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ABSTRACT 

The objective of the present exploratory study was to examine the influencc of 

sub-culture (gender and sexual orientation) on the nature (satisfaction vs. dissatisfaction 

with 4 social relations) and degree of Ioneliness, and coping with its experience. ï he  

nature and degree of Ioneliness were measured by the Differential Loneliness Scale 

(Schmidt & Semat, 1983) and the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) (Russell, 1996), 

respectively. and coping was measured by the Coping Questionnaire (Russell. Cutrona 

Rose, dL Yurko. 1983). 

The sample consisted of 271 participants: Fi@-four women of lesbian and 64 

men of gay: 2 1 women and 6 men of bisexual; and, 75 women and 54 men of 

heteroselsual sexual orientation. Respondents possessed diverse socio-demographic 

characteristics. 

Two-way ANOVAs and MANOVAs were performed to examine sub-cultumi 

moup means on the 3 measures. Results indicated statistically significant (alpha IeveI = - 
.05) gender and sexual orientation effects. but not a significant interaction etTect on the 

Differential Loneliness Scale. In respect to the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3), a 

statistically signiticant sexual orientation effect was detected, but no sipificant gender 

and interaction effects were found. Results of the Coping Questionnaire indicated both a 

sîatistically significant interaction and sexual orientation effect, but not a significant 

gender effect. 

Findings suggest that persons are. to some degree, influenced by sub-culture, 

hence, the loneliness and coping experience of persons of these diverse sub-cultures merit 

M e r  study. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

NTRODUCTION 

Loneliness has been perceiveci by some ivriters as a universal and ezristential 

phenornenon. a condition that is hndamental~to or an integral part of being human (i-e.. 

Moustakas, 1972. cited in Rokach, 1984; Rokach, 19M, 1998a). It has been 

conceptualired as a pli& or natural condition that al1 hurnan k i n g  have the potential or 

ability to encounter and share in its experience at any time throughout their lifetime 

( Ro kach. 1984 ). regardless of demogaphics andior situation ( Rokach & Brock, 1996 ). 

This position is convincing in light of our evolving human nature and the recurrent 

environmenta[ changes that accompany us throughout our penonal journeys of life. 

Although aware of the excruciating pain that may accompany one's journey 

rhrough loneliness. several cxistentially oriented authors I i.r.. Moustakas, 1972. cited in 

Rokach 1984 ) and researchen (i.e.. Rokach, 1984: Rokach & Brock. 1997a) have 

identified numerous potential positive consequences that may anse from this condition. 

suggesting that this experience ma? be transposed into one that is benefiting and life 

enriching As Moustakas ( 1973) proposed loneliness may be a '-. . . joyous experience of 

seIfdiscovery, a real meeting of self-to-self. ..it includes a sense of harmony and well 

being ...( and a way) of advancing life and coming dive in a relatively dead or stagant 

world" (p. 21. cited in Rokach. 1984). Thus. the above mentioned authors assert that the 

Ioneliness experience may give rise to a novel. deeper. and more meaningful appreciation 

of life in general, if transposed into an opportunity for enhancing one's self-awareness 

and. thus. acquiring self-grotvth. 



However, although positive consequences have ken acknowledged to arise from 

the loneliness experience, research (Le., Rokach, 1997a; Rokach & Brock, 1997a) has 

also brought to light the possible detrimental or adverse effects of its experience on a 

personal. interpersonal. and social level. 

Nonetheless, in the last two decades, loneliness has been acknowledged as a 

prevalent issue of North American society (Rokach & Brock 1996. 1997a: Rokach & 

Koledin 1997: Rokach & Sharma, 1996). Its pervasiveness has been made apparent in its 

recurrent reponing to telephone crisiuhot-lines and/or counseling services i Jones. Rose. 

& Russell, 1990). and research efforts (Le., Rokach & Brock, I997a). 

in accordancr with the upsurge of interest in cultural diversity since the 1970-s 

(Reynolds & Pope, 199 1 ). and the more recent awareness of the significant contribution 

of culture and sub-culture to an individual's experience ( Worell & Remer. 1991). it 

appears that research on loneliness and copinç has more recently beyn  to examine more 

closely issues of diversi';. The loneliness and coping experience of members of 

numerous and diverse cultural (i.e., Rokach, 1998b; Rokach & Sharma, 1996) and sub- 

cultural - rroups (Le.. Medora & Woodward. 1986: Rokach. 1997a; Rokach & Brock. 

1995, 1997b: Rokach & Cripps, 1998) have k e n  investigated. However. to the 

researcher's awareness, although the influence of gender has been previously sxamined 

the possible influence of semai orientation on the Ioneiiness and coping experience tas 

measured in the present study) has not until the present study bern explored. 

Significance of Research on Loneliness & Copins 

In this se-ment, a rationale will be proposed for the sipificance of conducting 

research on loneliness and coping. 



Significance of Research on Loneliness 

Research on loneliness is pragmatic and meanin-@LI for several sociological and 

psychological rasons. 

The study of this phenomenon serves to potentially identifir the nature of 

individuals' social network structures or relations (Russell, Peplau & Cutrona, 1980). 

Additionallu. it has been proposed that an individual-s loneliness may be characteristic of 

her or his relation to the overall community. and, furthemore. that the potentially 

diversified social network structures of individuals mon@ different (ethnic) cultures 

may give rise to differences in their Ioneliness e x p e n c e  (Rokack 1998b: Rokach & 

Sharma. 1996 1. Conceivably. the above statrd propusal rnay not only apply to members 

of diverse ethnic cultures. but also of diverse sub-cultures (i.e.. gender and sexual 

orientation ). 

Research suggests that tts esperience m e  have an adverse affect on a personal 

(i.e.. cognitive. emotionai. behavionl. and physical). interpersonal. and social level. The 

loneliness experience has been found to involve self-deprecation. the perception of being 

socially alienated, emotional distress (Rokach & Brock, I997a). physiological or somatic 

disturbances (Rokach. 19881, self-genemted mia i  detachment. and to cive rise to 

feelings of alienation. abandonment. and rejtction i Rokach & Brock. 1997a). 

Furthemore, loneliness has been associated with low selfesteem and feelings of 

wvorthlessness (Rokach. 1998a); anuiep and depression (Schultz & Moore. 1984): 

vulnerability to health problems (Jones, Rose, & Russell, 1990): increased usage of 

prescribed medication and increased ses& involvement with numerous Pamiers ( Rokach 

& Brock 1998); the misuse of drugs and alcohot, atypical eating patterns, suicide 



attempts, and crime (Rokach, 1990); interpersonal hostility (Hansson, Jones, Carpenter, 

& Remondet, 1986); and, over-utilitation of healthcare services (Lynch, 1976). 

Simificame of Research on Co~ing 

Research e-uamining further the strategis utilized by individuals in coping with 

the loneliness experience is sipifkant for several rmons. 

It serves to identif) and bring to awareness the constructive and growvth- 

promoting strategies [i.e.. accepting the experience, restruchiring resources. and building 

social bridges (Rokach. 1990)j utilized in deding with the ioneliness experience. This not 

only illuminates the nch inner resources that we as human beings possess and apply 

during such an agonizing experience. but. furrhermore. it serves to assist the mental 

health practitioner in developing effective interventions to alleviate the experience. 

An awareness of the possible maladaptive or ineffective coping strategies [Le.. 

misuse of alcohol and dnigs. and self-induced isolation (Rokach. I990)lis important for 

the reason that it points to potential areas to explore, and once again. it serves to assist in 

the development of effective interventions that will assist individuals to effectively cope 

with the experience. 

Summarv 

In summary. numerous rasons justifi further research on loneliness and coping: 

i 1 ) To potentially identify the nature of individuais' social netsvork structures: f 7 i its 

experience has been acknowledged to possbly have an adverse affect on a personal. 

interpersonai, and social level: (3) to identie the possible consmictive (or useful) and 

ineffective coping strategies utilized in attempt to aIIeviate its experience: and (4) to 

assist mental heaith practitioners in developing effective interventions. Hence, loneliness 



and coping with its experience needs to be viewed not only as a potential individual. and 

furthemore, interpenonal issue, bu< perhaps, as an overall social issue. Loneliness and 

its associated coping are clearly domains requiring fiirther research attention in the field 

of Counselling Psycholog. 

Sipiticance of Examining Gender & Sexual Orientation 

In the following section, a rationale will be provided for the significance of 

txarnining gender and sexual orientation in research. 

Simificance of E-uaminin~ Gender 

The examination of gender in mearch is valuable for nurnerous rensons. 

It has been voiced that empiricai research emin ing  the expenences of memben 

of diverse sub-cultural groups i Le.. sender and sexml orientation) is immensely needed 

(Gelso & Fasinger. 1990). 

Subtultural membership (i.e.. gender and sexual orientation) h a  been recopized 

to conmbute to both comrnonality and differences among individuals' expen'ences (i.e.. 

Pace - & Cole, 1991; Worell & Remer. 1992). Knowledge of similarities and differences in 

the experiences of persons of diverse sub-cultures may serve to assist in the deveiopment 

of theories and research that may yield impkations for practice in ternis of more 

effectively and ethically meeting the mental health ne& or concerns of penons of 

diverse populations. 

As will be made evident in the subsequent chapter of this report. the tindings of 

previous research on loneliness (as measured in the present study) have yielded divergent 

or contrant results. Accordingly, it appem reasonable to continue to examine. become 

aware of, and to gasp some understanding of these possible differences. 



Research examining and identiS?ng the expenences of women and men serves to 

lessen the androcentric t male-centered) bias that appears to be present in much of the 

research in this domain. 

Simificance of E.uamininc Sexual Orientation 

Research emin ing  the sexuai orientation of individuals is important for 

numerous reasons. 

Based on a literanire review, it appears that previous empiricai studies on 

loneliness and coping (as measured in the current study) have ne~jlected to examine the 

possible contribution of an individual's sexual orientation to her or his experience. 

Hence. the negIect of this variable has possibly hindered the accuracy of research 

findings in studies on and undemanding of the loneliness expience and coping of 

persons of lesbian. gay mals. bissxual. and heterosexual sexual orientation. The present 

research is intended to possibly procure more accurate data on the experience of and 

coping with loneliness of persons from each of these populations. 

By having neglected to examine the sexual orientation of individuals, researchers 

have minimized and neglected to understand the experience of ioneliness and coping of 

persons of lesbian. gay  male. and bisexual sexual orientation by presuming that the 

explriences of these individuals are not very different to that of prsons of heterosexual 

sexual orientation. 

Nevertheless, sources ( ix., Davies. 1 996x Woreil & Remer. 1992) indicate that 

persons of lesbian, gay male, and bisexual sexual orientation ofien experience 

discrimination, oppression. and mar@nalization due to heterosexism and homophobia 

AdditionalIy, it has k e n  noted that persons of bisexd sexual orientation have 



encountered discrimination by both the lesbiadgay and heterosexual communities 

(Shuster, 1987). Hence, it would seem reasonable to assume that the loneliness 

experience and coping of persons fiom each of the three sexual orientation sub-cultural 

rzroups may possibly differ from the others. Hence, by emin ing  the loneliness and - 
coping experience of psrsons of diverse sexual orientation sub-cultures, the present study 

is further intended to conmbute toward lessening the heterosexist bias seemingly inherent 

in much of the research in this domain. 

Summarv 

ln summap. it appears that the examination of gender and sexual orientation in 

research is of vital importance due to numerous reasons: ( 1)  There exists a necessity for 

empiricai research emining the experiences of members of diverse and multiple sub- 

cultural goups: (1) subtultural membership has been acknowledged to contribute to 

both commonality and divenitv arnong individuals' experiences: t 3) to conmbute to the 

knowledge base of previous research having examined sub-cultural diversity (i.e., 

ienderj: (4) to contribute toward the Iessening of the androcentric and heterosexist bias - 
that appears to exist in much of the research in this domain and potentially serviny. to 

hinder the pro_mess of knowledge in the field of Counselling Psvchology: and. ( 5 )  to 

possibly procure more accurate data on the loneliness and coping expience of persons 

of diverse sub-cuttures. 

The Present Study 

The current study was explorative in name. An attempt was made to examine the 

influence of sub-culture (gender and sexuai orientation) on the loneliness and coping 

experience of individuals. More precisely, the objective of the following research was to 



explore the nature (or satisfaction vs. dissatisfaction with 4 social relations) and degee of 

interpersonal Ioneliness (as assessed by two loneliness scales), as iveil as the strategies 

utilized (and the fiequency of which they have been applied) in attempting to cope with 

or alleviate ia experience (as ascertained by the coping questionnaire employed), of 

persons of selected sub-cultures (gender and sexual orientation). 

hlthough appreciatine unique individual differences, and uphoIdine the view that 

we as whole human beings consist of many dimensions and are much too cumplex to be 

placed within exclusive cateories. due ro the nature of the following research. each 

person was ciassified in one of the two possib te gender categories l ix., either Fernale or 

male I and in one of the threc possible sesual orientation categories being esarnined 

(Iesbim gay, bisexual. or heterosexuaI sexual orientation). Hence. the present study 

involved between group compansons. 

The present study was thought to conmbute in several w y s :  Adding to the 

knowledge base ofresearch on and further understanding of the loneliness and coping 

experience: lessening a noted methodological issue (Le., predominant use of college 

samples) that presented itself in previous studies on loneiiness ( i.s.. Vincenzi B 

Grabosky, 1987) by attempting to solicit penons of varied socio-demogaphic 

charactenstics: eiiamining and possibl' procuring more accurate data on the espenence 

of penons of diverse sub-cuitures. noted to be immensely needed ( 1.e.. Gelso & 

Fassinger, 1990); seerningiy introducing an additional major variable to explore 1 sesual 

orientation); contributing toward the lessening of the androcrntric and hetrrosexist 

bias that appears to exist in much of the reseatch in this domain. 



Piease note that the issue of heterosexual bias in language concerning persons of 

Iesbian, gay male, and bisexual sexual orientation has been noted (American 

Psychologicai Association, 1991). Although no general consensus exists on appropriate 

terminolog - due to the incessant langage, cultural. and social changes - in the present 

study, an attempt has been made to apply current terminolog not associated with (and 

therefore not perpetuating) negative stereotypes, and to increase the visibility of pusons 

of lesbian, gay male. and bisexual sexual orientation. 



CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The following chapter wiil be composed of five segments: Theoretical review: 

definition of loneliness and coping; measurement of loneliness and coping; review of 

research on loneliness and coping; and, hypotheses of present snidy. 

Theoretical Review 

Numerous and diverse theoretical approaches to the phenomenon of loneliness 

have been provided through the years. For a bief surnmary and comparative analysis of 

nurnerous of these theoretical approaches, the interested teader is referred to Marangoni 

and Ickes ( 1989) and Rokach ( 1984). Due to the nature and fimited spce of this report. 

discussion will center on the theoretical framework - the cognitive process approach - 

that underlies the definition of loneliness and its corresponding measurement in the 

cunent study. 

Cognitive Process A~oroach 

tn accordance with the present 'copnitive zeitgeist' that appears to pervade the 

field of pqchology, and, perhaps, due partially to the inabiIity of research on social 

networks to indicate a direct association amongst the loneliness experience and objective 

interpersonal disruptions, current psychological research on loneiiness appears to be 

dominated by the cognitive process approach (Marangoni & Ickes, 1989). 

As substantiated by research (i-e., Jones, 1982), the cognitive process approach 

emphasizes the significance of cognition in the human experience of loneliness. and 

conceptualizes loneliness as a cognitiveiaffective experience associated with how an 

individual perceives her- or himsdf and othes (Rokach, I984). In other words, Ioneliness 



is associated with how persons perceive, evaluate, and respond to their interpersonal 

reality (Jones, 1982). Hence, cognition or subjective perceptions and evaluations are 

suggested to be the primary mediators of an individuai's ioneliness experience 

(Marangoni & Ickes, 1989; Peplau, Miceli, & Morasch, 1982). Consequently, loneliness 

is viewed predominantly as a subjective seff-created or phenomenological experience 

( Marangoni & Ickes. 198% Rokach, 1984) differing qualitatively among individuals 

(Rokach, 19&1). 

As demonstmble b! research (Le.. Jones, 1982; Russell, Cutrona Rose. & Yurko. 

1984), loneliness and objective social isolation are perceived as two distinct conditions, 

rather than analogous experiences. [t  has been suggested that an individual may be alone, 

but not necessarily experience her- or himself as lonely (Peplau & Perlman. 1982). As 

has been argued, individuals whom may appear, on an objective standard. to lack 

particular interpersonal relations, but not be experiencing distress in their aloneness or in 

not having certain relations. need not be considered lonely (Young, 1982). 

Furthemore, it has been suggesîed chat Ionehtess may not only be potentially 

experienced in the absence of particular relationships, but, tirrthermore. in their presence. 

Although, by objective standards, a person may not be presumed lonely, she or he ma? 

potentially experience loneliness if her or his social contacts are qualitatively and/or 

quantitatively below her or his preference (Pepiau & Perlrnan, 1982: Schmidt & Semat. 

1983). Thus, if elusting social relations in an individual's social network are not 

subjectively perceived to provide the prefened level of quality, significance, or meaning, 

loneliness may possibly ensue (Schmidt & Semat, 1983). Hence, loneliness has been 



assumed to primarily reflect an individual's subjective perception of either qualitative 

and/or quantitative disruptions in her or his social network (Russell et al., 1984). 

Accordingly, within this theoretical framework, has advanced what has corne to 

be known as the 'Perceived Discrepancy' hypothesis of loneliness - the perceived 

discrepancy amongst a person's preferred andlor expected form of social relationships 

and her or his existent kind or quality of retations (Marangoni & Ickes, 1989). Hence, the 

resulting loneliness experience has been perceived as reflecting the discrepancy between 

an individual's subjective evaluation of her or his preferred and existent level of 

satisfaction with her or his present relations. Thus, emphasis is placed on an individual's 

subjectively perceived and desired quality in her or his relations, rather than on her or his 

existing social relations (Rokach, 1984). 

Limitations of Cornitive Process A~proach 

Numerous limitations of the cognitive process approach have been noted. 

With its emphasis on the subjectivity invoived in the experience, it impiies that 

loneliness may not be effectively assessed thcough the observation of an individual's 

social nenvork mucture (Rokach, 1984). 

Furthemore. research has indicated that, although loneliness is primarily a 

subjective experience, an individual's background/situational variables influence the 

uniqueness of her or his experience (Rokach, 199%; Rokach & Brock. 1996). Hence. it 

appears that the theory's strong emphasis on cognition - viewing the loneliness 

experience as primarily an intematly created experience, as predominantly a product of 

subjectivity - Ieaves Iess room for the consideration of existing extemal socio-çultural 

influences impacting an individuai. It appears reasonable to assume that sorne socio- 



cultural influences or forces [i-e., heterosexism, sexism, homophobia (extemal and 

intemalized)] may increase the possibility for experiencing loneliness for members of 

particular sub-cultures more so than others. 

Moreover, the theory's subjective emphasis may potentially indirectly serve to 

pathologize an individual by suggesting that the loneliness experience is chiefly a product 

of internally based individual factors (Le., personal inadequacies). Thus, situational or 

externally based conditions impactinç an individual a p p r  to have been neglected and 

evidently need to be noted for their importance and contribution to an individual's 

loneliness experience. 

Definition of Loneliness & Coping 

Pior to the discussion or consideration of resezlrch on loneliness and coping, a 

definition of terms need precede. 

Definitions of Loneliness 

A review of the literature indicates that Ioneliness has generally k e n  defined as 

either a unidimensional or multidimensional phenomenon. 

Proponents of the unidimensional perspective (i.e.. Russell. 1996; Russell et al., 

1984; Russell et al., 1980) maintain that, regardless of the particular cause or duration of 

the condition (Russell, 1982). there exists a fundamental commonality. or a common 

substrate or cote of experiences that repraent Ioneliness. Loneliness is perceived as a 

unita* or global phenomenon v-ing primarily in its expenenced intensity, and 

impactinç al1 aspects of an individual's eqxrience - psychologicai. interpersonal. social, 

and cultural. This conceptualization suggests that there exists some fundamental 



undifferentiated nature to loneliness, that it is experienced and gtaçped similarfy by a[! 

individuals (Allen & Oshagan, 1995). 

The implicit assumption of the unidimensional concepniaiization of loneliness is 

that a common core of experiences represent the loneliness experienced by a single. 

upper class, and 25 year-old lesbian of Black heritage, and that of a single or mamed, 

middle or lower class, 45 year-old woman or man of White European heritage and of 

bisexual or heterosexual sexual orientation. It would appear that the qualitative 

experiences of these individuals would not be expected to differ. 

Those supportkg the multidimensional conceptualization of loneliness f i.e.. 

Rokach. 1988: Rokach & Sharma, 1996: Schmidt & Semat, 1983) propose that there 

esist varying and quaiitatively distinct types of loneliness arising from nurnerous and 

diverse needs, circumstances. and situations of individuals, with each type having, 

perhaps, some attributes resernbling the others, and other characteristics Seing distinctly 

different. They suggest that loneliness is a cornplex multifaceted phenornenon, arising 

from numerous and diverse antecedents or causes, with numerous and diverse 

manifestations (Rokach, 1984). For example, an individual's loneliness may stem from 

interpersonal interaction patterns, the lack of an intirnate/rornantic or other interpersonal 

relation, or fiom feeling isolated or marginalized fiom the encompassincg culture 

(Schmidt & Sermat, 1983). Loneliness, they maintain, need not include al1 areas of an 

individual's experience. 

According to the above mentioned conceptualization of loneliness, the loneliness 

experienced by a single, middle class, and 25 year-old Iesbian of Black heritage 1s 

expected to be quaiitatively different f-rom that experienced by a single or marrie4 lower 



or upper class, 45 year-old woman or man of White European heritage and of bisexual or 

heterosexual sexual orientation. 

Although definitions of loneliness differ (as according to theoretical 

underpinning), the following characteristics or elements have been considered important 

to include in its definition: Its experience is unpleasant and distressing - it may include, 

for example, feelings of confusion, hurt, heIplessness, hopelessness, fear. and anger 

(Rokach, 1988: Rokach, & Brock, 1997a); it is accompanied by anxiety, sadness. and 

feelings of marginality ( Rokach, 1 988: Rokach & Brock 1 997a); it may rranspire in the 

presence or absence of social relations if they do not provide an expected or desired level 

of quality (Schmidt & Scrmat, 1983): and, the e'iperience rnay be temporay or persistent 

and chronic (Young, 1982). 

Definition of Loneliness in Present Studv 

In the present study, loneliness was operationally defined as an individual's 

dissatisfaction with her or his existing social relations resulting from either a change in 

her or his desires or qualitative expectations for relationships, or a change in the existing 

relations in themselves (Peplau &: Perlman, 1982). Thus. loneliness was defined in terms 

of a subjectively experienced discrepancy amongst the quality of relationships an 

individual perceives her- or himself as having, and what she or he prekrs to have 

(Schmidt & Sermat, 1983). 

Several expficit and implicit assuinptions underlying this definition may be noted. 

This definition implies that loneliness may be an internally subjectiveiy created 

experience arising from a person's evaluation of her or his existing relationships, andior 



an elctemallly or situationally constmcted condition stemming fiom actual changes in an 

individual's social relations. 

Further, it suggests that loneliness is a subjective experience that rnay not be 

associated with objective social isolation. As previously rnentioned, aithough a person 

rnay not be presumed lonely by objective standards, she or he may potentially experience 

loneliness if her or his social relations are perceived as qualitatively unsatisfactory 

( Peplau & Perlman, 1983: Schmidt & Sermat, 1983). 

Moreover, the implication is that the omet and origin of loneliness is to be found 

in some form of perceived or actual social relationship disniption. 

This definition additionally irnplies that the loneliness experience may not be al1 

encompassing, but. rather, rnay be remited to particular social relations. For exampie. 

the interpersonal disruption may be restricted to the lack of a social relation of an 

intimate nature. or it may include tèelings of separation from numerous and diverse social 

relations (Schmidt & Sermat, 1982). 

One apparent limitation of this definition is that i t  appears to negiect the 

consideration of the affective component (Le., emotional distress) considered important 

in most definitions of loneliness i ix.. Peplau & Perlman, 1982: Rokach. 1988: Rokach & 

Brock, 1997a; Young, 1982). As mentioned previously, an individual rnay not experience 

distress in her or his aloneness or in not having particular social relations. and this would 

seemingly exclude her or him from king considered lonely. 

Definitions oiCo~ing 

Although a review of the literature indicates that research has demonstrated the 

changes or sohtions chosen by individuais to cope with or to alleviate their loneliness 



experience (Le., Rokach, 1990, 1996, 1 9 9 7 ~  Rokach & Brock, 1998; Van Buskirk & 

Duke, 199 1 ), definitions of coping appear to be scarce. Hence, the researcher chose to 

apply the definition of coping as provided by Hammer and Marting (1988). 

Definition of Co~ine in Present Studv 

In the present study, coping was operationaIly defined as "...the things that 

people do in reaction to a specific stressor (Le.. Ioneliness) occurring in a specific 

context" (Hammer & Marting, 1988, p.2). In the current research, however, coping not 

only *-. . . referred to behaviors occurring afier the appearance of the stressor or in response 

to chronic stressors" (Hammer & Marting, 1988, p.?), but, in addition, referred to 

thoughts applied by individuals to tope! with or alleviate the loneliness experience. 

Measurernent of LoneIiness & Coping 

Numerous and diverse theoretical perspectives give rise to various and disparale 

instruments to measure the phenomenon of loneliness. In general, however, loneliness 

measurements or scales have been developed h m  the conceptuaiization of loneliness as 

either a unidimensional or multidimensional phenomenon (Marangoni & Ickes, 1989). 

Instruments engendered fiom the unidimensional conceptualization of loneliness 

have been most comrnonly employed in the measurement or assessrnent of loneliness. 

The UCLA Loneliness Scale (Russell, 1996; Russell et al., 1980; Russell, Peplay & 

Ferguson, 1978) has been acknowledged as ihe most widespread and frequently 

employed loneliness scale, and has corne to be viewed as the standard scale in the a m  in 

empirïcal research (Allen & Oshagan, 1995; Marangoni & [ckes, 1989; McWhirter, 1990: 

Paloutzian & Janigian, 1987; RusseII, 1996; Vincenzi & Graboska, 1987). 



Nonetheless, a review of c m n t  literature on the expience of loneliness would 

mandate the use of multidimensionai loneliness scales in research. The results of 

nurnerous more ment studies (Le., Schmidt & Semiat, 1983; Rokach 1988; Rokach & 

Brock, 1997a) have supported the multidirnensional conceptualization of the loneliness 

experience. These findings yielded the existence of quditatively different expenences or 

kinds of loneliness (Allen gi Oshagan, 1995). In terms of multidimensional instruments 

constmcted to date. Marangoni and Ickes ( 1989) proposed that the Differential 

Loneliness Scale is one of the most comprehtnsive scales efficient for assessine the 

presumed relationship arnongst loneliness and numerous disruptions in social needs (i.e.. 

Irvrl of cooperation and understanding). 

In the present study. the researcher chose to employ both the University of 

California, Los Angeles ( UCLAI Loneliness Scale (Version 31 (Russell. 1996 i and the 

Differential Loneliness Scale (Schmidt % Sermat. 1983) as the measurements of 

loneliness. and the Coping Questionnaire (Russell et al.. 1984) to assess the strategirs 

utilized (and the frequency they have been applied) by individuals in coping with their 

loneliness experience. 

The UCLA Loneliness Scale ( Version 3 1 

The UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3 ) (Russell. 1996 1 \vas originally 

developed from, or is a rnodified version of. Sisenwein's ( 1964. cited in Russell et al.. 

1978) original 75-item measure. and consists of 20 items. The items an this scale retlect 

how persons experiencing IoneIiness described their experience (Russell et al.. 1978). 



Alike the Differential Loneliness Sale (which will be discussed subsequently), 

the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) reflects an individual's satisfaction vs. 

dissatisfaction with her or his social reiations (McWhirter, 1990). 

The UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) (Russell, 1996) was one of the two 

loneliness measures chosen to employ in the current study for several reasons. 

The underiying definition of the UCLA LoneIiness Scale (Version 3) was 

congruent with the operational definition of loneliness utilized in the present study. 

The UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) was the refined and enhanced version of 

its hvo predecessors. It \vas developed to address the limitations [i.e., the ambiguous 

wording or readability of questions (i.e., double negatives)] which negatively affected the 

reliability of the scale (i.e., Russell et al., 1980) in previous research (Russell, 1996). 

The adequate psychornetric properties of t h s  partrculat version of the scale have 

been demonstrated. The scale's hi@ reliability both in tems of interna1 consistency 

(coeficient a ranging fiom -89 to -941, and test-retest reliability over a 1-year period 

(r=.73) has been demonstrated (i.e.. Russell, 1996). Its constnict validity has been 

indicated (see Russell, 1996). Funhermore, the acceptable reliability and validity of the 

other two versions of the UCLA Loneliness Scale have ken demonstrated repeatedly 

(i-e., Cutrona, 1982; Russell, 1982; Russdl, 1996; Russell et ai., 1980: Russell et al.t 

1978; Solano, 1980). 

The UCLA Loneliness Sale (Version 3) has ken  utilized to assess loneliness in 

a wide variety of studies and with numerous and diverse populations (Le., Constable 8i 

Russell, 1986; Kudoh & Nishikawa, 1983; Russell, Altmaier, & Van Velzen, 1987; 

Russell & Cutrona, 199 1 ). 



FinalIy, this scale is relativdy short and contains a simple response format 

Limitations of UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) 

In the few paragraphs that folIow, several limitations of the UCLA Loneliness 

Scale (Version 3) (Russell, 1996) wilt be presented. 

It has ken  noted that an underlying theoreticd formulation for the scale 

concerning the nature of loneliness was not provided. Thus, it has been proposed that the 

scate's conceptual explication remains vague (Allen & Oshagin, 1995). 

Another limitation concerns the scaie's underlying unidimensional 

conceptualization of Ioneliness. Although the UCLA Loneliness Scale is hypothesized to 

mess a general experience of loneliness (the assumed cornmon or core cxperience of 

lonehess), or to indicate a generaI disruption in interpersonal relations (Allen & 

Oshagin. I995), it provides minimum information rqarding the sources or nature of the 

disruptions (Schmidt & Semat, 1983). It may be stated that this scale simply provides an 

overall rating of loneliness (Vincenzi & Grabosky, 1987) with the majority of the items 

reflecting lack of company or closeness with others (Schmidt & Semai, 1983). There 

appears to be minimal consideration of a range of possible social relations (Schmidt & 

Semai, 1983). 

Differential Loneliness Scale 

The Differential Loneliness Scale (Schmidt & Semat 1983) is a 60-item 

multidimensional measurement of loneliness. This instniment was based on a conceptual 

mode1 of loneliness, and was designed to assess an individual's perceived satisfaction vs. 

dissatisfaction with four types of relations - 'Familial,' 'Friendship,' 'Romantic-Sexual,' 

and 'GroupKommunity.' The item content of this scde assesses both the quality and 



quantity of an individual's interpersonal interactions within these four relations (Schmidt 

& Sermat, 1983). 

The Differential Loneliness Scale was the other loneliness measure chosen for the 

present sîudy for several m n s .  

The underlying definition of the Differenual Loneliness Scaie was congruent with 

the operational definition of loneliness utiiized in the curent study. 

The acceptable pmchornemc properties of this scale have been demonstrated. 

The scate's high reiiabi liîy (K-R 20s ranging from -90 to -92, and test-retest coefficients 

of .85 and .97 for males and fmales respectively over a period of 1 rnonth), and 

structural validity have both been demonstrated (Schmidt & Semat, 19833. 

The Differential Loneliness Scale assesses satisfaction vs. dissatisfaction with 

four relations ['Familial.' 'Friendship,' 'Romantic-Sexual,' and 'Group/Community'). 

Hence, the scale examines possible variations in loneliness, and takes into consideration 

experiences not as extreme or restricted to specific areas of relationai disruption (Schmidt 

& Sermat, 1983). 

Finaily, the scale consists of a relatively simple response format. and it can be 

easily scored. 

Limitations of the Differential Loneliness Scale 

Several [imitations of the s a l e  need be noted 

Although the scatets item content refl ects possible cognitive and behavioral cues 

indicative of the lonehness experience, affective cues (1-e., emotionai distress), ofien 

reported by individuals (see Rokach, 19841, and considered by many researchers as 



important in identiQing its experience (i-e., PepIau & Perlman, 1982; Rokach, 1988: 

Rokach & Brock, 1997a; Young, I 982), are not considered 

Since the items of the sa le  do not include the words 'loneliness' or 'lonely,' it 

appears that an underlying assumption of the scale may be that one may not perceive 

oneself as experiencinç loneliness, when rnay be considered as lonely as according to this 

scale's definition of loneliness. Since its experience need be assessed indirectly. cognitive 

and behavioral cues alone may not be suficient to thoroughiy identib one's possible 

esperience of loneliness. Items inquirins into one's feelings (hpthesized to play a 

central role in identi@ing the experience of Ioneliness) needed to be included. 

The underlying explication of this scaIe appears to suggest that the aiologj of 

loneliness is to be found in the disruption in any or in ail of the four social relations. 

Consequently. it seems that there enists an impIicitIy assumed notion that individuals 

experience Ionelinriss when certain social relations are perceived as unsatisfactory or are 

lacking. As previously mentioned persons not experiencing distress in their aloneness or 

in not having particular relations may be excluded fiom king considered lonely. 

An additional limitation of this scale concems its scoring. It appears that it would 

be more appropriate and more useful or meaningful to calculate the 4 subtotal scores 

(representing the 4 relational categories) independently rather than the total score of the 

scale due to the total item differences in the 4 categories of relationships. For example. 

'Familial' (n of items = 18), 'Friendship' (n of items = 23), 'Romantic-Sexual' (n  of 

items = 12), and 'GroupCommunity' (n of items = 8). Since a c h  of these 4 categories 

have a distinct influence on the total Dtfferential Loneliness Scale score, it would appear 

inaccurate to suggest that a hi@er total score reflects greater dissatisfaction with 



relationships in general or higher loneliness. Thus, interpretation of results wodd appear 

to be more accurate if independently based on each of the four sub-scales. 

The Copine Questionnaire 

The Coping Questionnaire (Russell et al., 1984) consists of 24 items of which 

were based on the free-response data gathered fiom students conceming how they dealt 

wïth their loneliness experience. 

in the present study, the researcher chose to employ the Coping Questionnaire 

(Russell et al., 1984) for several reasons: To identiQ both the cogitive and behaviorat 

strategies that individuals utilize (and the frequency of which they apply them) in coping 

with their loneliness experience; to identib both curent competencies and consttuctive 

coping, as well as possible ineffective coping; its psychometric propenies have been 

vaiidated (see Russell et al.. 1984): it has a relatively simple response format: and it may 

be completed within a short duration. 

Limitations of Coping Questionnaire 

Two limitations of the Coping Questionnaire (Russell et al.. 1984) are noted. 

First, this scale does not include several strategies (i-e., religious or spintual involvement 

sngaging in atypical eating patterns, attempting suicide) that individuals ma! utilize 

during their experience, as founded in previous research (Le., Rokach. 1 990). Secondly. it 

does not inquire into the usefulness of the strategies utilized. 

Review of Research on Loneliness & Coping 

In the following se-ment, a review of Ioneliness resarch having utiIized the 

UCLA Loneliness ScaIe and the Differential Loneliness ScaIe, and a review of studies on 

coping with the loneliness experience will be provided 



Review of Loneliness Research / UCLA Loneliness Scale 

Studies having examined gender differences regarding the degree or intensity of 

[onelines experienced have rendered contradictory results. More specificaiIy, the 

findings of numerous quantitative studies having employed some version of the UCLA 

Loneliness Scale (Russell, 1996; Russell et al.. 1980: Russell et al., 1978) appear to be 

mixed. 

Numerous studies, hac ing employed the original UCLA Loneliness Scalr ( Russell 

et al.. 1978). have round no statistically sipificant gender goup mean differences in 

lonehess scores. suggesting that the females and males of these samples were 

experiencing a comparable degree of loneliness [i.e., Maroldo, 1981 ; Russell et al.. 1978: 

Solano. 1980: Solano. Batten. & Parish, 1982 (Study 1 & 2): Stokes 9: Levin. 1986 

(Study 1 )]. Aithough no statistically significant gender group mean differences were 

detected. the data of some of these studies indicated that males have obtained a slightly 

higher mean score on the scale than fernales [i.e., Solano, 1980; Solano et al., 1982 

(Study 1); Stokes &: Levin, 1986 (Study 1 )], while the data of others indicated that 

females have obtained a slightly hi&er mean score than males (Le., Maroldo, 198 1: 

Russell et al.. 1978). 

Several studics having employed the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale ( RusseIl 

et al., 1980) have indicated mixed results in regards to gender goup differences on the 

mean score of loneliness on this rneasure [Le., Bell, 199 1 ; Russell et al., 1980 ( Study 1 & 

2); Schultz & Moore, 1986: Stokes & Levin, 1986 (Study 1 & 2): Wheeler, Reis. gi 

Neziek 1983; Williams & Solano, 1983: Wilson, Cutts, Lees, Mapungwana & 

Maunganidze, l992]. 



The results of numerous of the above stated studies have indicated statistically 

signiîïcant gender group mean differences, with males scoring significantly higher than 

fernates on this rneasure, suggesting that the males were eqeriencing a sipificantly 

ereater degree of loneliness than the females of these samples [i.e., RusseIl et al.. 1980 - 
(Study 1): Schultz & Moore. 1986: Stokes & Levin, 1986 (Study I & 2): Wheeter et al., 

19831. 

The results of other studies. hoivever. have indicated no statisticall_v significant 

gender goup differences on the mean score of Ioneliness, suggesting that the females and - 
males of these samples were experiencing a comparable degree of loneliness [i.e.. Bel 1. 

1991; Russell et al.. 1980 (Study 2); Williams & Solano. 1983: Wilson a al.. 19921. 

Although no statistically signiticant gender goup differences were detected in these 

studies. the data indicated that males scored slightly higher chan females in hvo of these 

studies [Le.. Bell, 1991: Wilson et al.. 1992 (adult sample)]. whtle females scored slightIy 

higher than males in one study (Le., Williams & Solano, 1983). Interestingly enough. the 

femalr and male adolescent population of Wilson et aL's ( 1992) study scored the sarne 

(M-40.34, SD=7.62) on this measure. 

Allen and Oshagan's ( 1995) nudy employed a reduced form or 7-item version of 

the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale (Russell et al., 1980) and indicated that fernales 

scored statistically significantly higher than males on this measure. suggesting that the 

fernaies were experiencing a significantly -mater de-me of lone[iness than the males of 

this sample. 

In r e ~ d s  to the UCLA Loneiiness Scale (Version 3) (Russell. 1996), Russell 

(1996) cited the results of four studies having employed this rneasure (i.e., Constable & 



Russell, 1986; Russell et al., 1987; Russell & Cutrona, 1991; Russell, Kao, & Cutrona, 

1987). With the exception of one study (Russell, Kao, & Cutrona, 1987, cited in Russell, 

1996), statistically sipificant gender group mean differences in loneliness scores were 

not found on this measure. suggesting that the females and males comprising the samples 

of these studies were experiencing a comparable degree of loneliness. In the only study 

(Russell. Kao, gi Cutrona 1987. cited in Russell, 1996) whereby means for the two 

genders were reported males scored statistically sipificantly lonelier than females on 

this measure. 

In general. the mixed findings of the studies reported above may be partially due 

to severai reasons. Fim, perhaps the relationship of loneliness to gender was moderated 

by other defining derno-mphic and social stmctural variables that remained unexamined. 

Research (Le.. Rokach & Brock, 199%: Rubenstein & Shaver, 1982) has suggested that 

age and relationship status, for example, conmbute to an individual's loneliness 

esperience. 

Secondly. the mixed results may be partially explained by the selected sample 

compositions. While the original version of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Russell et al.. 

1978) was generally utilized with college samples (Le., Maroldo. 198 1 ). the other two 

versions were additionally employed ~ i t h  other diverse samples. For example. in 

addition to coHege samples, the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale (Russell et al., 1980) 

has also k e n  utiiized with employees of an agency (i.e.. Bell, 199 1 ), and the UCLA 

Loneliness ScaIe (Version 3) (Russell, 1996) was employed to elderly persons (i-e., 

Russell & Cutrona 199 1 ). 



Thirdly, the response formats of the original UCLA Loneliness Scde (RusseII et 

ab., 1978). the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale (Russel\ et al., 1980). and the UCLA 

Loneliness ScaIe (Version 3) (Russell, 1996) were slightly different fiom one another. 

The various response formats ma? have influenced the responses of respondents 

differently, an4 possibly, made the cross cornpanson of resuits Iess compatible ammg 

the diverse versions of the scaks. 

Review of Loneliness Research ; Differential LoneIiness Scale 

Although a number of studies (Le., P d ,  Klopf, & [shii, 1990: Simmonr Klopc 

& Park, 1991) having employed the Differential Loneliness Scale (Schmidt & Semat. 

19833 have neglected to examine possible gender differences, the findinp of research 

having investigated this variable have rendered contradictory results. 

The results of several studies have indicated no statistically sipificant gender 

moup differences in the loneliness experience, suggesting that the females and males of " 

chese sarnptes were experiencing comparable satisfaction with their social relations (Le., 

Kalliopuska & Laitinen, 1987; Kalliopuska & Laitinen, 199 1 ). Although no statistically 

signi ficant gender group di ffrrences were detected the data of Kalliopuska & Laitinen's 

( 1987) study indicated that males have obtained slightly higher total loneliness scores 

han females. 

