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background
This study aimed to develop a  brief, psychometrically 
sound scale for assessing loneliness.

participants and procedure
A total of 39 unidimensional models derived from the Re-
vised UCLA Loneliness Scale (RULS) were evaluated. In the 
first study, robust fit indices and construct reliability (CR) 
were analysed for all the models via data from 329, 525, 
and 623 Argentine participants. A five-item model emerged 
with consistently good fit and high reliability. In the second 
study, the five-item instrument was administered to a new 
sample of 870 Argentine participants, and its associations 
with relevant psychological variables were analysed.
 
results
The five-item scale demonstrated a good robust fit (scaled 
χ²(5) = 2.41, ns; robust CFI = 1.000; robust SRMR = .004) and 

high reliability (CR = .893). Furthermore, the expected as-
sociations were confirmed, with inverse relationships found 
between the new scale and various dimensions of well-be-
ing and direct relationships with negative emotional states.
 
conclusions
The new instrument, named Desconexión de Otros Sociales 
de la RULS (DOS-RULS), effectively captures the critical 
loneliness factor of lacking a supportive social network. It 
showed good model fit, high reliability, and meaningful as-
sociations with relevant psychological constructs, support-
ing its utility as a brief, robust measure of a crucial aspect 
of loneliness. In the context of the ongoing replication crisis, 
replication was achieved.

key words
confirmatory factor analysis; loneliness; test construction

Disconnection from social others:  
a RULS Loneliness Short Scale

corresponding author – Alejandro César Cosentino, Ph.D., Department of Psychology, Faculty of Social Sciences, 
Universidad de Palermo, Mario Bravo 1259, C1175ABW Buenos Aires, Argentina, e-mail: acosen3@palermo.edu

authors’ contribution – A: Study design · B: Data collection · C: Statistical analysis · D: Data interpretation · 
E: Manuscript preparation · F: Literature search · G: Funds collection

to cite this article – Cosentino, A. C., & Castro Solano, A. (2026). Disconnection from social others: a RULS Loneliness 
Short Scale. Current Issues in Personality Psychology, 14(1), 64–71. 

received 03.10.2024 · reviewed 04.03.2025 · accepted 29.10.2025 · online publication 10.02.2026

original article

Alejandro César Cosentino id 1,2 · A,B,C,D,E,F, Alejandro Castro Solano id 1,3 · A,B,E,G

1: Department of Psychology, Faculty of Social Sciences, Universidad de Palermo, Buenos Aires, Argentina
2: Faculty of Psychology, Universidad de Buenos Aires, Buenos Aires, Argentina
3: National Council for Scientific and Technical Research (CONICET), Buenos Aires, Argentina

 
�This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike 4.0 
International (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0). License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0/)

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7786-5470
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4639-3706


Alejandro César Cosentino, Alejandro Castro Solano

65volume 14(1), 6

Background

Loneliness is distinct from social isolation. The for-
mer denotes the subjective and negative experience 
of feeling alone, and the latter indicates the objective 
state of being alone (de Jong Gierveld et  al., 2006). 
Loneliness has been linked to both mental and physi-
cal health decline (Ho et al., 2023; Holt-Lunstad et al., 
2015; Smith et al., 2023). 

The relationships between loneliness and vari-
ous psychological phenomena have been extensively 
studied. For example, loneliness can play a  predic-
tive role in the symptoms of anxiety or depression, 
with this symptomatology also being identified as 
a precursor of loneliness (Cacioppo et al., 2010; Luo, 
2023; McDowell et  al., 2021). Additionally, research 
has shown that loneliness is linked to problematic 
internet use (Balcerowska &  Bereznowski, 2022). 
Conversely, findings suggest that resilience can act 
as a protective factor against loneliness in children 
who have experienced parental separation due to mi-
gration (Nguyen et al., 2023).

