to reach out to any of the organisations below 

 

www.dublinsamaritans.ie 

www.aware.ie 

www.reachout.ie 

  

http://www.dublinsamaritans.ie/
http://www.aware.ie/
http://www.reachout.ie/
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Copy of Online Format of Questionnaires  
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Questionnaire  Cover Sheet 

In agreeing to participate in this research study the following are points of 

information for you to consider.  

o This project has been approved by the School of Psychology, Dublin 

Business School  and their Ethics Committee with the following 

conditions: 

o Your responses to the following questionnaires will be de - identified , 

that is, untraceable to you.  

o As no identifying information is being sought this means that your 

submission is returned to you 

o You are free to withdraw from this study at any point . 

o The statistical data emerging from this research will be securely stored  

and held until May 2017.  

o The research findings  may be developed for presentation  at the Annual 

Student Conference of the Psychological Society of Ireland. 

o You can contact me at    xxxxxxx.com  with any queries. 

 

Please feel free to withdraw from the questionnaire at any time and if you feel 

you have been affected by any of the topics please take time to reach out to any 

of the organisations below 

www.dublinsamaritans.ie 

www.aware.ie 

www.reachout.ie 

 

 

I appreciate your participation and thank you for taking the time to fill this out. 

 

Thank You 

http://www.dublinsamaritans.ie/
http://www.aware.ie/
http://www.reachout.ie/
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Gender   Male [   ]  Female [  ] 

Age   [    ]    Nationality  Irish [      ] 

 

Below is a list of statements.  Please read each statement carefully and rate how 

frequently you feel or act in the manner described.  Circle your answer on the 

response form.  There are no right or wrong answers or trick questions.  Please 

answer each question as honestly as you can.  

 

1 Never  2 Almost  Never  3 Sometimes  4  Almost Always   5 Always 

 

   

1. Facebook is part of my everyday activity  

2. I am proud to tell people I’m on Facebook  

3. Facebook has become part of my daily routine  

4. I feel out of touch if I haven’t logged onto Facebook for a 

while  

 

5. I feel I am part of a Facebook community  

6. I would be sorry if Facebook shut down  

7. About how many Total Facebook friends do you have? 

 

 

8. Approximately how many of your Total friends do you 

consider actual friends? 

 

9. In the past week , on average, approximately how many 

minutes per day have you spent on Facebook? 
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Using the scale below  please indicate how often you do the following things when you are 

angry or sad by marking  the appropriate number in the space next to that statement ....... 

1 Never  2 Almost  Never  3Sometimes  4  Almost Always  

 5Always 

1 I keep thinking about past experiences that have made me sad 

 

 

2 I have difficulty getting myself to stop thinking about how sad I am 

 

 

3 I keep thinking about the reasons for my sadness 

 

 

4 When I think about my sadness I become more upset 

 

 

5 I get absorbed in thinking about why I am sad and find it difficult to think about other 

things 

 

6 I search my mind for events or experiences in my past that may help me understand 

my sad feelings 

 

7 When something makes me sad I turn this matter over and over again in my mind 

 

 

8 I tire myself out by thinking so much about myself and the reasons for my sadness 

 

 

9 Whenever I feel sad I keep thinking about it for a while 

 

 

10 I think about certain events from my past and they still make me sad 

 

 

11 When I am sad the more I think about it the sadder I feel 

 

 

12 I keep thinking about past experiences that have made me angry 

 

 

13 I have difficulty getting myself to stop thinking about how angry I am 

 

 

14 I keep thinking about reasons for my anger 

 

 

15 When I think about my anger I become more upset 

 

 

16 I get absorbed in thinking about why I am angry and find it difficult to think about 

other things 

 

 

17 I search my mind for events or experiences in my past that may help me understand 

my angry feelings 

 

 

18 When something makes me angry I turn this matter over and over again in my mind 

 

 

 

19 I tire myself out by thinking so much about myself and the reasons for my anger 

 

 

 

20 Whenever I feel angry I keep thinking about it for a while 

 

 

21 I think about certain events from the past and they still make me angry. 

 

 

22 When I am angry the more I think about it the angrier I feel. 
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Below is a list of statements.  Please read each statement carefully and rate how 

frequently you feel or act in the manner described.  Circle your answer on the 

response form.  There are no right or wrong answers or trick questions.  Please 

answer each question as honestly as you can.  

0 Never  1 Rarely 2Sometimes  3 Often 4Always 

1. When someone else is feeling excited, I tend to get excited too  

 

 

2. Other people's misfortunes do not disturb me a great deal  

 

 

3. It upsets me to see someone being treated disrespectfully  

 

 

4. I remain unaffected when someone close to me is happy  

 

 

5. I enjoy making other people feel better  

 

 

6. I have tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me  

 

 

7. When a friend starts to talk about his\her problems, I try to steer the 

conversation towards something else  

 

8. I can tell when others are sad even when they do not say anything 

 

 

9. I find that I am "in tune" with other people's moods 

 

 

10. I do not feel sympathy for people who cause their own serious illnesses  

 

 

11. I become irritated when someone cries  

 

 

12. I am not really interested in how other people feel 

 

 

13. I get a strong urge to help when I see someone who is upset 

 

 

14. When I see someone being treated unfairly, I do not feel very much pity 

for them 

 

 

15. I find it silly for people to cry out of happiness  

 

 

16. When I see someone being taken advantage of, I feel kind of protective 

towards him\her 
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This scale consists of a number of words and phrases that describe different 

feelings and emotions.  Read each item and then mark the appropriate answer in 

the space next to that word.   Indicate to what extent you have felt this way 

during the past week.  Use the following scale to record your answers: 
 

 1  2  3  4  5 

very slightly                   a little                    moderately                quite a bit                            extremely 

  or not at all 

 

 

______ active         ______ guilty         ______ enthusiastic ______ scared                 

______ attentive ______ afraid ______ nervous                ______ distressed 

______ excited        ______ determined ______ strong ______ hostile        

______ proud         ______ alert ______ jittery          ______ interested 

______ irritable ______ upset ______ ashamed        ______ inspired

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