The Findings of other research have indicated statistically sigificant gender 

aoup differences (ie., Schmidt & Sennat, 1983; Schmitt & Kurdek. 1985). [n general, - 
the results of Schmidt and Sermat's ( 1983) stuây indicated statisbcaliy sigificant gender 

group differences on the total Differential Loneliness Scale score. MaIes obtained 

significantly higher total scores than females, suggesting that maIes were e'cperiencing 



lower satisfaction with their relationships or expenencing geater IoneIiness. The findings 

of Schmitt & Kurdek (1985) indicated that males expressed statisticdly si-enificantiy less 

satisfaction than females with familid, fiiendship, and large group relations. Although 

not statistically significan~ examination of the data indicated that maies scored slightly 

higher than females on romantic-sexual nIations. 

[n general, the mixed findings of these reprted studies may be partiaIIy due to the 

relationship of ioneliness to gender king possibty moderated by other defining 

derno-mphic and social smctural variables that remained une.uamined. and samplr 

composition. For emple ,  white the sarnples of several studies were compnsed of 

collegeiuniversity students ( i.c. Schmitt & Kurdek, 198% Simmons et al.. 199 L ). the 

research of Kalliopuska and Laitinen (1987. 199 1) included samples consisting of both 

persons attending a mentai growh group and universi@ students. 

Review of Couine Research 

Numerous studies (i.c.. Rokach, 1990, 1996, 1 9 9 7 ~  Rokach & Brock. 1998: Van 

Buskirk 8: Duke, 1991) have eltamined the types of coping strategies that individuais 

utilize in atternpt to deai with their lonefiness experience. A review of these studies 

suggests that individuals experiencing loneliness utilize diverse and numerous strategies 

to cope with their experience. Although varied studies on coping with the loneliness 

experience exist, the researcher has chosen to focus on three ( i.s.. Rokach, 1990. 1996: 

Rohch & Brock 1998) due to their devance and applicabilis to the coping measure 

used in the present study. 

The study by Rokach and Srock ( 1998) suggested that diverse and numerous 

coping strategies are useh1 in successfully coping with or reducing the Ioneliness 



experience. These coping strategies were compiled into 6 factors: (1) 'Acceptance and 

Reflection' (Le., acknowledging and accepting the loneliness e.uperienced, and taking the 

opportunity of being by oneseif to acquire fiirtfier seIf-awareness); (2) 'Self-Development 

and Understanding' (Le., the outcome From acquiring increased self-awareness and. thus. 

personal growth, due to engaging in growth promoting activities, and possibly receiving 

professional help and support ): (3) 'Social Support Network' (Le., establishing social 

support networks that assist one to fed connected to and valued by others); (4) 

-Distancine and Denial' (Le.. denial of the loneliness experience via alcohol. drug abuse, 

and other aipical behaviors); (5) 'Reli@on and Faith' (Le., expenencing a sense of 

connecting or beionging by afiliating with religious/spiritual groups andi'or practicing 

their faith, and, in the process, pining inner peace and strength); and, (6) 'Increased 

Activity' (i.e,. attending dail! responsibilities, engagmg in leisure soli ta^ andior group 

activities, and initiating opportunities for diverse activity and türther social contact). 

Similarly. Rokach's ( 1990) study identified diverse and nurnerous useful (or 

beneficial) and rnaladaptive (or destructive) coping strategies that individuais utilized in 

coping with their loneliness experience. T'hese were grouped into 4 clusters: Acceptance 

and self-healing; transition, restnicturing resources; reaching out, building social bridges; 

and, destructing. 

The first cluster, 'Acceptance and Self HeaIin&' represented two themes: Solitary 

involvement and reflective solitude. Solitaxy invokement included anendin2 dail? 

responsibilities, acquiring persona1 growth by engagïng in personal development 

activities, and engaging in leisure and extracurrïcular activities. Reflective solitude 

included acknowledging and accepting the Ioneliness expenence, attaining a positive 



perception or outlook of it, reassunng oneself that they can deal with the situation, and 

obtaining self awareness through the process. 

The second cluster, 'Transition, Resûucturing Resources,' represented three 

themes: Professional intervention and support; state and trait modification: and religion 

and faith. Professional intervention and support reflected the numerous professional 

sources of support sought. State and trait modification reflected the personal (cognitive 

and behavioral) and lifestyle changes accomplished in attempt to alleviate the loneliness 

experience I k . ,  sening new goals, becoming more outgoing). Religion and faith reflected 

the inner peace and strength experienced due to religious/spirituaI affiliation. 

'Reaching Out, Building Social Bridges' was the third cluster. This cluster 

represented seven themes: Building a social support network; engaging in more intimacy 

by sharinç experiences and interests with others; increasing social participation and 

involvement seeking the support of immediate and extended family members; initiating 

romantic involvement; engaging in indirect social contact (Le., communicating with 

others via phone, letters); and, initiating lifestyle changes - those resulting in changes in 

social networks. 

The fourth and final cluster. -Destructing' represented four themes: Addictive 

behavior (i.e., engaging in alcohol and dmg abuse ancilor atypical eating patterns); 

physical e.utinction (ive., inflicting self-injury, attempting suicide); crime; and avoidance 

and self-induced isolation (i.e., isolatin_g oneself From and avoiding others). 

In regards to the most usefui or effective methods in assisting individuals to 

alleviate their loneliness experience, the study suggested that seeking professional 

assistance and affiliation with religionlspirituality were the most beneficial. Other coping 



strategies reported to have been extremely usehl were represented by the themes 

Refl ective Solitude, hdirect Social Contact, and State and Trait Modification. 

respectivety. It is important to note, however, that the foIIowing study did not e m i n e  

the association between the effectiveness of coping and the antecedents or causes of 

loneliness. 

Rokach's ( 1996) study atternpted to identi- the most useful or instrumental 

coping strategies. as according to the prticular qualitative expenence of Ionel! 

individuals. Sincr the present study examined the nature and degree of individuals' 

interpersonal loneliness. only relevant findings wilI be prtxnted. 

The ressarch by Rokach ( 1996) indicated chat loneliness expertences 

characterized by interpersonal isolation were significantly related to coping strategies 

represented by 4 factors: Acceptance and retlection: self-developmcnt and undsrstanding: 

distancing from or denying loneliness (as a means to temporad? ignore the perceived 

rejection of others): and  religion and tàith. 

Althou& in generrrl, Rokach's ( 1996) study suggested that reflection into one-s 

loneliness and acceptance of its sxperience, seIfdevelopment and understanding (via 

counseling and engagement in growth-promoting activities)- and increased activi- 

appeared to be the rnast uscful coping stratepes for the majority of lonctiness 

experiences, the coping strategies represented by coping factor seIfdeveloprnent and 

understanding seemed to be the most useful or beneficial t'or Ioneliness experiences 

identified as involving or characterized by interpersonal isolation. 

Hypotheses of Present Study 

The researcher chose to posit nul1 hypotheses For 2 reasons: ( 1 ) Previous studies 



having examined the ef€ect of gender have yielded mixed results; and, (2) to the 

tesearcher's awareness, the effect of sema1 orientation has not been previousiy 

considered Thus, nui1 hypotheses were chosen because the outcornes of previous studies 

having examined gender have not dictated a specific prediction re-earding gender etTects. 

and, a prediction regarding sexual orientation effects couId not be based on findings 

of previous research. To follow were the 11 nuIl hqotheses examined in the present 

study. Hypotheses are presented in three parts, as according to the three dependent 

mcasures r or the hvo loneliness scales and the coping questionnaire) utilized in the 

cunent study. 

UCLA LoneIiness Scale ( Version 2 ) 

In regards to the degree or intensity of the loneliness experience [as measured by 

the UCLA Loneiiness Scale ( Version 3) (Russell. 1996)], the following nuIl hypotheses 

were tested by a two-way ANOVA (with gender and sexual orientation as the 

independent variables), 14ith an alpha level of .OS: 

t .A) There is no sbtistically significant gender effect on the UCLA Loneliness Scale 

(Version 3) mean total score. 

1 .B) There is no statistically sigificant sexual orientation effect on the UCLA Loneliness 

ScaIe (Version 3)  mean total score. 

1 .C) There is no statistically significant gender by sexual orientation interaction efTect on 

the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) mean total score. 

Differential Loneliness Scale 

In regards to the nature o f  toneiiness or satisfaction vs. dissatisfaction with four 

types of sociai relations [as measured by the Differentiai Loneliness ScaIe (Schmidt & 



Sermaf 1983)], the following nuIl hypotheses were proposed Nul1 hypotheses ?.A, 2.B, 

and 3.C were tested by a two-way ANOVA with an alpha level of .OS. Null hypotheses 

2.D, IE., and 2.F were tested by a two-way MANOVA with an alpha level of .OS. 

L A ?  There is no statisticaily significant gender effect on the Differential Loneliness Scale 

mean total score. 

2.B) There is no statistically significant seliual orientation eflfect on the Differential 

Loneliness Scale mean total score. 

2.C) There is no statistically significant gender by sexual orientation interaction etTect on 

the Differential Loneiiness Scate mean total score. 

3.D) There is no statistically si~mificant gender effect on the Differential Loneliness Scale 

mean subtotal (or sub-scale) scores. 

1.E) There is no statisticaliy significant seliual orientation e f f ~ t  on the DitTerential 

Loneliness Scale mean subtotal (or subscale) scores. 

7.F) There is no statistically significant gender by sexual orientation interaction stTsct on 

the Differential Loneliness Scale mean subtotal (or subscale) scores. 

Co~ing Questionnaire 

In regards to the diverse and numerous strategies utilized by individuals in coping 

with the loneliness experience [as measured by the Coping Questionnaire (Russell et al.. 

1984)], the fol fowing nul1 hypotheses were tested by a nvo-way MANOVA with an alpha 

IeveI of -05. 

3.A) There is no statistically significant sender efFect on the Coping Questionnaire man  

subtotal (or sub-scale) scores. 



3.B) There is no statistically significant sexuaI orientation effect on the Coping 

Questionnaire mean subtotal (or sub-sale) scores. 

3.C) There is no statistically signifiant gender by sexual orientation interaction effect on 

the Coping Questionnaire mean subtotai (or subscale) scores. 



CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The data for the analyses of the present study was procured fiom a survey on 

loneliness and coping made accessible at severai cites in Calgary. Alberta from 

November 1999 to October 2000. 

Participants .' Sample 

Three approaches were utilized in the solicitation of participants for the cunent 

study. 

( 1 ) Advzrtisements (Appendix K)  of the study were posted at numerous rtcademic 

institutions' campuses, and at severai local coffee shops, bookstores. and 

agenciesl organizations that catered to persons of diverse sesual orientation ( Icsbian, gay 

male, bisexual. and heterosexua1 sexual orientation). To vietv the list of locations 

tvhereby potential participants had the opportuni' to become aware of and to panicipate 

in the study, see Appendix M. Packages for participation were attached to the 

advertisernent of the study. 

(1) Advenisements (Appendix L)  of the study. (informing individuals of the 

nature of the research and locations whereby participation packages may be acquired), 

were additionally presented in the monthly newsktters of 'A Woman's Place Bookstore' 

and the 'Gay and Lesbian Cornmunity Services Association.' 

(3) The researcher attended one meeting heid by 'Apollo Fricnds in Sports.* three 

meetings held by the 'Gay and Lesbian Cornmunity Services Association,' h o  meeting 

held by -Gay, Lesbian and Bisexual Academic Students and Staff.' and one meeting held 

by 'The Women's ColIective and Resource Centre' to discuss the research in attempt to 



solicit participation. Participation packages were presented and made available to 

interested individuals during these meetings. 

The sample \vas compnsed of adult (1 8 years of age or older) individuals who 

chose or personally volunteered to participate upon becorning aware of the study either 

through its advertisement, or by having attended particular meetings held by the 

orsanizations rnentioned above. Hence. at the tirne of their participation. respondents 

were either attending a local academic institution, frequenting particular local coffee 

shops. bookstores. and agenciesl organizations. receiving particular newsletters. andior 

attending particular organized meetings. This approach was selected for two reasons: To 

attempt to rniximize variation between socio-demographic variables: and to attempt to 

solicit a satisfactory or an ample number of individuals belongins to a rninority sub- 

culture (Le.. persons of lesbian. gay male. and bisexual sexual orientation). Thw. an 

effort was made to solicit persons of diverse populations whom possibly have been 

underrepresrnted in previous research on loneliness and coping (includinç those who. 

perhaps, have not disclosed their sexual orientation to others), 

Three options for participation were proposed. First. mutually a p e d  upon 

arrangements rnay have been made for participants to attend a specified session timr that 

would have taken place at a research room at the Universip of Calgary whereby 

participation may have taken place with several other participants in the presence of the 

researcher. Secondly, mutually agreed upon arrangements may have been made for 

participants to participate during a specitied t h e  at the researcher's office at the 

University of CaIgry. This option kvas proposed due to the researçher's awareness of 

research indicating the social stigma of Ioneiiness (Le., Lau & Gnien, 1993). Thirdly, 



respondents may have participateci by simply acquiring a participation package (which 

was made available either at several cites in the Calgary area or during particular 

meetings), completing their participation at their own tirne, and mailing away their 

completed questionnaires to the researcher. 

Although three options for participation were proposed, ail participation took 

place via mail. Participation packages were either attained f?om one of the several cites 

where it was made available. or From the researcher at particulas meeting Thil-nine 

participation packages in total were provided to interested persans during the several 

meetings, and al1 other packages were obtained h m  one of the several cites where it ~ 2 s  

made available. AH participants remained anonymous. 

Materiais 

Participation materials enclosed within an envelop consisted of the follo~~~ng: 

Written participation instructions; a cover letter. a demographic questionnaire: the UCLA 

Loneliness Scale (Version 3 )  (Russell, 1996); the Differentiai Loneliness Scale (Schmidt 

& Sermat, 1983); and, the Coping Questionnaire (RusseIl et al., 1984). Although the 

participation instructions and the cover Ietter were aiways presented in tint and second 

order respectively, to minimize carryover effects (Elmes, Kantowitz. & Roediger. 1 W), 

al1 other materials [Le., the Derno_eraphic Questionnaire, the UCLA Loneliness Scale 

(Version 3), the Differential Loneliness ScaIe, and the Coping Questionnaire] were 

arranged in a counterbalanced order. Thus, questionnaires were m g e d  or presented in 

one of 24 assigned orden. AdditionalIy, inserted within the envelop, was a pre-addressed 

and pre-posted envelop for participants to place their compieted questionnaires in. and to 

mail to the researcher at the University of Calgary. 



Participation Instructions 

To view the wrinen participation instructions, see Appendix A. 

Cover Letter 

The cover letter infonned potential participants of the folloning elements: The 

title and nature (or purpose) of the study; the statu5 of the research (i.e., ethical 

requirements having been met): the age requirement for participation (Le.. 18 years of age 

or older); participant involvement and approximate duration of participation; the 

voluntary nature of the study: issues concerning withdraw of consent (due to the 

anonynous nature of the studyj; potential risks and benefits of participating; issues 

regarding anonymity and cont?dentiality; and, narnes and contact numben of the 

researcher, the researcher's supervisor, the Office of the Chair. Joint Faculties Research 

Ethtcs Commiaee. and Office of the Vice-President (Research). 

For the purposes of maintaining the participants' anonyrnity, the! were not asked 

to idenci- themselves. and. additionally. no consent fom was to be siged. Potential 

participants were infomed within the cover letter that their choice to participate in the 

study by completing the questionnaires and mailing them to the researcher would imply 

their infonned consent. To tiew the cover letter, see Appendix B. (The cover letter 

presented in Appendix C was to be provided to respondents whorn ma? have chosen to 

participate in the presence of the researcher during a specified session tirne that would 

have taken place either at a research room or at the researchefs offtce at the University of 

CaIgary. ) 

Demowphic Questionnaire 

The Demopphic Questionnaire consisted of 13 items. Items or questions 



pertained to the following areas: Date; age; genderlgender identity; factors possibly 

having a bearing on gender identity and/or sexual orientation: ethnic origin; educational 

status; employment statu; approximate population of present a r a  of residence; duration 

of residence in present a m ;  living arrangements: sexual orientation; degee of-outness" 

(pertaining only to persons of lesbian, gay, bisexual, or two-spirited sexual orientation): 

and. relationship status. 

In general, al1 items on this questionnaire were selected for the purposes of 

effective!? identi-ing the sarnple of the present study. As evident items 3 and Rr 1 I 

were specifically included due to the nature of the present study. Sevenl of these items 

($2. $3, $6, and =13) were selected on the basis that their possible contribution and 

unique significance to an individual's loneliness experience has ken  indicated in 

previous research (i.e.. Page & Cole, 199 1; Rubenstein & Shaver. 1982). Item + 12 was 

included on the basis that literature has indicated that 'oumess' has been recognized as 

part of the identity formation process of persons of lesbian, gay male, and bisexuaI sexuai 

orientation (Le., Cass, 1979; Davies, 1996b), and that minimal degree of 'oumess' ma! 

contribute to feeling of alienation and social withdrawhg (Cass. 1979). Accordingly. 

the degree of 'oumess' of persons of Iesbian, gay male, iuid bisexual sexual orientation 

%as thought appropriate to identifi, since, it may conceivably have had an influence on 

the data that persons of these populations ma'; have provided. 

Although sIightly modified, item numbers $3, !!5,96,67, 1 1. and 9 12 on this 

questionnaire were adopted tiom The First National Survey of Lesbians. Gay Men and 

Bisexuals in Canada, distributed by EGALE (Equality for Gays and Lesbians 

Everywhere) (Goundry & Samis, 1997). The purpose for having adopted these questions 



was to attempt to include questions that reflected the diverse experiences of persons of 

various sub-cultures or populations. 

Participants were asked to answer the questions presented by either filiing in the 

blank space where indicated, or by piacing an 'Y in the appropriate box to indicate the 

answer that was most applicable to them. Due to the sensitive nature of the study (i.e., 

participants were asked to identie their sexual orientation), it was also stated in w-iting 

that, if participants were ?O feel any discomfort about answering a certain question. it 

wvould be alright if they were to leave it blank. 

To view the Demogaphic Questionnaire, see Appendix D. 

UCLA Loneliness Scale IVersion 3) 

The UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) (Russell. 1996) has been acknowledged 

as a unidimensional scale desiged to explore individuals' feelings or degree of 

loneliness, or satisfaction versus dissatisfaction with social relations in general. 

This scale consisted of 20 items. To lessen the possibilil of response 

acquiesceme (Elmes et al., 1993), out of the 20 items, 9 were worded positively (non- 

lonely). and 1 I were worded in the negative or lonely direction (Russell, 1996). Possible 

responses on this questionnaire were based on a Cpoint scale. 

Participants were asked to indicate how otien they have felt the way described by 

each of the 20 questions presented by piacing an "3C' in one of the four possible 

responses provided: (1 )  'Never'; (2) 'Rarely'; (3) 'Sometimes'; or (4) 'Always.' Since it 

has been suggested that the clariv and accuracy of responses tends to increase by having 

respondents place an "X" in brackets (i-e., Neuman, 1997), the response format of the 

UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) was modified as such in the following study. 



The scoring of this scale was detennined by computing the sum of the 20 

responses, and attaining one total loneliness scale score for each participant. Higher 

scores were interpreted as indicative of greater degrees of loneliness or dissatisfaction 

with social relations in general. 

To view the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3), see Appendixes E (participant 

version) and H (original version). 

Di fferential Loneliness Scale 

The Differential Loneliness Scale (Schmidt & Sermat. 1983)- in general. has been 

recognized as a multidimensional loneliness instrument designed to assess individuais' 

feeIings of satisfaction versus dissatisfaction with four types of relationships in their 

social network: 'Familial'; 'Friendship'; 'Romantic-SexuaI'; and, relationships with 

farger 'Groups or the Community.' In addition to the mentioned relationship dimension. 

however. it was also designed to explore five dimensions of interpersonal interaction 

wïthin these four relationships. It was intended to examine whether or not an individual's 

dissatisfaction with any one of the four relationships may be due to one or more of five 

panicular dimensions of interaction: ( 1)  the presence or absence of a panicular 

relationship; (2) approach versus avoidance interaction ivith respect to a specific 

relationship; (3)  cwperation: (4) perceived evaluation: and, (5) communication involved 

in a particular relationship (Schmidt & Sennat, 1983). 

The original version of the Differential Loneliness Scale, as constructed by 

Schmidt and Sermat (1983), consisted of 60 items. Howvever, on account of appreciating 

that members of diverse sub-cultures may prefer diverse social network structures, item 

8 (Y have at least one good tiîend of îhe opposite-sex.') was added. This addition 



slightly revised the scale by having it consist of 6 1 items in total. In attempt to lessen the 

response tendency toward acquiescense (Elrnes et al., 1993), and to minimize the possible 

negative emotional impact that negatively stated content rnay produce, 27 of the items 

were worded positively (non-lonely), and 34 items were written negatively or in the 

lonely direction (Schmidt & Sermat, 1983). Possible responses on this scale were based 

on a dichotomous response format - answers rnay have either been "True" or --FaIse." 

Participants were asked to respond by placing an 7C" in either the "True" or 

--FaIse" box associated with each question or item. 

The scoring of this scale, for each individual, was determined in two ways: ( 1) By 

cornputing the sum of the total 6 1 responses, and attaining one total loneliness scale 

score; and (2) by computing the sum of items associated with each of the four 

relationships (Le., 'Familial' = 18 items; 'Friendship- = 3 items: -Romantic-Sexual' = 

12 items; and, 'Groups/Community' = 8 items), and, thus, obtaining four independent 

subtotal or sub-scale loneliness scores. Higher scores were interpreted as indicative of 

greater degees of dissatisfaction with interpetsonal ~Iationships in an individual's social 

nenvork or greater loneliness. 

To view the Differential Loneliness Scale, see Appendixes F (participant version) 

and 1 (original version). 

Coping Questionnaire 

The Coping Questionnaire (Russeil et al., 1984) was designed to examine or 

assess the strategies that individuals utilize to cope with their Ioneliness experience. 

The original version of the scde (Russetl et al., 1984), consisted of 24 items. 

Items #25 ("Talked to a fnend or relative about ways to overcome your loneliness."), $26 



('"Taken yow mind off feeling lonely by using dmgs or alcohol."), and $27 ("Talked to a 

counselor or therapist about ways to overcome your loneliness.") were added to the scale 

on the basis that their application in coping with the Ioneliness experience has been 

established by previous research (Le,, Rook & Peplay 1982). With the addition of these 

three items, the scale consisted of a total of 27 items. Thirteen of these items reflected 

cognitive strateges utilized to cope with the loneliness experience, and 1 J items reflected 

behavioral strategies. Item Y2 1 had been altered fiom 'Taken your mind off feeling 

lonely by concentrating on schoolwork" to "Taken your mind off feeling lonely by 

concentrating on work (such as schoolwork, etc.)" to make it more applicable to persons 

not acquiring formal education at the time of their participation. Possible responses on 

this questionnaire were based on a 9-point scaie. 

Participants were asked to indicate how often or the fiequency of which they have 

engaged in each of the 27 activities or strategies provided or described (in dealing with 

their loneliness experience) by encircling a number on a scale from 1 ("Never") to 9 

("Very Often"). Since it has been suggested that the ctarity and accuracy of responses 

ais0 tends to increase by havtng individuals respond by circling a number (Neuman. 

1997), the response format of the Coping Questionnaire \++as maintained. 

The scoring of this scale was established by computing the sum of items 

associated with each of the 5 ~Iassifications of coping strategies [as found via factor 

analysis by Russell et ai. ( I984)J for each participant: 'Self-Enhancing Behaviors' ( n  of 

items = 5); 'Behavioral Problem-Solving' (n of items = 5); 'Redefining Problem' (n of 

items = 4); 'Distraction' (n of items = 3); and, Cognitive Problem-Solving' (n of items = 



3). Thus, 5 independent subtotaI (or sub-scale) scores were aîtained for each participant. 

Higher scores were interpreted as indicative of higher Frequency of usage. 

To view the Coping Questionnaire, please see Appendixes G (participant version) 

and J (original version). 

Procedure 

As mentioned within the participantslsample segment of this chapter, three 

approaches were exercised in the solicibtion of participants for the present study. 

Respondents who chose to participate upon becoming aware of the stucîy thou& 

its advertisement acquired a participation package at one of the several cites where it was 

made available, completed the questionnaires at their own time, and mailed them to the 

researcher at the University of Calgaq. 

In regards to the local organizations' meeting, the researcher presented and 

verbally communicated to persons present the information that was provided within the 

cover letter, displayed the materials included in the participation packages, and expressed 

that any questions or concerns regarding the study raised by them may be addressed 

immediately or during specified days and times via phone. Furthemore, packages for 

participation were made available for and provided to those indicating or voicing interest 

in pmcipating in the study. 

Regarding the number of possible researcheriparticipant contacts, see Appendix 

N. 

Analyses 

Independent Variables 

Gender and s e d  orientation were the two independent variables that were the 



focus of the present study. In regards to the gender variable, participants were grouped as 

either female or male. In respect of the latter s e m l  orientation variable, participants 

were assorted within three groups: Lesbiadgay, bisexual, or heterosexual sexual 

orientation. 

Dewndent Variables 

There were three dependent variables in the current study: The responses to the 

items (or scores) on the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) (Russell, 19961, the 

Differential Loneliness Scale (Schmidt & Sermat. 1983), and the Coping Questionnaire 

(Russell et al.. 1984). 

Statistical Analvses 

Both descriptive and inferential statistical analyses were performed on the data of 

the current study. 

Descriptive statistics (centrai tendency, f~quency distributions. and variability) 

were performed on the socio-demographic &îa (procured h m  the Dernogaphic 

Questionnaire) to identify the characteristics of the sarnple. 

Factor anatyses (principal component extraction method) were performed on the 

total items of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3), the Differential Loneliness Scale, 

and the Coping Questionnaire independently. Both nonorthogonal (oblimin) and 

orthogonal (varirnax) rotation methods were applied to the data for each of the 2 

loneliness scales and the coping scale. Criteria for factor loading of items was set at 30. 

Extracted factors to be considered were those indicating eigenvalues 1 .O or pater ,  and 

consisting of a minimum of 3 variables or items. 



The factor analyses were thought appropriate for four rasons: (1) To simplify or 

facilitate the interpretation of the data: (3) to detemine the n u m k  of reliable extracted 

factors (Le., with eigenvalues 1.0 or greater) of each ofthe three scales; (3) to identiS, the 

highly intercorrelated items which comprised or represented the emcted factors of each 

of the three scales; and, (4) to examine whether or not the emacted factors or factor 

structure of the 3 scales (as found in the present study) included the same items, and were 

the same as those found in these scales in previous research (i-e., Russell, 1996: Russell 

et al.. 1984; Schmidt & Sermat. 1983). 

The interna] consistency method [Cronbach alphas (a)] was pdonned on the 

data to assess the reliabiIity of the 5 memisuring instruments - the UCLA Loneiiness Scale 

(Version j ), the Di fferential Loneliness Scale, and the Coping Questionnaire. ReIiabiIity 

assessrnent of the total items of each of the three scales WCLA Loneliness Scale 

(Version 3). total n of items = 20: Differential Loneliness Scale. total n of items = 61: 

Coping Questionnaire, total n of items = 27) was perfomed. Furthemore, the reliability 

of the four and five subtotaI (or subscale) items of the Differential Loneliness Scale and 

the Coping Questionnaire respectively was rissessed Finally. the reliabiIity of each of the 

extracted factors of each of the three scales, as found by the fàctor analyses in the present 

study, was aiso assessed. Acceptable or adequate leve! of reliability was considered to be 

.80 and above. 

Two-way between subjects analyses of variance (ANOVAs) 1 (fernale. male) X 3 

(lesbian.gay, bisexual, heterosexual) design were perfomed to consider two dependent 

variables [the UCLA Loneliness Scale ( Version 3) and the Di fferentiai Loneliness ScaIe], 

and to compare the mean total scores on these two scdes amongst the two gender and 



three semial orientation sub£ulturai groups. Two-way b e w n  subjects multivariate 

analyses of variance (MANOVAs) 2 X 3 design were performed to consider two 

dependent variables (the Differential Loneliness Scale and the Coping Questionnaire), 

and to compare the 4 and 5 mean subtotai scores on these two scdes respectively 

amongst the two gender and three sexual orientation sub-cultural groups. Two-way 

between subjects MANOVAs 2 X 3 design were performed to consider the 3-8 ,  and 5 

extracted factors of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3), the Differential Loneliness 

Scale, and the Coping Questionnaire respectively, (as iound by the factor analyses in the 

present study), and to compare the 2,8, and 5 mean subtotal scores on these three scales 

respectively amongst the two gender and three sexual orientation sub-cultural groups. 

An alpha level of .O5 was selected or used for these statistical tests. Post hoc tests 

( Scheffe) were performed on statisticaliy sipificant sexual orientation effects. Simple 

effects testing was perfonned on statistically significant gender by seliiual orientation 

interaction effects. 

Two-way between subjects ANOVAs 2 X 2 design and MANOVAs 2 X 2 design 

(excluding the bisexual sub-culturd group) were also performed This was thought 

appropriate for 2 rasons. First. due to the srnail sample size of the bisexul sexual 

orientation subcultural group [total n = 27 (women, n = 21), (men. n = 6)], it was 

conceivable that hi& variability may have existed in the data produced by rnembers of 

thrs small sample and may have resulted in unstable or unreliable findings (Diekhoff, 

1992). Furthemore, as suggested by Diekhoff ( I W ) ,  there was a -mater chance that the 

findings based on this small sample may have been idiosyncratic to this particular sample 

and wouid not have been replicated in subsequent research Secondly, the ANOVA and 



MANOVA (2x3 designs) analyses indicated no statistically significant differences 

amongst the bisexual group and lesbianigay group, and between the bise'tual group and 

heterosexual group. 

Accordingly. two-way between subjects ANOVAs 2 (female. male) X 2 

(lesbianigay, heterosexual) design were performed to consider two dependent variables 

[the UCLA Loneliness Scalc (Version 3) and the Differential Loneliness Scale], and to 

compare the mean total scores on these two scales arnongst the two gender and two 

sexual orientation sub-cultural goups. Two-way benveen subjects MANOVAs 2 X 2 

des@ were performed to consider two dependent variables (the Differential Loneliness 

Scale and the Coping Questionnaire), and to compare the 3 and 5 mean subtotal scores on 

these two scales respectively arnongt the two gender and two sexual orientation sub 

cultural groups. Two-way benveen subjects MANOVAs 7 X 7 design were pertormed to 

consider the 3,8 ,  and 5 extracted factors of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3), the 

Differential Loneliness Scale, and the Coping Questionnaire respectively. (as found by 

the factor analyses in the present study), and to compare the 3,8 ,  and 5 mean subtotal 

scores on these three scdes respectively amongst the rwo gender and hvo sexual 

orientation sub-cultural goups. 

An alpha level of .O5 was selected or used for these satistical tests. Simple effects 

testing was perforrned on statistically significant gender by sexual orientation interaction 

effects. 

The two-way between subjects ANOVA and MANOVA (2x3 and 2 x 2  desigs) 

analyses were thought appropriate for nurnerous reasons: The nature and nurnber of 

independent and dependent variables; the questions raised and hypotheses proposed by 



the researcher concerning the &ta (i-e., desired to examine the rnean scores on the three 

dependent variables arnongst the gender and sexuai orientation sub-cultural groups): and 

it enabled the researcher to explore possible gender by sexual orientation interaction 

effects. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

The resuIts of the cunent study will be presented within 5 segments: 

Demo-mphics of sample: factor analyses of scales: reliability analyses of scales: analyses 

(3x3 desiçn) of sub-cultural group (gender and sexual orientation) scores; and, analyses 

( 2 x 2  design) of subcultural group (gender and sexual orientation) scores. in addition, 

each of these 5 segments witt consist of a nurnber of subsections, as has been deemed 

appropriate. 

Demo-mphics of Sample 

Descriptive statistics (central tendency, fiequency distributions, and variabilitv) 

were perfonned on the socio-demographic data i procured from the Demogaphic 

Questionnaire) to sufficiently identie the characteristics of the sample. 

Sample Size 

A total of 274 participants ( 150 women and 

cunent study. 

124 men ) were solicited for the 

Sexual Orientation 

Of these 174 participants. 1 18 [(women. n = 54), (men, n = 64)] or 43. I o  h were of 

lesbianlpy, 27 [(women, n = 2 1 ), (men, n = 6)] or 9.9% were of bisesual, and 129 

[(wornen, n = 7 9 ,  (men, n = j4)j  0r-17.1~6 were of heterosexual sexual onenration. With 

the exception of missing data (n = I3), al1 other individuals (n = 26 I ) reported of having 

no possible factors (Le., sex change) influencing their gender identity and'or sexual 

orientation. 



' Outness ' 

To view the reported degree of 'outness' (or degree of openness regarding one's 

sexual orientation with particular others) of persons of Iesbiadgay and bisexuai sexual 

orientation, refer to Tables 1,2, and 3. 

With the exception of missing data (as has been indicated on the Tables), and the 

non-applicability of pamcular questions to numerous members of these populations. 

based on the reports of persons comprising the present sample, the following statements 

may be made. 

First, in context of the followin- sample, the data suggested that the persons of 

these sub-cultural populations, in general, appeared to be predominantly entirely 'out' to 

rnembers of their immediate h i l i e s  and Fnends, while prirnarily not 'out' at al1 to their 

children. other relatives. and neighbon. 

Table 1 'Outness' : Immediate Famil y, Relatives, Friends. and Ne@ bon 
Not 'Out' Totally Missing 

At XII 'Out" Value . 
.? 

Secondly, while the majority of participants reported of having been moderately 

to completely 'out' to other students, most have also reported of being totally not to 

moderately 'out' to instnictors and other school authorïties. 



Table 1 'Outness': Students, Inshuctors, and Other Schooi Authorities 
1 Not 'Out' 1 Totllly 1 Missing 
I ~ A I I  / 'out" 1 Value 

Finally, it appeared that the large rnajority were either not at al1 or totally 'out' to 

their supervisors. moderately to totally 'out' to their CO-workers. colleagues. an&or staff. 

and not 'out' at al1 to their clients or custorners. 

Table 3 'Oumess': Supervisors, Co-Workeru'Colleages/Staff. and ClientsCustomers 
Not 'Out' Totally luking , 

At All 'Out" Value 
I - 7 3 4 C 

. 

COI teagues I Staff 
ClientdCuscorners 61 55.5 1 1  10 17 15.5 6 5.5 15 13.6 7 

.4 ~e - 
The age of participants ranged fiom 18 to 65 yrars (Mean = 30.50 years, Std. 

Deviation = 8.58. missing data, n = 5). 

Ethnic Orieins 

Panicipants were of diverse ethnic backgrounds. The large majority of individuals 

identified themselves as having White : European ethnic origins [n = 233 (85.9?/0)]. All 

others reported of identifting with the following ethnic origins: Fim Nations, Aboriginal 

[n = 9 (3.3%)]; East Asian [n = 7 (2.6%)]; South Asian [n = 6 (7.7?/o)I; West Asian .' 

Middle Eastern [n = 6 (22°/o)];  Central or South Arnerican [n = 6 (2.2°6)]: Black : 

Afncan Canadian [n = 6 (1.1%)]; Southeast Asian ; Pacific Islander [n =5 ( 1.9%)]; and, 

other [n = 3 (1. I%)], not specified on the Dernographic Questionnaire. 



Onfy 10 participants (p~viously accounted for in the above mentioned) reported 

of having a mixed ethnic background, and 4 respondents had not completed this question. 

Educational Starus 

The educational status of respondents ranged from having been a junior hi$ 

school graduate (indicating cornphion of grade 9) to possessing a pst-graduate degee. 

A large proportion [n = i 19 (43.P/0)] were either college, univenitv, or other ps t -  

secondary graduates. The subsequent largest group [n = 78 (38.5?/0)] were persons having 

obtained some college, univenity. or other pst-secondap education. The ensuing largest 

goup was composed of individuals whom were high school -graduates [n = 24 (8.E0h)]. 

The remaining participants indicated that they either possessed a gaduate degree 

[n = I 5  (5 .5%)]  or had obtained some graduate Ievel education [n = 16 (5.8*/a)j, 

possessed a pst-graduate degee  [n = 7 (2.6Oh)l or had obtained some pst-graduate level 

education [n = 4 (1 SOh)], or had compIeted some high school education (grades t O. 1 1. or 

1 2) or were a junior high school graduate [n = 1 I (4.0°/o)]. 

Em~Ioyment Status 

The most prevalent vocational status of the large majoriry of participants [n = 161 

(59.1°h)] was firll-time ernployment. The succeeding most predominant vocational starus 

reported was part-time employment [n = 54 ( 19.7°/a)]. Persons having been acquiring 

some type of formal education either on a full-time [n = 48 ( l7.5%)] or part-time [n = 15 

( 5S0'0)1 basis at the time of their participation also comprïsed a large proportion of the 

sampIe [total n = 63 (23,0%)]. 

Additional forms or types of employment status' reported included having been 

self-employed [n = 33 (12.0°h)], engaging in either contract [n=8 (2,9%)] or seasonal [n = 



3 ( 1.1%)] work, andlor other forms of employment not having been indicated on the 

Demopphic Questionnaire [n = 4 (I.5%)]. 

A small proportion of individuals [n = 16 (5.9%)1 either reprted of having 

worked at home ,' not for pay, of having k e n  unemployed, or of having been retired at 

the time of their participation. 

Of al1 participants accounted for in the above rnentioned, 2 i ; teponed of having 

possessed I source of ernplo~ment, 55 of 2 sources, and 6 of 3-5 sources of ernpIoynent. 

Relationship Status 

In reference to the relationship status of respondents, the analysis of the data 

produced the following results: One hundred twenty two persons (47.8 %) indicated of 

having been single; 43 l6.9?,0) were either involved in a sarne-sex or othermpposite-sex 

relationship [n = 25 (9.8%). n =18 (7.194) respectiveIy]; 37 (14.5%) reported of living 

wth either a same-sex or othecopposite-sex parmer [n = 20 (7.g0/0), n = I  7 (6.79.0, 

respectivelyj; 30 ( i 1 .Vh) indicated of having had a cornmitment ceremon? with a same- 

sex partner. or of having been married to an othrdopposite-sex partner [n = 3 ( 1 .?O). n= 

37 (10.6%) respectively]; 1 I (4.joh) had k e n  either separated from a same-sex or 

other~opposite-sex partner: and, 12 (4.796) reported of having been divurced. Ninetrrn 

persons had not respnded to this question. 

Livinc Arrangements 

In re-pds to living arrangements, the largst proportion of individuals [n = 127 

(46.5%)] indicated of having b e n  living with others (not including possible intirnate 

parmer). The breakdown of other living arrangements reported was as follows: Si.* four 

(23.4%) perm indicated of having been lhing alone; 55 (20.1 %) reported of having 



been living with their intirnate partnec and, 27 (9.9%) having lived with others (i-e., 

firends, kids, etc.) along with their intimate parmer at the tirne of their participation. 

Missing data, n = 1. 

Arw'Duration of Residence 

In respect to the approximate population of the area that the participants resided 

in. the largest proportion of individuais [n = 220 (81 S%)] indicated of having lived in an 

area comprised of a population of 100.000 or more residents. The remaining proportion 

of respondents resided in areas comprised of a population of 100,000 or l e s  [n = 50 

11 8.59/0)] (missing data n = 4). 

One hundred seventy seven (65.1%) individuals reported of having lived in their 

present area ofresidence for more than 3 years, 56 (20.6%) for 1 to 3 years, and 39 

i 1 J.jo/,) for less than 1 year (missing data. n = 2). 

Factor Analyses of Scales 

Factor analyses (principal component extraction method) were performed on the 

total items of the three dependent measures or scales independently. Bath nonorthogonal 

I ublimin) and orthogonal (varimau) rotation methods were applied to the data for each of 

the three scala. Criteria for factor loading of items was set at .30. Since oblimin rotation 

indicated minimum ( l e s  than 1 30) correlation among the extracted factors. as has been 

suggested in such an event (Diekhoff, I992), the va rima^ rotation was chosen for the 

reporting of resul ts. 

Additionally, since it has b e n  accepted that stable factors are only those 

indicating eigenvalues 1.0 or greater (Diekhoff, 1992), this criteria was utilized to 

determine the number of extracted factors to be reported Extmcted factors with 



eigenvalues l e s  than 1.0 were considered as having indicated weak correlations to the 

original variables, and as accounting for less variance than was found in any of the 

original variables. Thus, these factors were considered trivial to report. Furthemore, 

since it has been noted th. in appropriate use of factor analysis. a Factor should consist 

of a minimum of three variables or items (Streiner, 1994). extracted factors comprised of 

less than this nurnber of variables were also disregarded. 

UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) 

The varimax rotation indicated that the 20 items or variables of the UCLA 

Loneliness Scale (Version 3) reveated 3 underlying factors with eigenvalues greater than 

1 .O. The 3 extracted factors of this rotation collectively accounted for 58.4 1 O/O of the 

variance. 

The follomne - were the eigenvalues (l) and the explained variance IS?) of the 

original variables considered as a set for each e m t e d  factor: Factor 1 ( h  9.23. s2 = 

46.13%); Factor 2 (À 1.11. s? = 6.19@/0); and, Factor 3 (1 1.22, s? = 6.0900). To view the 

items representing each extracted factor. see Table 4. To view factor loading of items, see 

Appendix O. 

Table 4 UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) Items Representing Each E-utracted Factor 
E?rtracted Factor Item Nurnbers 
Factor 1 7 3.4. 7. 12. 13. 15, 19.20 
Factor 2 1, 5.6.9. IO. 16 
Factor 3 , 8. 11. 14. 17, 18 

Differential Loneliness Scale 

Results of the varirnax rotation eautraction method indicated that the 61 items of 

the Differential Loneliness Scale revealed 14 underfying factors with eigenvalues greater 

than 1.0. These 14 factors collectively açcounted for 64.1 1% of the variance. 