Theoretical models of the internal structure of 
loneliness differ. While some authors assumed that 
loneliness was composed of several dimensions, Rus-
sell (1996) proposed loneliness as a unidimensional 
construct primarily reflecting a  single global factor 
(Kenny et al., 2023; Pollet et al., 2022). Russell et al. 
(1978) developed the University of California Los 
Angeles–Loneliness Scale (UCLA-LS) to measure 
loneliness. Later, a revised version of the UCLA-LS, 
named the Revised UCLA-LS (RULS; Russell et  al., 
1980), was developed. This scale consists of 10 items 
from the original UCLA-LS and 10 new positively 
worded items, differentiating it from its predeces-
sor by including reverse scoring for the new items. 
The  UCLA-LS instrument and its variations have 
been identified as the most widely used and recom-
mended scales for assessing loneliness (Ip et al., 2024; 
Panayiotou et al., 2023). 

However, the exploration of the factorial structure 
of the RULS yielded divergent results across different 
studies. Several factor analyses have revealed multi-
dimensional outcomes, identifying up to five factors 
with varying compositions (e.g., Ausín et  al., 2019; 
Austin, 1983; Hojat, 1982; Kwiatkowska et al., 2018; 
Newcomb &  Bentler, 1986; Zakahi &  Duran, 1982). 
These results did not support the idea that the RULS 
is a unidimensional measure for assessing loneliness 
in a general manner.

The present study

Brief scales are considered useful for several reasons: 
they reduce data collection costs, decrease response 
burden and participant frustration, and increase 
participation (Shi et al., 2022). The objective of this 

research was to identify a brief scale to assess loneli-
ness on the basis of the RULS, which demonstrated 
good data fit and high reliability.

While the development of a brief loneliness scale 
based on the RULS could have followed different 
paths, such as conducting an inductive study to select 
a few items from responses to the full version of the 
measurement instrument, we chose to build on re-
sults obtained from previous studies. In this research, 
the strategy was to examine the fit and reliability of 
unidimensional models corresponding to scales and 
subscales based on the RULS. This approach preserves 
the content validity of the factor ultimately selected 
(Hair et al., 2019) and enables the replication of previ-
ous findings, even in the context of the ongoing repli-
cation crisis (Flake et al., 2022).

The procedure for developing a  brief loneli-
ness scale based on the RULS followed two studies. 
The first study involved conducting analyses of ro-
bust fit and construct reliability (CR) for each unidi-
mensional model evaluated with data from different 
samples of Argentine participants. This step aimed 
to select a model with good fit and high reliability. 
In the second study, the measurement instrument 
corresponding to the model selected in the previ-
ous stage was examined in terms of its psychometric 
properties in a new sample, and its relationship with 
variables of interest was established.

Study 1: Selection of the model

Procedure

Various scales and subscales based on the RULS were 
analysed to assess the fit of the models and their 
reliability. Given that unidimensional models with 
3 items are exactly identified and that their solutions 
cannot be evaluated via goodness-of-fit indices or 
refuted by the data (Brown, 2006; Goodboy & Kline, 
2017), the analyses were conducted on models with at 
least 4 indicators. Table S1 (see Supplementary mate-
rials) shows the 39 scales and subscales considered 
in our study. Given this, and since the goal was to 
identify a brief scale, the results are reported only for 
unidimensional models with up to 10 items, which 
is half the total number of items from the original 
length of the RULS.

To determine the fit of the various models to the 
data, two criteria were considered: first, the chi-
square (χ²) statistic was not statistically significant, 
and second, the comparative fit index (CFI) exceeded 
0.95, whereas the standardized root mean square re-
sidual (SRMR) was less than 0.08 (Hooper et al., 2008; 
Hu & Bentler, 1999; Steiger, 2007). Specifically, in this 
study, the root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA) is not considered a  practical fit index for 
two reasons. First, it has been recommended to use 
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the SRMR over the RMSEA for evaluating models 
with ordinal variables (Shi et  al., 2020), as the for-
mer provides better results across various model 
complexities and sample sizes than does the latter. 
Second, the RMSEA has been reported to incorrectly 
indicate worse fit in models with low degrees of free-
dom, suggesting that this index should not be calcu-
lated for such models (Kenny et al., 2015; Shi et al., 
2022). For example, Panayiotou et al. (2023) did not 
consider RMSEA results for RULS loneliness models 
with fewer than twenty degrees of freedom. Conse-
quently, in the context of this study, which aimed 
to select small models and included a  comparative 
evaluation of models with ordinal measurement in-
dicators and low or very low degrees of freedom, the 
RMSEA was not taken into account. Nevertheless, 
RMSEA values and their confidence intervals are pre-
sented for informational purposes.