The following were the eigenvalues (A) and the explained variance (s2) of the 

original variables considered as a set for each extracted fartor. Factor 1 ( h  14-14, s? = 

23.19%); Factor 2 (A, 5.50, sZ = 9.02%); Factor 3 O, 4.29, sZ = 7.04%); Factor 4 (A 2.12, 

s1= 3.4896); Factor 5 (A 1.74, sz = 2.86%); Factor 6 (1 1.58, $ = 2.60°h); Factor 7 (A 

1.45, s2 = 2.38%); Factor 8 (Â 1.35, s2 = 2.22%): Factor 9 (A 1.29, s2 = 2.1296): Factor 

10 ( h  1.12. SI = 2.01%): Factor 11 ( A  1-18, s2 = 1.94Oh): Factor 12 (A 1-13, s2 = I .U%): 

Factor 13 (h  1.07, s7 = 1.7596): and Factor 14 (h 1 .O?. sz = 1.67%). 

To view the items representing each e.utracted factor, see Table 5. Please note that 

extracted factors $8,= 10,d 1 1, = 12, + 13, and # 14 each consisted o f  Iess han 3 items, and, 

thus, were not reported in Table 5. Hence, only the 8 remaining factors were accounted 

for (in sequential order) in the table. To view factor loading of items. see Appendix P. 

Tabk 5 Differential Loneliness Scale items Representing Each Emcted Factor 
E.macted Factor item Numbers 
Factor 1 6, 15.2 1. ZJ. 26.30.35. 37.4 [.43.45.48.5 1.55.58.60 
Factor 2 5, 10. 19.23.29.3Z.42.46.59 , 
Factor 3 4. 20.23. 25.17, JO 
Factor 4 3, 13.38. 54 
Factor S l3.28.57 
Factor 6 7. 12.49. 56.6 1 
Factor 7 17. W. 47 
Factor 8 1. 11. 16. 33 

Caping Questionnaire 

Results indicated that the 27 items of the Copine Questionnaire revealed 7 

underlying factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 .O. These 7 factors colIectively 

accounted for 64.87% of the variance. 

The following were the eigenvalues (A) and the explained Mnance (s?) of the 

original variables considered as a set for each extracted factot: Factor 1 (À 8.46, & =  



31.34%); Factor 2 (h 2.26, s2 = 8.36%)): Factor 3 Oi 1.69. s2 = 6.28%): Factor 4 (h 1.58. 

s2 = 5.85%); Factor 5 (A 1-29. s? = 4.7M); Factor 6 (A 1.1 1, s l =  4.49%): and, Factor 7 

(A 1.02, s2 = 3.78%). TO view the items representing each extracted factor, see Table 6. 

Please note that extracted factors #6 and #7 each consisted of less than 3 items, and, thus, 

were excluded fiom the table. To view factor loading of items, see Appendix Q. 

Table 6 Coping Questionnaire Items Representing Each E . w t e d  Factor 
Extracteci Factor / Item Numbers 
Factor I 11. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 19 
Factor 2 8.9, 10. 11.20.21 
Factor 3 22.324 
Factor 4 1.2.3.4. 5 
Factor 5 6.7. 18 

Reliability Analyses of ScaIes 

In the following segment of this chapter. results regarding the psychometric 

propenies (reliability) of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3), the Differential 

Loneliness Scale. and the Coping Questionnaire wilI be provided. The interna1 

consistency method [Cronbach alphas (a)l was perforrned on the data to assess the 

reliabiiity of al1 three dependent measures or scales. This included the reliabilil 

assessrnent of the total items of and for each d e .  the subtotal items of the 4 and 5 sub- 

scales of the Differential Loneliness Scale and the Coping Questionnaire respectively, 

and the subtotal items of each of the extracted factors of the 3 scales. 

The level of reliability that has previously been determined as sufficient for d e s  

in research is 0.80 and above (Carmines & ZeIler, 1979). 

UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3 1 

The caiculation of Cronbach alphas internai consistency reliabilities yielded an 

alpha value of 0.93 for the total 20 items of this d e .  



The calculation of Cronbach alphas internal consistency reliabilities yielded the 

following alpha values for the 3 extracted factors, as found via factor analysis in the 

present study: Factor 1 (n of items = 9, aipha = 0.89); Factor 2 (n of items = 6, alpha = 

0.85); and, Factor 3 (n of items = 5, aipha = 0.79). 

Differential Loneliness Scale 

Cronbach alpha internal consistency reliability analysis of al1 6 1 items of the scale 

yielded the alpha value or reliability coefficient of 0.94. 

Reliability analysis of each of the 4 sub-scales of the Differential Loneliness Scale 

yielded Cronbach alphas ranging from 0.75 to 0.9 1 : 'Familial* (n of items = 18, alpha = 

0.9 1 ): -FricndshipS (n of items = 23. aipha = 0.87); 'Romantic-Sexual' (n of items = 12. 

alpha = 0.91); and, 'GroupiCommunity' (n of items = 8, alpha = 0.75). 

The calculation of Cronbach alphas intemal consistency reliabilities yielded the 

following alpha values for the 8 emc îed  factors: Factor 1 (n of items = 16, alpha = 

0.92): Factor 2 (n of items = 9, alpha = 0.94); Factor 3 (n of items = 6. alpha = 0.78); 

Factor 4 (n of items = 4, alpha = 0.67); Factor 5 (n of items = 3, alpha = 0.73); Factor 6 (n 

of items = 5. alpha = 0.72): Factor 7 (n of items = 3. alpha = 0.58): and Factor 8 ( n  of 

items = 4, alpha = 0.65). 

Co~ine Ouestionnaire 

Cronbach alpha internal consistency reliabiii', analpis of ail 27 items of the =ale 

yielded the aipha value or reliabilil coefficient of 0.90. 

Reliabiliry analysis of each of the 5 sub-scales of the Coping Questionnaire 

yielded Cronbach alphas ranging fiom 0.54 to 0.75: 'Self-Enhancing Behavion' (n of 

items = 5, alpha = 0.75); 'Behavioral Problern-Solving' (n of items = 5, alpha = 0-63): 



'Redefining Problem' (n of items = 4, Jpha = 0.62); 'Distraction' (n of items = 3, alpha = 

0.61); and, 'Cognitive Problem-Solving' (n of items = 3, alpha = 0.54). 

The calculation of Cronbach alphas intemai consistency reliabilities yielded the 

following alpha values for the 5 extracted factors: Factor 1 (n of items = 7, aIpha = 0.85); 

Factor 2 (n of items = 6, alpha = 0.81 ); Factor 3 (n of items = 3, alpha = 0.M); Factor 4 (n 

of items = 5, alpha = 0.78); and, Factor 5 (n of items = 3, alpha = 0.70). 

Anatyses (2x3 Design) of Sub-Cultural Group (Gender & SexuaI Orientation) Scores 

As mentioned in the preceding chapter, two-way between subjects ANOVAs 2% 

design [(fernale and male), (lesbian/gay, bisexual, and heterosexual)] were performed on 

the data of the two loneliness scales. Two-way between subjects MANOVAs 2x3 design 

were perfomed on the data of al1 three scales. Due to the substantial amount of 

information presented in this segment, for the purposes of clariry and simplicitv, it was 

thought appropriate to report the specific andysis performed under each IabeIed 

subsection. 

An alpha b e l  of .O5 was selected for these statistical tests. [n other words, the 

decision criteria to reject the nuIl hypotheses proposed in Chapter 2 of this report, was 

seIected as a probabili? Ievel of .O5. 

Post hoc tests (Scheffe) were perfomed on statistically significant sexual 

orientation efEects. SimpIe effects tesîing was performed on statisticaliy significant 

gender by sexual orientation interaction effects. 

UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3 

A two-way between subjects ANOVA 2Xj design was perfomed on the data of 

this scaIe to cornpore the mean of total scores arnongst the two gender and three sexual 



orientation sub-cultural groups. Summary siatistics for total scores on the UCLA 

Loneliness Scale (Version 3) as classified withn gender categories are show in Table 7. 

Hypothesis 1 .A stated that there was no statisticalIy significant gender effect on 

the UCLA Loneliness ScaIe (Version 3) mean total score. 

Univariately, the effect of gender was not statistically si-pificant [F( 1,268 j = 

0.782, P = 0.3771. Thus, failed to reject hypothesis 1 .A 

Table 7 Means of Total Scores on the UCLA LS (Versron 3) i Function of Gender 
Gender N hl ean Standard Devianon 
Women 150 43.34 9.85 
Men 124 46.13 10.92 
Total 774 44.60 10.42 

Summary statistics for total scores on the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3)  as 

classified within sexual orientation categones are show in Table 8. 

Hypothesis 1 .B stated that there was no statistically significant sexual orientation 

effect on the UCLA Loneliness ScaIe (Version 3) mean total score. 

Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant [F(2, 

268) = 3.127, P = 0.0451. Post hoc test (Scheffe) indicated a statistically sigificant mean 

difference between the lesbianigay group and the heterosexual group (P = 0.030). Thus, 

hypothesis 1 .B was rejected. 

A statistically sigificant mean difference was not found between the bisexual and 

heterosexual groups (P = 0.9991, and the bisexuai and iesbian/gay groups (P = 0.304). 

Table 8 Means of Total Scores on the UCLA LS (Version 3) i Function of Sexual 
Orientation 
Semal Orientation l N Mean Smndyd Devianon 
Lesbian1G-r ! 118 , 56.58 10.73 
B i s e x d  27 43.19 9.27 
Heterosexual ; 129 , 43-09 10.13 

1 Total j 274 q 44-60 I 10.42 



Summary statistics for total scores on the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) as 

classified within both sexual orientation and gender categories are shown in Table 9. 

Hypothesis 1 .C stated that there was no statistically sip-ficant gender by sexual 

orientation interaction effect on the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) mean total score. 

Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not 

statistically significant [F(Z, 268) = 0.171. P = 0.843). Thus, failed to reject hypothesis 

Table 9 Means of Total Scores on the UCLA LS (Version 3) 1 Function of Sexual 
Orientation & Gender 
i Sexual Orientation Gender N 1 Mean 8 Standard Deviation 
i LesbianJGay Women , 54 ! 45.33 1 10.65 

Men ! 64 47.64 1 10.76 
, Total i l 1 8  146.58 I 10.73 

- 

Bisexual Women II b 43.24 l 8.79 
Men 6 6 43.00 i 11.73 
Total , 27 43.19 I 9.27 

1 Heterosexual Wornen i 75 ' 41.93 1 9.40 
@ Men ! 54 i 44.69 I 10.96 
Total 1129 143.09 I 10.13 1 

New Factor Structure of UCLA toneliness Scale (Version 3) 

A two-way between subjects MANOVA 2x3 design was perfonned on the data 

of this scale to compare the mean of 3 subtotal scores (the 3 extracted factors. as found 

via factor analysis in the present study) arnongst the nvo gender and three sexual 

orientation sub-cultural poups. Sumrnq statistics for subtotal scores on the UCLA 

Loneliness Scale (Version 3) as classified within gender categories are sho\vn in Table 

10. 

Multivanately, the effect of gender was not statistically significant [Wilks' 

Lambda = 0.974, F(3,266) = 1.406, P = 0.0681. 



Univariately, the effect of gender was not staîistically significant for any of the 3 

extracteci factors: Factor 1 F( 1,268) = 1.700, P = 0.1931; Factor 2 [F(1, 268 ) = 1.242, P 

= 0.2661; and, Factor 3 F(1,268 ) = 0.274, P = 0.601], 

1 Total / 274 iI2.80 12.81 ! 

Table 10 Means of Subtotal Scores on the 3 Extracted Factors of UCLA LS (Version 3) 1 
Function of Gender 

Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3)  

as classified within sexual orientation categories are shown in Table 1 1. 

Standard Deviation 1 

5.20 I 
Exaacted Factor 
Factor 1 

Multivariately, the efféct of sexual orientation was statistically significant [Wilks' 

Gender j N [ Mean 
Women 150 ! 19.08 

Lambda = 0.954, F(6,532) = 2.13 1, P = 0.0481. 

1 Factor 2 
I 

Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant for 

Factor 3 [F(2,268) = 5.280, P = 0.0061. Post hoc test (Scheffe) indicated a statistically 

I / Total [ 274 1 11.89 1 3.16 

1 Factor 3 j Women ] 150 1 12.67 1 2.61 
1 Men 1 124 ! 12-95 1 3.03 

- Men 
Toîal 
Women 

significant mean difference between the Iesbiadgay goup and the heterosexual group (P 

= 0.0 1 1 )  on this factor. A statisticdly significant mean difference was not found on this 

, Men 1 124 12.26 1 3.29 

124 ! 20.92 

factor arnongst the bisexud and heterosexuai groups (P = 0.988), and the bisexua1 and 

5 -66 L 

lesbianigay groups (P = 0.150). 

Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was not statisticdly significant on 

274 19.91 1 5.48 

Factor 1 F(2,268) = 2.564, P = 0.0791 and Factor 2 [F(2,268) = 1 . 1  14. P = 0.3301. 

i50 1 1.59 1 3-03 



Table 1 1 Means of Subtotal Scores on the 3 Extracted Factors of UCLA LS (Version 3 ) ,  
Function of Semial Onentaion 
; Exuacted Factor i S d  Orientation I N 1 Mean i Standard Deviation I 

1 Factor 1 i LesbianlGay i 118 / 20.89 i 5.62 I 

I Bisexual , 27 i 19.33 4.53 

1 l Heterosexual 1 129 1 19.14 / 5 . 0  
I ' Totd 1 274 1 19.91 5.18 
, Factor 2 LesbiadGay . 118 12.28 ; 3.19 

Bisaual 27 1 1.59 2.69 
Heterosexual 129 1 1.60 3.21 
Total 274 11.89 3.16 

Factor 3 LesbianlGav 118 ' 13.42 2.88 
Bisaual 27 12.26 i 2.98 
Heterosexual 129 11.35 2.6 1 
Total 274 12.80 ' 2.81 

Summary natistics for subtotal scores on the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) 

as classified within both sexual orientation and gender categones are shown in Tables 

12.A and 12.B. 

Multivariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction e t k t  was not 

statistically sigificant [Wtlks' Lambda = 0.978, F(6,532) = f .002, P = 0.4231. 

Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interachon effect was not 

statistically sigificant for any of the three extracted factors: Factor 1 r (2 .268)  = 0.179. 

P = 0.8361; Factor 2 F(7.268) = 0.462, P = 0.630 1; and, Factor 3 [F( 2.268) = 0.599. P = 

Table 12.A Means of Subtotal Scores on the 3 E.utracted Factors of UCLA LS (Version 
3) I Factor 1 , Funchon of Sexual Onentation & Gender 
Euûacted Factor Sexuai Orientation I Gender iI , Mean Standard Deviation 
Factor l LesbianiGay Women 54 19.91 560 

Men 64 21.72 5.51 
- - 

, Total 118 20.89 5.62 
Bisexual : Women 21 19.29 4.20 

Men 6 19.50 6.02 
Total 27 i9.33 4.53 

, Heterosexuai Women , 75 18.43 5.12 
, Men 1 54 20.13 5.73 

I T O ~  1 129 19.14 5 13 



TabIe 12.B Means of Subtotai Scores on the 3 Extracted Factors of UCLA LS (Version 3) 
/ Factors 2 & 3 / Function of Sexual Orientation & Gender 
i Euuacted Factor 1 Sexuai Orientation 1 Gender 1 N i Mean 1 Standard D e v i ~ o n  ; 

1 LesbidGay / Women 1 54 , factor 2 / 12-19 / 3.27 1 
I ruil : 64 / 11.36 1 3.14 

i Total ! IL8 1 12.28 3.19 1 

1 Bismual IWomen 121 111.43 '2.60 
I , Men 6 , 12.17 3.19 

Total 1 27 11.59 2.69 
Heterosexual Women : 75 , 11.20 , 2.94 

Men 54 12.15 3.52 
T o d  129 l 11.60 3.21 

Factor 3 LesbidGay Women ' 54 ' 13.24 ' 2.60 
Men I 64 13.56 3.1 1 
Total 118 13.42 2.88 

Bisexual Wornen 21 12.52 2-75 
Men 6 1133 3.83 
Total 17 12.26 2.98 

Heterosexual Women 75 12.3 1 2.54 
Men 53 12.41 2.72 
Total 129 12.35 2.61 

Di ffercntial Lonrlinrss Scale (Entire Scale) 

A two-way between subjects ANOVA 2x3 design was pdonned on the data of 

this scale to compare the mean of total scores amongst the two cgender and three sexual 

orientation subcultural goups. Sumrnary statistics for total scores on the Differential 

Loneliness Scale as classified within gender categories are shown in Table 13. 

Hypothesis 2.A stated that there was no statisticdiy significant gender effect on 

the Differential Loneliness Scale rnean total score. 

Univanately, the effect of gender was statistically sigificant [F( 1,268) = 12.1 16. 

Table 13 Means of Total Scores on the DLS i Function of Gender 
Gender 1 N 4fm Standard Deviation 
Women I 150 15.54 1 1153 
Men 124 , 22.44 13-1 1 
Total ' 274 : 18.66 1 12.72 



Summary statistics for total scores on the Differential Loneliness Scale as 

classified within sexual orientation categones are shown in Table 14. 

Hypothesis 2.B stated that there was no statistically significant sexual orientation 

effect on the Differential Loneliness Scde mean total score. 

Univanately, the effect of sexual orientation \vas statistically significant F(1, 

268) = 4.3 1 1, P = 0.0 141. Post hoc test (Scheffe) indicated a statistically significant mean 

difference between the lesbianigay group and the heterosexual group (P = 0.006). Thus, 

hvpthesis 2.8 was rejected. 

A statistically significant mean difference was not found amongst the bisexual 

and heterosexual groups (P = 0.456), and the bisexuaI and lesbian/gay groups (P  = 

0.787). 

Table 14 Means of Total Scores on the DLS , Function of Sexual Orientation 
Semai (hentahon U hlean Standard Deviarion 
LesbianIGay 118 1 1.20 12.97 
Biseiruai - 77 1941 I I  1 1  
Heterosexual 119 16.18 17.41 
Total 274 18.66 17.73 

Surnmary statistics for total scores on the Differential Loneliness Scale as 

classified within sexuaf orientation and gender categories are show in Table 15. 

Hypothesis 2.C stated that there was no statistically significant gender by sexual 

orientation interaction effect on the Differential Loneliness Scale mean total score. 

Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not 

statistically significant [F(2,268) = 0.143, P = 0.864. Thus, failed to reject hypothesis 



Table 15 Means of Total Scores on the DLS / Function of Sexual Orientation & Gender 
Sexual 1 Gender N 1 Mean 1 Std. kviation j 
Orientation 
Lesbian / Gay 

Differential Loneliness Scale (Sub-Scales of Scale) 

A two-way between subjects MANOVA 2x3 design was performed on the data 

of this scale to compare the mean of J subtotal (or subscale) scores amongst the two 

gender and three sexual orientation sub-cultural groups. Summary statistics for subtotal 

(or subscale) scores on the Differential Loneliness Scale as classified within gender 

categories are shown in Table 16. 

Hypothesis 2 .D stated that there was no staûsticaily sigificant gender etTect on 

the Differential Loneliness Scale mean subtotal (or subscale) scores. 

Multivaiately, the effect of gender was statistically significant [Wiiks' Lambda = 

0.946. F(4.365) = 3.755. P = 0.0051. Thus. hpthes is  1.D was rejected. 

Univanately, the effect of gender was statisticaI1y significant for 'Friendship' 

fF( 1.268) = 9.174, P = 0.0031, 'Romantic-Sexual' [F( 1,268) = 1 1.527. P = 0.00 11, and 

'Group/Cornmunity' [F(I, 268) = 4.741, P = 0.03Oj relations. 

Univariately, the effect of sender was not statistically significant on 'Familial' 

Wornen 
Men 

' Total 

1 I 
54 1 17.69 / 12.03 
64 1 24.17 i 13.08 

i Total I 27 i 19.41 1 1 1 . 1 1  
Heterosexual j Wornen 1 75 1 13.51 i 11.21 

1 
I 

; Men i 54 / 19.89 i 13.12 
1 Total 1 129 1 16.18 / 12.41 

118 
2 1 
6 

B isexual 
21-20 1 12.97 I 

1739 1 10.51 1 
26.83 ! 10.68 I 

Wornen 
Men 



Table 16 Means of Subtotal Scores on the DLS / Function of Gender 

1 Totai 1 274 1 5.23 1 4.17 l 

Sub-Scaie 
Famiiial 

Friendship 

Gender ( N  1 Mean / Standard Daiation i 
Women 1 150 1 5.26 1 5.43 I 

Summary statistics for subtotai (or sub-scale) scores on the Differential 

Men 
Total 
Women 
Men 
Total 

1 Group/Com~mity women 1 rso ! 1.75 j 2.01 

Loneliness Scale as classified within sexual orientation categories are shown in Table 17. 

Romantic-Sexual / Women , 150 
1 Men f 124 

i Men 1 124 
1 274 Total 

Hypothesis LE stated that there was no statistically significant sexual orientation 

124 
274 
150 
124 
274 

2.63 I 2.15 I 

2.15 i 2.12 

effect on the Differential Loneliness Scale mean subtotal (or subscale) scores. 

4.35 

MuItivanateIy, the effect of s e x d  orientation was not statistically sigiftcant 

4.13 

6.94 
6.02 
4.18 
6.57 
5 -26 

[Wilks' Lambda = 0.946, F(8,530) = 1.865, P = 0.0631. Thus, failed to reject hypothesis 

6.30 1 3.99 , 

5.21 I 

5.39 
4.19 , 
5.10 I 

4.77 I 

Univariately, the effect of sexuai orientation was statistically significant for 

'Familial' relations F(2,268) = 7.088, P = 0.0011, Post hoc test (Scheffe) indicated a 

statistically significant mean difference between the Iesbianigay group and the 

heterosexuai group (P = 0.00 1 ). UnivariateIy, a statistically sipificant mean difference 

was not found between the bisexual and heterosexual groups (P = 0. IOO), and the 

bisexuaI and lesbianigay groups (P  = 0.990) on this relation. 

Univariately, the effect of sexuai orientation was not statistically significant for 

'Frïendship' [F(2,268) = 1.196, P = 0.3041, 'Romantic-Sexual' F(2,268) = 1.199, P = 

0.3031, and 'Group/Community' F(2,268) = 1.190, P = 0.3061 relations. 



Summary statistics for subtotal (or sub-scaIe) scores on the DitTerential 

Table 17 Means of Subtotal Scores on the DLS / Function of Sexual Orientation 

Loneliness Scale as classified within sexual orientation and gender categories are shown 

in Table 18. 

Sub-Sde 
Familial 

Hypothesis 2.F stated that there was no statistically significant gender by sexual 

Mean 
7.23 

orientation interaction effect on the Differential Loneliness Scale mean subtotal (or sub- 

Standard Deviation ' 
5.40 

Sexuai Orientation 
LesbidGay 

scale) scores. 

5.68 1 
i 

5 .O3 l 

5.39 1 
5.17 l 

3.86 

! 
1 Friendship 

N 
I l8  

Multivariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction e t k t  was not 

statistically significant [Wilks' Lambda = 0.993. F(8,530) = 0.225, P = 0.9861. Thus, 

I 
! 

Bisexmi 
Heterosexual 
Totai 

failed to reject hypothesis 2. F. 

1 

Heterosexual ! 129 l 1.74 l 4.51 

Univanately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction et'fect was not 

27 
129 
274 

statisticalIy significant for any of the 4 interpersonal relationships: -Familial' [F(7,168) = 

7.07 
4.69 
6.02 

LesbidGay 1 i l 8  

0.054, P = 0.947; 'Friendship' [F(2,268) = 0.062, P = 0.9401: 'Romantic-Sexual- F(2, 

5.92 

274 1 5-26 1 4.77 
118 15-64 1 4.12 
27 \ 5.30 I 4.26 
129 4.85 1 4.19 

T 

I i Total 

268) = 0.544, P = 0.5811; and, 'Group/Community' F(2,268) = 0.029. P = 0.9711. 

Bisexual f 27 1 4.89 

1 Romantic-Sexual 
1 

1 
LesbiadGay 
Bisexmi 
Heterosexual 1 

I 
1 

. Total 1 274 j 5.23 1 4.17 
I GroupICommunity ; LesbiadGay I l 1 8  12-42 i _.- 1 77 , , 

1 Bisexual 127 12-15 I 1.75 
1 119 1 1.91 / Heterosexual 1 2.08 

1 1 Total 1274 12.15 i 2.12 I 



Table 18 Means of Subtoîal Scores on the DLS 1 F-on of S e d  Orientation & 
Gender 

1 Sub-Sde lSexual 1 Gender 1 N 1 Mean : Standard 1 
t 1 t 1 1 Orientation i ûeviation i 

Familial LesbidGay / Women 1 54 1 6.46 5.47 ! 
! 1 i Men T64 17.88 15-29 
I 

1 
I I , Toial I 118 / 7.73 ' 5-44) 
I Bisexual Women 1 21 I 6.57 6.05 

Men 16 ' 8.83 4.12 
' Total 1 27 1 7.07 5.68 

Hetmsmal Wornen 1 75 4.03 4.99 
, Men 1 54 , 5.61 4-99 1 

Total ! 129 ' 4.69 5.03 I 
- - 

. Fnendship LesbiadGq , Women ' 54 . 4.76 4.67 
' Men M i 6.91 5.39 
1 Total 1 8  . 5.92 5.17 

Bisexuai Wornen 121 , 4 2 4  3.38 
Men 1 6  1 7.17 4.88 , 
Total 27 -1.89 5.84 

Hcterosexuai Women 75 i 3.75 4.03 
hien 54 : & L I  4.82 
Total 8 129 ' 4.74 4.5 I 

Romantic-Smuai LzsbidGay Women , 54 4.54 4-13 
Men s 64 6.56 5.9 1 
Total 118 -5.64 4.12 
Womni 21 : 4.48 4.15 
Men 6 8.17 5 .O6 
Total 1 27 i 5.30 4.26 
Women i 75  ' 4 . 1 7  4.12 

; Men ! 54 5.78 4.13 . 
Totai i 119 4.85 4.19 

GrouplComrnunity ' LesbianfGay Women 54 I 1.93 . 3.14 l 

Men 64 2.83 2.21 
Toml ; 118 2-42 -.- 7 m 

Bisexual Women i 21 7.00 I .58 

Toml 27 1.15 1.75 
Heterosexual : Women 75 . 1-56 2.03 

Men I 54 2.39 2.07 
1 Total 1129 1.91 2.08 

New Factor Structure of Differential Loneliness ScaIe 

A two-way between subjects MANOVA 2x3 design w a ~  performed on the data 

of this s d e  to compare the mean of 8 subtotal scores (the 8 extracted factors, as found 

via factor analysis in the present study) amongst the two gender and three sexual 



orientation sub-cultural groups. Surnmary statistics for subtotal scores on the DifferentiaI 

Loneliness Scale as classifieci within gender categories are shown in Table 19. 

Multivariately, the effect of gender was statistically significant [Wilks' Lambda = 

Univariately, the effect of gender was statistically significant for 6 of the 

extracted factors: Factor 2 [F( 1.268) = 8.54 1, P = 0.0041; Factor 3 [F( 1,168) = 4.6û4, P 

= 0.0331; Factor 4 [F(1,268) = 9.576, P = 0.0021; Factor 6 F(1,268) = 5.886, P = 0.0 161; 

Factor 7 [F(I. 268) = 5.638, P = 0.018j; and, Factor 8 [F(I, 268) = 18.308. P = .000]. 

Univariately, the effect of gender was not statistically significant for Factor I 

[F( 1,268) = 1.875, P = 0.1721 and Factor 5 [F( 1,268) = 0.846, P = 0.3591. 

Table 19 Means of Subtotal Scores on the 8 Extracted Factors of the DLS , Function of 
Gender 
Emacted Factor Gender ' N  b1m 1 Standard Devianon 
Factor 1 Wornen 150 4.58 5.11 

Men 124 5.90 4.86 
Total 274 5.18 5 .O5 

Factor 2 Wornen 150 ' 3.85 3.77 
Men 124 5.35 3.45 
Total 174 4.53 ' 3.70 

Factor 3 Wornen 150 , 1.05 , 1.43 
' Mm 124 1 .&$ 1.9 I 
, Total 274 1.41 1.71 

- - 

Factor 4 : Womcn 150 ' 0.58 ' 0.95 
i Men 3 124 1.17 1.30 

Total ! 774 0.85 1.16 
Factor 5 : Women 1 150 0.76 : 1.09 

: 0.94 i 1.09 i ,Men ! 124 
/ Total : 274 0.84 , 1.09 

Factor 6 j Wornen ! 150 : 0.26 0.74 
i Men 114 0.58 , 1.1 1 
; Totai 274 0.41 0.94 

150 1.16 1 .O8 Factor 7 ' Women 8 

Men 124 ' 1.47 1 .O5 
I 

I Total 274 1.30 1 .O8 
' Factor 8 1 Wornen 1 150 1.19 1.23 
! 1 Men j 124 1 1.88 / 1.39 
1 

L 1 Total ' 274 1.50 ' 1.35 



Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the Differential Loneliness Scale as 

cIassified within sema1 orientation categories are shown in Tables 20.A and 30.B. 

Multivariately, the effect of s e x d  orientation was statisticaily significant [Wilks' 

Lambda = 0.903, F( 16,532) = 1-72 1, P = 0.0391. 

Univariately, the effect of sexuai orientation was statistically significant for 

Factor 1 iF(2.268) = 5.661. P = 0.0041 and Factor 8 [FQ, 268) = 5.986. P = 0.0031. Post 

hoc test (Scheffe) indicated a statistically significant mean difference on Factor 1 

between the Iesbimgay ~ o u p  and the heterose.wa1 group (P = 0.003). Statistically 

significant mean differences were not found on Factor 1 amongst the bisexual and 

heterosexual groups ( P = O. 14 1 ), and the bisexual and Iesbiawgay groups ( P  = 0.996). 

Post hoc test (Scheffe) indicated a statistically significant mean difference on Factor 8 

benveen the Iesbiamgay group and the heterosexual goup (P  = 0.002). Statistïcally 

significant mean differences were not found on Factor 8 amongst the bisexual and 

heterosexual groups (P = 0.721), and the bisexual and lesbiawgay g~oups (P = 0.404). 

Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was not statistically significant on 

the remaining 6 emcted  factors: Factor 2 [F(2.268) = 0.943, P = 0.39 11; Factor 3 [F(2, 

268) = 0.1 19, P = 0.8881: Factor 4 CF(?, 168) = 1.594, P = 0.2051: Factor 5 [F(L 268) = 

0.273, P = 0.7611: Factor 6 [F((2,268) = 1.764. P = O.lE]; and, Factor 7 [F(2,268) = 

0.790, P = 0.455]. 

Table 20.A Means of Subtotal Scores on the 8 Extracted Factors of the DLS , Factor 1 , 
Function of Sexual Orientation 

/ Extracted Factor 1 SexuaI Orientation N , Mean i Standard Deviation i 
( Factor 1 
1 
1 

I Total 1 274 1 5.18 j 5-03 

LesbiadGay ) 118 1 620 / 5.08 I 

Bisemial j 27 
Heterosexual i 129 

6.11 , 5.32 1 

4-04 4-71 1 



Table 20.B Means of Subtotal Scores on the 8 Extracted Factors of the DLS / Factors 2 
i of Sexual Orientation 

1 Bisexual 1 27 ! 4.67 l 3.75 

- 8 / FunCao1 

Factor 3 i LesbianlGay 1 Il8 / 1.53 l 1.84 1 Bisexual 1 27 ! 1.30 / 1.23 
j Heterosed i 129 1 1.2 : 1.67 
1 Total r 274 1 1.41 1 1.71 

Factor 4 I LesbianIGay 118 1.04 i 1.30 

Standard k i a r i o n  i I Exûacted Factor 

i 
l 

1 Bisexuai 27 ! 0.56 / 0.85 
Heterosexiiai 129 0.73 : 1.05 

, Total 274 0.85 11.16 
Factor 5 1 LesbiadGq Il8 l 0.90 1.11 

i Bisexuai 27 0.85 l 0.82 
1 Heterosexuai 1 129 1 0.78 ' 1.12 

S d  Orientation t N 1 Mean 

Heterosexuai / 129 1 4.23 i 3.77 I 
Total 1 274 1 4.53 / 3.70 ! 

Total 274 i 0.84 1 .O9 
Factor 6 ' LesbiaiuGay Il8 1 0.54 1 1.15 

Bisexual 17 0.33 ' 0.68 
Heteromal 129 i 0.29 1 0.75 

3 Total 274 : 0.41 0.94 
Factar 7 LesbianiGay ' 118 : 120 ' 1.09 

/ Factor 2 

Bisexual 27 1.41 I .OS 

LesbianlGay i Il8 i 4.82 3.61 1 

Heterosexual 129 1.28 1 1.08 
Total 274 1.30 1 .O8 

Factor 8 ; LesbianlGy 118 i 1.81 1-34 
8 Bisexual 2 7 : 1-44 1 .28 
[ Heterosexuai L29 j 1.2- ' 1.29 
1 Total 1 274 j t.50 i 1.35 

Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the Differential Loneliness Scale as 

classified within sexual orientation and gender categories are shown in Tables 21 .A and 

21.B. 

Multivariately, the gender by sexuaI orientation interaction effect was not 

statistically significant [Wilks7 Lambda = 0.919, F(16,522) = 1.406, P = 0.1333. 

Univariately, the gender by sexuaI orientation interaction effect was not 

statistically significant for any of the 8 extracted factors: Factor 1 F(2,268) = 0.019, P = 

0.9811; Factor 2 F(2,268) = 0.397, P = 0.6731; Factor 3 F(2,268) = 1.653, P = 0.1931; 



Factor 4 F(2,268) = 0.207, P = 0.8131; Factor 5 [F(2,268) = 0.183, P = 0.8331; Factor 6 

[F(2,268) = 0.571, P = 0.5661; Factor 7 IF(?, 268) = 0.486, P = 0.6161; and, Factor 8 

Table 2 I .A Means of Subtotai Scores on the 8 Extraçted Factors of the DLS i Factors 1 - 

I 

j Factor 
I 

4 : Function of Sexual Otlentation & Gender 
t Extracted Factor 1 Sexual Onentanon ' Gender j N 1 Mean i Std. ûeviauon I 

1 Factor 1 1 LesbiadGay 
i 
I 

1 
d Bisemai 

i Total 1 27 4.67 3.74 I 

I Heterosexuai iWomm 175 13.72 3.82 
I i Men i 54 ! 4.94 3.6 1 
! i 
I 1 TotaI 1 129 j 4.23 ; 3.77 

! 1.66 j Factor 3 1 LesbianiGay ! Women 1 54 1 1.28 

1 ! 1 Men 164 11.73 1 1.96 

1 

I 1 Men 
l i Totd 
j Heterosexual i Women 

! ! Total i 118 1 1.53 : 1.84 
r 1 

1 Bisexuaf 1 Women ! 21 : 1.24 : 1.22 
I 1 iMen 16 11-50 1 1.38 I 

1 Total j 27 ; 1-30 1.23 t 

j Heterosexual ! Women ! 75 ' 0.83 1.39 

Women 154 15.61 1 5.18 

6 17-00 i 4.38 
27 16-11 ; 5.31 
75 1 3.48 1 4.65 I 

Men 
Total 
Women 

i Men 1 54 1 4.81 1 4.74 
( [ Total 1 129 / 4.04 i 4.71 
1 Lesbian.Gay ! Women 154 ,3.94 3.74 

1 Men 164 15.56 3.35 
i T O ~  1 118 ! 4.132 3.61 , 

i B i s e d  I Womm 1 21 1 4.05 ! 3.81 
: Men 1 6 [ 6.83 ' 7.79 

64 I 6.70 / 4.89 l 

i l 8  16.20 1 5.08 
21 ] 5.86 1 5.63 

I Men i 54 1 2.00 : 1.90 1 I 

l Total : 129 , 1.32 1.67 

i 1 LesbiadGay / Women 54 i 0.71 1.13 
1.31 1.39 

1 

1.04 1.30 I 
I i 
I 

Men j 64 
Total 1118 

Bi=d 

0.59 Women i 21 j 0.38 1 L 

i Men ! 6 1 1.17 i 1.33 
1 Total 1 27 1 0.56 , 0.85 t 

I 1 Heterod I 
I 

Women 1 75 / 0.53 0.89 
Men 

! i Total 
54 i 1.00 1.20 I 

- 129 1 0.73 1 t.05 i 



Table 21 .B Means of Subtotal Scores on the 8 Exaacted Factors of the DLS 1 Factors 5 
- 8 1 Function of Sexual Orientation & Gender 

I E m e d  Factor ) S d  ûrientation 1 Gender I N 1 Mean i Std. Deviation I 
l 1.08 / Factor 5 1Women 154 i0.76 

1 

I 

Men 164 11.02 / 1.13 ; 
I 1 1 118 10.90 1 1 - 1 1  l 

I Bisemial womm j 21 1 0.81 ! 0.81 
I Men 6 ;!.O0 ! 0.89 

4 

Totai 17 0.85 0.82 
I Heterosexual Women 1 75 0.75 , 1.18 

I Men 1 5 5  10.83 1 1.06 
Totai i 129 I 0.78 8 1.12 

Factor 6 LesbianlGay Women 154 10.35 ' 0.89 
Men 64 ! 0.70 1 . 2  
Total 1 il8 10.55 1.15 

Bisexual Womm 31 10.19 0.5 1 
Men 6 0.83 0.98 
Total l 17 1 033 0.68 

Hetetosexuai Women 75 0.21 0.66 
Men 54 1 0.41 0.81 
TotaI ' 119 1 0.29 0.73 

Factor 7 LesbiadGay Women 54 1.17 1.11 

, Total . 118 ' 1.30 1 .O9 
Bisexuai Women 21 1.24 1 .O4 

Men s 6 ' 2.00 0.89 
TotaI 17 1.41 1 .O5 

Heterosemal Wornen 1 75 1 1.13 1 .O8 
Men 54 i 1.48 I .O6 
Total 1119 11.28 1 .O8 

Factor 8 LesbianlGay Women 54 ; 1.46 ' 1-72 
Men i ' 2-11 1.42 
Total 118 1 1.81 1.36 

Bisexuai Women . 21 I 1.05 1 .O7 
Men 6 2.83 0.98 
Total 2 7  ' 1.44 1.28 

i Haerosexuai Women 75 , 1.03 1.15 
l 1 Men ! 54 ' 1.50 1.31 
1 

I Total l 129 1.22 1.29 

Co~ing Questionnaire 

A two-way between subjects MANOVA 2x3 design was performed on the data 

of this scale to compare the mean of 5 subtotd (or sub-scale) scores amongst the two 

eender and three sexual orientation sukdtural groups. Please note chat the sample size - 



1 1 Men / 110 1 27.12 1 7.28 

for the Coping Questionnaire is smaller than that found for the loneliness scales due to 

missing data Summaxy statistics for subtotal scores on the Coping Questionnaire as 

classified within gender categories are shown in Table 22. 

H-vpothesis 3.A mted that there was no statistically significant gender effect on 

the Coping Questionnaire mean subtotai (or sub-scale) scores. 

Multivariately, the effect of gender was not statistically significant [Witksis' 

Lambda = 0.989, F(5.235) = 0.544, P = 0.7431. Thus, failed to reject hypothesis 3.A. 

Univariately, the effect of gender was not statistically significant for any of the 5 

copine strategy categories: 'Self-Enhancing Behaviors' F( 1,239) = 0.04 1, P = 0.8393: 

*Behavioral Problem-Solving' [F( 1,239) = 0.254, P = 0.6 151; 'Redefining Problem' IF( 1. 

339) = 0.001, P = 0.9691; 'Distraction' [F(l, 239) = 1.128, P = 0.2891; and, 'Cognitive 

Problem-Solving' [F( 1 - 3 9 )  = 1.062, P = 0.3041. 

Table 22 Means of Subtotal Scores on the Coping Strategies i Function of Gender 
1 caphg Smtem catqory ! Gender / N i Mean 1 Std. Deviation 

1 l Men 1 110 ( 16.36 i 5.57 

1 Self-Enhancing Behaviors 

Summary statistics for subtotaI scores on the Coping Questionnaire as classified 

within sexual orientation categories are shown in Table 23. 

Women 
Men 

135 1 29.19 1 8.29 , 

110 1 28.11 / 8.97 1 
/ Total 245 1 28.80 ! 8.60 , 

Behavioral Problem-Solving 1 Women 1 135 1 28-42 1 7.62 I 



Hypothesis 3.B stated that there was no statistically significant sexual orientation 

effect on the Coping Questionnaire mean subtotal (or subscale) scores. 

Multivariately, the effect of sexual orientation was not statistically significant 

[Wilks' Lambda = 0.948, F(10,470) = 1.270; P = 0.2451. Thus, faiied to reject hypothesis 

Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was not statistically significant for 

any of the 5 coping strategy categories: 'Sel f-Enhancing Behaviors' [F(2,239) = 0.5 19, P 

= 0.5961: 'Behavioral Problern-Solving' fF{2,239) = 3-41 7, P = 0.0911; 'Redefining 

Problem' [F(2,239) = 0.562, P = 0.5711; 'Distraction' F(2,239) = 0.828, P = 0.4381; 

and. 'Cognitive Problem-Solving- IF(?, 239) = 0.072, P = 0.9301. 