With respect to convergent validity, the conver-
gence of indicators with respect to the latent vari-
able was assessed via the average variance extracted 
(AVE; Fornell & Larcker, 1981). It has been suggested 
that, as a rule of thumb, the AVE indicator, sometimes 
referred to as communality, should be at least 0.50 
to be considered acceptable. The  standardized fac-
tor loadings (regression weights) should preferably 
be ≥ 0.70, although they are considered acceptable if 
they are ≥ 0.50 (Hair et al., 2019). The individual load-
ings were reported for the model selected in Phase 1 
to confirm its adequacy.

With respect to reliability, which can be consid-
ered another indicator of convergent validity, uni-
dimensional scales composed of ordinal-level items 
were considered highly reliable when their construct 
reliability (CR) was greater than or equal to 0.80. Al-
pha reliabilities were also reported due to their wide-
spread use and appropriateness for path analysis 
studies (Cheung et al., 2024; Hair et al., 2019, 2021; 
Kalkbrenner, 2023).

Finally, in this study, we followed the recommen-
dation of Goodboy and Kline (2017), who suggested 
that, compared with slightly overidentified models 
(e.g., degrees of freedom  =  1 or 2), as in unidimen-
sional models with 4 indicators, selecting models with 
more degrees of freedom is preferable. Therefore, al-
though we presented results for scales or subscales of 
the RULS composed of 4 items, our evaluation con-
sidered models comprising at least 5 indicators. Ad-
ditionally, we preferred models with fewer items than 
those with more indicators.

Participants

Three samples of data were collected from Argentine 
volunteers via a nonprobabilistic sampling method. 
The first sample comprised 329 participants (58.7% fe-
male) with a mean age of 40.7 years (SD = 13.8, range 

18-85), predominantly residing in the Metropoli-
tan Area and the Province of Buenos Aires (89.9%). 
The second sample included 525 participants (53.1% 
female), with a  mean age of 41.1 years (SD  =  14.5, 
range 18-80), the majority of whom also resided in 
the aforementioned area of Argentina (90.0%). The fi-
nal sample consisted of 623 participants (54.9% fe-
male), with a mean age of 38.7 years (SD = 14.2, range 
18-87), who primarily resided in the previously men-
tioned area (93.2%).

Three distinct samples of volunteers were col-
lected at different times. The  sample consisted of 
525  participants collected from December 2020 to 
February 2021; the sample consisted of 623 partici-
pants collected from March to May 2022; and the 
sample comprised 329 participants collected from 
January to February 2023. This approach facilitated 
the replication of findings across individuals, times, 
and social conditions, thereby enhancing the consis-
tency and reproducibility of the results.

In particular, the use of diverse participant sam-
ples was undertaken to engender greater confidence 
in the conclusions, despite differences in mandatory 
quarantine intensity at that time. Notably, the quar-
antine in Argentina due to the coronavirus pandemic 
of 2020 began in March 2020, with restrictions be-
ing eased in November 2020, and ended in August 
2022. Consequently, the participants in the first two 
samples experienced varying degrees of mandatory 
quarantine intensity, whereas those in the last sam-
ple were not subject to mandatory isolation or social 
distancing restrictions.

All the participants were recruited from a univer-
sity in Argentina that received academic credit for 
this activity. The students selected participants who 
were adults of all ages and genders, aiming to gen-
erate heterogeneous samples. The participants were 
provided with a link to the SurveyMonkey platform 
from which they completed the survey. The  data 
were subsequently downloaded and analysed.