Table 23 Means of Subtotal Scores on the Coping Strategis / Function of Sexual 
Orientation 
Coping Snaregv Caregory Semai Orientation N a Mean Std. Dewanon 
Self-Enhancing Behaviors LesbidGay 104 I 29.22 8.98 

Totai 245 ; 28.80 8.60 
Behavioral Problem-Solvine LesbianlGay 104 , 28.75 7.64 

Bisexual ' 24 j 28.96 7.28 A 

Hetmsmual 117 1 26.79 7.29 
- -  

TomI 145 27.84 7.48 
Redefining Problem Lesbiad- l 104 , 21.01 7.19 

Bisemal 24 12.67 6.82 
Hererosexual , 117 71.38 7.13 , 

Totai 2 4 5  21.35 7.11 
Disuaction LesbidGay ! I C M  17.29 5.01 

Bisexuai ; 14 ! 17.67 ' 5.99 ! 

Heterosewal 1 117 a 16.56 5.36 
Total 145 16.98 5.27 

' Cognitive Problem-Solving LesbianlGay 104 1 17.82 , 5.00 
Bisaual 24 ' 18.46 4.81 
Heterosexd , 117 1 17.62 4.55 i 

TotaI 245 1 t7.78 4.76 1 

1 

Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the Coping Questionnaire as classified 

within sexual orientation and gender categories are shown in Tables 24.A and 24.B. 



Hypothesis 3.C stated that there was no statistically significant gender by sexuaI 

orientation interaction effect on the Coping Questionnaire mean subtotaI (or subscale) 

scores. 

Multivariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was statisticaily 

significant wilks' Lambda = 0.925, F(10,470) = 1.877, P = 0.0461. Thus, hypothesis 

3.C was rejected. 

Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was statisticaIIy 

significant for the 'Redefining Problem' coping strategy category [F(2,239) = 3.3 18, P = 

0.0381. Simple effects test indicated a statistically significant gender effect on this coping 

strategy category for the heterosexuai group [F(1,239) = 4.95, P = 0.0271. ïhere was no 

statisticaHy significant gender effect for the -Redefining Problem' coping strategy 

category for the lesbianlgay group IF( 1,239) = 1.89, P = 0.17 11 and the bisexud group 

[F( 1,239) = 0. I 1. P = 0.7401. Furthemore, there was no statistically sigificant sexual 

orientation eKect for this coping strategy category for women r(2,239) = 1.12, P = 

0.1221 and men F(2,239) = 1.62, P = 0.1991. 

Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not 

statistically significant for the remaining 4 coping strategy categones: -Self-Enhancing 

Behaviors' [F(1,239) = 0.536, P = 0.5861; 'Behavioral Problem-Solving' IF(?. 39) = 

0.244, P = 0.7831; 'Distraction' F(2,239) = 2.699, P = 0.0691; and, 'Cognitive Problem- 

Solving' [F(2,239) = 0.685, P = 0.5051. 

TabIe 24-A Means of Subtotal Scores on the Coping Strategies 1 Function of SexuaI 
Orientation & Gender 

' Copinp Strategy Category ; Sexual Onentacion i Gender / N / Mean I Std Deviatioo 
i Self-Eahancing Behaviow i LesbidGay ' Women 1 51 1 29.16 j 8.45 
I l 
l ! 
i i 

Men 1 53 1 2928 1 9.54 1 
~ o t d  / 104 1 29.22 i 8.98 1 



Table 24.B Means of Subtotal Scores on the Coping Strategies 1 Function of Sexual 
Orientation & Gender 

I Coping Strategy Category i SexuaI ûrientaa'on I Gender 1 N 1 Mean 1 Std. Deviarion i 
I Self-Enhancing Behaviors 1 Bisexual i Women 1 19 / 29.26 i 8.47 I 

I : Men ' 5 30.20 1 10.64 
\ ( / Totai / 24 i 29.46 , 8.72 

Heterosexual 1 Women 1 65 1 29.20 ' 8.24 
I Men ; 52 , 27.13 I 8.21 , 

j Totai 117 i 28.28 8.26 
Behaviod Problem-Solving , LesbiadGay , Women , 5 1 , 29.3 l 8.02 

, Men / 53 2821 ' 7.29 
Total ! IO4 1 28.75 1 7.64 

BisexuaI Wornen 1 19 1 28.79 1 7.22 
Mm t 5 29.60 8.35 
Total 24 1 28.96 7.28 

HeterosexuaI 8 Women 65 27.67 7.4; 

, TotaI i 1 17 1 36.79 7.79 
Redefining Problem LesbradGay Women , 51 70.04 6.69 

blcn 53 21.94 7.58 
Total 104 ' 21.01 , 7.19 

Bisaual Women 19 12.42 ' 5.92 

Total ' 24 22.67 6.82 
Heterose?rual Wornen 65 22.68 7 . 4  

Men 52 19 75 6.43 
Total 117 31.38 7.13 

Distraction Lesbian/Gay Women : 51 16.98 5.11 
Men 53 17.58 4.92 

: Total 104 I 17.79 5.01 
Bisaual Women 19 17 89 5.28 

bien 5 16.80 8.93 
Total 24 17.67 5.99 

Heterosexual Women 65 17 75 4.83 
Men 52 - 15.08 5.67 
Totai II7 16.56 5-30 

Cognitive Problern-Solmg LesbiadGay Women 51 17.67 4.97 
Men 53 17.96 5.07 
Total IO4 17.82 5.00 

Btse?rual Women 19 , 18.95 1.06 
Men 5 16.60 7.30 
Total 34 18.46 1.81 

. Heterosexual Women , 65 17.95 1.57 
Men 52 17.19 4-53 
Total i 1 17 17.62 , 1.55 



New Factor Structure of Co~iner Ouestionnaire 

A two-way between subjects MANOVA 2x3 design was perfonned on the data 

of this d e  to compare the mean of 5 subtotal scores (the 5 extracted factors, as found 

via factor analysis in the present study) arnongst the two gender and three sexual 

orientation sub-cultural groups. Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the Coping 

Questionnaire as classified within gender categories are shown in Table 25. 

Multivariately, the effect of gender was not statisticaily significant [Wilks' 

Lambda = 0.974. F(5,235) = 1 . 3  1, P = 0.2951. 

Univariately, the effect of gender was not statistically significant for any of the 5 

emcted  factors: Factor 1 [F( 1.239) = 0.105, P = 0.71161; Factor 2 [F( 1,239) = 1.162, P 

- 0.2821; Factor 3 [F( 1,239) = 0.353, P = 0.5531; Factor 4 [F(l, 239) = 0.768, P = 0.3821; 

and, Factor 5 [F( 1,239) = 1 .O 17, P = 0.3 1111. 

Table 25 Means of Subtotal Scores on the S Extracted Factors of the CQ f Function of 
Gender 
E m ~ e d  Factor 8 Gender i N Mean Std. Deviation 
Factor 1 Women Il35 '41.64 12.29 

, Men 1110 '38.75 13 .O0 
Total ! 745 40.34 12.67 

Factor 2 Women 135 35.58 10.03 
Men 4 110 34.10 9 35 
Total 1 245 34-9 1 9.70 

Factor 3 Women 135 1446 6.16 
I Men 110 14.10 6.11 

Factor 4 i Women 135 ' 2926 8.59 
1 .Men i 110 128.28 8.74 
I Totai ' 245 i 28.82 8.65 

Factor 5 I Women 1 135 j 14.84 5.85 I 

1 Men / 110 i 15-64 t 5.94 l 
7 

4 Tot .  245 ' 1530 i 5.89 

Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the Coping Questionnaire as classified 

wittun sexual orientation categories are show in Table 26. 



Multivariately, the effect of sexual orientation was not siaîistically significant 

[Wilks' Lambda = 0.928, F(10,470) = 1.780, P = 0.0621. 

Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant for 

Factor 3 F(2,239) = 6.539, P = 0.0021. Post hoc test (Scheffe) indicated a statistically 

significant mean difference between the lesbiadgay group and the heterosexual group on 

this Factor (P = 0.005). A statistically significant mean difference was not found on this 

factor amongst the bisexual and heterosexual groups (P = 0.21 8), and the bisexual and 

lesbian/gay groups (P = 0.974). 

Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was not statistically significant on 

the remaining 4 emcted  factors: Factor 1 F(2,239) = 1.083, P = 0.3301; Factor 2 F(2. 

239) = 0.0 [O, P = 0.9901: Factor 4 [F(2,239) = 1.488, P = 0.2281; and. Factor 5 [F(2, 

Table 26 Means of Subtotal Scores on the 5 E-unacted Factors of the CQ : Function of 
Sexual Orientation 
Exaacred Factor i Sexuai Orientation 1 N 1 Mean 1 Std. Deviation , 
Factor 1 1 LesbianiGay 1 104 1 40.72 j 13.28 I 

i Bisexuai 1 24 
Heterosexuai 1 117 

1 Total 1 245 
/ Factor 2 l LesbidGay l 104 

42.63 1 13.04 , 
7 

39.54 1 12.07 1 

40.34 12.67 
34.86 / 9.66 

Factor 5 

1 

I 

Bisexuai ! 24 1 30.71 1 8.19 I 

Bisexual j 24 

Heterosanial 1 117 

35.79 110.79 I 

27.77 1 9-06 

1117 '34.79 19.57 , Heterosexuai I I 

i 

I 
1 1 Total / 245 

Total 1 245 

34.91 9.70 , 

I 

28.82 1 8.65 , 

1 Factor 3 1 LesbidGay / 104 15.61 I 6.20 L i 

LesbianiGay 1 104 ! 15.27 i 5.99 I l 

L 

1 
i 

Bisemial 1 24 
Heterosexuai 1 117 
Total 1 245 

Bisexual ! 24 11529 17.17 
Heterosexual 1117 112.93 ; 5.57 

I 

1 1 Total 1 245 114.30 16.13 
/ Factor 4 1 LesbidGay / 104 1 29.57 i 8.20 I 

14.96 
15.18 

5.92 l 

5.85 1 

1570 1 5.89 



Surnrnary statistics for subtotal scores on the Coping Questionnaire as classified 

within sexual orientation and gender categories are shown in Tables 27.A and 27.B. 

Multivariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was statistically 

significant [Wilks' Lambda = 0.9 13, F(IO,170) = 2.193, P = 0.01 71. 

Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was statistically 

significant for Factor 5 [F(3,239) = 6.268, P = 0.0021. Simple effects test indicated a 

statistically significant gender effect for this factor for the lesbian/gay group [F( 1.239) = 

10.30, P = 0.0021. There was no statistically significant gender effect for Factor 5 for the 

bisexuai [F(I, 239) = 0.29, P = 0.5901 and heterosexual [F(1.239) = 3.05, P = 0.0821 

goups. Furthemore, there was a statisticalIy significant sexual orientation effect for men - 
on this factor [F(2,239) = 3.37, P = 0.0361, but not for women [F(2,239) = 2.90. p = 

Univariately. the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect  vas not 

statistically significant for the remaining 4 extracted factors: Factor I [F(2, 239) = 1.705, 

P = 0.1841; Factor 2 [F(2. 239) = 0.782, P = 0.7531; Factor 3 F(2,239) = 0.905. P = 

0.4061; an4 Factor 4 [F(2,239) = 0.643, P = 0.527]. 

Table 27.A Means of Subtotal Scores on the 5 Extracted Factors of the CQ i Factor li 
Function of Sexual Orientation & Gender 

[ Extraaed Factor S e d  ûrientation Gender i N Mean i Srd. Deviation ( 

/ 1 LesbiadGay 1 Wornen 1 51 41.06 1 13.21 
, Men i S; i 40.40 i 13.46 

1 1 
1 Bisexual 

Total i 104 ) 40.72 1 13.28 
Wornen 1 19 / 41.79 1 12-40 

1 l 

i 1 Men 15 i 45.80 1 16-42 
I 
1 
! 

Total 24 ' 42.63 i 13-04 
Wornen 165 
Men ! 52 

42.06 1 11.66 
' 36.38 / 1 1.92 

Total 1 1 17 I 39.54 i 12.07 



Factor 

Table 27.B Means of Subtotal Scores on the 5 Extracted Factors of the CQ / Factors 2 - 
5 / Function of Sem1 ûriemation & Gender 

: Women 19 ; 15.58 , 6.51 

Extraicted Factor t i o  

I 

: Men ' 5  i 18.00 : 9.67 
Total i 2 4  :15.79 ;7.!7 
Women ; 65 3.34 : 5.39 
Men : 5 I 12.47 . 5.80 

Gender 1 N 1 M a n  1 Std. üeviarion i 
Women 1 51 1 35.08 j 10.52 I 

Mm i 53 f 34.64 8.85 4 
1 

Total 1 104 i 34.86 1 9.66 I 

Total I l7  1 12.93 5.57 
LesbianlGay Women 51 19.31 8.02 

Men 53 29.81 8 . U  
Total 104 19.57 8.20 

Bisexual Women ' 19 1 31.32 7.27 
Men 1 5  ' 28.40 ' 1 1.80 
Totd : 24 50.71 : 8.19 

I 

, Heterosexual ' Women 1 65 j 28.62 9.26 
I 

Men ' 52 1 26.71 8.64 
i 
I Total i II7 ,17.77 19.06 

Factor 5 / LesbiadGay 'Worneri 1 5 1  IG .11  15.68 

! 
1 

I Men 5; 117.06 15.78 

B i s e d  , Wornen 1 19 1 36.53 ' 10.38 I 

i Totai IO4 1 15.27 ' 5.99 
1 Bisexual Women , 19 / 14-63 5-25 
! 
I . Men , 5  1 16.20 8.67 - 
I Total ' 24 . 14.96 5.92 
' Heterosexual Womcn 65 - 16.02 5.96 

l Men 5 i33.00 13.LO 
Total 24 1 35.79 10.79 

Hererosexual Women 65 1 25.69 i 9.67 
I Men 52 1 33.65 9.42 

' Total , 117 1 34.79 1 9 57 
Factor j , Lesbian/Gay 1 Wamen 1 51 1 1S.W 6.75 

1 Mm , 53 ' 15.33 5.67 
Total ' 104  '15.61 6.20 

-- 

i ~ e n  : 52 i 14-13 i 5.58 I ~ Total 117 ; 15.18 i 5.85 

Analyses (2x2 Design) of Sub-Culturd Group (Gender & Sexual On'entation) Scores 

As mentioned in the precmry chapter, two-way between subjects ANOVAs 

2x2 design [(fernale and male), (lesbian/gay and heterosexual)] were furthemore 

perfomed on the data of the two loneliness scates. Additionally, two-way benveen 



subjects MANOVAS 2x2 design were likewise performed on the data of al1 three scales. 

Once more, the specific analyses conducted will be reported under each labeled 

subsection. 

An alpha level of .O5 was selected for these statistical tests. Simple effects testing 

was perfonned on statistically significant gender by sexual orientation interaction effects. 

UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) 

A two-way between subjects ANOVA 2X2 design was performed on the data of 

this scale to compare the mean of total scores amongst the two gender and two sexual 

orientation sub-cultural groups. Summary statistics for total scores on the UCLA 

Loneliness Scale (Version 3) as classified within gender categories are shown in Table 

Hypothesis 1 .A stated that there \vas no statistically significant sender efTect on 

the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) mean total score. 

Univariately, the effect of gender was not statisticallv signitïcant [F( 1,243) = 

3-597, P = 0.0591. Thus, failed to reject hypothesis 1 .A. 

Table 28 Means of Total Scores on the UCLA LS (Version 3) ; Function of Gender 
Gender , N Mean - Standard Deviation 
Women 129 ' 43.36 10.04 
hten , 118 46.29 10.90 
Total 247 1 44.76 10.54 

S u r n m l  statistics for total scores on the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version j) as 

classified wiîhin sexual orientation categories are shown in Table 29. 

Hypothesis 1 .B stated that there was no statistically signi ticant sexual orientation 

effect on the UCLA Loneliness ScaIe (Version 3) mean total score. 

Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant IF( 1. 

243) = 5.676, P = 0.0 183. Thus, hypothesis 1 .B was rejected 



Table 29 Means of Total Scores on the UCLA LS (Version 3) 1 Function of Sexual 
Orientation 
: S e 4  Orientation / N 1 Mean I Standard Deviation I 

1 LesbianlGay 1 118 1 46.58 ( 10.73 1 

/ 43.09 1 10.13 ' Heterosexuai 1 129 t 

f 
1 Total 1 247 44.76 1 10.54 

Summary statistics for total scores on the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) as 

classified within both sexual orientation and gender categories are shown in Table 30. 

Hypothesis 1 .C stated that there was no statistically significant gender by sexual 

orientation interaction effect on the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) mean total score. 

Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not 

statistically signiticant [F(1.243) = 0.028, P = 0.8681. Thus, failed to reject hypothesis 

New Factor Structure of UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) 

A two-way between subjects MANOVA 2 x 2  design was performed on the data 

of this scale to compare the mean of 3 subtotal scores (the 3 extracted factors. as found 

Tabie 30 Means of Total Scores on the UCLA LS (Version 3) as a Function of SexuaI 
Orientation & Gender 

i S d  Orieniation / Gender i N 1 Mean / Standard Devianon 
1 LesbiadGay 1 Women j 54 / 45.33 1 10.65 

Men j 64 / 47.64 1 10.76 

via factor analysis in the present study) amongst the two gender and two sexuai 

orientation sukultural groups. Summary statistics for subtotai scores on the UCLA 

Loneliness Scale (Version 3) as classified within gender categories are shown in Table 

31. 

I 10.73 
9.40 
10.96 

I Total 1 118 1 46.58 
4 1.93 
44.69 l Hetmrexud 

1 Women ' 75 

43.09 i 10.13 
Men 54 

_ 129 1 ~ota l  



Multivariately, the e f f i  of gender was statistically significant pilks '  Lambda = 

Univariately, the effect of gender was statistically significant for Factor 1 [ Q I ,  

Univariately, the effect of gender was not statisticaiIy sipficant for the 

remaining 2 extracted factors: Factor 2 [F(1,243) = 1.870, P = 0.1731 and Factor 3 [F( 1, 

Table 3 1 Means of Subtotal Scores on the 3 Extracted Factors of UCLA LS (Version 3) 1 

Function of Gender 
[ E m e d  Factor / Gender / N 1 Mean 1 Standard Deviation 

Factor 1 1 Women 1 129 1 19.05 ! 536 .. - 

l / Men 1 118 1 20.99 
! Total 1 247 1 199s . 15.58 1 

1 Factor 2 ! Women / 179 11 .6 t  i 3 . 1 1  
1 1 Men 1 Ils ! 12.26 1 3.30 

1 i Total i 247 111.92 15.21 
( Factor 3 1 Women 1 129 1 12.70 , 2.60 
1 

I / Men 118 l 13.03 t 2.98 
I 1 Total 247 1 12.86 1 2.79 ! 

Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) 

as classified within sexual orientation categories are shown in Table 32. 

Multivariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically signiticant [Wilks' 

Lambda = 0.961, F(3,241) = 3.300, P = 0.02Ij. 

Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was stansticaily signitkant for 2 

extracted factors: Factor 1 [F(1,243) = 4.764, P = 0.030] and Factor 3 [F( 1' 243) = 8.750, 

Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was not statistically significant for 

Factor 2 [F(l, 243) = 2.125, P = 0.1461. 



Table 32 Means of Subtotal Scores on the 3 Exmcted Factors of UCLA LS (Version 3) / 
Function of Sexual Orientation 
! Extracted Factor / Sexual Onenration I N 1 Mean / Standard Deviation I 
j Factor 1 / LesbianlGay 1 118 1 20.89 1 5.62 i 

Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) 

! i Heterosexual a 129 1 19.14 
1 Total 1 19.98 i 247 

as classified within both sexual orientation and gender categories are shown in Tables 

5.43 I 

5.58 1 

33.A and 33.B. 

1 Factor 2 i LesbiadGay 1 118 1 12.28 3-19 
Heterosexual ! 179 i11.60 13-11 , 

Total 247 11.92 13.21 
Factor 3 LesbianiGay 118 13.42 1 2-88 

Heterosexuai 129 ' 12.35 j 2.61 
Total 247 12.86 ; 2.79 

Multivariately. the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not 

statistically significant [Wilh' Lambda = 0.987, F(3,23 1) = 1.090, P = 0.3531. 

Univariatel?, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not 

statistically significant for a- of the 3 extracted factors: Factor I [F( 1,243) = 0.006, P = 

0.9391; Factor 2 [F( 1,243) = 0.889, P = 0.3371; and, Factor 3 [F(1.243) = 0.098, P = 

Table 33.A Means of Subtotal Scores on the 3 Extracted Factors of UCLA LS (Version 
3 ) / Factors 1 & 2 ! Function of Sexual Orientation & Gender 
Extracted Factor Sexual Onenracion Gender N Slean Stb Deviation 
Factor 1 LesbianlGay Wornen 54 19.91 5.60 

Men 64 21.71 5.54 
T o ~  Il8 1 20.89 5.62 1 

Heterosexual Women 75 18.43 5.12 
Men 54 ; 20.13 5.73 
Total 129 . 19.14 5.43 

Factor 2 ; Lesbim'Gay : Women , 54 1 12.19 3.27 
1 Men 1 û4 ; 1236 5-14 

Total i 118 1 1238 ' 3.19 
1 Heterosexual Women 1 75 1 120 2-94 

i 
t Men 8 54 1 12.15 3-51. 
' Total i 129 1 11.60 i 

3.21 



Tabie 33.B Means of Subtotal Scores on the 3 Extracted Factors of UCLA LS (Version 

Differential Loneliness Scale (Entire Scale) 

3) / Factor 3 / Function of Sexual Orientation & Gender 

A two-way between subjects ANOVA 2X2 design was performed on the data of 

this scale to compare the mean of total scores amongst the two gender and two sexual 

Std Deviation 
2.60 1 
3.1 1 I 
2.88 I 

orientation sukultural groups. Surnmary statistics for total scores on the Differential 

m e d  Factor 
Factor 3 

Loneliness Scale as classified within gender categories are shown in Table 34. 

Gender 
Women 
Men 
Total 

. S d  Orientation 
LesbidGay 

Hypothesis 2.A stated that there was no statistically significant gender effect on 

1 

the Differential Loneliness Scale mean total score. 

Women 
Mm 
Total 

N 
54 
64 
118 

Heterosexual 

Univan'ately, the efféct of gender was statistically significant [F(1,243) = 16.536, 

Mean 
1324 
13-56 
13.42 

P = 0.0001. Thus, hypothesis 2.A was rejected 

75 1 1231 1 2.54 
54 
129 

Sumrnary statistics for total scores on the Differential Loneliness Scale as 

12.41 1 2.72 ; 
1235 i 2.61 I 

I 

Table 34 Means of Total Scores on the DLS / Function of Gender 

classified within sexual orientation categories are shown in Table 35. 

Hypothesis 2.8 stated that there was no statistically significant sexual orientation 

Mean / Standard Deviation 
15.26 1 11.70 

i 
22.2 1 / 1322 I 

18.58 1 12-90 

; Gender 
i Women 
1   en 
Tord 

effect on the Differential Loneiiness Scaie mean total score. 

N 
129 
118 
247 

Univarîately, the efféct of sexual orientation was statistically significant [F(1, 

243) = 7.149, P = 0.008]. Thus, hypothesis 2.B was rejected 



Summary statistics for total scores on the Differential Loneliness Scate as 

Tabfe 35 Means of Total Scores on the DLS / Function of Sexuai Orientation 
Sexual Orientation [ N 1 ~ e 8 n  Standard Deviatiun .j 

~ e s b i a n l ~ a ~  i l i s  i 2120 12.97 I 

classified within sexual orientation and gender categories are show in Table 36. 

Heterosexual 1 129 j 16.18 
Total 1 247 1 18.58 

Hypotkis 2.C stated that there was no statisticaIIy significant gender by sexual 

12.4 1 
12-90 

orientation interaction effect on the DDifferential LoneIiness Scale mean total score. 

Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not 

statistically sipificant [F( 1,243) = 0.00 1, P-0.9741. Thus, failed to reject hypothesis 

Table 36 Means of Total Scores on the DLS i Function of Sexual Orientation & Gender 
Sexual ûrienmtion Gender Y %lean Std. Devranon . 
LesbianiGay Wornen 54 17.69 12.03 

, Men 64 25-17 13.08 
Tod 1 18 11 .70 11.97 

Heterosemal Wornen 75 13.5 1 lI .21 
-- 

! V I ~  54 19.89 1;. l t 
, Total 179 16-13 17.4 1 - 

DifferentiaI Loneliness Scale [Sub-Scafes of Scatel 

A ho-way between subjects MANOVA 2X2 design was performed on the data 

o f  this scafe to compare the mean of 4 subtotal (or sub-scale) scores amongst the nvo 

  en der and two sexual orientation sub-cultural -mups. Summary statistics for subtotal (or - 
sub-sale) scores on the Differential Loneiiness ScaIe as classified within gender 

categories are show in Table 37. 

Hypothesis 7. D stated that there was no statistically significant gnder effect on 

the Differential hneliness Scaie mean subtotsil (or subscale) scores. 



Multivariately, the effect of gender w-as statistically significant [Wilks' Lambda = 

0.928, F(4,240) = 4.667, P = 0.001]. Thus, hypothesis 2.D was rejected. 

Univariately, the effect of gender was statistically significant for al1 fou. 

interpersonal relationships: 'Familial' [F( 1,243) = 5.074, P = 0.0251; 'Friendship' 1 . 
243) = 13.820, P = 0.0001; 'Rornantic-Sexuai' [F( 1.343) = 12.0 17, P = 0.00 11; and, 

'GroupiCommunity' [F( 1,243) = 10.197. P = 0.001]. 

Table 37 Means of Subtotal Scores on the DLS i Function of Gender 

1 1 GrouplComm~~ity 1 Wornen / 129 / 1.71 i 2.08 1 

i 1 Men I Il8 / 2.63 1 2.15 
I 1 Total 

-< 

j 2.16 I 1 247 1 1-15 O 

Summary statistics for subtotal (or subscale) scores on the Differential 

Standard Deviation 
532 
5.26 4 

5.35 1 

4.32 
5.13 

/ Sub-Sde ! Gender 1 N 1 M m  1 Familial i Wornen 129 5.05 

Loneliness Scak as classified within sexual orientation categories are shown in Table 38. 

Hypothesis 1.E stated that there was no statistically sipificant sexual orientation 

effxt on the Differentiai Loneliness Scale mean subtotd (or sub-scale) scores. 

i 1 
I Total 1 247 1 5.30 1 4.86 

1 Romannc-Scxual / Wornen 1 129 / 4.23 1 4.12 
l Men 1 118 1 6.20 1 4.01 i 

1 
I i Total / 247 I 5.22 1 4.17 I 

MultivariateIy, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant 

[Wilks7 Lambda = 0.951, F(4,240) = 3.1 15, P = 0.0 161. Thus, hypothesis 2.E was 

rej ected. 

6.84 
5.90 

I 
l 
; Men 

I Toml 

Univariately, the effect of sexuai orientation was statistically significant for 

'Familial' relations [F(l, 243) = 12.485, P = O.OOO]. 

1 Frienâship j Wornen f 129 4.17 
, Men ] 118 1 6.54 

118 
247 



Univariately, the effect of s e d  orientation was not staîistically significant for 

'Friendship' F( 1,243) = 2.2 19, P = 0.1381, 'Romantic-Sexual' F(1,243) = 1.203, P = 

0.2741, and 'Group/Community' [F(1,243) = 2.206, P = 0.1391 relations. 

Table 38 Means of Subtotal Scores on the DLS / Function of Sexual Orientation 
Sub-Sde ! S e d  Orientation I N i Mean 1 Standard Deviation 

, Familial i LesbidGav 1 Il8 ; 7.23 ! 5.40 ' Heteromal 129 4.69 1 5.03 
/ Total 247 1 5.90 1 5.35 

, Friendship , LesbiadGay 118 / 5.92 / 5.17 
Heterosexual 129 ! 4.74 1 4.51 

L ' T o d  1 247 1 5.30 1 4.86 I 

Romantic-Semal , LesbidGay i 118 ' 5.65 j 1.12 
Heterosexual , 129 , 4.85 1 4.19 

Heterosexual 129 j1.91 12-08 

Surnmay statistics for subtotal (or subscale) scores on the Differential Loneliness 

Scale as classified within sexual orientation and gender categories are shown in Table 39. 

Hypothesis 2.F stated that there was no statistically significant gender by sexual 

orientation interaction effect on the Differential Loneliness Scale mean subtotril (or sub- 

scale) scores. 

Multivariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not 

statistically significant [Wilks' Lambda = 0.998, F(4,240) = 0.1 1 1, P = 0.9781. Thus, 

failed to reject hypothesis 2. F. 

Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not 

statistically significant for any of the 4 interpersonal relationships: -Familial' [F( 1,243) = 

0.017, P = 0.897; 'Friendship' [F(1,243) = 0-032, P = 0.8581; 'Romantic-Sexual* [F( 1, 

243) = 0.162, P = 0.6881; and, 'Group/CommunityT F( 1,243) = 0.0 18, P = 0.8931. 



Table 39 Means of Subtotal Scores on the DLS / Furtction of Sexual Orientation & 
Gender 

i Sub-Scale 1 Sexual ûrientation 1 Geoder N 1 Mean I Std Deviation 1 
1 6.46 i 5.47 j Familial 1 LesbianlGay ! Women / 54 1 

1 1 Men i 64 1 7.88 ' 5.19 l 
1 

1 Total I l l 8  17.23 I 5.40 
1 
I 

I 1 

/ Heterosexuai / Women 75 / 4-02 1 4.99 , 
l Men 5 4  15-61 1.99 

Total 1 139 1 4.69 5.03 
LesbiadGay ' Women ! 54 i 4.76 , 1.67 

Men 164 16.91 5.39 
TotaI 1 118 l 5.92 5.17 

Heterosemal , Women 1 75 3.75 4.03 
Men 54 i 6.11 1.82 
Total 129 ; 4.74 4.5 1 

Romantic-Sewal l LesbiadGay Women 54 I 4.54 4.13 
Men : 65 1 6.56 3.91 
Total 118 1 5 . 6 4  4.12 

Heterosexual Women . 7 S  ' 4 .17  S. 13 
Men 54 ' 5.78 4.13 
Total 129 : 4.85 1.19 

LesbiadGap Women 54 ! 1.93 2.14 
Men 64 2.83 2.2 1 
TotaI 118 2.12 -.-- i 77 

Heterosexual Women 75 1.56 2.03 
Men 54 ' 2.39 7.07 
Total 129 1.91 2.08 

New Factor Structure of Differential Loneliness ScaIe 

A two-way between subjects MANOVA 2x2 design was perforrned on the data 

of this scale to compare the mean of 8 subtotal scores (the 8 extracted factors. as found 

via factor analysis in the present study) amongst the two gender and two wxual 

orientation sub-cultural groups. Surnrnary statistics for subtotal scores on the Differential 

Loneliness Scale as classified within gender categories are shown in Table 40. 

Multivariately, the effect of gender was s t a h ~ t i ~ d ~ y  significant [Wilks' Lambda = 

Univariately, the effect of gender was statistically significant for 5 extracted 

factors: Factor 1 [F(1,243) = 6.243, P = 0,0131; Factor 4 [F( 1,243) = 12.725. P = 0.0001; 



Factor 6 F(1,243) = 4.993, P = 0.0261; Factor 7 fF( 1,243) = 4.493, P = 0.0351; and, 

Factor 8 F(I,243) = 11.176, P =0.001]. 

Univariately, the effect of gender was not statisticaliy significant for 3 extracted 

factors: Factor 2 F(1,243) = 1.870, P = 0.1731; Factor 3 [F(I, 243) = 0.258, P = 0.5501; 

and Factor 5 [F(I, 243) = 1.423, P = 0.2341. 

Table 40 Means of Subtotal Scores on the 8 Evuacted Factors of the DLS 1 Function of 

1 1 Total 1 247 [ 19.98 1 5.58 l 

/ Factor 2 1 Womm \ 129 1 11.61 1 3.11 I 
I 

Gender 

Summaq statistics for subtotal scores on the Differential Loneliness Scale as 

Standard Deviation ; 
i 

5.36 i 

5.66 1 

Extracteci Factor 
Factor 1 

1 1 Mm 1 118 12.26 1 3.30 I 
' Total , 247 111.92 !321 

classified within sexuai orientation categories are shown in Table 4 1 

Factor 3 

1 

Multivanately, the effect of sexud orientation was statistically significant [Wilks' 

Gender 
Women 
Men 

1 12.70 Women / 129 / 2.60 
Men ! 118 / 13.03 / 2.98 
Total 1 247 / 12.86 1 2.79 

Lambda = 0.930, F(8,236) = 2.207, P = 0.0281. 

N 1 Mean 
129 1 19.05 
118 1 20.99 

! I Wornen i 129 i 0.61 1 0.99 
7 

I 
Men 1 118 ( 1.17 1 1.31 f 

~ o t d  
l Factor S Women 

247 1 0.88 j 1-19 
129 / 0.75 1 1.13 

1 
Factor 6 

1 
1 Factor 7 

1 Factor 8 
! 
i 
I 

Men il8 1 0.93 / 1.10 
1.12 
0.77 
1.12 
O.% 

Total 1 247 1 0.84 
Women 
Men 
Total 
Women 1 129 1 1.15 , 1.09 I 

129 
Il8 
247 

0.27 
0.57 
0.4 1 

1 .O6 
1 .O8 

Men 1 118 1 1.44 
Total 1 247 1.29 
Wornen 1 129 
Men ! II8 
Total 247 

121 1-1.25 1 
1.83 ' 1.40 
1.5 1 ' 1.36 

t 
1 



Univariately, the effect of s e m l  orientation was statistically significant for 3 

emcted factors: Factor 1 IF( 1,243) = 4.764, P = 0.0301; Factor 3 [F(1,243) = 8.750, P 

= 0.0031; an4 Factor 8 [F(1,243) = 9.746, P = 0.0021. 

Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was not statistically significant for 5 

emcted  factors: Factor 2 [F( 1,243) = 2.125, P = 0.1461; Factor 4 [F( 1,243) = 7.864, P 

= 0.0921; Factor 5 [F(1,243) = 0.459, P = 0.4991; Factor 6 [F(1,243) = 3.166, P = 0.0761; 

and, Factor 7 [F(1,243) = 0.023, P = 0.880). 

Table 4 1 Means of Subtotal Scores on the 8 Extracted Factors of the DLS / Function of 
Sexual Onenîation , 

t Extmcted Factor Sexual Orientation I N  IMean i Standard DeviatÏon 
[ LesbiadGay 1 1 18 / 20.89 1 5.62 1 Factor 1 
; Heterosexual 1 129 / 19.14 , 5.43 

I Total 1 247 1 19.98 i 5.58 
Factor 2 1 LesbiadGay 1118 112.28 j 3.19 l 

I Heterosexual 1129 111.60 ! 3-21 , 
1 Total 1247 i 11.92 3-21 

7 

j LesbianJGay 1118 113.42 2.88 1 Factor 3 , 
i 

l 
! 1 Heterosexuai 1 129 / 1235 2.6 1 
1 1 Total / 247 1 12.86 1 2.79 
1 Factor 4 1 LesbiadGay 1 118 1 1.04 3 1.30 
1 ! Heterosexuai 1129 j0.E : 1.05 

247 / 0.88 1 1.19 
I d a d G a y  

1 

1118 10.90 1 1 . 1 1  

I 1 247 ! 0.41 o. % 1 Totai 
1 Factor 7 1 LesbianIGay i 118 11.30 1 .O9 I 

i Heterosexuai il29 11-78 I .O8 ! Totai 1 247 / 1.29 ' 1.08 I 

Factor 8 LesbianKhy 1 118 1.81 1.36 1 
Heterosexual 1129 11.22 i 1.19 

1 Toral t247 /1.51 ; 1-26 1 

1 
I 
I 

S u m m q  statistics for subtotal scores on the Differential Loneliness Scale as 

cIassified within sexual orientation and gender categories are shown in Tables 42.A and 

Heterosexual 1 129 / 0.78 1 1.12 I 

Total 1 247 
LesbianlGay Il18 

0.84 ! 1.12 1 

L0.54 1-15 1 

Heterosexual 1129 10.29 0.73 



Multivariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not 

statistically significant [Wilks' Lambda = 0.976, F(8,336) = 0.713, P = 0.6801. 

Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation intemtion effect was not 

statistically significant for al1 8 extracted factors: Factor 1 CF([, 143) = 0.006, P = 0.9391: 

Factor 2 F(1,243) = 0.889, P = 0.34q; Factor 3 [F(1,243) = 0.098, f = 0.7551; Factor 4 

[F( 1.243) = 0.174, P = 0.6771; Factor 5 F( 1,243) = 0.348, P = 0.5561; Factor 6 [F( 1.  

243) = 0.415, P = 0.5201; Factor 7 [F(1,243) = 0.153, P = 0.6961; an4 Factor 8 [F(I, 

Table 42.A Means of Subtotal Scores on the 8 E,utracted Factors of the DLS I Factors 1 - 
-4 : Function of Sexual Orientanon & Gender 

1 E.u~acted Fanor ; Sexuai Ontmation 
1 Factor 1 1 LesbiadGay 
I 

Gender 1 N 1 Mean 1 Std Deviation 
Women / 54 1 19.91 1 5.60 
Men 164 121.72 15.54 I 

! Total 1 118 1 20.89 : 5.62 
I 

l 

l Heterosexual 1 Women 1 75 i18.43 i5.12 
l 
r i ~ t n  I 54 I 20.13 1 5.73 

i ~ o t a l  1129 
i 

1 19.14 5.43 
1 LesbiadGay IWomea 154 (12.19 3.27 1 Factor 2 
I 

5 

1 

64 
118 

Men 
Total 

l Hetmarud 

12.36 , 3.14 l 

12.28 13.19 
Women 
Men 

75 1 1.10 i 2.94 1 
I 

Factor 3 Lesb~an/Gay 
1 

I 
l 

l 1 

1 l 
Women 175 12.31 / 2.54 

I / M a  i 54 : 12-41 ' 2.72 
Total 129 11235 12.61 1 1 Factor 4 LcsbianlGay Women 54 , 0.72 ! 1-12 I 

l Men 64 j I31  1 1.39 I 
l Total 1 118 1.04 1 1.30 
l 

i Heterosexual Women 1 75 1 0.53 1 0.89 
l Men 1 54 1 1-00 1 1.20 + 

~ota l  1 129 1 o.n 1-05 

54 , 12.15 
Total , 129  111.60 

3.52 , 
3.21 

Women 1 54 1 13.24 1 2.60 1 

- Men 1 64 ' 13.56 1 3.11 I 

~otai  1 1 1 8  13-42 1 2.88 i 



Table 42.B Means of Subtotal Scores on the 8 Extracted Factors of the DLS 1 Factors 5 

- 

Factor 

- 8 1 Function of Sexual ûriemation & Gender 
1 Extracted Factor / S e d  Orientation 1 Gender 1 N ! Mean ! Std. Deviarion I 

Total 129 0.29 0.73 
LesbianlGay Women 1 54 1.17 1.1 1 

Men 65 1.41 1 .O6 
Total 118 1.30 1 .O9 

Heterosrnud Women 75 1.13 1 .O8 

1 Factor 5 

1 

Men 54 ' 1.18 1 .O6 
Totd ' 129 1.28 I .O8 

Factor 8 LrsbiadGay Wornen i 54 1.46 1.22 
Men 64 2.11 l .t2 
Total 118 ' 1.81 1.36 

Heterosemd Women ' 75 1 .O3 1.75 

, / Heterosexual !Women 175 10.75 I l .18 
I 
I Men 54 I 0.83 , 1.06 
I TotaI ! 119 i 0.78 1.12 

I Factor 6 LesbianiGay i Women 1 54 1 0.25 0.89 

l : M m  1 6 4  10.70 1.32 
I :Total ' 1 1 8  10.54 1.15 

Heterosexual , Women i 75 0.21 0.66 
Men 54 I 0.41 0.8 1 

LesbidGay 

Total i 129 1.22 1.79 

Women 1 54 1 0.76 i 1.08 I 
Men 164 11-02 '1.13 l I 

Co~ing Questionnaire 

A two-way between subjecis MANOVA 2x2 design was perfonned on the data 

of this scale to compare the mean of 5 subtotal (or subscale) scores amonest the two 

: Total IL18 10.90 11.11 
, 
l 

gender and two sexuai orientation sub-cdturai groups. Sumrnary statistics for subtotal (or 

subscale) scores on the Coping Questionnaire as classified within gender categories are 

shown in Table 43. 

Hypothesis 3.A stated that there was no statisticaIIy significant gender etTect on 

the Coping Questionnaire mean subotal (or subscale) scores. 

Multivaiately, the effect of gender was not statistically significant [Wilks' 

Lambda = 0.980, F(5,213) = 0.859, P = 0.5101. Thus, failed to reject hypothesis 3.A. 



Univariately, the effect of gender was not statistically significant for any of the 5 

coping strategy categories: 'SelF-Enhancing Behaviors' F(1,217) = 0.694, P = 0.4061; 

'Behavioral Problern-Solving' [F(1,217) = 2.147, P = 0.1441; 'Redefining Problern' F(1, 

217) = 0.286, P = 0.5941; 'Distraction' F(1.217) = 2.236, P = 0.1361; and, Cognitive 

Problem-Solving' [F(1,217) = 0.130, P = 0.7191. 

Table 43 Means of Subtotal Scores on the Coping Strategies i Function of Gender 
Coping Stratew Category Gender ! N Mean Std. Deviahon , 
Self-E5hancing Behavion Wornen *116 29.18 8.19 

Men 105 18.22 8.94 
To ta1 -21 28.72 8.60 

Behavioral Problem-Solvinp Women , 1 16 18.36 . 7.71 
Men I O5 27-00 7.15 I 

Total , 221 27.71 7.5 1 
Redefimg Problem Women 116 21-57 7.1 1 

Men 105 10.86 7 08 
Total 22 1 1 120 7.14 

Distraction Women 116 17.41 4.95 
CIen 1 05 16.34 5.43 
Total 22 I 16.91 5.10 

Cogmtive Problern-Solving Wornen 116 17.82 4 73 
Men I 05 17.58 4.81 
Total 32 1 17.7 1 4.76 

Summary statistics for subtotai scores on the Coping Questionnaire as classified 

within sexual orientation categories are shown in Table 44. 

Hypothesis 3.B stated that there was no statistically significant sexual orientation 

effect on the Coping Questionnaire mean subtotal (or subscale) scores. 

Multivanately, the effect of sexual orientation was not statistically significant 

[Wilks' Lambda = 0.95 1, F(5,113) = 2.177, P = 0.0581. Thus, failed to reject hypothesis 

Univariately, the effect of sema1 orientation was statistically significant for the 

'Behavioral Problem-Solving7 coping strategy category F( 1,2 17) = 4.2 15, P = 0.0411. 



Univariately, the effect of sexuaI orientaîion was not statistically significant for 

the remaining 4 coping strategy categories: 'Self-Enhancing Behavion' [F( 1.1 17) = 

0.818, P = 0.367; 'Redefining ProbIem' [F(I, 217) = 0.054, P = 0.8171; 'Distraction' 

F(1,217) = 1.567, P = 0.2121; and, 'Cognitive Problem-Solving' F(1,2 17) = 0.140, P = 

0.7091. 

Table 44 Means of Subtotal Scores on the Coping Strategies 1 Function of Sexual 

I I Total 1 221 1 27.71 1 7.51 l 

Redefining Roblern 1 LesbidGay 1 104 121.01 1 7.19 1 

I Heterosexual 1 7 ! 21-38 1 7.13 i 
I / Total : 221 1 21.20 ! 7.14 

Distraction 1 LesbiadGay il04 117.29 15.01 4 

I / Hetaosscual 1 117 1 16.56 1 5.36 

Orientation 

Sumrnary statistics for subtotal scores on the Coping Questionnaire as classified 

Copine Strategy Category 
Self-Enhancing Behaviors 

I 
l Total 1 221 1 16.91 1 5.20 

within sexual orientation and gender categories are show in Tables 45.A and 45.0. 

N 
104 

S e d  Orientation 
LesbidGay 

1 Cognitive Probiem-Solvuig I LesbitadGay 
I Heterosexual 

Hypothesis 3.C stated that there was no statistically significant gender by sexual 

Mean Std Deviation 
29.22 1 8.98 

Heterosexual 1 117 ! Totai j 221 

104 1 17.82 1 5.00 1 
. 117 1 17.67 / 4.55 I 

1 

orientation interaction effect on the Coping Questionnaire mean subtotal (or sub-scale) 

28.28 1 8.26 
I 

28.72 1 8.60 

Toial 1 221 1 17.71 1 4.76 

scores. 

Behavioral Problem-Solving 1 LedianiGay 1 104 1 28.75 ; 7.64 
1 Heterosexual 1 117 1 26.79 1 7.29 

Multivariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was statistically 

significant [Wilks' Lambda = 0.933, F(5,213) = 3.054, P = 0.01 11. Thus, hypothesis 3.C 

was rejected. 



Univariately, the gender by semial orientation interaction effect was staîïsticaIly 

significant for the 'Redefining Problem' [F(1,217) = 6.371, P = 0.0121 and -Distractiony 

[F(1,217) = 5.607, P = 0.0191 coping strategies categories. 

Simple effects test for the 'Redefining Problem' coping strate5 category 

indicated a statistically significant gender effect for the heterosexual group F( 1,  137) = 

5.05, P = 0.0261, but not for the lesbianlgay group [F(I, 137) = 0.1 1 ,  P = 0.7381. A 

statisticaIIy significant sexual orientation effect was not found for women F(1, 137) = 

0.02, P = 0.8891 and men [F( 1. 137) = 1.38, P = 0.2421 on this coping strategies category. 

In reference to the 'Distraction' coping strategies category, simple effects test 

tndicated a statistically significant gender effect for the heterosexual p u p  [F( 1. 1.7) = 

7.18, P = O.OO%j, but not for the lesbiadgay group F(1, 137) = 0.16, P = 0.6861. A 

statistically significant sexual orientation effect was not found for women [F( 1. 13 7) = 

0.0 1 .  P-0.9201 and men [F( 1. 137) = 0.47, P = 0.4941 on this coping strategies categos. 

Univanateiy, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not 

statistically significant for the remaining 3 coping strategy categories: 'Self-Enhancing 

Behaviors' [F( 1.2 17) = 0.886, P = 0.3481; 'Behavioral Problem-Solving' [F( 1.2 17) = 

0.135, P = 0.7141; and, 'Cognitive Problem-Solving' F(1,217) = 0.669, P = 0.4141. 

Table 45.A Means of Subtotal Scores on the Coping Strateges , Function of Sexual 
Orientation & Gender 

I 

i CopÎnp Saategy Category 
1 Self-Enhancing Behaviors 
i l 1 

1 \ Men ! 53 29.18 1 9.54 I 

1 /Tocal 1104 119.22 18-98 
I 

i I b 

Sexual Orientation / Gender 1 N I Mean j Std. Deviaùon 1 
LesbianlGay i Women 51 1 29.16 1 8.45 1 

Heterosexual 1 Wornen 
Men 

I i Total - 
65 ! 2910 18.24 

t 
52 1 27.13 : 8.22 I 

117 i 28-28 1 8.76 I 



Table 45.B Means of Subtotal Scores on the Coping Strategies 1 Function of Sexual 

I Total ' 104 j 21.01 / 7.19 
H e t e r o d  1 Wornen 1 65 1 22.68 1 7.44 

' Men 1 52 1 19.75 16.45 
Totai , l I7 1 21.38 ' 7.13 

Distraction LesbiadGay 1 Women 1 51 , 16.98 1 5.12 , Men 53 / 17.58 , 4.92 
8 Total 1 104 I 17.19 5.01 

Hetm~exual i Women 65 ! 17.75 4.83 
Mm 52 / 15.08 ' 5.67 
Tod  II7 / 16.56 5.36 

Cognitive Problem-Solving LzsbiadGay Women ) 5 I 1 17.67 ' 4.97 

Orientation & Gender 
1 Coping Strategy Category j Sexuai Orientation 1 Gender ! N 1 Mean 1 Std Deviarion 1 

hIen 5 3 / 17.96 5.07 
Total 104 1 17.87 ' 5.00 

Heterose?rud ; Wornen 1 65 17 95 4.57 
1 hien 5 2  ,17.19 4.54 
L Total 117 j 17.62 1.55 

( Behavioral Problem-Solvhg LesbidGay I i 
I t 
i 1 

' H e t e r o d  

New Factor Structure of Co~ing  Questionnaire 

Women 1 51 1 29.3 1 ( 8.02 1 
Men 1 53 1 28.21 1 7.29 I 
Total I 104 1 28.75 I 7-64 
Women 1 65 1 27.62 1 7.43 

A two-way between subjects MANOVA 2x2 design was perfomed on the data 

i i Men j 52 1 25.77 , 7-05 1 

t Total ' 1 17 / 26.79 7.29 
, LesbiadGay , Wornen 1 51 / 20.04 i 6.69 Redefining Problem 

: Men 53 ' 21.94 / 7.58 

of this scale to compare the mean of 5 subtotal scores (the 5 extracted factors, as found 

via factor analysis in the present study) amongst the two gender and two sexual 

orientation sub-cultural groups. Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the Coping 

Questionnaire as classified within gender categories are show in Table 46. 

Multivariately, the effect of gender was not statistically significant [Wilks' 

Lambda = 0.957, F(5,213) = 1.932, P = 0.0901- 

Univarîately, the effect of gender was not statistically significant for any of the 5 

extracted factors: Factor 1 CF( 1,2I 7) = 3.499, P = 0.0631; Factor 2 [F( 1.2 17) = 0.904, P 



and, Factor 5 p(1,217) = 1 .Zao, P = 0.2591. 

Table 46 Means of Subtotal Scores on the 5 Extracted Factors of the CQ / Function of 
Gender 
Exrracted Factor 1 Gender Î N 1 Mean i Std Deviation i 

1 Factor 1 :Women 1116 141.62 i 11.32 
i 105 i 38.41 Mm ; 11.82 

; ~ o t a l  i221  i4o.10 j 12.63 
; Factor 2 !Women 1116 j55.42 j 10.01 - 
I , Men ;IO5 j34.15 9.1 1 , 

Total 221 134.82 t 9.59 
Factor 3 Women I 116 1 14.44 6.13 

Men 105 #13.91 5.90 
Total 1 221 14-19 6.0 1 I 

Factor 4 Women 116 28.92 8.77 
MRI 8 105 18.18 8.64 
Totai 221 28.62 8.69 

Factor 5 Women 116 $14.07 S.% 
Men 105 15.61 5.84 
Total lIZ1 * 15-22 5.90 

Smmary statistics for subtotal scores on the Coping Questionnaire as classified 

within sexual orientation categories are shown in Table 47. 

Multivanately, the effect of sexd orientation was statisticdly significant [Wilks' 

Lambda = 0.934, F(5,ZIj) = 3.011, P = 0.0111. 

Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was siatisticaIIy significant for 

Factor 3 [F(I, 217) = 11.761. P = 0.0011. 

Univariately, the effect of sexuai orientation was not statistically significant for 

the remaining 4 e-wacted factors: Factor 1 F(1,217) = 0.788, P = 0.3761: Factor Z [F( 1. 

217) = 0.021, P = 0.8861; Factor 4 F( 1,217) = 2.622, P = 0. I07j; and, Factor 5 F(i, 



Table 47 Means of Subtotal Scores on the 5 Extracted Factors of the CQ I Function of 
Sexual On'entation 

I ExÙacted Factor i Semial Orientation 1 N ! Mean / Std. Deviarion 
1 Factor 1 ; LesbidGay / 104 j 40.72 j 13.28 

I Heterosexual 1 117 139.54 1 12-07 I 
I 

I Total 1 ; 221 i40.10 / 12.63 I 

' Factor 2 1 LesbidGay / 104 ! 34.86 / 9.66 i ' Heterosexual 1 1 17 i 34.79 , 9.57 1 

Total / 221 34.82 a 9.59 1 

, Factor 3 LesbianIGay '104 115.61 i 6.20 , 
- - 

i Heterosexual '117 ,12.93 5.57 I 

Total 221 14.19 6.0 1 ! 
Factor 4 LesbidGay 104 29.57 8.20 

1 

Heterosaual 1 17 27.77 9.06 I 

Total 221 18.62 8.69 1 

Facior 5 LesbianiGay 104 15.27 5.99 I 

Heterosemal 117 15.18 5.85 
Total 221 ' 15.22 5.90 

S m a r y  statistics for subtotal scores on the Coping Questionnaire as classified 

within sexual orientation and gender categories are shown in Table 48. 

Mdtivariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was statistically 

significant [Wilks' Lambda = 0.933. F(5,213) = 3.074, P = 0.01 11. 

Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was statistically 

significant for Factor 5 [F( 1,217) = 11.562, P = 0.000]. Simple effects test indicated no 

statistically significant snder  effect for the iesbianlgay group [F=( 1. 137) = 0.29. P = 

0.5941 and the heterosexual group [F( 1, 137) = 3.00, P = 0.0851. A statistically significant 

sexuai orientation effect was not found for women [F( 1, 137) = 0.83, P = 0.3651 and men 

Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction eEect was not 

statistically significant for the remaining 4 extracted factors: Factor 1 [F( 1.2 17) = 2.189, 

P = 0.1401; Factor 2 CF(1.217) = 0.379, P = 0.5393; Factor 3 [F(l, 317) = 0.080, P = 

0.7781; and, Factor 4 IF( 1,ZI 7) = 1.048, P = 0.3071. 



Table 48 Means of Subtotal Scores on the 5 Extracted Factors of the CQ 1 Function of 
S e x d  Orientation & Gender 
Extracted Factor 1 Semial Orientation I Gender I N I Mean / Std. Deviarion ; 

/ LesbianiGay j Women / 5 1  /41.06 113.21 Factor 1 1 

1 : Men , 53 1 40.40 13.46 

I Total 1 17 j 39.54 ' 11.07 
Factor 2 6 LesbianlGay Women 5 1  1 35.08 ' 10.52 

, hien 53 ; 34.64 8.85 
a Total 104 1 34.86 9.66 

I 
/ Heterosexual Women 1 65 

~ e t e r o G a l  Women 65 ; 35.69 9.67 

1 Total / 104 1 40.72 i 13-28 
l 

41.06 l 1 1.66 

Factor 3 

1 1 Men ' 52 36.38 - , 11.92 

Total 117 : 34.79 9.57 
Lesbian/Gay 8 Women 51 15.84 6.75 

Men 53 ' 15.38 5.67 
8 Total IO4 15.61 6.20 

Heterosexual Women 65 j 13.34 ' 5.39 

Heterosexual Women 65 28.62 9.36 
Men 52 16.71 8.64 
Total 117 i 17.77 9.06 

Factor 5 LesbianlG y Women , 5 1  13.41 5.68 
Men 53 17.06 5.78 

I ' Total ; 104 ' 15.17 ' 5.99 
Heterosexual Women 65 1 16.02 , 5.% 

* Men 52 14.13 5.58 
Total . 117 :15.18 5.85 



CHAPTER FWE 

D[SCUSS ION 

The objective of the current study was to examine some of the characteristics of 

the interpersonal loneliness and coping experience of persons of selected sub-cultures 

(gender and sexual orientation). More specificdly, the purpose was to explore the 

influence of sub-culture on the nature and degree of interpersonal loneliness and coping 

with its e'cperience. 

The finding of the present research were based on the questions raised by the 

researcher. the scales chosen and employed - thus, interpretation of resuits was gided by 

the explicit and implicit underlying theoretical assumptions of thrse scalcs - the tvp of 

data collected (i.e.. quantitative), and the type of analyses performed. 

The findings of the current study wil l  be presented in depth within cight 

segments: Factor analyses of scales: reliability analyses of scales: analyses ( 2 x 2  desi~n) 

of sub-cultural goup (gender and sexual orientation) scores: theoretical inte-uation of 

findings; contribution of present study: limitations of present study future research 

directions: and implications for counselling. Moreover. several of these cight segnents 

will consist of several subsections. as has k e n  deemed appropnate. 

Factor Analyses of Scales 

Results of factor analyses indicated that a factor structure underlies the 70.6 1. 

and 27 items of the UCLA Loneliness Scaie I Version 3). the Diffcrential Loneliness 

Scale, and the Coping Questionnaire, respectively. Findings of the current study. 

however. have not supponed the factor structure of these scates as found in previous 

researc h. 



UCLA LoneIiness ScaIe I Version 3) 

In the present study, the varimax rotation indicated that the 20 items of the UCLA 

Loneliness Scale (Version 3) revealed 3 underlying factors. Likewise, the factor analysis 

ofthis scaie, in previous tesearcfi (RusseII, 1996), has also indicated three factors. ivith 

one reflecting one global factor, and the other two the direction of item wording (i.e., 

negative vs. positive). 

To view the comparison of items compnsing each factor on the UCLA Loneliness 

Scale (Version 3 1, as found in previous research versus those of the present study. see 

Table 49 Items Repmenting Each Extracteci Factor i UCLA LoneIiness Scale i Version 3) 
- Re ference Factor Item Numbers a 

Russell. 1996 Factor I 1. 7.3. 4. 5.6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 1 I .  12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19.20 
Factor1 2. 3.4. 7. 8. 11, 17 13. 14. 17. 18 
Factor 3 1. 5.6- 9- IO. 19.20 

Present Smdy Factor t 1. 3.4  7. 12. 13, 15. 19.20 
Factor2 1. 5.6.9. IO. 16 

The three factors emcted in the current study somewhat resembled those of 

RusseWs { 1996) research with several exceptions. Ln the present anaiysis, Factor 1 

resembled Russell's (1996) Factor I with the exception that items rr" I ,  $5, #6, $8. g9, TÏ 10, 

? I 1 - 4 14, + l6. n 17. and % 18 have not loaded on this factor in the cumnt study. Factor 1 

additionally resembled Russell's ( 1996) Factor 2, with the exception that Factor I has not 

included items #8. # 1  I ,  + 14. $1 7, and R i8. In the current factor structure. the 

aforernentioned items compnsed Factor 3. Additionally, items # 19 and 2 0  aIso loaded 

on Factor 1 of the current study, but Ioaded on Factor 3 in Russell-s ( 1996) research. 

Factor 2, in the current research, resembled Russell's (1996) Factor 3, with the 



exception that it had not inciuded items # 19 and $20, but had additiondly included item 

#16. 
Close examination of the items comprising each factor yielded the following 

conclusions. The items comprising Factor 1 primarily appeared to represent IoneIiness of 

an emotionaliintimate nature {i.e., "How often do you feel that you are no longer close to 

anyone?"). 

Items comprising Factors 2 and 3 generally seemed to reflect loneliness of a 

social nature. Collectively, these items appeared to reflect the degree of one's social 

inteetion (Le.. Feeling a sense of commonality and belongng with others) and, 

somewhat. one's pattern of interaction (Le., feeling outgoing or shy). However. items 

cornprising Factor 2 appeared to refl ect more so loneliness of a social~emotional nature 

connected to penons within one's social group or network (Le., -How often do ?ou feel 

that you are 'in tune* rvith the people around you?"). and items cornprising Factor 3 

eenerally appeared to reflect toneliness of a social/isolation nature related to the bigger - 
communie or social structure ( i.e.. "How ofien do ?ou €eel isolated from others?"). To 

view the compiled items representing each extracted factor, see Appendix R. 

Consequently. although research has indicated that the precix factorial structure 

of this scale remains debatable. in generai, numerous factor analytic studies indicated that 

the factor content of this scale appears to reflect the themes as found in the present study: 

Lack of intimate other (s): absence of social groups or networks in which one may 

participate in; and, feeiing of not belonging or k ing afiiiated with others (see 

Hartshome- 1993 ). 

The contrasted factor structure of this scale, as detecred in the present research, 

may have been parily due to three conceivable reasons: The characteristics of the 



population having comprised the sample of the present study; the disparate analyses k e n  

utilized in Russell's ( 1996) study; and, possibly, due to the negative item responses been 

converted to positive ones pnor to having them entered into the data base for analyses. 

The implication of the Lactor structure of this scale possibly being affected by the 

population characteristics is that the nature of the loneliness experience ma. differ arnong 

diverse populations. although the nurnber of factors may remain invariable (Russell, 

1996). Consequently, this possibility may chaIIenge the identification of the scale as a 

unidimensional measure. 

Differential Loneliness Scale 

Factor analysis of the 6 1 items of the Differential Loneliness Scale revealed 14 

underlying factors in the current research. However, due to reasons previously mentioned 

in the foregoin- chapter. 6 factors were discarded Iaving 8 for consideration. 

In a previous study (Schmidt & Semat. 1983), factor anaIysis of the original 60- 

item Differential Loneliness Scale indicated that the items represented primarily 4 

factors, with each factor rrflecting one type of social reIationship. 

To view the cornparison of items comprising each tàctor of the Differential 

Loneliness Scale, as found in previous research versus those of the present study. set! 

Table 50. Note that. due to the addition of one more item ($8) to the DifferenUal 

Loneliness Scale adrninistered in the cunent study, commencing with $8, the identified 

ordered nurnber of an item on the original 60-item version of the Differential Loneliness 

Scale was increassd by I (i.e., $8 became $9, $9 became f IO, etc. ). Furthemore. since 

item $8 was not an item on the original Differential Loneliness Scale. it was not reported 

in the table. 



Table 50 Items Representing Each Extracted Factor 1 DifferentiaI LoneIiness Scale 
Refmce ( Factor ( item Numbers 
Schmidt & [ Familial ( 1.6, 11, 15,2l, 26,30.33,35,37,41,43,45.48,5 1.55.58.60 j 

1 Factor 3 1 4.20.23.25.27.40 

Romantic 
Group 

I 

Factor 4 1 3. 14,38,54 
I 

Factor 5 1 12.28.57 I 
1 

52,54,56.6 1 
5, 10, 16. 19,2& 29.32 36.4746.53.59 
2,9, 13, 18.28,39,50,57 I 

i 

1 Factor 6 1 7. 12.49.56.61 
i Factor 7 1 17-44 47 

Factor 1 1 6, 15,21,24.26,30,35.37,41.43.45,48.51.55.58.60 i 
Factor 2 1 5, 10.19.22.29.32.42.46.59 I 

- - - 

In the current analysis, Factor I was similar to that of Schmidt and Sermat's 

( 1983) 'Familial' factor, with the following exception: Items 1. i! 1 1. and '133 have not 

loaded on this factor in the current analysis, but item fi24 has. Items + 1. = 1 1. and $3 

Ioaded on Factor 8 in the present study, while item #24 loaded on the 'Friendship' factor 

of Schmidt and Semat's ( 1983) midy. 

Factor 2 was similar to that of Schmidt and Semat's (1983) 'Romantic-Sexual' 

factor. with the exception that items I6,#36, and #S3 have not loaded on this factor in 

the present study. Rather, item 8 16 loaded on Factor 8, and items fr36 and 953 were 

discarded, in the current research. 

The items comprising Factor 3 were items that partially comprised the 

-Friendship' factor in Schmidt and Semat's ( 1983) research. However. Schmidt and 

Sermat's (1983) 'Friendship' factor additionally included the following items: $3. $7, 

3 12, % 14,g 17, $24, $3 1. $34, #38, a, #47, $49, #52,454, g56. and f 6 1. Items $3. Y 14, 

g38. and W54 comprised Factor 4. items $7, $12, a 9 ,  $56, and #61 comprised Factor 6, 



items # 17, #44, and #47 comprised Factor 7, and items #3 1, #34, and #52 were discarded 

in the current study. 

Factor 5 (items #13, $28, and #57) partially comprised Schmidt and Sermat's 

(1983) 'Group/Community' factor. However, the 'Group/Community' factor also 

included items k2, =9,9 18, =39. and 30. 

Examination ofthe items comprising each of the 8 extracted factors yielded the 

following conclusions. Collectively, items comprising Factors 1 and 8 were associated 

with familial relations. The items of Factor 1 primarily appeared to reflect numerous and 

diverse dimensions of interpersonal interaction (i.e., approach vs. avoidance. cooperation. 

perceived evaluation, and communication). 

The items of Factor 8 generally seemed to retlrct 2 dimensions of interaction 

(approach ts. avoidance and communication). Furthemore, items compnsing Factor 8 

additionally reflected the communication of intimate or ernotional content (Le.. "1 am not 

very open with members of my family," "I find it easy to express feelings of affection 

toward members of my family,'- and "1 fmd it difficult to tell anyone that I love him or 

her."). 

Items comprising Factor 2 were associated with numerous and diverse dimensions 

of interpersonal interaction within romantic-sexual relations (Le.. presence or absence of 

relationship, cooperation. perceived evaluation. and communication ). 

Items comprising Factors 3,4,6, and 7 were associated with fkendship relations. 

Factor 3 items generally appeared to reflect the interpersonal interaction dimensions of 

perceived evaiuation and communication (i-e., "1 don't feel that 1 can turn to my 

Friends..-for heip when I need i t "  -Most of my fnends understand my motives and 



reasoning"). Additionaily, several of these items reflected perceived social support h m  

fhends. 

Items comprising Factor 4 generally appeared to reflect 3 dimensions of 

interpersonal interaction (Le., approach vs, avoidance, perceived evaluaîion, and 

communication). The following were examples of these items: "f usuaHy wait for a hend 

to cal1 me up and invite me out before making plans.. . . "; "My tryng to have 

m'ends.. . seldom succeeds the way 1 would like it to.": and, -. . . i am generally able to 

express both positive and negative feelings." 

The items of Factor 6 seemed to reflect 2 dimensions of interpersonai interaction: 

Presence or absence of relationship (i-e., "1 have at least one real hend."); and, perceived 

evaluation (i.e.. "My friends don't seem to stay interested in me for long."). in addition. 

several items of Factor 6 reflected perceived social support from fnends (1.e.. "Some of 

rny friends wiIl stand by me in almost any difficulty."). 

The items of Factor 7 appeared to reflect the interpersonal interaction dimensions 

of perceived presence or absence of fnendship relations, perceived evaluation. and 

communication. In general, howeve- the predominant theme of these items appeared to 

be the perceived presence or absence of fn'endship relations. 

Items comprising Factor 5 were associated with an individual's perceived 

evaluation of her or his community. In other words, these items were associated with how 

sociatly integated one perceived one self to be within one's community. Community 

may have been defined in numerous ways. For example, it may have bern interpreted as 

pertaining to one's social network structure, the lesbiadgay or bisexual community, 

andlor the overall society. 



To view the compiled items representing each extracted factor, see Appendix S. 

Although factor analysis of this scale yielded 8 distinct factors, note that, for 

practical purposes and due to the nature of the study, these factors will not be labeled 

but, rather, will be presented in context with their themes in the segment concerning 

analyses ( 2 x 2  design) of sub-cultural p u p  scores. For example, when refemng to 

Factor 5, it will be presented as Factor 5 associated with group/community relations. 

The distinct factor stnicture of the Differential Loneliness Scale, as found in the 

current research. may have been partially due to the characteristics of the population 

having comprised the sample of the cunent study. 

Copine Questionnaire 

Results indicated that the 17 items of the Coping Questionnaire revealed 7 

underlying factors. Due to the reasoning provided in the preceding chapter. only 5 factors 

were considered for reponing. 

In Russell et al.,'s ( 19W) study, factor analysis of this scale also indicated that the 

items represented 5 factors. To view the cornparison of items comprising each factor on 

the Coping Questionnaire. as found in previous research versus those ofthe present 

study, see Table 5 1. 

Table5 1 Items Representing Each E;utracted Factor i' Coping Questionnaire 
Reference Factor : Item Numbers 
Russell et al.. 1984 I Self-Enhancine Behaviors 1 4. 5. 12. 13.70 

Behaviod hoblem-Solvinp 1 8. 11. 16, 19.24 

: Cognitive Problem-SoIvùip ' 2. 10. 18 
' Factor l 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 19 
! Factor 2 8.9, 10. 1 1.20.1[ 
1 Factor 3 ' 22-23-24 ! 

I Factor 4 ' 1.2.3.4.5 
, Factor 5 ; 6.  7. 18 



Upon viewing Table 5 1. it is evident that the factor structure of the Coping 

Questionnaire of the current study greatly differed f-rom that of Russell et al.,'s 

( 1984) research. 

The following conclusions were drawn fiom the examination of the items 

comprising each of the 5 extracted factors. The items of Factor 1 represented cognitive 

strategies utilized to cope with andor to aileviate the loneliness experience. This solitary 

involvement primarily included engaging in positive self cognitive talk and nonnalizing 

the experience (i.e., "Told yourself that most other people are lonely at one tirne or 

an~ther.~),  reassuring oneself that the situation would improve (i-e.. "Told yourself that 

your loneliness would not last forever. that things would get better."). reflecting on 

possible solutions (ix., "Thought about how to change your loneliness."). and perceiving 

the situation positively (i.e.. "Thought about possible benefits of your experience of 

loneliness.. . ."). 

Factor 2 was comprised of items reflecting both cognitive and behavioml coping 

strategies. The cognitive items were associated with reflecting on positive personal 

quaiities (Le.. "Thought about o o d  qualities that you possess ... ." ) and personal 

successes (i-e., Thought about thing you can do extremely well ... ."). The behavioral 

items reflected active engagement in activities for leisure purposes or personal gowth 

(i-e., "Actually done something you are very good at ...,- "Worked panicularly hard to 

succeed at some acti vity... .-), or in activities reflecting the continuation of attending to 

daily responsibilities, andior that may have assisted one to escape fiom the loneliness 

experïence temporarily (i.e., "Taken your mind off feeling lonely by concentrating on 

work.. . ."). 



The behavioral oriented items of Factor 3 reflected the active social actions that 

individuals engaged in, in attempt to alleviate theu loneliness experience (Le., -Attended 

a social gatherïng to meet new people, " Attended organized recreational activities to 

meet new people."). 

Factor 4 was comprised of items reflecting both cognitive and behavioral copine 

strategies. The cognitive items refiected distracting oneself fiom the loneliness 

experience either as a means to continue attending to daily responsibilities, or to 

ternporan'ly escape fiom the experience (Le., Taken your mind off feeling lonely by 

deliberately thinking about other thin p... ."), and engriging in reflection as to possible 

solutions to the experience (i.e., "Tried to figure out why you were lonely," "Thought 

about things you could do to overcome your Ionelinas.'*). The behavioral items retlected 

active engagement in leisure and extracurricular activities (Le., -Taken your mind off 

feeling lonely by doing some physical activi'y.. . ." Taken your mind off feeling Ionely 

through some mental activi ty... ."). 

The behavioral oriented items of Factor 5 reflected the activities engaged in, in 

attempt to give rise to personal trait changes (i-e., "Done something to rnake yourself 

more physically attractive to others,. . ."), and to attain personal developrnent and growth 

lie., "Done something to improve your sociat skiils ....- "Done sornething to make 

yourself a more out-going person.-). 

To view the compiled items representing each extracted factor. see Appendix T. 

Although the factor analysis of this sale yieIded 5 distinct extracted factors, once 

again, for practical purposes, these factors wiIl not be Iabeted, but. rather, wilI be 

presented in context with their thentes in the segment concerning anaIyses (2x2 design) 



of sub-cultural group scores. For example, when refemng to Factor 5, it will be presented 

as Factor 5 associated with activities engaged in to bring on personal trait changes and to 

aîîain personai development and growth. 

Once again, perhaps the presendy identified factor structure of this scale differed 

fiom that of Russell et al.,'s ( 1984) study due to the characteristics of the sarnple of the 

current studv. 

Reliability Analyses of Scales 

Despite underlying theoretical differences (Le.. unidimensional vs. 

multidirnensional concepnralizations of loneliness), the analyses of the present study 

indicated that both the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) and the Differential 

Loneliness Scale have high reliability. Furthemore, the 4 reiationship sub-scales of the 

Differential Loneliness Scale were dernonstrated to have adequate to hi@ reliability 

Previous studies have yielded comparable alpha values for the UCLA Loneliness 

Scale (Version 3) and the Differential Loneliness Scale. To view the cornparison of alpha 

values yielded in the present study with those found in previous research, see Tables 52 

and 53, respectively. 

Table 52 Psychomeuic Properties (Reliability) : UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 2) 
Refmce Total Scale a . 
Constable & Russell 1986 .94 

.S9 : Russell, ..Utmaier. & Van Velzen. 1987 
: Russell & Cutrona 199 1 .89 
j Russell. Kao. & Cutrona 1987. ctted in Russell 1996 .92 

he~ent Study .93 



TabIe 53 Psychometric Properties (Reliability) 1 Differential Loneliness Scale 
1 Reference 1 Famiiid 1 Frimdship 1 Romsatic 1 Gmup 1 Total Scaie i 

Results further indicated the hi& reliability of the Coping Questionnaire (a = 

1 1987 
Kalliopuska&Laitina 1 1991 

/ Schmitt & K d e k  1985 

0.90). Reliabiliy analysis of the 5 sub-scales of the Coping Questionnaire, however. 

indicated low to moderate reliability (Cronbach alphas ranging fiom 0.54 to 0.75). 

-88 

Previous research has not yielded comparable alpha values for the Coping 

1 (Snidents) I 
1 Schmitt & Kurdek. 1985 1 -83 
i (Elddy Women) I 

1 Schmidt & S w a t  1983 1 .70 
1 h e m t  Study i .91 

Questionnaire. To view the comparison of alpha values yielded in the present study with 

.76 

those found in Russell et al.,'s ( 1984) research. see Table 54. 

Note: Values that were not presented in studies were reported as '*.' 

-82 

Table 54 Psychometric Properties ( Reliability) / Coping Questionnaire 
' Reference Self- , Behavioral / Redefininp / Distraction : Cognitive , 

Enhancing Problern- I Problem , Problern- 
Behaviors 1 Solving 1 I , Solvins 

i I 

-85 1 .46 1 * I 

* 

1 

a a a a a 
Russell et al.. 1984 .83 .85 .77 .70 .80 
Present Study .75 -63 .62 1 .61 .54 

I 1 I 
.72 1 .71 1 .73 1 .92 I 

t 

.87 / .91 ; .75 1 .94 

Findly, reliability analyses of the 3,8, and 5 extracted factors of the three scales 

3 9  1 .61 8 
i 

* 

indicated low to hi& reliabilities. Findings indicated that the 3 extracted factors of the 

1 
-92 l 

1 

UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) have adequate to high reliabilities (Cronbach alphas 

ranging fiom 0.79 to 0.89). The 8 extracted factors of the Differential Loneliness Scale 

were demonstrated to have low to high reliabilities (Cronbach alphas ranging fiom 0.58 



to 0.94). Reliability andysis of the 5 extracted factors of the Coping Questionnaire 

indicated moderate to adequate reiiabilities (Cronbach alphas ranging frorn 0.70 to 0.85). 

Analyses ( 2 x 2  Design) of Sub-Culturai Group (Gender & Sexuai Orientation) Scores 

In gened, the findings of the present research suggested that sub-culture appears 

to influence the nature and degree or intensity of the interpersonal loneliness experience. 

That an individual's culture (i.e., ethnicity) has an influence on her or his loneliness 

e.uperience, has k e n  previously founded by research conducted by Rokach and Sharma 

( 1996). However, it seems that the same can not be stated in regards to coping with the 

loneliness experience. With several exceptions, in general, the results of the current study 

suggested that pesons amonpt the selected sub-cultures cope somewhat similarly with 

their expenence of loneliness. appiying relatively sirnilar cognitiveibehavioral strategies, 

at a relatively equal frequency. 

In the following segment. for the purposes of claritv, sub-cultural group results 

will be presented within 9 sections: UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3); new factor 

structure of UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3); summary of UCLA Loneliness Scale 

(Version 3) results; Differential Loneliness ScaIe: new factor structure of Differential 

Loneliness Scale: summary of Differential Loneliness Scale results: Coping 

Questionnaire; new factor structure of Coping Questionnaire; and. summary of Coping 

Questionnaire results. 

UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) 

Univariately, the effect of snder  was not statistically significant ( P = 0.059) on 

the total score of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3). Findings indicated that the 

women group (M = 43.36) and the men group (M = 46.29) scored cornparably on the 



scale. This suggested that the women and men of the curmt sarnple were experiencing a 

comparable degree or intensity of loneliness. This finding compares with the results of 

previous studies having utilized this particular version of the UCLA Loneliness Scale 

(Le., Constable & Russell, 1986: Russell, Altmaier, & Van Velzen, 1987; Russell & 

Cutrona, 199 1). 

However- an examination of the mean scores indicated that, men, as a group, 

obtained a slightiy higher mean score than the women group, making this finding 

comparable to other resmch of similar results [Le., original UCLA Loneliness Scale 

(Solano. 1980; Solano et al., 1982 (Study 1)); revised UCLA Loneliness Scale (Bell, 

1991; Wilson et al.. 1992 laduit sample))]. 

Univariately. the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant (P = 

0.0 18). The lesbiarugay group t M = 46.58) scored statistically signiticantly higher, and, 

hence, were assumed to have been experiencing a statistically significantly higher degee 

of loneliness. than the heterosexual group ( M  = 43.09) on this scale. 

Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not 

statistically significant (P = 0.868). That is, the women and men of the lesbiawgay goup, 

and the women and men of the heterosexual group, have not differed in ternis of the 

degree of loneliness experienced. This also indicated that, the women of the lesbianigay 

and heterosexual groups, and the men of the lesbiadgay and heterosexual goups have 

not differed in terms of the degree of loneliness experienced. 

New Factor Stnicture of UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) 

Multivarïately, the effect of gender was statisticaily significant (P = 0.030). 

Univariately, the effect of gender was statisticalIy significant for Factor 1 (P = 0.0 13). 

The women group (M = 19.05) scored statistically significantiy Iower on Factor 1, thus, 



suggesting they have experienced a sîatisticaily significantly lower degree of loneliness 

of an emotionallintimate nature, than the men group (M = 20.99). 

Univariately, the effect of gender was not statistically significant for Factor 2 (P = 

0. i 73) and Factor 3 (P = 0.550). This suggested that the two groups were expriencing a 

comparable degree of loneliness of a social/emotional nature (connected to persons 

luithin their social network), and of a sociaYisolation nature (related to the bigger 

comrnunity or societal level). Examination of the mean scores on these two factors, 

however, indicated that the men goup scored slightly higher than the women group. 

Mdtivariately, the effect of sexual orientation was sîatisticalIy significant (P = 

0.021 1. Univariarely, the effect of sexuaI orientation was statistically signiticant for 

Factor 1 (P = 0.030) and Factor 3 (P = 0.003). The lesbianlgay group (M = 20.89) scored 

statistically significantly higher on Factor 1. and, thus. suggesting they have experienced 

a statistically significantly greater degee of loneliness of an emotionaVintimate nature, 

than the heterosexual group (M = 19.14). Additionally, the lesbiarvgay group (M = 13.42) 

scored statisticaIly significantly higher on Factor 3, hence, suggesting they have 

experienced a statistically significantly greater degree of loneliness of a social/isolation 

nature, than the heterosexual group (M = 12.35). 

Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was not statistically significant for 

Factor 2 (P = 0.146). This suggested a comparable degree of loneliness of a 

sociaUemotional narure experienced by members of these two sexual orientation groups. 

Examination of the mean scores on this fmor indicated that the lesbian/gay group scored 

siightly higher than the heterosexual group. 



Multivariately, the gender by sexuai orientation interaction effect was not 

statistically significant (P = 0.354). Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation 

interaction effect was not statistically significant for any of the three extracteci façtors: 

Factor 1 (P  = 0.939); Factor 2 (P = 0.347); and, Factor 3 (P = 0.755). Thus, the women 

and men of the Iesbianlgay group, and the women and men of the heterosexuai group, 

have not differed in tems of the experienced degree of Ioneliness of an 

emotionalfintimate, socialiemotional, and çociaVisoIation nature. Additîonally. the 

women of the lesbiawgay and heterosexual groups, and the men of the lesbian/gay and 

heterosexual groups, have not differed in terms of the experienced de-e of loneliness of 

an emotionaliintimate. socialiemotional, and sociaiiisolation narure. 

Summaw of UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) Results 

In surnrnaru. although the effect of gender was not statistically signiticant on the 

total score of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 31, a statistically significant gender 

et'fect wws detected on Factor 1 of the new factor stnicture of this scale. This sugestecl 

that the degree or intensity of the Ioneliness experience of the women and men was 

comparable when considering the total of al1 items of this scaIe. and on items retlecting 

Ioneliness of a social/emotional and social/isolation nature. However. this further 

suggested that the degree of the toneIiness e'tperience differed statistically signiflcantiy 

amongst the women and men on items reflecting Ioneliness of an emotional'intimate 

nature. Together these findings suggested that Ioneliness appears to be a 

muitidimensionaI phenornenon, and that further attention on sender differences may be 

warrantecl 



Furthemore, findings indicated that the effect of sexual orientation was 

statisticalIy significant on both the total items of this lonehess maure, and on Factors 1 

and 3 of the new factor structure of this scale. This suggested that the degree of the 

loneliness experience of the lesbiadgay group and the heterosexual group differed 

statistically significantly when considering the total of al1 items of this scale, and on 

items reflecting loneliness of an emotionaUintimate and sociaüisolation nature. This 

further suggested that the degree of lonetiness of a sociaVernotional nature was 

comparable amongst the two sexuaI orientation group. Once again, these finding appear 

to support a multidimensional conceptualization of loneliness, and suggest that funher 

exploration of sexual orientation differences may be wananted. Moreover, results also 

implied that, within this sociocdtural context, sexuai orientation, perhaps more so than 

  en der, appears to be an important moderating factor in the experience of loneliness. - 
Finally, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not statistically 

significant on neither the total items of this scale, nor on its new factor structure as found 

in the present study via factor analysis. 

Differential Loneliness Scale 

Although it has been previously noted that the interpretation of results is limited if 

based on the total scores of the Differential Loneliness Scale, for the purposes of 

comparing the resuits of the present study wiîh those of others, the tinding of the total 

scale scores will also be presenîed 

Univariately, the effect of gender was statistically stgnificant (P = 0.000). 

Women, as a group (M = 15-26), scored statistically significantiy lower than the men 

group (M = 22.2 1) on the total Differential Loneliness Scde score. This suggested that 



the women group was experiencing statistically significantly greater satisfaction in 

general with the 4 social relationships specified on this scale, and, thus, experiencing 

StatisticalIy significantly less loneliness than the men group. This finding is comparable 

to those of previous research having employed this IoneIiness measure (i.e., Schmidt & 

Sermat, 1983; Schmitt & Kurdek, 1985). 

Regarding each of the four particular relationships specified on this scale. 

multivariately, the effect of gender was statistically significant (P = 0.00 1). Univariately. 

the effect of gender was statistically significant for al1 4 relations: 'Familial' (P = 0.035); 

'Friendship' (P  = 0.000): 'Romantic-Sexual' (P = 0.001); and, 'Group/Community' (P = 

0.002). Women, as a group, scored statistically significantly lower than men on al1 four 

relationship sukategories of the Differential Loneliness Scale: 'Familiai' [women ( M  = 

5.051, men (M = 6.84)]; 'Friendship' [women (M = -1.17), men ( M  = 6.54)]; 'Romantic- 

Sexual' [women (M = 4.33). men (M = 6-20)]: and, 'Group/Comrnunity' [women (M = 

1.71 ), men (M = 1-63)]. This suggested that the women, as a group, were experiencing 

statisticaiIy significantly geater satisfaction than men with these 4 relationships in 

ceneral. - 
The above stated results compare with the findings of Schmitt and Kurdek's 

(1985) study, in that males were found to express statisticaily significantly less 

satisfaction than females with familiai, friendship, and groupicommuntty relations. The 

results of the current study, however, differed fiom those of Schmitt and Kurdek's ( 1985) 

research, in that the women were furthermore found to be eqeriencing statistically 

signifiwitty geater satisfaction than the men with their romantic relations. 



Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was sîatistically significant (P = 

0.008). The lesbiadgay group (M = 2 1.20) scored statistically significantly higher than 

the heterosexual group (M = 16.18) on the total Differentiai Loneliness Scale score. This 

suggested that the lesbiawgay group was, in general, experiencing statistically 

significantly less satisfaction with the 4 social relations indicated on this scale, and 

hence, experiencing statistically significantly greater loneliness, than the heterosexual 

!?OUP. 

Reguding each of the four specitied social relations on this sale. multivariately. 

the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant f P = 0.0 16). Univariately, the 

effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant for 'Familial- relations (P = 

0.000). The lesbimgay goup (M = 7.23) scored statistically significantly higher than the 

heterosexual group (M = 4.69) on the *FamilialT relations sub-scale. suggesting that the 

lesbiamgay group was experiencing statistically significantly less satisfaction with this 

social relationship. 

Univariately, the effect of sexual orientatian was not statistically significant for 

the remaining three social relations: 'Friendship' (P = 0.138); 'Romantic-Sexual' (P = 

0.274): and, 'Group/Community' (P = 0.139). This suggested comparable satisfacuon 

amongst the two sexual orientation groups with these 2 types of relationships. 

Examination of the mean scores indicated that the lesbianlgay sexual orientation goup 

scored slightly higher than the heterosexual group on these 3 relations. 

Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not 

statistically significant (P = 0.974) for the total Differential Loneliness Scale score. 

Hence, the women and men of the lesbianigay group, and the women and men of the 



heterosexuaI group, have not differed in tenns of expressed satisfaction with their 

familial, fiendship, romantic-sexual, and group/comrnunity relations in general. In 

addition, the women of the lesbiantgay and heterosexual groups, and the men of the 

lesbianigay and heterosexual groups, have not differed in terms of expressed satisfaction 

with the four specified social relations in general. 

Re-gtrding each of the 4 specified relations, multivariately, the gender by sexual 

orientation interaction effixt was not statisticaliy significant (P = 0.978). Univariately, the 

eender &y sexual orientation interaction effect was not statistically significant for any of - 
the 4 relationships: 'Familial' (P = 0.897); 'Friendship' (P = 0.858): 'Romantic-Sexual' 

(P = 0.688); and, 'GroupiCommunity' (P = 0.893). Thus, for each of the 4 relations, 

regardless of gender, neither the lesbian/gay group nor the heterosexual group differed in 

terms of expressed satisfaction. Furthemore, regardless of sexual orientation, neither the 

women group nor the men group differed in tenns of expressed satisfaction with each of 

the 4 relations. 

New Factor Structure of Differential Loneliness Scale 

Mdtivariately, the effect of gender was statistically significant (P = 0.00 1 ). 

Univariately, the effect of gender was statistically significant for 5 of the 8 extracted 

factors: Factor 1 (P = 0.013); Factor 4 (P = 0.000); Factor 6 (P = 0.026); Factor 7 (P = 

0.035); an4 Factor 8 (P = 0.001). Wornen, as a group, scored statistically sigrûficantly 

lower than the men group on these 5 factors: Factor 1 [women (M = 19.03, men IM = 

20.99)]; Factor 4 [women (M = 0.61), men (M = l.l7)]; Factor 6 [women (M = 0.27, 

men (M = 0.57)]; Factor 7 [women (M = 1-15)? men (M = 1 .a)]; and, Factor 8 [women 

(M = 1.211, men (M = 1-83)]. 



Regarding Factors 1 and 8, findings suggested that the women group was 

statistically significantly more satisfied than the men group with 4 dimensions of 

interpersonal interaction within their 'Familial' relations: Approach vs. avoidance; 

cooperation; perceived evaluation; ad, communication (i-e., the communication of 

intimate or emotional content). Repding Factors 4,6, and 7, findings suggested that the 

women group was statistically significantly more satisfied than the men group with 4 

interpersonal interaction dimensions withn their 'Fnendship' relations: Presence vs. 

absence of relationships; approach vs. avoidance: perceived evaluation (i.e.. support); 

and, communication. 

Univariately. the effect of gender was not statistically sipificant for 3 extracted 

factors: Factor 2 (P = 0.173); Factor j (P = 0.550); and. Factor 5 (P = 0.234). The women 

group and the men group scored comparably on these 3 factors. 

Regarding Factor 2. findings suggested that the women group and the men group 

were comparably satisfied with 4 dimensions of interpersonal interaction within their 

*Romantic-Sexual' relations: Presence or absence of relationship; cooperation; perceived 

evaluation; and, communication. As for Factor 3, resuits suggested that the two gender 

groups were comparably satisfied with 2 interpersonal interaction dimensions within their 

'Friendship' relations: Perceived evaluation (i.e., support), and communication. in respect 

to Factor 5, findings suggested that the two gender groups were comparably satisfied with 

their relationship with 'Groups' or the -Comrnuni@.' 

Multivarïately, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant (P = 

0.028). Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant for 3 

extracted factors: Factor I (P = 0.030); Factor 3 (P = 0.003); and, Factor 8 (P = 0.002). 



The lesbianlgay group scored statistically significantly higher than the heterosexual 

sexual orientation group on these extracted factors: Factor I [lesbiadgy (M = 70.89), 

heterosexuai (M = 19-14)]; Factor 3 [Iesbidgay (M = 13-42}, heterosexual (M = i3.35)]; 

and, Factor 8 [lesbianlgay (M = 1.81), heterosexual (M = 1.32)]. 

In respect to Factors 1 and 8, findings suggested that the lesbiadgay group was 

statistically significantly less satisfied than the heterosexual group with 4 dimensions of 

interpersonai interaction within their 'Familial' relations: Approach vs. avoidance; 

cooperation: perceived evaluation: and, communication (Le., the communication of 

intimate or emotional content). Regarding Factor 3, findings suggested that the 

lesbiadgay group was statistically significantly less satisfied than the heterosexual group 

with 2 interpersonal interaction dimensions within their 'Friendship' relations: Perceived 

evaluation [i.e.. support), and communication. 

Univariately. the effect of sexual orientation was not statistically significant for 

the remaining 5 extracted factors: Factor 3 (P = 0.146); Factor 4 (P = 0.092); Factor 5 (P 

= 0.499); Factor 6 (P = 0.076); and, Factor 7 (P = 0.880). The Iesbianlgay group and the 

heterosexual poup scored comparably on these factors. 

As to Factor 2, results suggested that the lesbiadgay and heterosexual sexual 

orientation groups were comparably satisfied with 4 dimensions of interpersonal 

interaction within their 'Romantic-Sexual' relations: Presence or absence of relationship; 

cooperation; perceived evaluation; and, communication. Regarding Factors 4,6, and 7, 

findings suggested that the 2 groups were comparably satisfied with 4 interpersonal 

interaction dimensions within their 'Friendship' relations: Presence vs. absence of 

rdationships; approach vs. avoidance; perceived evaluation (i-e., support); and, 



communication In respect to Factor 5, findings suggested that the two sexual orientation 

moups were comparably satisfied with their relationship to 'Groups' or the 'Cornmuniîy.' " 

Examination of the mean scores indicated that the lesbianigay sexual orientation group 

scored slightly higher than the heterosexual group on these 5 factors. 

Multivariately, the gender by sexual orientaiion interaction effect \vas not 

statisticaliy significant (P = 0.6801. Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation 

interaction effect was not statistically significant for any of the 8 emcted factors: Factor 

1 (P = 0.939); Factor 2 (P = 0.347): Factor 3 (P = 0.755); Factor 4 (P = 0.677): Factor 5 

(P = 0.556); Factor 6 (P = 0.520): Factor 7 (P = 0.696); and, Factor 8 (P = 0.606). Thus, 

regardless of gender, neither the Iesbianlgay group nor the heterosexual goup differed in 

terms of the expressed satisfaction with the 4 relations (or quality thereof) specified in 

each of the 8 emcted factors. Moreover. regardless of sexual orientation, neither the 

women group nor the men group differed in terms of the expressed satisfaction with the 4 

relationships specified (or quaiity thereof) in each of the 8 e'ttracted factors. 

Summarv of Differential Loneliness Scale Results 

In summary. the effect of gender was statisticaily significant on the Differential 

Loneiiness Scale total score, on ai1 4 of the scale's relationship categones, and on 5 

factors - each associated with particular dimensions of interpersonal interaction within 

familid and fiiendship relations - of the new factor stnicture of this scale. 

Results regarding the total score of the Differential Loneliness Scale. and each of 

the 4 relationship subscales of this d e ,  suggested that the satisfaction with familial, 

friendship, romantic-sexuai, and group/community relations and quality thereof differed 

statisticaily significantly amongst the women group and the men group. However, 



findings regarding the 8 extracted factors of this scale suggested thai, although there were 

statistically significant mean differences on several factors amongst the two gender 

groups, there were alço similarities. The women group and the men group differed 

statistically sipificantly on 5 factors associated with particular dimensions of 

interpersonal interaction within familial and friendship relations. The women group and 

the men group, however, expressed comparable satisfaction with pamcular dimensions of 

interpersonal interaction within fhendship (Factor 3, romantic-sexual (Factor ?), and 

rrroup~community (Factor 5) relations. Hence, these findings appear to provide further - 
support for the multidimensional conceptualization of loneliness. 

Funhermore, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant on the 

total items of the Differential Loneliness Scale, on the 'Familial' relationship category, 

and on 3 factors - each associated with particular dimensions of interpersonal interaction 

within familial and friendship relations - on the new factor stnicnire of this scale. 

Resutts regarding the total score of the Differential Loneliness Scalr suggested 

that the lesbidgay group was statistically significantly less satisfied than the 

heterosexual goup with their familial. fhendship, romantic-sexual, and group~communiq 

relations. Results regarding each of the 4 relationships, however, suggested that the 

lesbianigay group was statistically significantly less satisfied than the heterosexual group 

with their familial relations, but that they were experiencing comparable satisfaction with 

the heterosexual group with their friendship, romantic-sexual, and goup community 

relations. Findings regarding the 8 extracted factors of this scale suggested that, although 

the mean scores of the lesbianlgay group and heterosexual group differed statistidly 

significantiy on 3 factors - associated with particular dimensions of interpersonal 



interaction within familial and friendship relations - the two groups expressed 

comparable satisfaction with particular dimensions of interpersonal interaction within 

fiendship (Factors 4,6, and 7), romantic-sexual (Factor 2), and group/community 

(Factor 5) relations. 

Finally, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not statisticdly 

significant on the Differential Loneliness Scde total score, on any of the 4 relationship 

sub-scales, and on any of the 8 extracteci factors of the new factor structure as Found in 

the present study via factor analysis. 

Couine: Ouestionnaire 

Multivariately, the effect of gender was not statistically significant (P = 0.5 IO). 

Univariately, the effect of gender was not statistically significant for any of the 5 

categories of cognitive/behavioral coping strategies of the Coping Questionnaire: 'Self- 

Enhancing Behavion' (P = 0.406): 'Behavioral Problem-Solving' (P = 0.144): 

'Redefining Problem' (P = 0.594): 'Distraction' (P = 0.136); and, 'Cognitive Problem- 

Solving' (P = 0.719). This suggested that the women and men, compnsing the sample of 

the following research, coped similady, or have applied relatively similar 

cognitive/behavioral strategies at a relatively comparable frequency, in attempt to reduce 

or alleviate their loneliness experience. Examination of the mean scores indicated that the 

wornen group obtained siightly higher scores than the men group on these 5 categories of 

coping strategies. 

Furthemore, the findings of the present study indicated that the most Frequently 

appkied coping strategies, for both the women and men, were those thai were listed within 



the categories of 'Self-Enhancing Behaviors,' 'Behavioral Problem-Solving,' and 

'Redefining Problem,' consecutively. 

The coping süategies having comprised the 'Self-Enhancing Behaviors' category 

were as  followç: "Tried to figure out why you were loneiy"; "Thought about things you 

could do to overcome your loneliness"; "Told yourself that you were over-reacting, that 

you stiouldn't be so upset"; "Told yourself that your loneliness would not last forever, 

that things would get better"; and, "Thought about things you have done successfully in 

the past.- Thus, these coping strategies were associated with the following themes: 

Reflecting on the loneliness esperience and on possible solutions; atternpting to 

normalize the experience; assuring oneself that the situation would improve: and 

focusing on personal successes. 

The -Behavioral Problem-Solvine' category included the follouing coping 

strategies: "Thought about good qualities that you possess ..." ; "Worked panicularly hard 

to succeed at some activi ty... "; "Reminded yourself that !ou actually do have good 

relationships with other people.'; "Thought about how to change your loneliness"; and. 

"Attended organized recreational activities to meet new people." Severai themes underlie 

these coping strategies: Focusing on positive personal qualities; engaging in activities to 

foster penond growth: reflecting on possible solutions; and. engaging in social activities. 

The 'Redefining Problem' coping category consisted of 4 strategies: "Done 

something to make yourself more physically attractive to others.. . "; "Done sornething to 

improve your social skills ... "; "Thought about possible benefits of your experience of 

loneliness ...- : and, "Told yourself that most other people are lonely at one time or 

another." The following are themes that may be stated to represent these coping 



strategïes: Changing parti*cuIar personal traits; engaging in activities to foster persona1 

growth; acquiring a positive outlook of the situation; and normalking the experience. 

According to the findings of Rokach (1996), several coping strategies appear to 

be the most useful for most loneliness experiences: Those associated with accepting and 

reflecting on the loneliness experience, engaging in self-reflection and in growth 

promoting activities, and, increasing activity. Furthemore, Rokach's ( 1996) study 

suggested that coping strategies associated with reflecting and gaining self-awareness, 

and engaging in growth promatirtg activities, appeareà to be the most useful for 

Ioneliness experiences of an interpersonal nature. Hence, it appears that the women and 

men of the present study most tiequently utilized the coping strategies suggested by 

research (i-e., Rokach, 1996) to be most useful For loneliness of an interpersonal nature. 

The least applied coping strateeies, for both the women and men, were those that 

constituted the 'Distraction' and 'Cognitive Problem-Solving' categories, consecutively. 

The 'Distraction' coping category inciuded the following strategies: "Thought 

about things you can do extremely welI. .. "; "Changeci your goals for social 

refationships ... "; and, "Taken your mind off feling lonely by concentrating on school 

work" Hence, this coping strategies category was associated with the following themes: 

Focusing on personal successes; reflecting on the experience; and, engaging in activities 

reflecting the continuation of attending to daily responsibilities, andor that assisted one 

to temporarily escape fiom (oneliness. 

The 'Cognitive Problem-SoIving' classification consisted of the following items: 

Taken your mind off feeling lonely through some mental activiiy.. . "; "Actuaily done 

something you are very good at. .. "; and, "Done something to make yourself a more out- 



going person" This category was associated with engaghg in activities for leisure, and 

changing particular personal traits. 

Multivariately, the effect of sexual orientation was not statistically significant (P = 

0.058). Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant for the 

-Behavioral Problem-Solving' coping strategies category (P = 0.041 ). The lesbianigay 

group (M = 28.75) scored statistically significantly higher than the heterosexual group (M 

= 26.79) on this categol. This finding suggested that the lesbiadgay group has utilized 

either some or al1 of the coping strategies (Le., focusing on positive penonal qualities, 

engaginç in activities to foster personal growth, reflecting on possible solutions, and 

engaging in social activities) comprising this category statistically significantly more 

fiequently than the heterosexual group. 

Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was not statisticaIly sipificant for 

the remaining 4 categories of coping snategies: *Self-Enhancing Behaviors' (P = 0.367); 

'Redefining Problem' (P = 0.81 7); 'Distraction* (P = 0.212); and, 'Cognitive Problem- 

Solving' (P = 0.709). This suggrsted that. with the exception of the 'Behavioral Problem- 

Solving" coping category, the 2 s e w l  orientation groups applied sirnilar strategies at a 

relativeiy comparable fiequency, in attempt to reduce or alleviate the loneliness 

experience. These strategies collectively represented the following themes: Reflecting on 

the Ioneliness experience and on possible sotutions; attempting to oormalize the 

experience; focusing on persona1 successes; assuring oneself that the situation would 

improve; changing particular personal traitsr engaging in activities for leisure andor to 

foster personal growth; acquiring a positive outlook of the situation; and, engaging in 



activities reflecting the continuation of attending to daily responsibilities, andlor that 

assisted one to temporarily escape fiorn loneliness. 

Furthemore, examination of the mean scores indicated that, with the exception of 

the 'Redefining Problem' coping strategies category, (whereby the heterosexual group 

scored slightly higher than the lesbianigay group), the lesbiadgay sexual orientation 

aoup scored slightly higher on the remaining 4 categories of coping strategies. - 
Furthemore. the findings of the present study suggested that the most frequently 

applied coping strategies, for both sexual orientation groups. were those that were Iisted 

within the categories of 'Self-Enhancing Behaviors,' 'Behavioral Problem-Solving,' and 

'Redefining Problem.' respecrively. As such, it seems that the lesbiamgay group and the 

heterosexual group of the present study most frequently utiiized the coping strategies 

suggested by research (i.e.. Rohch, 1996) to be most benetlcial for Ioneliness of an 

interpersonal n a m .  

The least applied coping strategies for both groups were those that constituted the 

'Distraction,' followed by the 'Cognitive Problem-Solving' category. Collectively, the 

coping strategies of these 2 categories were represented by the following themes: 

Reflecting on the experience; focusing on persona1 successes; changing panicular 

personal traits; engaging in activities for leisure; and, engging in activities reflecting the 

continuation of attending to daiiy responsibilities, andior that assisted one to temprarily 

escape from loneliness. 

Multivariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was statistically 

significant (P = 0.01 1). Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction efféct 



was sîatisticaily signifiant for two coping strategy categories: 'Redefining Problem' (P = 

0.0 1 2)' and 'Distraction' (P = 0.0 19). 

in regards to the 'Redefining Problem' coping strategies category, a simple effects 

test indicated a statistically significant gender effect for the heterosexual group (P = 

0.026) but not for the lesbianlgay group (P = 0.738). This indicated that the heterosexual 

women scored statistically significantly higher, thus, indicating having utilized strategies 

associated with normalizing the experience, engaging in activities to foster persona1 

mowth, changing particular personal traits, and, acquiring a positive outlook of the - 
situation statistically significantly more frequently, than heterosexual men. A statistically 

significant sexual orientation effect was not detecîed for this coping strategies category 

[women (P = 0.889), men (P = 0.242)]. This indicated tint the women of the lesbiaruga): 

and heterosexual groups, and the men of the lesbiarvgay and heterosexual groups. utilized 

the above mentioned coping strategies at a relatively comparable fiequency. 

In respect to the 'Distraction' coping strategies cateeory, a simple effects test 

indicated a statistically significant gender effect for the heterosexual group (P = 0.008) 

but not for the lesbiantgay group (P = 0,686). Once more, this indicated that the 

heterosexual women scored statisticaily significantIy higher, thus, indicating having 

utilized strategies associated with reflecting on the loneliness experience. focusing on 

personal successes, and engaging in activities reflecting the continuation of attending to 

daily responsibilities or assisting one to temporarily escape the experience statistically 

significantly more frequently, than heterosexud men A statistically sipificant sexual 

orientation effect was not detected for the -Distraction' coping snategies category 

[women (P = 0.920), men (P = 0.494)l. This indicated that the women of the lesbiadgay 



and heterosemial groups, and the men of the lesbianlgay and heterosexual groups, utilized 

the above mentioned coping strategies at a relatively comparable frequency. 

Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not 

statistically significant for the 3 remaining coping sûategy categories: 'Self-Enhancing 

Behaviors' (P = 0.348); 'Behavioral Problem-Solving' (P = 0.714); and, 'Cognitive 

Problem-Solving' (P = 0.4 14). 

New Factor Structure of Copine Ouestionnaire 

Multivariately, the etfèct of gender was not statistically significant (P = 0.090). 

Univariately, the effect of gender was not statisticatly significant for anp of the 5 

e.mcted factors of the Coping Questionnaire: Factor 1 (P = 0.063): Factor I (P = 0.343); 

Factor 3 IP = 0.337); Factor 4 (P = 0.539); and. Factor 5 (P = 0.259). This suggested that 

the women and men coped similarly, or have appiied similar cognitivabehavioral 

strategies at a relativeiy comparable fiequency, in attempt to reduce or alleviate their 

Ioneiiness experience. 

E.wination of the mean scores indicated that, with the exception of Factor 5. the 

women group scored slightly higher than the men group on the remaining 4 categories of 

coping strategies. 

The findings of the present study indicated that the most frequently applied 

coping strategies, for both the women and men, were those that were listed within Factor 

1. Factor 2, and Factor 4, respectively. The coping strategies compristng Factor 1 

reflected engaging in positive self cognitive talk, normalizing the experience, reassuring 

oneself that the situation would improve, refl ecting on possible solutions. and perceiving 

the situation positively. The coping strategies of Factor 2 included reflecting on positive 



personai quatities and personal successes, engaging in actïvities for leisure or personal 

growth purpses, or engaging in activities reflecîing the continuation of attending to dailv 

responsibilities, a d o r  that assist one to temporarily escape fiom the loneliness 

experience. Factor 4 reflected distracting oneself frorn the Ioneliness experience either as 

a means to continue attending to daily responsïùilities or to temporarily escape fiom the 

experience, reflecting on possible solutions, and en-wng in leisure and extracumcular 

activities. 

Hence. it appears that the wornen and men of the curent research most frequently 

utilired the coping strategies suggested by research (i.e., Rokach, 1996) to be most usefÙI 

for Ioneliness of an interpersonal nature. That is. coping strategies associated with 

accepting and reflecting on the loneliness experience, engagmg in self-reff ection and in 

mowth promoting activities. and increasing activity. + 

The Ieast Frequently applied strategies, for both the women and men, were those 

that constituted Factor j and 5 ,  consecutively. Factor 3 reflected the social actions 

engaged in, in attempt to alleviate the loneliness experience. Factor 5 reflected activities 

e n ~ g e d  in, in attempt to change particular personal traits. and to attain personal 

development and growth. 

Multivariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant i P = 

0.012). Univariatel?, the effect of sexuai orientation was statistically significant for 

Factor 3 (P = 0.00 1). The lesbianigay group (M = 15.6 1 ) scored statisticaily significantly 

higher than the heterosexual group (M=12.93) on this factor. This finding suggested that 

the lesbiadgay goup actively engaged in social actions statisticalIy significantiy more 

frequently than the heterosed group in attempt to alleviate the Ioneliness experience. 



Univariately, the effect of s e d  orientation was not statisticdly significant for 

the remaining 4 extracted factors: Factor 1 (P = 0.176); Factor 2 (P = 0.886); Factor 4 IP 

= 0.107); and, Factor 5 (P = 0.838). Hence, the findings suggested that, with the 

exception of actively engaging in social actions (Factor 31, the two sexual orientation 

groups coped similarly, or had applied similar cognitive/behavioral strategies at a 

comparable frequencv, in attempt to reduce or alleviate the loneliness experience. 

Evamination of the mean scores indicated that the lesbianlgay group scored siightly 

hi@er than the heterosexual group on these 4 categories of coping strategies. 

Furthermore, the rnost fiequently applied coping strategies for the two sexual 

orientation groups were those that were listed within Factor 1, Factor 2, and Factor 4, 

consecutively. Thus, it appears that the lesbianigay group and heterosexual group of the 

present study rnost fiequently utilized the coping strategies suggested by research (i.e.. 

Rokach, 1996) to be rnost useful for ioneliness of an interpersonal nature. 

The least frequently applied coping strategies were those that constituted Factor 5 

for the lesbidgay group, and Factor 3 for the heterosexual group. Hence, results 

suggested that the lesbianfgay group least frequently engaged in certain activities 

associated with attempting to change personal traits, and certain activities associated with 

atîaining personal development and growth. Furthemiore, results suggested that the 

heterosexual group least fiequently engaged in certain socid actions in attempt to 

alleviate the Ioneliness experience. 

Multivariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was statisncally 

significant (P = 0.01 1). Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect 

was statisticaily significant for Factor 5 (H.000). A simple effects test indicated no 



statisticaIIy significant gender effect for the lesbianlgay group (P = 0.594) and the 

heterosexual - o u p  (P = 0.085) on ths factor. Furthmore, there was no indication of a 

sbtistically significant sexual orientation effect for the women group ( M . 3 6 5 )  and men 

m u p  (P4.451). This indicated that the women and men of the Iesbian/gay group, and - 
the women and men of the heterosexuat g~oup, utilized the coping strate_eies compnsing 

this factor at a comparable fkquency. This also indicated that the women of the 

lesbianigay and heterosexual groups, and the men of the lesbianigay and heterosexual 

groups, utiiized the coping strategies comprising this fztor at a relatively comparable 

frequency. 

An explanation is provided for the statisticaily significmt gender by sexual 

orientation interaction effect, yet not statistically significant simple effects for Factor 5. 

An examination of the data indicated that for the lesbiarvgay group, the women goup (M 

= f 3.4 1 ) scored lower than the men group (M = I7.06), and, for the heterosexual group, 

the women goup ( M  = 16.02) scored higher than the men goup (M = 14.13). 

Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not 

statistically significmt fur the remaining 4 extracted factors; Factor 1 ( P  = 0.140); Factor 

1 (P = 0.539); Factor 3 (P = 0.778): and, Factor 4 (P = 0.307). 

Sumrnarv of Cooin~ Questionnaire Results 

In summarv, the effect of gender was not statistically significant on an? of the 5 

categories of cognitivehehavioral coping strategies, or on my of the 5 extracted factors 

of the scale's new factor structure. This suggested that the women group and the men 

group coped similady, or applied reIatively simiIar cognitive/behavioral sttategtes at a 

relatively comparable frequency to cope with or to alleviate the loneliness experience. 



Findings indicated that the most frequently applied wping strategies for both the 

women and men were those that were Iisted within the categories of 'Self-Enhancing 

Behaviors,' 'Behavioral Problem-Solving' 'Redefining Problem,' and Factors 1,2, and 4 

(of the new factor structure), consecutiveiy. These 3 categories and 5 factors consisted of 

cognitive/behaviorai coping strategies associated with the following themes or elements: 

Acknowledging and normalizing the experience; engaging in positive self cognitive talk: 

reflecting on the experience and possible solutions; reassuring oneself that the situation 

would improve: focusing on positive personal qualities and successes: engaging in 

e;utracumcular activities for leisure and/or to foster personal growth; engaging in 

activities reflecting the continuation of attending to daily responsibilities and/or that 

assisted one to escape the loneliness experience temporarily; changing particular personal 

traits: eneaging in social activities: and, acquiring a positive outlook of the situation (Le.. 

seeing it as an opportunity for personal growth). 

The least frequently applied coping strategies for both women and men were 

those iisted under the 'Distraction' category and Factor 3. This category and factor 

consisted of cognitive/behavioral coping strategies associated with the following themes: 

Reflecting on the experience; focusing on personal successes; engaging in activities 

reflecting the continuation of attending to daily responsibilities, andior that assisted one 

to escape the loneliness experience temporady: and, engaging in social activities. 

Furthemore, the effect of sexual orientation was statisticaliy significant for the 

'Behavioral Problem-Solving' coping strategies category and Factor 3 (Le., engaging in 

social activities). However, for the remaining 4 coping strategy categories and 4 factors, 

the 2 sexual orientation groups scored comparably. This suggested that, in general, the 2 



groups appiied relatively similar cognitive/'ehavioral strategies at a relatively 

comparable frequency in attempt to cope with or to alleviate the loneliness experience. 

Findings indicated that the most fiequently applied coping strategies for both 

sexual orientation groups were those that were listed within the categories of 'Self- 

Enhancing Behaviors,' 'Behaviorai Problem-Solving,' 'Redefining Problem,' and Factors 

1.2. and 4, consecutively. Hence, it appears that, regardless of gender and sexual 

orientation, the coping strategies comprising these categories were applied at the greatest 

Frequency. 

The least fkquently applied coping strategies for both sexual orientation groups 

were those listed within the -Distraction' category, and Factor 5 (i.e., strategies associated 

with changing particular personal traits and engaging in certain activities for persona1 

aowth) for the lesbianlgay group, and Factor 3 (i.e., strategies associated with engaging - 
in certain social actions) for the heterosexual goup. 

Finally, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was statistically 

significant on the -Redefining ProbIem' and 'Distraction' strategy categories, and on 

Factor 5 of the questionnaire's new factor structure as found in the present study via 

factor analysis. However, a statistically significant interaction effect was not detected on 

the remaining three coping strategy categories, and 4 extracted factors. 

Theoretical Intemon of Findings 

The researcher proposes that the sub-cultural group (gender and sexual 

orientation) differences detected on the interpersonal Ioneliness experience in the present 

study, may, at least partly, be accounted for in the context of gender socialization and 

other sociallconte.xtw1 factors (Le., heterosexism, homophobia). The following proposal 



wi11 be elabrateci on within 2 sub-sections: Gender socialization and sociaYcontextual: 

factors. 

Gender Socidization 

Although loneiiness was not given consideration in Kaschak's ( 1992) theoy, an 

attempt was made to interpret the results of the present study within her contextual 

theoretical h e w o r k .  

According to Kaschak (1993), females have been conceptualized as more 

relational and interpersonally connecte& and males as more so independent and separate 

fiom others. Kaschak proposes that, while the relational potential may appear to differ 

amongst females and males, it is necessary to view this distinction contextually. 

Kaschak suggests that the source for this gender difference not only stems fiom 

how females and males are vaiued and treated disparately within the home environment. 

but, furthemore, how they are socialized within society as a whole. She posits that 

individuals leam about becoming women and men and the vahe of relationships by the 

impticit and explicit messages regarding traditional gender expectations, behaviors, and 

social roles, communicated both in the home as well as within society. 

Kaschak maintains that, as long as traditional socialization standards prevail and 

are communicated both in the home and wider societd context, gender differences 

regarding the pattern of interpersona1 interaction and value placed on relations will 

emerge through socialization. Females will be sociaiized and will leam to base their self- 

worth on the success of their relations, and, to be inclined toward emotional expression 

and relatedness. Males, on the other hand, wiII be socialized and will leam to base their 



self-worth on the public work they choose, and not to be inclined toward emotional 

expression and relationships, but, rather, to be extemaily oriented. 

Furthemore, according to Kaschak, this gender system, or pattern of 

socialization, will continue to be enforced and reinforced by means of negative 

evaluation. While females will be val~ed for and encouraged to focus on their emotional 

sxpressiveness and relational or interpersonal connection, males will be negatively 

evaluated if they in any way manifest female socialization behaviors (i.e., emotional 

e.upressiveness and~or relational orientation). Hence. Kaschak suggests that both women 

and men are relational, but socialized to be relational in different nays. 

In context of Kaschak's ( 1993) theoretical perspective - the conception that as 

tong as traditional socialization standards prevail men will not be socialized toward. but, 

rather- discouraged fiom. emotional expression, intimacy. and relationships - and in light 

of loneliness research suggesting that the qualitative (i-e.. intimate disclosure) rather than 

quantitative aspects of relations appear to be more signiîkant in mediating the loneliness 

experience (Cutrona, 1982; Russell et al., 1984; Wheeier et al, 1983)- it would seem 

reasonable to presume that men may possibly be more susceptible to esperiencing 

interpersonal loneliness than women. 

Accordin&, results regarding the Differential Loneliness Scale suggested that 

men, as a group, were significantly less satisfied than the women group wïth familial. 

friendship. romantic-sexual, and goup~community relations and qualie thereotl and. 

thus, assumed to have k e n  experiencinç a sigiificantly _=ter degree of loneliness. 

However. other findings of the study raised some questions. or have not supported 

the notion that traditional socialization standards prevail, and, thus, men may possibly be 



more susceptible to expenencing interpersonal loneliness than women More specifically, 

results indicated that the effect of gender was not statisticaily significant on the total 

score of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3). In other words, findings suggested that 

the women and men have not significantly differed on the degree of toneliness 

experienced (as measured by this scale). 

Nonetheless, for purposes of consistency, in accordance with the view that 

traditional socialization standards continue to prevail to some degree, the researcher 

proposes that, perhaps. this non-significant gender effect ma? be partially explainird as 

being partly due to the combined content of the overail items. 

Recall that factor analysis of this scale yielded 3 factors. While the items of 

Factor 2 (n of items = 6)  and Factor 3 (n  of items = 5) were interpreted as reflecting 

loneliness of a social~ernotional and sociali'isolation nature. respectivelu. the items of 

Factor 1 (n of items = 9) were interpreted as reflecting Ioneliness of an 

smotional,'intimate nature. in accordance ivith the notion that men continue to be 

socialized to be less emotionally expressive and intimate than women, and, thus, possibly 

at hi@er risk than women for experiencing loneliness, results suggested that the men 

goup was experiencing a statisticaIly significantly greater degree of IoneIiness of an 

emotionaLintimate nature than the women group. 

Similarly, although not explicitly stated in Kaschak's ( 1992) theon;, it may be 

stated that. as long as traditionai (heterosexual) socialization standards prevail. and 

persons of lesbian, gay rnaIe, and bisexual semai orientation continue to k socialized 

within a traditional heterosexual contek1 and implicit and explicit messages regarding the 

disapproval of alternative lifestyles continue to be communicated within the familial and 



larger societal conte* it is conceivable that numemus women and men fiom these 

populations rnay experience temporary or chronic loneliness for three conceivable 

reasons. 

First, possible hesitance toward or fear of ernotional intimacy may partially stem 

from their apprehension of possibly king rejected or abandoned by significant othen 

(Le., be it farnily members, thends) or a cornmunity. if their sexual orientation were to be 

disclosed Secondly, possible hesitancy toward emotional intimacy within same-sex 

romantic relations may possibly and partly stem From their fear of emotional involvement 

in such a relation eventually leading to the disdosure of their sexual orientation, and 

thus, the rejection by others. Thirdly, if same-sex romantic relations are not implicitly and 

explicitly valued as equaily as heterosexual relations, these relations may possibly not be 

validated and perceived as 'real' and potentially enduring thus. numerous women and 

men of these populations may become more hesitant toward experiencing immense 

emotional intimacy with signiticant others or their partners. 

Accordingly, results regarding the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) suggested 

that the lesbianigay group was experiencing a statistically significantly greater deçree of 

loneliness than the heterosexual goup. Furthemore, the analysis of the extractcd factors 

of this scale indicated that the lesbian/ay group was expenencing a statistically 

sigificantly greater degree of loneliness of an emotionaliintimate and social/isolation 

nature, than the heterosexual goup. 

Results of the DifferentiaI Loneliness Scaie indicated that the lesbianlgay goup 

scored statisticdly significantly higher than the heterosexual goup on the total score of 

the d e ,  suggesting that the lesbiadgq group was significantly less satisfied with their 



familial, fiendship, romantic-sexual, and group/community relations and quality thereof 

in general. However. the MANOVA perfonned on the four relationship sub-scales of the 

DifferentiaI Loneliness Scale, suggested that the lesbiadgay group was statistically 

significantly Iess satisfied than the heterosexual group tvith familial relations. 

The researcher proposes that one way of conceptualizing this finding - that the 

Iesbian'gay goup was less satisfied than the heterosexual group tvith familial relations. 

but that they were comparably satisfied with the heterosexual goup with friendship, 

romantic-sexual. and group/cornmunity relations - is that. aithough traditional 

heterosexual socialization standards may appear to have lessened to some degree, still 

there appears to be a possible absence of familial security for somc of these membcrs. 

Recall that only a moderate proportion (500.0 - 60°/0) of the lesbian, gay male, and 

biseual population of the present sample reported of being 'totally out' to numerous 

farnily members. Thus. to feel ri sense of acceptance and belonging, numerous persons of 

the lesbiarugay goup may have chosen to develop strong social support networks 

consisting of friends and significant othen within ancilor extemal to the lesbian and g q  

communiq. That friends have been reponed to be the rnost frequent and supportive 

members of gay men's social networks has k e n  noted in studies of social support ( Le.. 

Berger & Mallon. 1993 ). 

As such. in accordance with the theoretical context presented it appean that, 

although the traditional (heterosexual) socialization standards seem to have lessened th- 

still prevail to some degree, and persons of Iesbian. gay male. and bisesual sexual 

orientation continue to be socialized within this context, and, this possibly places them at 



greater l ikel ihd than persons of heterosexual sexuat orientation for experiencing 

interpenond lonehess. 

SociaYContextual Factors 

It seems reasonablc to assume that certain standings within a social structure ma! 

foster loneliness more so than others. In other words, it is conceivabie that certain 

positions in North Arnerican socisty ma? provide fewer opportunities for persons to hm 

intimate interpersonal relations. 

Due to the existence and intemalizauort of heterosexism and homophobia within 

the North Amerkm culture- persans of lesbian gay male. and biselcual sub..cultu~s often 

s'rpetrencz discrimination. prejudice. oppression, and mar@nalization due to the genenI 

socittal disapproval of their sexual orientation (Dakies & Neal, I996). It has b e n  noted 

that the! are often faced with obstacies within political. Iegnl. religious and othzr societril 

institutions. and with the possible challenge of king ostracized by their famiIies and 

larger communiy or society in gcniiral( Le.. Fasinger? 199 1 ). Consequently . numerous 

persons of these suù-cultures ma! experience reduced social support networks. 

Wihin this sociocultural context and conceivablv so, as a result. sornr membzn 

of these populations may experience a decreasr in their interpersonal trust. and ma' 

become more hesitant to interact and further develop intimate relations wrth man! others. 

As Rokach (l9W) has suggested. the experience of painkl interpersonat interactions. and 

possible ensuine fiesitance toward or fmr of intimacv, may seme to contribute in 

deterring an individual fiom becoming intimate with others and becornine socialIy 

connected 



In context of the above mentioned circumstances, it would appear that this 

sociocultuai setting may tend to increase the possibility for experiencing loneliness for 

penons of lesbian, gay male, and bisexual sexual orientation sub-cultures. Moreover, it 

would fùnhermore be conceivable to expect increased levels of loneliness among 

rnembers of these populations. Finaliy, although not minimizïng individual differences, it 

would seern reasonable to assume that the loneliness experience of persons of each of 

these sub-cultures rnay differ frorn the loneliness experience of those of the other sub- 

cultural groups. As Rokach and Sharma 1 1996) have concfuded from their esamination of 

cultural (Le., emicity ) influence on the loneliness experience, ". . . the difference of the 

social tapestry. interpersonal interactrons. and the support nehvorks tvhich are available 

to individuals ... are. naturally, bound to affect the manner in which they experience 

loneliness"(p. 830 1. 

The author further suggests that. in contrast to persons of lesbian and gay male 

seliual orientation, persons of heterosexud sexuaI orientation rnay be presented with 

more opportunities to establish numerous and diverse meaningful relationships. Although 

persons of heterosexual sexual orientation rnay be presented with these interpersonal 

opportunities. however. it is not accurate to presume that the? are likely to esperienct: a 

lower degree or intensity of loneliness than persons of lesbian and gay male sexual 

orientation, simply due to the possibility of their involvement with numerous and diverse 

relationships. A h ,  it does not appear accurate to assume that heterosexual persons may 

experience greater loneliness due to the lack of numerous and diverse relations. All in all, 

it does seem reasonabie to presume that persons of heterosexual sexual orientation rnay 

be Iess likely to experience interpersonal toneliness than persons of iesbian and gay male 



sexual orientation, and that the loneliness experïence may differ arnongst persons of 

heterosexual and lesbian or gay male sexual orientation. 

Accordingly, results regarding the total scores of both the UCLA Loneliness Scale 

and the Differential Loneliness ScaIe indicated that the lesbimgay goup was 

significantly less satisfied than the heterosexual group with their social relations in 

eeneral. Nonetheless. results of each of the 4 relationship sub-scales (ix., familial. - 
fiendship, romantic-sexual, groupicommunity) indicated that the lesbianigay goup was 

only sigificantly less satisfied than the heterosexud group with their familial relations. 

Commonality was also found amungt the 2 sexuaI orientation groups. For example, 

results of the new tàctor structure of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3 ) indicated 

that the lesbia~gay and heterosexual goups experienced a comparable degree of 

loneliness of a social~emotional nature. 

Contribution of Present Study 

In the following segment. the contributions of the present study will be presented. 

It has been acknowledged that loneliness is a prevalent social issue (Le.. Rokach 

& Brock. 1996). The following study contibuted to the knowledge base of research on 

and to further understanding of loneliness and coping For example. the findings of the 

present study provided further support for the mdtidimensional conceptuiization of 

loneliness, and, consequently, pinted to the significance of identifyin3 and 

distinyishing arnongst numerous and qualitatively diverse tyes of interpersonal 

loneliness. 

It has been voiced that there extsts an immense need for empirical research 

emin ing  the experiences of members of diverse sub-cuItures (i-e., Gelso & Fassinger, 



1990). The present study examined the effmt of gender and sexual orientation on the 

loneliness and coping experience. Furthemore, since, to the researcher's awareness, 

researchers having previously studied the experience of individuals' loneliness and 

coping (as measured in the present stuc&) have neglected to consider or examine the 

possible influence of sexual orientation, it a p p r s  that the present study introduced an 

additional major variable to explore. Additionally. this served to increase the visibili~ of 

persons of lesbian, gay male. and bisexual sexual orientation. 

The present research, in genertil, indirectly contnbuted to the knowledge base of 

research regarding gender, seliual orientation. social networks, social suppon, and 

interpersonal relations. 

It has been noted that resarch on loneliness has largely k e n  conducted with 

college samples and that this raises questions as to the validity of scores of persons from 

other groups (Le.. Palouuian & Janigian. 1987; Vincenzi & Grabosky. 1987). Thc 

individuals having comprised the sample of the present study posssssed diverse socio- 

demo-mphic characteristics. 

The approach (i.e.. anonymous participation via mail) of the current study was 

uncommon. To the researcher's awareness. only two other studies havin- administered 

some version of the UCLA Loneliness Scale used a similar approach ( i . ~ .  Constable 8i 

Russell, 1986; Russell, Altmaier, & Van Veizen, 1987). It was thought that issues 

regarding social desirability ma' possibly be Iessened through this approach. 

The current snidy provided further support for the reliabili'; of the UCLA 

Loneliness Scale (Version 3) (Russell, 1996), the Differential Loneliness Scale (Schmidt 

& Semat, I983), and the Copinç Questionnaire (Russell et al.. 1984). 



Limitations of Present Shdy 

Numerous limitations of the present research need to be noted, Limitations will be 

presented within two sub-sections: Sampk and measusement. 

Sample 

Although the overaIl sample of the c m n t  snrdy was composed of an adequate 

nurnber of participants (n = 274), it is important to note that the size of the bisexual 

sexual orientation group was minimal [total n = 17 (women, n = 111, (men, n = 6 ) ] .  The 

relatively small size of the bisexual goup limited the comprison of data of tlus ~ o u p  to 

the data of the iesbiarvgay and heterosexual groups for 2 reasons: It was conceivable that 

high variability ma? have existed in the &ta produced by persons of the bisexual group 

and may have resulted in unstable or unreliable findings; and. there was a greater chance 

that the findings based on this small bisexual sarnple rnay have been idiosyncratic to this 

panicuiar sample and would not have been replicated in future research. 

Al1 participants were volunteen. Perhaps, these individuals possessed some 

characteristics (i.e.. were not completely aware of their Ionetiness, were not as lonely, or 

were more cornfortable with revealing their loneliness) that were different from those of 

others who rnay have ken  relucrant to participate in the study. As has been noted, 

individuals differ in their readiness to recognize or admit (to themselves and othen) that 

they rnay be lonely (Rook & Peplau 1982). Kence. the responses of the participants in 

the following study may have been very different fiom those of persons whom have 

chosen not to participate or were unaware of the study. 

Participants who identified themseives as lesbian, gay male, or bisexual may have 

represented those whom were relatively open with their sexual orientation. Hence. the 



responses of these participants may not have been reptesentative of those who are not as 

open with their s e m l  orientation. 

Thus, the findings of the present study need to be acknowledged as suggestive and 

tentative, and not definitive. Caution need be placed in generdizing the results to any 

popdation other than the one in the current snidy. 

Measurement 

Demorrra~hic Questionnaire. in regards to the Derno-graphic Questionnaire. 

question * 1 1 (Which sexual orientation do you identiQ with?") pertained to one's 

currently identified sexual orientation - whether one currently perceived oneself as 

lesbian, gay, or of bisexual or heterosexual sexual orientation. The behaviorai componeni 

of sexual orientation was not included for this question. 

Davies and Neal ( 1996) propose that, in çeneral. the majority of individuals do 

not identifi their sexual orientation in accordance with their behavior and fantasies. It has 

been recognked thai some women and men engage in same-gender sexual activity but 

not necessarily identil themselves as lesbian, gay, or bisexual, while others do not 

engage in same-gender sexual activity but may identif) themselves as lesbian. Zay. or 

bisexual( Le., Arnerican Psychological Association, 199 1 : Davies & Neal* 1996 ). 

Hence, question # 1 1 may have been interpreted in numerous ways- and. thus. rnay 

have influenced the responses of participants accordingly. Therefore, whether 

participants only selfdefined or selfdefined in accordance with their behavior. remains 

uncertain. and may have limited the accuracy of their classification in one of the threr 

sexuaI orientation groups. 

A h ,  as to whether or not the relationship of loneliness to gender and sexuat 

orientation was moderated by other defining demographic (i.e., age) and social mctural 



variables (Le., educational status) was not examine& Possible variances in these variabtes 

may have had an influence on the results of the present study. 

UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3). Concem with the UCLA Loneliness Scale 

(Version 3) arises from one of its 4 response options ("Nevei'; "Rarely"; "Sometimes"; 

"Always"). Of concem is the *Alwaysn response option. Perhaps the response option 

'+Often," as has appeared in the response format of the orignal version of the scale 

(Russell et al., 1978), rnay have been more practical. It is conceivable that the "Always" 

response option may have had an influence on the responses, and. thus, total loneliness 

scale score of participants. More specificaIly, persons who may have chosen the response 

"Often" (4 points) but not "Always" (4  points), may have chosen instead the response 

"Sometimes" (3 points). As a result. these persons may have received slightly lower total 

loneliness scale scores. 

Funher. if the response format of the original version of the UCLA Loneliness 

Scale had been utilized. the cross cornparison of results of this study and those of other 

studies having used the present response format. would have been more compatible with 

snidies having employed the original scale. Since the different response formats may 

have influenced the tesponses of participants differently. this limitation is to be noted as a 

possible factor influencing the results of participants and cross-comparisons of results of 

this study with previous studies having used other response krmats. 

Since the item content of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) has not 

reîlected possible affective cues indicative of loneliness (Le., emotional distress), and 

considered by many mearchers as important in identimng its experience (i-e., Peplau & 



Perlman, 1982; Rokach & Brock, 1997a), a thorough assessrnent of the presence or 

absence of loneliness was limited. 

Considering that the responses of participants were based on their perception of 

their relationships or self-reports, answers may have been vulnerable to subjective error. 

Additionally, it appears to remain uncertain as to whether the mean differences of 

women and men on this scale reflect different levels or degrees or different types (i-e., 

qualitative and/or quantitative aspects) of loneliness. For example, as indicated by the 

results of the extracted factors of this scale, a statistically significant gender effect was 

detected on Factor I. suggesting that the women and men differed significantly on items 

reflecting loneliness of an emotionaihntimate nature. However, a statistically significant 

cender effect was not found on Factors 3 and 3, suggesting that the women and men have - 
not differed significantly on items reflecting loneliness of a sociol/cmotional and 

socialiisolation nature. 

Differential Loneliness Scaie. In respect to the Differential Loneliness Scale. a 

possible issue concerns the total item differences existing arnongst the 4 relationship 

categories. One possible limitation wonhy of noting is that a large number of items l n  of 

items = 18) pertain to familial relationships. When considering that numerous lesbian 

wornen and gay men may have minimal, if not lack of. familial support. it may be stated 

that the scaIe is biased in this manner. Due to the large number of items pertaîning to this 

relationship category, this category has a distinct influence on the total Ditterential 

Loneliness ScaIe score of participants. 



Furthemore, as in the case of the UCLA measure, since the item content of this 

scale has not reflected possible affective cues indicative of loneliness, a thorough 

assessrnent of the presence or absence of loneliness was limited 

Moreover, as in the case of the UCLA questionnaire, the responses of participants 

were based on their perception of their social relations, thus, answen may have been 

wlnerable to subjective error, and the quantitative aspects of their relationships may not 

have been accuratefy assessed 

Co~ing Questionnaire. In reîèrence to the Coping Questionnaire. although this 

rneasure solicits important information regarding numerous and diverse 

co~mitivehehavioral coping strategies and the Frequency to which the! have been 

applied it does not address the usefulness or effectiveness of the strategies. 

Issues of Social Desirabilitv. Since research has demonstratrd that social sti-ma is 

attached to IoneIiness (Le.. Lau & Gruen. 1992). it has been noted that responses of 

participants may bc influenced by social desirability (Le., Russell et al.. 1980). Although 

the researcher has attempted to lessen this social desirability influence by having 

respondents participate anonymously via mail. perhaps its intluence still partially existed 

in the data provided. 

However, examination and cross-cornparison of the &ta indicated that the mean 

scores obtained by the present sample on the UCLA Loneliness Scale were higher than 

those fond in numerous previous studies (Le,. Bell, 199 1 ; Maroldo, 198 1 : Russell, Kao. 

& Cutrona, 1987, cited in Russell, 1996: Russell et al., 1980: Russell et al.. 1978; SchuIiz 

& Moore, 1986; SoIano, 1980: Solano et al., 1982: Stokes & Levin. 1986; Wheeler t t  al., 

1983; WilIiams & Solano, 1983: Wilson et al., 1992). 



Sirnilariy, the mean scores of the present sample on the Differential Loneliness 

Scate were higher than those found in previous research (1-e., Kalliopuska & Laitinen, 

1987,1991; Schmidt & Semai, 1983; Schmitt & Kurdek, 1985; Sirnrnons et al., 199 i ). 

All in all, these cornparisons suggested that, perhaps, due to the anonynous 

nature of the study, persons may have been less influenced by the social desirability 

factor. 

Future Research Directions 

In this segment implications of the results found in the present study for hure 

research on loneliness and coping are suggested. 

The findings of the present study suggest that, within this culturali'social conte= a 

person's gender and sexual orientation both play a mediating role in the nature and 

intensi~ of the loneliness experience. Thus, results suggest the need for fbrther research 

examining the influence of gender and sexual orientation on the loneiiness experience. 

in addition to contributing hrther support to the validity of each of the three 

scales in the current research further validation of these scales with the presently selected 

sub-cultures is needed. 

The present study examined between ~ o u p  differences. Within goup differences 

(i.e., women of lesbian vs. women of bisexual or heterosexual sexual orientation) may 

additionally be e.xamined. 

Although the results of the current research suggested that persons of the seIected 

sub-culhues cope relatively similar with the loneliness expenence in çeneral, future 

research directions may be airned at inquiring into the kinds of coping strategies 



experienced as most effective, and the several combined coping strategies that are most 

usehl for members amongst and within each of these sub-cultures. 

implications for Counselling 

The findings of the present research render numerous implications and 

suggestions for counselling practice in general, and effective interventions. This se-ment 

will consist of 2 sub-sections: Counselling and loneliness; and, counselling and coping 

Counsellin~ & Loneliness 

The results of this study underscore the importance of assessing an individual's 

social network structure and quality thereof no matter what the issues presented. 

In context of the lesbian, gay male. and bisexual sub-cultures. the therapist ne& 

to be aware of and sensitive to the higher likelihood or possibility of social 

marginalization of members of these populations due to heterosexism and homophobia 

(of which rnay be extemally manifested and/or internalized), and to assess their social 

networks and quality thereof As the results of the present study suggested. the 

lesbidgay group was experiencing a significantly higher degree of loneliness of a 

social/isolation nature than the heterosexual group. 

Furthennore, as Schmidt and Sennat (1983) have proposed. the indication of 

numerous relational disruptions ma? suggest that one rnay be potentially at hi@-nsk for 

experiencing loneliness. As the results additionally indicated the men group was 

significantiy less satistied than the women group with their social relations in general, 

suggesting that men rnay be at higher risk for experiencing loneliness. Moreover, since 

research has indicated that individuals experiencing loneliness, especially males, are 

socially stigmatized (i-e., Lau & G ~ e n ,  1 W), individuals, especially males, rnay not 



identify themselves as lonely, and, thus, not share and pssibly not cope effectively with 

their pain (McWhirter. 1990). Thus. adequate assessrnent of one's social network and 

qualiîy thereof may assist in developing preventive or reactive interventions. 

Secondly, as according to the 2 loneliness rneasures employed (and their 

underlying theoretical definitions of loneliness), the findinps of the present study 

suggeçted that the loneliness experience is mediated by an individual's perceived 

discrepancy between herlhis actual or e'usting and desired relationships. The implication 

is that perception, or cognitive [i-e.. negative self-amibutions (Shultz & Moore, 1 %6)] 

and evaluative [i.e.. standards, expectations (Peplau et al., 1982)l processes. and actual or 

objective circumstances both play a role in an individual's loneliness experience. Hence. 

it appears important for the therapist to explore as to whether the loneliness experience 

has bren primarily internally generated andor externally created by circumstances in the 

client's social world. and to assist. encourage, and empower clients to re-evaluate the 

factors or circumstances influencing their felings of Ioneliness. Thus. these areas need 

to be assessed by the mental health practitioner when considering relevant and effective 

interventions (Le.. cognitive-oriented therapies. modi-ing social skills. modieing 

interpersonal orientation, bibliotherapy). This additionally underscores the importance of 

professionals taking a personal and prokssional active stance against circumstances (i.e.. 

heterosexism, sexisrn) that promote social injustice (i-e.. oppression and mar_einaIization 

of persons of diverse sub-cultural goups), and working toward positive social changes. 

Thirdly, findings suggested that loneliness is not a unitaq phenornenon, but. 

rather. a multidimensional eqxrience. and that it need not include al1 areas of an 

individual's experience. For example, findings suggested that the men group was 



experiencing a significantly greater degree of loneliness of an emotiouaüintimate nature 

than the women group, and the lesbianlgay group was sipificantly less satisfied than the 

heterosed group with their familial relations. 

Furthemore, findings also suggested that, perhaps, the social network structures 

of persons of Iesbian and gay male sexual orientation and of persons of heterosexual 

se'tual orientation rnay differ, and that this may influence the loneliness experience 

differently. For example, considering that the results of the present study indicated that 

691'0 of the lesbian, gay male, and bisexual persons reported of been 'totafty out' to their 

tiiends (while 50% - 60% were out to nurnerous family members), and that fnends are 

reported to provide the most tiequent emotional support to persons of tesbian and gay 

male sexual orientation (Le., Berger & Mallon, 1993), perhaps, the lesbimigay group's 

dissatisfaction with familial relations places them at lower risk for experiencing 

loneliness, than if they were to perceive dissatisfaction with their friendship dations. 

Therefore, an individual's loneliness cxperience needs IO be thoroughiy assessed 

so that adequate identification of its nature (Le., famiIial, fnendship, romantic, 

iroup/cornrnunity) and significance is ascertained. Accordingly. it would appear that - 
interventions selected would Vary depending on the nature and associated cognitive. 

affective. and behavioral respnses of the loneliness experience (i-e., cognitive-orienteci 

interventions, social skills training). 

Fourttify, results underscored the importance of mental health pmciitioners 

needing to engage in sociai network interventions. These interventions need not only 

provide new opporninities to individuals for emïching existing relations, but also for 

expanding their social network. This may include providing clients with information and 



murces ,  and encouraging them to seek out organimtions and community centres that 

wiII provide them wïth opportunities 10 becbecorne more socialiy intepied (Rook, 1984). 

In context of enriching existing relations, results suggested that the network 

structure amongst persons of the selected sermal orientation sub-culhires may differ, and, 

thus, appropriate and ethical sociai network interventions n d  to be assessed. R e d  that 

Rndings of the Demographic Questionnaire indicated that only a moderate proportion 

(50% - 60%) of persons of lesbian, gay male, and bisexual sexuaI orientation were 

'totally out' to numerous farnily members, but approximately 69O/0 were 'totrtlly out' to 

their friends. One implication of this is that persons of lesbian or gay male sema1 

orientation may prefer andior benefit from enriching existing relations with tnends andior 

others in their sociai network outside the familial setting. In other words, for some of 

these indiwduals. it may be more appropriate to explore possible etkaive methah in 

deaiing with the possible absence of familial security, and to learn new ways of 

restructuring and enriching existing relations with friends andor others. An additional 

implication of this is that the professionai needs a sufficient awareness of issues 

surroundhg gender and sexual onentation, and of agencies or organizations sensitive to 

such sub-cultural differences, so that appropriate referrals may be provided to clients if 

needed. 

in context ofeepanding an individual's social network. the findings sugested 

that the lesbian/gay group was experiencing a higher degree of Ioneliness oFa 

sociaUisolation nanrre than the heterosexual group. Hencr. one implication of this result 

is îhat members of these populations may greatly benefit fiom obtaining information 



regarding patti-cular resources and becoming aware of organizations and community 

centres that may provide them with opportunities to become more socially intepted. 

Finally, the results of the present study suggested that mental health practitioners 

need to become aware of the prevdence and severity of loneliness amongst diverse sub- 

cultures so that populations perhaps facing greater likelihood of experiencing 

interpersonal loneliness may be considered for preventive interventions. In general. the 

findings of the current research suggested that, within Our social'cultural context. men 

and persons of lesbian and gay maie sexuai orientation may be more susceptible to 

experiencing interpersonal loneliness. Hence, mental hedth practitioners may exercise 

preventive interventions with populations by chance more likely to experience 

interpersonal loneliness. Preventive interventions rnay include, for example. the 

dissemination of educational materials (Rook. 198-1) to organizations andior cornmunitics 

that cater to persons of these high-risk populations. 

Findings indicated that, in general, the se1ected sub-cultural groups utilized 

similar copinrg strategies at a relativcly comparable frequency in attempt to alleviate the 

loneliness experience. 

Results indicated that. regardless of gender and sexual orientation, the most 

Frequently applied cognitive,'behavioraI coping strategïes, [and suggested by research to 

be most usehl (i.e.. Rokach, 1996)], were those associated with the following elernents: 

Acknowledging and normalizing the experience: reflecting on the experience and 

possible solutions; engaging in positive self cognitive taik; reassuring oneself that the 

situation would improve; focusing on positive persona1 qualities and successes; engaghg 



in activities for leisure and to foster personai growth; changing particular persona1 traits: 

engaghg in activities reflecting the continuation of attending to personal responsibilities, 

ancilor that assist in temporarily escaping the [oneliness experience; engaging in social 

activities: and acquiring a positive outiook of the situation (i.e.. seeing it as an 

opportunity for personal growh). 

As findings have suggested l onehs s  appears to be a multidimensional 

experience. Hence, although the above mentioned cognitive/behavioral copinç strategies 

have been most frequently applied by the sample of the present study. it would seem 

reasonable to propose that the usetulness or efféctiveness of particular coping strategies 

for a particular individual would need to be individuah assessed. As Rokach ( 1997a) 

suggested it is important for mental health practitioners CO understand individuals' 

chosen icays of attempting to cope with their experience. By taking this approach. he 

suggested the therapist may encourage further use of their present inner resources and 

usehl coping strategies. and make suggestions for additionai etktike ones. 
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Appendix A 
Partkipation instructions 

(1 ) Please ensure that you read the Cover Letter (pages 2 - 3) prior to participating in the 
study. 

(2) Please complete the questionnaires in the order (i-e., in the numerical order of the 
pages) provided Try to answer al1 the questions as accurately as possible. Although 1 
hope that you will answer al1 of the questions, if you feel discomfort about answenng 
a certain question, it is ok to leave it blank. 

(3) Once you have completed al1 questionnaires, please p[ace them in the pre-addressed 
and pre-posted envelop enclosed and mail hem to the researcher at the University of 
Calgary. 

(4) If any concerns or questions should arise before, during, or afler your participation, 
please feel free to contact the researcher (Revekka Kakoullis) at 870-0390 on 
Monday's and Tuesday's between 730 P.M. and 10:OO P.M.. If the researcher is 
unable to ansiver your cal1 at that tirne, she will leave a message on her voice-mail 
informing you of the time(s j that she will be available to be contacted. 

1 wish to thadi you for taking the t h e  out of your own busy schedule to participate in the 
following study. Your feedback is very valuable and deeply appreciated. 

Revekka Kakouliis 



Cover Letter 
PLEASE ENSURE THAT YOU E A D  THE FOLLOWING COVER LETTER PWOR 
TO PARTICIPATING Di THE STUDY BY COMPLETiNG AND MAILiNG THE 
ENCLOSED QUESTIONNAIRES. I 

Hi! My name is Revekka Kakoullis. 1.m a graduate student, in the Department of 
Educational Psychology at the University of Calgary, conducting a research project under 
the supervision of Dr. L. Handy as part of my requirernents for my M.Sc. Degree. This 
research project has met ethical requirements and has been approved by the Department 
of educational Psychology and the Joint Faculties Research Ethics Committee. 1 am 
writing to provide information tegarding my research project entitled "Loneliness and 
Coping: An Exploratory Study Examining Gender and Sexuality," so that o u  can make 
an infonned decision re-prding your participation. 

The purpose of the study is to examine the influence of gender and sexual 
orientation on loneliness and coping with its experience. 

You need to be aware that you rnust be 18 years of age or older to participate in 
the following study. 

Your involvement will consist of completing 4 questionnaires: A Demopphic 
Questionnaire; the Differential Loneliness Scale; The UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 
3): and the Coping Questionnaire. The Demoaa~hic Questionnaire will consist of 13 
questions soliciting information regarding the folIowing areas: Age; gendengender 
identity; possible factors (i-e.. sex change) that may have a bearing on your gender 
identity andor sexual orientation: ethnic origin; educational status; employment statu: 
approximate population of your area of residence: the duration you have resided in your 
area of residence; living arrangements; sexual orientation; if lesbian, gay, bisexual or 
two-spirited (First Nations only), the extent of king -out' IO or open with others about 
your sexual orientation; and. relationship status. The sexual orientation question will Q& 
require that you identi- yourself with one of the following sexual orientations: 
Heterosexual woman; heterosexual man: b i s e d  woma. bisexual man: two-spirited 
woman (First Nations only); two-spirited man (First Nations oniy); lesbian woman; or 
gay man. The Differential Loneliness Scale will consist of 6 1 statements. You will be 
required to indicate how you feel about each statement by designating whether each 
statement is m e  or false for you or your situation. The UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 
3J will consist of 20 statements. You wiil be required to indicate how you feel about each 
staternent on a 4-point d e .  The Co~ing Ouestionnaire will consist of 27 statements. For 
each staternent, you will be required to indicate how often you used each coping stratep 
described on a 9-point d e .  This procedure will take approximately 35 minutes to 
complete. 

You should be aware that p u r  pamcipation is ta be strictly voluntal. You have 
the right to choose not to participate, or to take adequate rime to consider the information 
on this cover letter and to consult with others if necessary pnor to deciding to participate. 

If you choose to give your consent to paràcipate in the study by cornpleting the 4 
questionnaires and mailing hem to the researçher in the enclosed pre-addressed and pre- 
posted envelop, you shodd be aware that once you mail away your completed 
questionnaires, due to the anonymous nature of the study, you will not be able to 
withdraw pur consent and to terminate your participation fiom the study. 



If, however, you choose to contact me to make arrangements to either attend a 
specified session bme îhat will take place in a research m m  or at my office at the 
University of Calgary to participate in the study, you will be free to withdraw your 
consent and to teminate your participation h m  the study prior to or during your 
parhcipation for any reiison without penalty. You should also be aware that the 
researcher, upon her discretion in preserving your well king,  has the ri& to withdraw 
yow parucipation from the study prior to or during your participation 

Although safeguards have been taken to minimize any kind of potentiai tisks. you 
need to be aware that the nature of the m d y  may raise some issues that you rnay wïsh to 
explore further. If o u  are a University of Calgary student, and if by virtue of your 
participation you wish to explore issues further, I will provide you with a referrai list 
consisting of names and nurnbers of persans that you may contact at the University of 
Calgary Counseling and Student ûevelopment Centre. If you are a non-student. and if by 
virtue of your participation you wish to explore issues further, i will provide you with a 
r e f e d  l i s  consisting of names and numbers of l d  counseling agencies that you rnay 
contact. 

Data will be collected in such a manner as to ensure anonymity and 
confidentiality. You wil1 not be asked to identib yourself on any of the data you provide. 
Hence. the data you provide wil t not identiQ you in any way. Furthemore. a11 
information obtained will remain mictly confidentiai. Al1 data will be kept in a focked 
filing cabinet and wiII only be accessible to myself (ReveWra Kakoullis) and my 
supervisor (Dr. L. Handy). Sumrnary of group results wili be available at a Iater tirne. 
Additionally, you need to be aware that if the following study is published only group 
data will be reported. Furthemore, al1 &ta will be shredded wïthin thee vears of when 
midy will be completed. The study should be completed within a year. 

Benefits by virtue of your participation include k e n  given the opportuni'. to 
Iearn something about yomelf and loneliness and coptng in general, as well as to 
contribute to knowiedge regardhg gender, sexual orientation, lonehess and coping. 

If you have any questions prior to or after your participation, pIease feel free to 
contact me at 870-0390, my supervisor Dr. L. Handy at 220-4084, the Office of the 
Chair. Joint Faculties Research Ethics Cornmittee at 220-5465. or the Office of the Vice- 
President (Research) at 220-2 145. 

Due to the anonymous nature of the following study, no consent form is to be 
signed. if you choose to participate by compieting the questionnaires. your informed 
consent will be implied Please retain this cover letter for your records. 

Thank o u  for your coopemtion. 
Sincerely, 
Revekka Kakodlis 
M-Sc. Student 
University of Calgary 



Appendix C 
Cover Letter 

Hi! My narne is Revekka Kakouflis. I am a "pduate student, in the Department of 
Educational Psychology at the University of Calgary, conducting a research project under 
the supe~sion of Dr. L. Handy as part of my requirements for my USc. Degree. This 
research project has met ethical requirements and has been approved by the Department 
of educational Psychology and the Joint Faculties Research Ethics Committee. 1 am 
writing to provide information re-pding my research project entitled "Loneliness and 
Coping: An Exploratory Study E.uamining Gender and Sexuality,- so that you can make 
an informed decision regarding your participation. 

The purpose of the study is to examine the influence of gender and sexual 
orientation on loneliness and coping with its experience. 

You need to be aware that you must be 1% years of age or older to participate in 
the following study. 

Your involvement will consist of completing 4 questionnaires: A Demo-eraphic 
Questionnaire; the Differential Loneliness Scaie: The UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 
y); and the Coping Quemonnaire. ïhe Demoeni~hic Ouestionnaire will consist of 13 
questions soliciting information regarding the following areas: Age; genderigender 
identity: possible factors (i.e., sex change) that may have a bearing on your gender 
identity andior sexual orientation; ethnic origin: educational mus: employment statu; 
approximate population of your area of residence; the duration you have resided in your 
area of residence; living arrangements; sexual orientation; if tesbian, gay, bisexual or 
two-spirited (First Nations only), the extent of king 'out' to or open with others about 
your sexual orientation; and, relationship status. The sexual orientation question wi1l g& 
require that you identify yourself with one of the following sexual orientations: 
Heterosexual woman: heterosexual man: bisexual woman; bisexual man; two-spirited 
woman (Fim Nations onlv); two-spirited man (First Nations only); lesbian woman; or 
gay man. The ~ifferentiai Loneliness Scale will consist of 6 1 staternents. You will be 
required to indicate how you feel about each statement by designating whether each 
statement is tme or faise for you or your situation. The UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 
3J will consist of 20 statements. You will be required to indicate how !ou feel about each 
statement on a 4-point scale. The Copina Ouestionnaire will consist of 27 statements. For 
each statement, you will be required to indicate how oflen ?ou used each coping strate9 
described on a 9-point scale. This procedure will take approximately 35 minutes to 
complete. 

You should be aware dut  your participation is to be strictly voluntary. You have 
the right to choose not to participate, or to take adequate time to consider the information 
on this cover letter and to consult with others if necessary prier to deciding to participate. 

You should also be aware that if you give your consent to participate in the study, 
!ou w i l I  be fke to withdraw your consent and to terminate your participation fiom the 
study pnor to or during your participation for any reason without penalty. 

You should also be aware that the researche. upon her discretion in preserving 
your welI being, has the right to withdraw your participation fiom the study prior to or 
during your participation 

Although safeguards have ken  taken to minimize any kind of potentiai risks, you 
need to be aware that the n m  of the study may raise some issues that you may wish to 



explore further. If you are a University of Calgary M e n t ,  and if by virtue of your 
participation you wish to explore issues M e r ,  1 will provide you with a referrai list 
consisting of names and numbers of persans that you may contact at the University of 
Calgary Counseling and Student Development Centre. Ifyou are a non-student, and if by 
vîrtue of your participation you wish to explore issues M e r ,  1 will provide you with a 
refed list consisting of names and numbers of local counseling agencies that you may 
contact 

Data will be collected in such a manner as to ensure anonymity and 
confidentiaiity. You will not he asked to identify yourself on any of the data you provide. 
Hence, the data you provide will not identifj ?ou in my way. Furthemore, al1 
information obtained will remain sûictly confidentiat. Al1 data will be kept in a locked 
fiiing cabinet and wiIl ody be accessible to rnyself (Revekka Kakoullis) and my 
supervisor (Dr. L. Handy). Surnmary of group results will be available at a later time. 
Additionally, you need to be aware that if the following study is published, only group 
data will be repurted. Fuhermore, al1 data will be shredded within three years of when 
study will be completed. The study should be completed wîhin a year. 

Benefits by virnie of your participation include k e n  given the opportunity to 
leam something about yourself and lonehness and coping in general, as well as to 
contribute to knowledge regirding gender, sexual orientation, Ioneiiness and coping 

If you have any questions pnor to or afier yout participation. please feel free to 
contact me at 870-0390. my supervisor ûr. L. Handy at 2204084, the Offrce of the 
Chair, Joint Faculties Research Ethcs Cornmittee at 220-5165. or the Office of the Vice- 
President (Research) at 220-2 145. 

Due to the anonlous  nature of the following study, no consent form is to be 
signed. If you choose to participate by completing the questionnaires. your infonned 
consent wiI1 be implied. f Iease main this cover letter for your records. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Revekka Kakoullis 
M.Sc. Student 
uni ver si^ of Ca lç -  



Appendix D 
Demographic Questionnaire 

1 Instructions: Please a m e r  the following questions by either Slling in the biank space 3 
where indicated or by placing an "X" inthe approPr& box to indicate the answe-r that is 
most applicable to you. Although I hope that you will answer d l  of the following 
questions, if you feel discornfort about answering a certain question, it is okay to leave it 1 tdatk 1 
( 1 ) Date: 

( 3 )  Age: 

(3) Gender / Gender Identity: 

Female [ ] Male [ Transgender [ ] Transsexual [ 1 

ûther 

(4) Are there any possible factors (i.e., having participated in a sex chan-) that may 
have a bearing on your gender identity and/or sexual orientation'? 

No [ 1 Yes [ ] If ves. please specify: 

( 5 )  Ethnic Origin: (Please place an "X' in al1 the boxes that apply. ) 

First Nations / Aboriginal [ ] White European [ 1 

South Asian [ 1 Southeast Asian , Pacific Mander [ 1 

East Asian [ 1 West Asian / MiddIe Eastern [ 1 

Central or South Arnerican [ ] Blac k ; African Canadian [ 1 

Other 

(6) Educational Stam: (Please refer O& to the highest educational Ievel completed.) 

Elementary School [ ] Some Graduate School [ 1 
Sorne Junior High School (Grades 7,8 or 9) [ Graduate Degree [ 1 
Junior High Schwl Graduate [ 1 Some Post-Graduate [ ] 

School 
Some High Schooi (Grades IO, ! I or 12) [ 1 Post-Graduate Degree [ 1 
High School Graduate I l  
Some College, University or Other Post- [ ] 
Secondq Education 
College, University or ûther Post- [ 1 
Secondary Graduate 



(7)Employment Status: (Please place an Y€' in al1 the boxes that apply.) 

Employed Full-Time [ 1 Work at Home, Not for [ ] 
(29 Hom or More Per Week) Pay 

Employed Part-Time [ 1 Unemploy ed [ 1 
(Less Than 29 Hours Per Week) 

SeIf-Employed [ 1 Retired [ 1 

Contract Worker [ 1 Full-Time Student [ 1 

Seasonal Worker (Full- or Part- [ 1 Part-Time Student [ 1 
Time) 

Other 

(8) Approximate population of your present area (Le., city, tom) of residence: 

(9) How Iong have ?ou lived in your present area (i.e., city, town) of residence'? 

Less Than 1 Year [ ] 1 - 3 Years [ ] More Than 3 Years [ 

I l0)Living Arrangements: 

Living Alone 

Living With Intimate Parmer 

[ 1 Living With Others [ 1 
(Not Intimate f armer) 

[ 1 Living With ûthers 1 1  
(Along With Intimate Parmer) 

( I l )Which sexual orientation do you identi- with? 

Heterosexual Woman [ ] Heterosexual Man [ 1 

Bisexual Woman [ 1 Bisexual Man I I  

Two-Spirited Woman [ ] Two-Spirited Man [ j 
(First Nations Only) ( First Nations Only ) 



(12) "Outness": (The following question pertains only to persons of lesbian, gay, bisemial 
or two-spirited sexual orientation) 
The foIlowing question deals with king 'ouf' to or open with others about the fact that 
you are lesbian, gay, bisexuaI or two-spirited Please indicate how "out7 you are to the 
following people by placing an "X in the box that is most applicable to you on a scale 
tiom 1 to 5 where 1 is "Not Out At All" and 5 is Totally Out." If any of these do not 
pertain to yo y please place an "X in the "Not Applicable" box 

1 I ! 1 If you are I 

I I 1 l 

j presently a , I ! l l I 
! 1 

1 Mother 
Father 

I I 

Presently, how 
"out" are you to 

I Y O W  

( 13) Relationship Status: (Please place an "X" in one box only.) 

Not 
"Out" 
At AH 

1 

1 

I student to: I I l 

1 Other Students I [ 1 [ 1 [ 1 [ 1 ! [ 1 [ 1 I 
1 1 

Teacherd [ I  [ I  1 I l  1 [ 1  1 1 1  1 [ 1  l 

I Instnictors or l l 
t 

l I 
Other School 1 l I I 

l 

I I 1 I Authonties I 

Singe [ 
In ûpposite-Sex Relationship [ 
[n Same-Sex Relationship [ 
Living With Opposite-Sex Parmer [ 
Living With Same-Sex Partner [ 
Married / Opposite-Sex Partner [ 

Commiaent Ceremony i Same-Sex P m e r  [ ] 
Separated / Opposite-Sex Partner [ 1 
Separated / Same-Sex Parner [ 1 
Divorced [ 1 

, Widowed / Opposite-Sex Partner [ 1 
1 Widowed / Same-Sex Partner [ 1 

2 1 3 1 4  

Sisteds) \ 

I l 1 

[ ! 
l , I 1 1 I 

If you are 
presently 

5 1 6  

1 l 

1 

I I 

working to: 1 

[ 1 I [ 1 [ 1 l 
I Supervisors ! I 

I l [ 1 [ 1 1 1  

I 
I 

1 CeWorkers! 
/ Colleagues / 
l Staff 

Clients / 
Customers 

[ 
l Brotheqs) 

1 Other Relatives I 
C hildren 
Friends 1 

I 

l Neighbors 

l 

! 
1 

1 l 

I 

l [ 1 

[ '  

[ 1  1 I I  [ 1  [ I  1 [ l  1 1  
I 

I 

, 

i l 

1 

( 1  1 [ 1  ' j [ I  
1 I 

I 

[ 1 
l 

[ I  ; [ l  

I 

I 

i 
I 

1 

I 

1 

1 

1 

1  
1 

I 

l 

I 

[ :  
r - 1 

l 

1 l 
1 I 



Appendix E 
UCLA Loneliness Scale: Version 3 (Russell, 1996) 

Instructions: The following statements descnie how people sometimes feel. For each 
statement, please indicate how ofkn you feeI the way describeci by placing an T' in one 
of the four responses provided: ( 1 ) N=Never, (2) R=Rarely; (3) S=Sometimes; and (4) 
A=Alwavs. 

1 Here is an example: 1 

If you never feel happy, place an "X- in the N box correspondine to NEVER. 
If you sometimes feel happy, place an -'X" in the S box corresponding to SOMETIMES. 
If you always feel happy, place an Y in the A box corresponding to ALWAYS. 

How ofien do you feel that you are 'in 
tune' with the people around you? 

How ofien do you feel that you lack 
companionship? 

How ofien do you feel that there 1s no 
one you can turn to? 

How often do you feel aione? 

How ofien do you feel part of a group of 
fkiends? 

How often do you feel that you have a lot 
in common with the people around you? 

How ofien do you feel that vou are no 
longer close to anyone? 

How often do you feel that F u r  interests 
and ideas are not shared by those around 
you? 

How often do you feel outgoing and 
fiiendly ? 

How ofien do you feei close to people? 



12. How often do you feel that your 
relationships with others are not 
meanin@? 

13. How ofien do you feel that no one really 
knows you well? 

14. Howoftendoyoufeel isolatedfiom 
others? 

I S. How often do you feeI you can find 
companionship when you want it? 

16. How often do you feeI that there are 
people who reaily understand you? 

17. How often do ?ou feel shy? 

18. How often do you feeI that people are 
around you but not with you? 

19. How often do you fee! that there are 
people you can talk to? 

20. How often do p u  feel that there are 
people you can tum to? 



Appendix F 
Differential Loneliness Scale (Schmidt & Semai, 1983) 

Instructions: For each statement, decide M e r  it d e s c n i  you or your situation or not. 
[fit does seem to describe you or your situation, place an "X" in the T box corresponding 
to TRüE. if not, place an in the F box correspondhg to FALSE. If a statement is not 
applicable to you because you are currently aot involved in the situation it depicts (Le., a 
c m n t  romantic or marital relationship), îhen pIace an "X" in the F box corresponding to 
FALSE. 

1 Here is an example: 

I 1 have a lover or spouse who FulfiIis many of my emotional needs. T [ ] F [ ] 

If the above statement seems to describe you or your situation, place an "X' in the T box 
corresponding to TRUE. 
If the above statement does not seem to describe you or your situation, place an '-X" in 
the F box corresponding to FALSE. 
If the above statement is not applicable to you because you are curreiitly not involved in 
the situation. place an "Y in the F box comsponding to FALSE. 

1 find it easy to express feelings of affection toward members of my 
family. 

Most eve-one around me 1s a stranger. 

1 usually wait for a fnend to cal1 me up and invite me out before making 
plans to go anywhere. 

Most of my friends understand my motives and reasoning 

At this time, 1 do not have a romantic relationship that means a great 
deal to me. 

1 don't get along very well with rny family. 

1 have at Ieast one good fiend of the same sex 

1 have at least one good fnend of the opposite sex. 

1 can't depend on getting moral or financiai support h m  any group or 
organization in a tirne of trouble. 

1 am now involved in a romantic or marita1 relationship where both of 
us make a genuine effort at cooperation. 



1 often become shy and retiring in the Company of relatives. 

Some of my fnends wiIl stand by me in drnost any difficuity. 

People in my community aren't really interested in what 1 think or feel. 

My trying to have Fnends and to be liked seldom succeeds the way 1 
would like it to. 

1 spend time talking individually with each member of my farnily. 

1 find it dificult to tell anyone that 1 love him or her. 

1 don't have many friends in the city where 1 live. 

I work well with others in a group. 

1 am an importarit part of the emotional and physical well-king of rny 
lover or spouse. 

1 don't feel that 1 can turn to rny friends living around me for help when 
1 need it. 

1 don? think that anyone in my farniIy really understands me. 

1 have a lover or spouse who fulfills many of my emotional ne&. 

My fnends are generally interested in what 1 am doing, although not to 
the point of k i n g  nosy. 

Members of my famil? enjoy meeting my hends. 

1 allow myself to become close to my friends. 

My relatives are generally too busy with their concerns to bother about 
my problems. 

Few of my fnends understand me the way 1 want to be understood. 

No one in the community where I iive cares much about me. 

Right now, 1 don? have true compatibiiity in a romantic or marital 
relations hip. 

30 Members of my family give me the kind of support that 1 need. 



A lot of my friendships dtimately turn out to be pretty disappointing. 

My romantic or maritaI partner gives me much support and 
encouragement. 

1 am not very open with members of my farnily. 

1 ofien feel tesentfil about certain actions of my fnends. 

1 am embarrassed about the way my family behaves. 

People who say they are in love with me are usually only trying to 
rationalize using me for their own purposes. 

1 have a good relationship with most members of my imrnediate family. 

In my relationships, 1 am generally able to express both positive and 
negative feelings. 

1 don't get much satisfaction fiom the groups 1 attend. 

t get pienty of help and support fiom ben& 

1 seem to have little to say to rnembers of my fmily. 

1 don? have any one special love relationship in which 1 feel reaily 
understood. 

1 reaily feel that 1 belong to a family. 

1 have few hends with whom 1 can ta1k openly. 

My family is quite critical of me. 

1 have an active love life. 

1 have few fnends that 1 can depend on to fu(fil[ îheir end of mutual 
commitments. 

Generally I feel that members of my family acknowledge my nrengths 
and positive qualities. 

1 have at lest one r d  fiiend 

50 1 don? have any neighbors who would help me out in a tirne of need. T [ ] F [ 1 



Members of my family are relaxai and easy-going with each other. 

1 have moved around so much that 1 find it difficult to maintain lasting 
fiiendships. 

1 tend to get dong well with partners in romantic relationships. 

1 find it difficult to invite a fnend to do something with me. 

I have M e  contact with members of my famiiy. 

My fhends donTt seem to stay interesteci in me for long. 

There are people in my community who understand my views and 
beliefs. 

As much as possible, 1 avoid members of my farnily. 

1 seldom get the emotional securïty 1 need fiom a romantic or sexual 
relationship. 

My family usually values my opinion when a farnily decision is to be 
made. 

6 1 Most of my fiiends are genuinely concerned about my welfare. T [  f F i  1 



Coping Qufstionnak (RU&, Cutmna, Rose, & Yufko. 1984) 
I 

I Instructions: The following are some ways in which people cope with loneliness. Think 
about yow own experiences of loneliness, and indicate how often you have engaged in 
each of the activities described by each staîement to deal with loneliness by circling a 1 1 number on a scale from 1 (NEVËR) to 9 (VERY O-. I 

Never V ~ N  Ofien 
Tried to figure out why you were lonely. 1 Z 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1 If you never engaged in this activity to deal with loneliness, circle numkr 1. 1 
( 1f iou engaged in this activity very 0 t h  in dealing with loneliness, circle number 9. I 

Taken your mind off feeling lonely by 
doing some physical activity ( such as 
jogging, playing basketball. going shopping, 
washing the car, etc.). 

Taken your mind off feeling lonely through 
some mental activity (such as reading a 
novel. watching TV, going to a movie, etc. ). 

Taken your mind off feeling lonely by 
deliberately thinking about other things 
(anything other than your loneliness). 

Tried to figure out why you were lonely. 

Thought about things you could do to 
overcome your loneliness. 

Done something to make yourself more 
physically attractive to others (such as going 
on a diet, buying new clothes, changing 
your haïrstyle, etc.). 

Done something to improve your social 
skilis (such as leaming to dance, leaniing to 
be more assertive, irnproving conversational 
skilis, etc.). 

Very Often 
5 6 7 8 9  



Thought about good qualities that you 
possess (such as king warm, intelligent, 
sensitive, seif-sufficient, etc.). 

Thought about things you can do extremely 
well (excelling at schoolwork, athletics, 
mvork, gourmet cooking, etc.). 

Actually done something you are very good 
at (do schoolwork, athletics, artwork, etc.). 

Worked particuiarly hard to succeed at 
some activity (such as studying e . m  hard 
for an exam, putting e m  effort into 
practicing an instrument, pushing yourself 
on an athletic skill, etc.). 

Told yourself that you were over-reacting, 
that you shouldn't be so upset. 

Told yourself that your loneliness would not 
last forever, that things would get bener. 

Thought about possible brnefits of your 
experience of loneliness ( such as telling 
yourself that you were learning to be self- 
relianh that you would grow from the 
experience, etc.). 

Told yourself that most other people are 
lonely at one tirne or another. 

Reminded yourself that you actually do 
have good relationships with other people. 

Changed your goals for social relationships 
(such as telling yourself that it is not that 
important to be popuiar; that at this point in 
your Iife it's al1 nght not to have a 
boyfnend/girIfiiend, etc.). 

Done sornething to make yourself a more 
out-going person 



Never Very Ofien 
Thought about how to change your 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  8 9  
loneliness. 

Thought about things you have done 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
successfully in the past 

Taken you. mind off feeling lonely by 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
concentrating on work (such as schoolwork, 
etc.). 

Tried to do new things to meet people (Le., 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  8 9  
going to dances, joining a club). - 
Attended a social gathering to meet new 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
people. 

Anended organized recreational activities to 1 2  3 CC 5 6  7  8 9 
meet new people. 

Talked to a friend or relative about ways to 1 3 3 4 5 6 7  8 9  
overcome your loneliness. 

Taken your mindoff feeling lonely by using 1 2 3 4 5 6  7  8 9 
d r u s  or aicohol. 

Talked to a counselor or therapist about 1 3 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
ways to overcome your Ioneliness. 



UCLA Loneliness s&: Version 3 (Russdl, 1996) 
Instnictions: The following statements describe how p p l e  sometimes feel. For each 
statement, please indicate how ofkn you feel the way descriùed by writing a number in 
the suace movided 

Here is an example: 

I How often do ?ou feel happy? 

If ?ou never felt happy, you would respond "neveï: if you always feel happy, you 
would nspond "always.' 

NEVEU RARELY SOMETIMES ALWAYS 
1 - 3 3 4 

How ofien do y u  f e l  that you are 'in tune' mith the people around y u ?  - 
How otien do you feel that you lack cornpanionship? 
How ofien do p u  feel that there is no one you can tum to? - 
How often do you feel alone? - 
How often do ?ou f e I  part d a  group of Fnends? - 
How ofien do you feel thrit you have a lot in common with the people around you? - 
How often do you k e l  that 'ou are no longer ciose to anyone'? - 
How ofien do you feel that your interests and ideas are not s h e d  by those around eu? - 
H o w  ofien do you Feei outgoing and fiendlu? - 
How often do you feel close to people? - 
How often do you feel Ic fi out? - 
How often do you feel that your relationships with others are not meaningtül? - 
How often do you feel that no one redly knows ?ou welt? - 
How ofien do you fed isolated Ciom others? - 
How often do you feel you can find companionship when you want it? - 
How ofien do you feel that there are people who really understand you? - 
How ofien do ?ou feel shy? - 
How often do you feel that people are around ?ou but not with ?ou'? - 
How oAen do you fée1 that there are people you cm talk to? - 
H o w  often do you feel that there are people you can ntrn to? ,- 

Scoring Items # 1, #5, ii6, #9, df 1 O, df 15, # 16, # 19, and fi20 should be reversed (i.e., 1 4 ,  
2=3,3=2,4=1), and the scores for each item then summed together. Higher scores 



Appendix 1 
Differential Loneliness Scale (Schmidt & Semat, 1983) 

Directions: For each statement, decide wheîher it descnis  you or your situation or not. If 
it does seem to descni you or your situation, mark it TRUE. if not, mark it FALSE. If 
an item is not applicable to you because you are clirrently not involved in the situation it 
depicts. e.g.. a current romantic or marital relationship, then score it FALSE. 

item % Item Key Scoring 1 
, l  I 1 find it easy to express feelings of affection toward members 1 Fam. F 

of my farnily. 
' 2  , Most everyone around me is a stranger. Gr. T t 

' 3  ! I usually wait for a ftiend to cal1 me up and invite me out 
t 

, Fr. T 
I before making plans to go mywhere. 

4 , Most of mv m'ends understand mv motives and reasoning. 1 Fr. F 
I S  : At this time. 1 do not have a romantic relationship that means a R.S. T 

,e;reat deal to me. 
6 1 donTt get alone very well with mv familv. Fam. T 
7 i have at least one good hend of the same sex. Fr. F 
8 i have at Ieast one good friend of the opposite sex. Fr. F 
9 1 can't depend on getting moral or financial support from an! Gr. T 

group or organization in a time of trouble. 
1 O 1 am now involved in a romantic or marital relationship where R.S. F 

8 both of us make a cenuine effort at cooperation. 
I I 1 often become shv and retrring in the Company of relatives. Fam. T 
12 ! Some of mv thends will stand bv me in almost anv difficultv. Fr. F 
13 I People in my community aren't realty interested in what I Gr. T 

, think or feel. 
14 l My trying to have fnends and to be liked seldom succeeds the Fr. T 

/ w& 1 would like it to. 
, 1 spend time talking individually with each rnember of my , 15 ! Fam. F 
1 familv. 

16 j 1 find it difficult to tell anvone that 1 love him or her. R.S. T 
17 i 1 don't have ma- Fnends in the ci- where [ five. Fr. T 
18 ; 1 work well with others tn a poup. Gr. F 

' 19 i 1 am an important part of the emotional and physical well- RS. F 

1 1 aithough not to the point of k ing  nosy. 
i 14 1 Members of my famiIy enjoy meeting my frtends. _-- * Fr- -1 

1 king of my lover or spouse. 
20 I don't feel that 1 can mm to my hends living around me for Fr. T 

help when 1 need it. 
21 1 1 don't think that anyone in my family reaily undemands me. Fam. T 

7 

33 -- 1 have a lover or spouse who fiilfiIls many of my cmotional RS. F ! needs. 
l 

I 23 1 My fnends are generally interested in what I am dotng Fr. F 



I I 

26 1 My relatives are generally too busy with their concerns to 1 Fam. 1 T 

Item # 
25 

Item 1 Key ( Scoring 1 
I allow myself to become close to my tiiends. 1 Fr. 1 F l 

27 

2 8 
29 

1 1 disappointkg. 1 I 

1 32 1 My romantic or marital partner gives me much support and / RS. / F f I 

bother about my problems. 1 
Few of my fiends understand me the way 1 want to be 1 Fr. 

30 
, 3 1  

! I encouragement. i 

1 1 am not very open with members of my family. / Fam. f T I 33 
34 / [ often feel resentful about certain actions of my fiiends. 1 Fr. 1 T 

j 35 1 am embanasxd about the way my family behaves. / Fam. 1 T 
j 

1 36 1 People who say they are in love with me are usually only 1 RS. 1 T 

T 
understood 
No one in the cornrnunity where 1 live cares much about me. 
Right now, 1 don? have true compatibility in a romantic or 
matal relationship. I I 
Memben of my family give me the kind of support that 1 need / Fm. 1 F I 

A lot of my fiiendships ultimately turn out to be pretty 1 ~ r .  1 T 1 

1 
Gr. 1 T 1 
RS. i T ! 

I j trying to rationalize using me for their own purposes. l I 

37 1 1 have a good relationship with most mernbers of my / Fam. 1 F I 1 immediate fmily. 1 
1 

1 38 in my relationships, 1 am generally able to express both I 
positive and negative feelings. I 

' 39 

really undefstood. ! ! 
Fam. F ! ' 

I don? pet much satisfaction fiom the groups 1 attend. 1 Gr. / T 

1 49 
45 
46 

i 47 
l 
I 

! 48 
1 1 strengths and positive quaiities. i I 

49 1 1 have at ieast one real fiiend 
50 ( 1 don't have any neighbors who would help me out in a time of 

I 

j 51 

I 

1 have few Fnends with whom 1 can talk openly. 
My famiIy is quite critical of me. 
1 have an active love life. 
1 have few fkiends that 1 can depend on to fulfill their end of 
mutual commitrnents. 

Fr. i F 
Gr. T I 

1 

1 52 

I JO 

i 41 

Fr. / T 
Fam. T 1 

RS. 1 F I 

Fr- ! ' I 

need. 
Memben of my family are relaxed and easy-going wïth each 
other. 1 I 

1 have moved around so much that 1 find it difficult to maintain 1 Fr. 1 T I 
I 

53 
54 

Generally 1 feel that mernbers of rny family acknowledge rny 1 Fm. / F ! 

+ 1 

F m .  1 F I 

i 42 1 1 don't have any one spcial love relationship in which 1 feel , R.S. 1 T 1 
1 

1 get plenty of help and support fiom fiiends. Fr. 1 F 1 

Iasting fiiendships. 
I tend to get dong well with partners in romantic relationships. 
1 find it dificult to invite a fiiend to do something with me. 

1 seem to have little to say to rnembers of my family- 

I 

! 
RS. 1 F 
Fr. 1 T 

Fam. / T 



*Please Note: Question $8 was added to this original version of the questionnaire. 

Item # 1 Item 1 Key 1 Scoring 

Note. Scoring on the scale was determined in the following way: If T (True) or F (Faise) 
was marked as above, one point was given toward the total score, R.S.=Rornantic-Sexual 
Relationships, Fr.=Friendships, Fam.=ReIationships With Family, Gr.=Relationships 
With Larger Groups. 

55 
56 
5 7 

58 
59 

60 

6 1 

1 have littie contact with members of my family. 
My friends donTt seem to stay interested in me for long. 
There are people in my community who understand my views 
and beliefk 
As much as possible, 1 avoid mernbers of my family. 1 F m .  T 4 t 

1 seldom get the emotional security 1 need From a romantic or / R-S- / T 
sexual relationship. 
My family usually values my opinion when a family decision / F m .  1 F I 

is to be made. I 

Most of my friends are genuinely concemed about my welfare. / Fr. / F I 

Fam. ( T I I 
Fr. l T 1 
Gr. F 



Appendix J 
Coping Questionnaire (Russell, Cutrona, Rose, & Yurko, 1984) 

) Instructions: The following are some ways in which people c o p  wïth lonelims. Think 1 
k k  on p u r  own exFerie& of lonehess during Ihe p& y&, and indicate how ofien 
you have engaged in each of these activities to deal with Ioneliness. 

I Taken your mind off feeling lonely by 
doing some physical activity (such as 
jogging, playing basketball, going 
shopping, washing the car, etc.). 

2 Taken your mind off feeling lonely 
through some mental activity (such as 
reading a novel. watching W, going 
to a movie, etc.). 

3 Taken your mind off feeling lonely by 
deliberately thinking about other 
things (anything other than your 
loneliness). 

4 Triedtofigureoutwhyyouwere 
lonely. 

5 Thought about things you could do to 
overcome your loneliness. 

6 Done something to make yourself 
more physically attractive to others 
isuch as going on a diet, buying new 
clothes, changing yow haïrstyle, etc.). 

7  Done sornething to improve your 
social skills (such as learning to dance, 
learning to be more assertive, 
improving conversational skills. etc. ). 

8  Thought about good quaiities that you 
possess (such as king warm, 
intelligent, sensitive, self-sufficient, 
etc.). 

9 Thought about things you can do 
extremely well (excelling at 
schoolwork, athietics, artwork, etc.). 

Never Very Often 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  



Actually done something you are very 
g d  at (do schmlwork, athletics, 
artwork, etc.). 

Worked particuiarly hard to succeed at 
some activity (such as studying extra 
hard for an exam, pumng extra effort 
into practicing an instrument, pushing 
yourself on an athletic skill, etc.). 

Told yourself that wu were over- 
reacting, that you shouldn't be so 
upset. 

Told yourself that your loneliness 
would not lm forever. that things 
would get baer .  

Thought about possible benefits of 
your experience of IoneIiness (such as 
telling ourself that you were Iearning 
to be self-reliant, that you would grow 
fiom the experience, etc.). 

Told yourself that rnost other people 
are lonely at one time or another. 

Reminded yourself that you actually 
do have good relationships with oîher 
people. 

Changed your goals for social 
relationships (such as tetling yourseIf 
that it is not that important to be 
popdar, that at this point in your life 
it's al1 right not to have a 
bojnend/girIfnend, etc.). 

Done something to make yourseIf a 
more out-going penon 

Thought about how to change your 
loneliness. 

Never Very Ofien 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  8 9  



Never Very Often 
20 Thought about things you have done 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  8 9  

successfully in the past 

21 Taken your mind off feeling lonely by 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
concentrating on schoolwork 

22 Tried to do new things to meet people 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
(Le., going to dances, joining a club). 

23 Attended a social gathenng ta meet 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
new people. 

24 Attended organized recreational 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  8 9  
activities to meet new people. 

25 Talked to a fnend or relative about 1 1 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
ways to overcorne your loneliness. 

36 Taken your mind off feeling lonely by 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
using dmgs or alcohol. 

27 Talked to a counselor or therapist 1 7 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
about ways to overcome your 
loneliness. 

*Please Note: Questions #25. $26. and #27 were added to the original version of thrs 
questionnaire. 

Scoring: In creating each of the coping scores, responses to the items that are indicated 
should be sumrned together. 
(1 ) Self-Enhancing Behaviors: Items W, #5, # 12, f: 13, and =?O. 
(2) Behavioral Problem-Solving: Items #8, ti 1 I,  # 16, # 19, and 824. 
(3) Redefining Problem: Items 86, $7, #14, and # 15. 
(4) Distraction: Items #9, # 17, and #2 1. 
( 5 )  Coenitive Problem-Solvine: Items #2-# 10. and # t 8. 



Appendix K 
Advertisement 

+* FOR A RESEARCHm ** 

"LONELINESS IS AS NATURAL and integrd a part of k ing human as are joy, 
hunger, and self-actualization" (Rokach, 1990, p.39). Loneliness has been recognized as a 
universally expenenced condition, that may potentially be encountered by al1 individuak 
at some time in their lives (Rokach, 1984). 1, Revekka Kakoullis, the researcher, am 
seeking to understand individual's nature and degree or intensity of interpersonal 
loneliness, as well as the diverse and nurnerous stratepies utilized in coping with or 
alIeviating its experience. Your input would be immensely appreciated, and would 
contribute enormously to the current knowledge base of gender, sexual orientation, 
loneiiness, and coping research. 

RESEARCH TITLE: 
LONELiNESS AND COPNG: AN EXPLORATORY STUDY EXAMMMG GENDER 
AND SEXUALITY. 

RESEARCH STATC'S: 
THIS RESEARCH PROJECT HAS MET ETHICAL REQUiREMENTS AND FIAS 
BEEN APPROVED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY 
AND THE JOMT FACULTES RESEARCH ETHICS COMMiTTEE. 

NATURE OF RESEARCA: 
TO EXAMINE THE MFLUENCE OF GENDER AND S M U A L  ORIENTATION ON 
LONELMESS AND COPMG WITH ITS EXPERENCE. 

PARTlCIPANT INVOLVEMENT. 
TO COMPLETE 4 QUESTiONNAIRES: A DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTtONNAIRE: 
THE UCLA LONELINESS SCALE (VERSION 3); THE DiFFERENTtAL 
LONELMESS SCALE; AND, THE COPMG QUESTiONNAIRE. 

DURATION OF PARTICIPATION: 
THE PROCEDURE WLL TAKE APPROXIMATELY 35 MMUTES TO COMPLETE. 

ANOWMITY AND CONFIDENTIALITY. 
ALL DATA WILL BE COLLECTED M SUCH A MANNER AS TO ENSURE 
ANONYMITY AND CONFDENTIALITY. YOU WiLL BE ASKED TO 
[DENTIFY YOURSELF. HENCE, THE DATA YOU PROVIDE WLL 
ID- YOU IN ANY WAY. ALL MFORMATION OBTAMED WLLREMAM 
STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL. ALL DATA WUL BE KEPT M A LOCKED FILMG 
CABINET, AND WlLL ONLY BE ACCESSBLE TO THE RESEARCHER 
(REVEKKA KAKOULLIS)AND HER SUPERVISOR (DR L HANDY). SUMMARY 
OF GROUP RESULTS WlLL BE AVAILABLE AT A LATER TiME. 



RISKS: 
ALTHOUGH SAFEGUARDS HAVE BEEN TAKEN TO MIMMLZE ANY K[ND OF 
POTENTiAL RISKS, THE NATüRE OF THE STUDY MAY RAiSE ISSüES THAT 
YOU MAY WISH TO EXPLORE FURTHER- IF YOU ARE A UNIVERSITY OF 
CALGARY STUDENT, AND IF BY VIRTUE OF YOUR PARTICIPATION YOU 
WISH TO EXPLORE ISSUES FUR- THE RESEARCHER WILL PROVDE 
YOU WITH A REFERRAL LIST CONSISTING OF NAMES AND NUMBERS OF 
PERSONS THAT MAY BE CONTACTED AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALGARY 
COUNSELLMG AND STUDENT DEVELOPMENT CENTRE. IF YOU ARE A NON- 
STUDENT, AND IF BY V[RTUE OF YOUR PARTICIPATION YOU WISH TO 
EXPLORE ISUES FURTHER, THE RESEARCHER WILL PROVDE YOU WITH A 
REFERRAL LIST CONSISTING OF NAMES AND NUMBERS OF LOCAL 
COUNSELLMG AGENCES THAT MAY BE CONTACTED FOR ASSISTANCE. 

BENEFITS: 
BENEFITS BY VlRTUE OF YOüR PARTICIPATION MCLUDE BEEN GIVEN THE 
OPPORTUNITY TO LEARN SOMETHING ABOUT YOURSELF AND 
LONELiNESS AND COPMG M GENERAL, AND TO CONTRiBUTE TO 
KNOWLEDGE REGARDMG GENDER SEXUAL ORIENTATION. LONELiNESS 
AND COPiNG. 

RESEARCHER: 
REVEKKA KAKOüLLIS 

RESEARCHER'S STATUS: 
M.SC. STUDENT ! DEPARTMENT OF APPLIED PSYCHOLOGY , UNIVERSITY 
OF CALGARY 

SUPERVISOR: 
DR. L. HANDY 

CONFIRMATION OF RESEARCH STATUS: 
IF YOU FEEL YOU NEED TO CONRRM THE STATUS OF THE RESEARCH 
PROJECT, PLEASE FEEL FREE TO CONTACT THE FOLLOWING PERSONS AT 
THE UNIVERSITY OF CALGARY: 
DR L. HANDY 2204084 
OFFICE OF THE CHAIR. JOiNT FACULTES 220-5465 
RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE 
OFFICE OF THE VICE-PRESIDENT 220-2 145 
( RESEARCH) 

I'M INTERESTED! FIOW DO 1 PARTICIPATE? 
iN RECOGNIZMG THAT YOU ARE TAKMG TIME OUT OF YOUR OWN BUSY 
SCHEDULE TO PROVIDE VALUABLE FEEDBACK, AND IN AlTEMPT TO 
ACCOMMODATE YOU, 1 HAVE COME üP WITH A FEW OPTIONS FOR THOSE 
OF YOU INTERESTED iN PARnCiPATING IN THE RESEARCH PROJECT: 



( 1  ) YOU MAY CONTACT THE RESEARCHER (REVEKKA KAKOULLIS) AT 870- 
0390 MONDAY'S AND TUESDAY'S BETWEEN 7:30 P.M. - 10:OO P.M.] TO 
MME ARRANGEMENTS TO EITHER ATTEND A SPECIFIED SESSION TiME 
THAT WILL TAKE PLACE IN A RESEARCH ROOM OR AT THE 
RESEARCHEKS OFFICE AT THE UNNERSïïY OF CALGARY. 

OR 
(2) YOU MAY TAKE AN ENVELOP (THAT IS A?TACHED TO THIS 

ADVERTISEMENT) CONSISTTNG OF S m - B Y - S E P  INSTRUCTIONS AND 
PARTICIPATION MAl'ERiALS ( LE., THE FOüR QUESTIONNAIRES), 
COMPLETE THE QUESTIONNAIRES, AND MAIL THEM AWAY M THE 
ENCLOSED PRE-POSTED m L O P  ADDRESSED TO THE RESEARCHER AT 
THE LMIVERSiTY OF CALGARY. 



Appendix L 
Newsietter Advertisement 

PARTICIPANTS OF LESBLAN, GAY MALE, BISEXUAL, AND 
EETEROSE*YUAL SEXUAL ORIENTATION 

NEEDED FOR RESEARCH PROJECT 

Research Title: LoneIiness and Coping: An Exploratory Study Examining Gender and 
Sexuality. 
Nature of Research: The objective is to examine the loneliness and coping experience of 
Dersons of diverse sub-cultures, and to attempt to lessen the heterosexist bias that appean 
;O exist in this dornaïn of researcb. 
Partici~ant Reauirements: Must be 18 yean of age or oider to participate. 
Anonvmitv and Coafidentialiîy: Al1 data will be coilected in such a manner as to ensure 
anonymity and confidentiality. Participants will NOT be asked to identifi themsclves on 
any of the data provided. 
Contact Number: For more information, piease contact Revekka Kakoullis at 870-0390 
on Mondav's and Tuesday's between 730 P.M. - 10:OO P.M.. 

Information about the study and packages for participation may be picked up at 
Grabbajabba ( 1610-10' Street SW) and at GLCSA (#206-233 12' Avenue SW. 



Appendix M 
List of Locations of Advertisement 

A Woman's Place Bookstore 
Aids Calgary 
Apollo Friends In Sports 
Arena Coffee Bar 
CRHA (Calgary Regional Health Authonty) 
CJSW (Speak Sebashan Gay and Lesbian Radio) 
G.L.A.S.S. (Gay, Lesbian & Bisexual Academic Students &L Stam 
G.L.C.S.A. (Gay & Lesbian Community Services Association) 
Good Earth Cafes Ltd (1 502-1 I th Street SW) 
Grabbajabba (1610 - 10th Street SW) 
Kaffa Coffee & Salsa House 
Katmandu (31 1 1 - 33 Avenue SW) 
Mount Royal College 
Rainbow Pnde Resource Centre 
The Roasterie Zoo ( 10L-227 I oh Street NW) 
Rooks Bar & Beanery 
University of Calgary 
The Women's Centre of Calgary ( B W  - 1 Avenue NE) 
The Women's Collective & Resource Centre 
Words Cafe Bookstore & Cappuccino Bar 



Appenduc N 
ResearcherIParticipant Contact 

I) If participants were solicited through the advertisement of the study posted at 
severai cites within the Caigiuy area, and whereby participation packages were 
made available, the following procedure ensued 

initiai contact with p&&pants may have been made by phone. Those 
interested in jmrticipating in the study may have contacted the researcher and 
mutually satisfactory or agreed upon arrangements rnay have been made for 
participants to either attend a specified session tirne that would have taken 
place in a research rwm or to meet with the researcher at the mearcher's 
office. 
The next contact would have taken place at the scheduled meeting At that 
time, participants would have been provided with a cover letter consisting of 
a detailed description of the nature and expectations of the study. 
Additionally, participants would have been explicitly infonned by the 
researcher that they had the right to choose not to participate, to take 
adequate time to consider the information on the cover letter and to consult 
with others if necessary prior to deciding to participate, or to participate at 
that tirne. If participants were to chose to participate in the study at that time, 
the researcher would have reminded them that th- were not to identie 
themselves on the data ihey provided. 
The next possible contact would have been made by phone with those 
participants who have decided to participate in the study d e r  having 
adequate time to consider iheir participation. Upon deciding to pnmcipate in 
the studv. these individuals would have contacted the researcher and 
mutually agreed upon arrangements would have been made for them to either 
attend a specified session time that would have taken place in a mearch 
rwm, or to meet with the researcher at the researcher's office. 
The next contact wodd have taken place at the scheduled meeting At that 
time, participants would once again be provided with a cover letter consisting 
of a detailed description of the nature and expectations of the study. 
Additionally, the researcher wouId have once again explicitly infonned 
participants that they had the right to choose not to participate, to take 
adequate time to consider the information on the cover letter and to consult 
with others if necessary prior to deciding to participate, or to participate at 
that tinte. If participants were to chose to participate in the study at that the ,  
the researcher would have reminded them that they were not to identify 
themselves on the data they provided 
Participants may have attained the participation package, have no contact 
with the researcher, or may have subsequently contacted the researcher via 
phone. 

II) if participants wete solicited through the advertisement of the study presented in the 
previously specified monthly newsletters, the foIIowing procedure ensued: 

1 Initiai contact with participants rnay have been made by phone. Those 
interested in pmcipating in the study may have contacted the researcher and 



mutuaIIy satisfactory or agreed upon arrangements rnay have been made for 
participants to either attend a specified session time that would have taken 
place in a research rom or to meet with the researcher at the researcher's 
office. For further seps in the process. please review 1 .B - 1 .D in section 1. 

2 Participants may have attained the participation package, have no contact 
with the researcher, or rnay have subsequently contacted the researcher via 
phone. 

III) If participants were solicited during one of the meetings that the researcher 
attended. the following procedure ensued: 
1 initial contact with potentiaI @cipants was made at the meeting. At the 

meeting, the researcher presented and verbally communicated to persons 
present the information provided within the cover letter. Those interested in 
participating in the study rnay have approached the researcher and mutually 
satisfactov or agreed upon arrangements rnay have been made for them to 
either attend a specified session time that would have taken place in a 
research room. or to meet with the researcher at the researcher's office. For 
tùrther steps in the process. please review 1.B - l.D in section i. 

2 Intzrested prsons may have attained a participation package and have no 
funher contact with the researcher, or have subsequent contact wi th the 
researcher via phone. 

IV) For potential participants that were not initially interested in panicipating in the 
study at the time of the meeting but later were. the foIiowing procedure may have 
occurred: 
1 Potential participants may have contacted the researcher at a later time by 

phone, and mutually satisfactory or ageed upon arrangements rnay have 
been made for them to either attend a specified session time that wouid have 
taken place in a research rwm. or to meet with the researcher at the 
researcher's office. For M e r  steps in the process, please review 1 .B - 1 .D 
in section I. 

2 Potential participants rnay have contacted the researcher at a later time by 
phone to inquire as to the locations whereby participation materials were 
made available. 

Please Note: Respondents asking for clarification of items on the questionnaires were 
instnicted to respond in accordance wiih their own interpreiation. 



1 Factor 2 
i 

Appendix O 
Factor Analysis of UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 
Rotation Method: Varimax wiîh Kaiser Normalimion 

! 16 1 -594 
Factor 3 8 i .436 

Item Loading; 
.704 

Factor 
Factor 1 

3 1 -674 ! 
i 4 1 -671 

f 
! 

i 17 1 -644 I 
I 

Item 
2 



Appendix P 
Factor Analyris of ~&erential Loneliness Scale 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 
Rotation Meîhod: Varimax with Kaiser Nomalization 

Factor 
Factor 1 

l 
I ' 51 1 -611 
I 1 55 ! .635 I I 

1 1 58 1 .733 
1 

i 60 1 .655 ! 1 

1 Factor 2 15 1 -837 I 

1 Factor 4 

1 

I t 10 
l 
I I 19 

1 

/ Factor 3 

-- 

I i 54 j -725 I 

/ Factor 5 1 13 1 .686 

Item 
6 
15 

-94 1 1 

392 

Item Loading 
-792 1 i 
-573 

i j 22 / -937 4 

I ( 39 1 .777 1 

59 1 .586 1 , 
4 

i 1 30 

1 i 28 / .742 
1 

i 

.584 
I 

I 

.JZ I l 

1 I 23 , .766 
1 

I 

i 25 1 .378 

.699 
-738 
-585 

1 57 
Factor 6 7 

I? 



! Factor 12 ! 8  .808 

Factor 
Factor 6 

! Factor 

1 1 18 ' .619 8 

1 Factor 13 50 1 309 
: Factor 14 52 , 783 

1 47 ( -706 l 

Factor 8 131 / .495 
1 ' 34 1.717 1 Factor 9 I I  l .663 
I I 1 1  l 7 

I -432 I 
I 

l i 16 1 .707 
1 

l 

I 33 1 .411 I 

j Factor 10 / 2 / .459 1 , 
! 
I 53 , .475 i 

1 Factor 1 1 1 36 1 .691 
1 

I 1 39 376 

Item 1 Item Loading 1 

49 1.777 l 
56 
6 1 
17 
44 

-333 
-482 
.33 1 
-686 j 



Appendix Q 
Factor Analysis of Coping Questionnaire 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 

a 2 1 1 384 I 

1 Factor 3 , 22 1 .838 
i + 
l 1 23 ; .804 
I , 24 1 .832 
j Factor 4 1 1 1 .737 - 

i S64 $ 2  I 

I 
I n 3 1 .724 I 

Rotation Method: V-ax kth ~ai ier  ~ormali&on 
Factor 
Factor 1 

/ Factor 7 1 26 1.655 

l 
1 1 4 1 .562 

1 5  ' .540 

I 1 14 1 -693 ! ! 

Item 
12 
13 

I Factor 16 
I 17 
I ! 18 

Item Loading 1 
-660 i 

-775 I 

.767 J 

.748 ! 

.538 I 

1 Factor 6 i 25 1 .662 
i 27 i -748 1 



1 1 3 1 How ofien do you feel that there is no one vou can tum to? 
I ' 4  1 How ofien do you feel alone? 

, 7  I How ofien do you feel that vou are no longer close to anvone'? 
12 How ofien do you feel that your relationships with others are not 

Appendix R 
UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) 

Compiled Items Representing Each Extracted Factor 

I rneaningful'? 
I 13 I How ofien do vou feel that no one reallv knows vou well? 

f 15 How ofien do you feel you can find companionship when you want i 

i t? 
19 How often do vou feel that there are people you can talk to? 
20 How ofien do you feel that there are people you can turn to? 

Factor 2 1 How often do you feei that you are 'in tune' with the people around 

1 Factor 1 Item # 
/ Factor 1 ] 2 

5 How often do you feel part of a group of fnends? 
6 How often do you feel that you have a lot in cornmon with the 

Item i 
How ofien do you feel that you lack companionship? 1 

people around vou? 
9 How ohen do you tèel outgoing and friendly? 
1 O How ofien do vou feel close to people? 
16 , How often do you feei that there are people who really understand 

you? 
Factor 3 8 How often do you feel that your interests and ideas are not shared 

bv those around vou? 
I l  How often do you feel lefi out? 
14 How often do you feel isolated from others? 
17 How often do p u  feel shv? 
18 , How ofien do p u  feel that people are around o u  but not with vou? ! 



Appendix S 
Differentiaf Loneliness Scale 

Compiled Items Representing Each Extracted Factor 
! Factor l Item fC 1 Item 1 

Factor l 1 I donTt get along very welI with my family. I 
15 1 1 spend time talkinp individuaily with each member of mv family. 1 

j 21 1 1 don? think that anyone in my famil  redly understands me. 
24 Members of mv famiIy enjoy meeting my Fnends. 
26 My relatives are generally too busy with their concerns to bother 

I about mv problems. 
30 Members of my familv , ive me the kind of support that 1 need. 

1 35 1 am embarrassed about the way my family behaves. 
37 I have a g o d  relationship with most members of my immediate 

4 1 1 seem to have IittIe to sa! to memben of my familv. 
43 1 reallv feel that 1 belong to a famiiy. 

l 

45 My family is quite critical of me. 
48 Generally f feel that rnemben of my famîly acknowledge my 

suengths and positive qualities. 
5 1 Members of my famiIy are relaxed and easv-çoing with each other. ! 

5 5 1 have little contact with members of mv fmilv. 
58 As much as possible. t avoid rnembers of my familv. 

' 60 My family usually values my opinion when a family decision is to 
be made. 

Factor 2 5 At this time, I do not have a romantic relationship that means a great 
deal to me. 

j 10 1 am now involved in a romantic or marital relationship where both 
I of us rnake a genuine effon at cooperation. 
; 19 ; 1 am an important part of the emotional and physical well-being of i 

my lover or spouse. 
73 -- l have a lover or spouse who tiilfiIls many of mv emotional needs. 
29 ; Right now. l don't have me cornpatibility in a romantic or marital 

relationship. 
32 My romantic or mantal parnier @ves me much support and 

encouragement. 
' 42 1 1 don-t have an? one specid love relationship in which 1 feel really 
1 1 understood 
46 i 1 have an active love life. 

, 59 1 1 seidom get the emotionat security 1 need From a romantic or sexual I 
l 1 : relationship. 

Factor 3 4 I Most of my hends understand my motives and reasoning. c 

l ' 20 ; 1 don't feel that 1 c m  tum to my fiends living around me for help i 
I 1 
I / when 1 need it. 

1 i 23 1 My €iiends are generally interesteci in what I am doing although not 1 
I l i ( to the point of king  nom. 



/ Factor 1 Item # 1 Item 1 

1 t would like it t a  l 
I 

1 38 / In my relatiorshipr 1 am generally able to express both positive and 1 

Factor 3 

Factor4 

14 
making plans to go anywhere. 
My trying to have fiends and to k 1 P d  rldorn succeeds the way 1 1 

! ; I kel. 
1 28 1 No one in the community where I live m s  much about me. 

i 1 57 [ There are people in my commimity who understand my views and 

25 
27 
40 
3 

1 allow myself to becorne close to my fnends. 
Few of my fiends understand me the way 1 want to be unde r s td  , 
1 get pknty of heIp and support h m  ûiends. 
1 wually wait for a fnend to d l  me up and invite me out before 1 

negative feelings. 1 1 

1 find it difficult to invite a friend to do something with me. I 

People in rny cummunity aren't d l y  intemted in what I think or I 

1 

1 44 1 1 have few fiends with whom 1 can taIk openly. 
1 47 1 1 have few fiiends that I can depend on to FulfiIl their end of mutual j 

Factor 5 

! / beiiefs. 

I j commitments. 
1 ~ a c t o r t  1 I 

1 

i 1 find it easy to expers feelings of affection toward members of my 1 

54 
13 

Factor 6 
1 

7 1 1 have at least one qood friend of the same sex I 

12 [ Some of mv fiends will stand by me in almost any difficulty. 
49 1 I have at least one real friend 

1 

1 1 56 i Mv friends don? seem to stay interested in me for long. 
1 6 1 t Most ofmy fiiends are genuineiy concerned about my welfare. 

iFactor7 j17 iIdon'thavemanyfriendsinihecit~whereIlive. 
4 

i 

I 
t j farnily. 1 

11 1 1 often become shy and retiring in the corn= of relatives. 
16 i 1 find it dificuit to tell anyone that 1 Iove him or her. I 

3 3 1 i am not very open with members of my family. 



intelligent. sensitive, self-suficient. etc.). 

Appendix T 
Coping Questionnaire 

Compiled Items Representing Each Extracad Factor 

9 Thought about things you can do ememely well lexcelling at 
l schoolwork athletics, artwork, gourmet cooking, etc. ). 

10 , Actually done something you are very good at (do schoolwork. 
athletics. artwork etc.). 

I 1 Worked panicularly hard to succeed at some activity (such as 
i studying e m  hard for an exam. putting eara effon into pmtrcing 
t an instrument. pushing yourself on an athletic skill. etc. ). 

20 Thought about things vou have done successtiillv in the past. 
I : 31 ; Taken your mind off feeling lonely by concentrating on work (such ' 

: Factor I Item # 

as schoolwork, etc.). 
Factor 3 I 22 1 Tned to do new things to meet people (1.e.. çorng to dances. joining 

a club). 
23 1 Attended a social .&ering to meet new people 

I 24 ! Attended organized recreational activities to meet nrw people. 
Factor 4 I 1 Taken your mind off feeling lonely by doing some physicai activity ' (such as jogging playhg basketball. going shopping, washing the 

1 car, etc.). 
3 

! -  ; Taken your mind off feeling lonely through some mental activin 

Item 1 
Told yourself that you were over-reacting, that you shouldn't be so I 

1 
i (such as reading a novel, watchine TV, eoinrr to a rnovie- etc-). 

: 3 1 Taken your mind off feeling ionely by deliberately thinking about 

1 I '? / upset. I 
I 

I 13 1 Told younelf that your loneliness would not lut forever, that thtngs 
I would get better. 

14 1 Thought about possible benefits of your experience of loneliness 
I (such as telling yourself that you were learning to be self-reliant, that l 

i you wouid .qow From the experience, etc.). 
15 1 Told yourself that most other people are lonely at one time or 

another. 
16 1 Reminded yourself that you actually do have good relationships wth 1 

other people. 
17 ' Changed your goals for social relationships (such as telling yourself 

that it is not that important to be popuiar, that at this point in your 
I life it's al1 right not to have a boyfnendlgirlfriend ac. 1. 

19 Thought about how to change your loneliness. 
Factor 3 8 Thought about good qualities that you possess ( such as being wam. 

I 

! / other things (a-ing othei than k u r  loneliness). 
j 1 4 / Tried to figure out whv you were Ionely. 
1 
! 15 I Thought about things you couid do to overcorne your lonehess. 



1 Factor 1 Item # 1 Item ! 
/ Factor 5 / 6 [ Done something to make yourself more physically attractive to 1 

/ 18 / Done sornething to d e  yourself a more out-going person. 1 

7 

othen (such as going on a diet, buying new doth&, changing your 1 
hitirstyle, etc.). i 

Done something to improve your social skills (such as leaming to 
dance, leaniing to be more assertive, improving conversational 
skills- etc. ). 

1 
I 



Appendix U 
Letter of Permission 

UCLA Loneliness ScaIe (Version 3) 
. - 

2625 North Loop Drive. Suite 500 

Amu. Iowa 5ooio-8296, 

5 '5 '94-45 18 

Cuiter for F d y  Research in Rural  end Health FAX 515 w-3613 

Revekka Kakoullis . 
- #140-38B-45 Street. SW 

Calgary, Alberta 
T3E #h4 
CANADA 

Dear Ms. Kakoullis: '. 
Yoû ha& my permission to use the UCLA h n e h e s s  SC& (Version 3) in your research 
project. 1 have enclosod a copy of a papa we pubiishtd on this version of the scGe, that 

' includes a copy of the scale and psychometric information. 

My only nquest is that you send me a summary of your hdings once you have wmpleted 
your research: Let me lmow if you have any fuctiicr questions doncerning the masure. If - 
you do, you can reach me via e-mail at drussell@astate.edu. Good luck with your study. 

! 

' I '  . 
#' 

Daniel W. k u d ,  Ph.D. 
Pro f k r  I 



Appendix V 
Letter of Permission 

Di fferenîial Loneliness Scale 

Vello Sermit 
65 Hlgh Park Avenue, Apt. X304 

Toronto, Ontdo M6P 2R7 
phone: (416) 604-2102 

e-mail: vsermit@yorku.ea 

July 13, 1999 

Revekka Ka koullis 
140-3809 45th St. S.W. 
Calgary, Alberta T3E 3H4 

Dear Ms. Kakoullis: 

This is to confirm that you have my permission to use the Differential 
Loneliness Scale. 

Sincerely yours. 
,6~M&r' 

Vello Sermat, Ph-D. 
Professor Ernentus 



Appendix W 
Letîer of Permission 

Coping Questionnaire 

2625 North Loop Dnve. Suite 500 

Ames. Iowa 50010-8296 

. 515 ~ 9 $ - 4 5 ~ 8  
FAX 515 294-3613 

- 
Iris titute for ~oèial and'~ehavioral R ~ S & T C ~  ' 

Center for Family Research in Rural  end Health 

July 20,1999 

. Revekka Kakoullis - 
#140 - 3809 - 45 Street SW 

' Calgary, Alberta 
T3E - 3H4 
CANADA 

Dear Ms.. Kakoullis: 

1 have eiiclosed a copy of the measure of copying with lonclincss thàt we developed. Nso 
enclosed is a copy of the paper where wc first d e s c n i  the d e ,  which provides further 

. 

information regardbg tht measurt. 
\- 

You have my permission io use the measurt of coping in yourfcsearch. My only quest is 
that you send me a surnmary of your firidings once you have complcted your research. Good 
luck with your study. 

. . 

, Daniel W. Russell, PhD. 



Appendix X 
Letter of Permission 

University of Calgary Counsding and Shidenî Development Centre 

UNIVERSITY COUNSELLING SERVICES 

375 Mackan Stuclent C c n h  

Accrrdiled by the 
Intmatiaiol Aaoc'ation af Coumelinfi Senica, Inc 

Telephone: (403) 220-5843 
Fu: (403) 284-0069 

August 9,1999 

Revekka Kakoullis 
Department of Educational Psydiology 
University of Calgary 
2500 University Drive 
Calgary, AB 
T2N IN4 

Dear Revekka Kakoullis: 

This letter is to confimi that Counselling and Student Development Centre will provide back-up services 
mat are required for eaiics dearanœ for your research projed, 'Loneliness and Coping: An Exploratory 
Study Exarnining Gender and Sexualit)r. 

Assoàaîe Director \ 
c: Lee C. Handy, Ph.D. 

JMns 