Measure

This study used the Spanish adaptation of the RULS 
scale, as presented by Vázquez Morejón and Jimé-
nez García-Bóveda (1994). We implemented minimal 
modifications to the wording. For instance, in item 19, 
we replaced the term charlar with hablar (e.g., Borges 
del Rosal et al., 2008). The items used a scale ranging 
from 1 to 4, corresponding to the labels frequently, 
sometimes, rarely, and never, respectively.

Results

For data analysis, the R package (version 4.3.3) lavaan 
(Rosseel, 2012) was used to calculate the fit of each 
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model to the data, and semTools (Jorgensen et  al., 
2022) was used to compute the reliability of each set 
of items. The results of the analyses are presented in 
Table S2 (see Supplementary materials). Model 10 
was selected on the basis of the preestablished cri-
teria. The individual factor loadings for the selected 
model were above 0.70 in all three samples. The fac-
tor loadings for items 10, 15, 16, 19, and 20 of the 
RULS were 0.719, 0.715, 0.730, 0.932, and 0.959 for the 
sample of 329 individuals; 0.835, 0.827, 0.847, 0.872, 
and 0.924 for the sample of 525 participants; and 
0.742, 0.837, 0.771, 0.879, and 0.890 for the sample of 
623 volunteers.

Discussion

The items from Model 10 were selected to achieve the 
best results on the basis of the preestablished crite-
ria for this study. These items correspond to Factor 2 
from Austin (1983), Factor 2 from Neto (1992), and 
Factor 2 from the full version of Hawkley et al. (2005). 
Both Austin and Hawkley et al. reported correlations 
between factors: in their studies, Factor 2 was found 
to correlate with other factors in each study within 
a range of |.55| to |.82|, considering samples of young 
adults and older adults.

Study 2: Validity studies

Research suggests that loneliness, according to Rus-
sell’s model, is a predictor of, or associated with, de-
pression, anxiety, and stress, as indicated by the Lovi-
bond and Lovibond model (Ali et al., 2022; Besharart 
et al., 2020; Panicker & Sachdev, 2014; Velotti et al., 
2021). Additionally, studies have shown that loneli-
ness, as measured by the UCLA or other variants, 
is linked to the emotional, social, and psychological 
wellbeing dimensions of the Keyes model (Klinkosz 
et al., 2023; Mascaro et al., 2022; Nahar et al., 2025). 
Consequently, the associations of social disconnec-
tion, an important characteristic of loneliness, with 
variables such as depression, anxiety, and stress, 
which are expected to have positive associations, 
were examined. Conversely, negative associations 
are anticipated with emotional, social, and psycho-
logical well-being. Additionally, a unifactorial model 
with five indicators was studied for confirmatory fac-
tor analysis.

Participants

Data were obtained nonprobabilistically from Argen-
tine volunteers. The sample consisted of 870 partici-
pants (54.4% female) with a mean age of 35.4 years 
(SD = 12.3, range 18-81), predominantly residing in 

the Metropolitan Area and Province of Buenos Aires 
(87.9%). The samples were collected between August 
and November 2023. The procedures for participant 
contact and data collection were identical to those 
employed in Study 1.

Measures

Loneliness. The Desconexión de Otros Sociales de la 
RULS (DOS-RULS; Disconnection from Others Scale 
of the RULS) includes five items (numbers 10, 15, 16, 
19, and 20) from the Spanish adaptation of the RULS 
by Vázquez Morejón and Jiménez García-Bóveda 
(1994). The  DOS-RULS items are responded to on 
a Likert scale ranging from 1 (frequently) to 4 (never; 
see Appendices A and B in the Supplementary ma-
terials). The scores are summed across the five items 
to obtain a  total score. The  range of scores is from 
5 to 20, with higher scores indicating a greater degree 
of loneliness as disconnection from social others.

Depression, anxiety, and stress. The  Depression 
Anxiety Stress Scale (DASS) developed by Lovibond 
and Lovibond (1993) includes a full 42-item version 
and a  21-item abbreviated version (DASS-21). This 
research employed the DASS-21 version adapted for 
Argentina by Lupano Perugini and Castro Solano 
(2023), which is a Chilean version (Antúnez & Vinet, 
2012). This scale assesses negative emotional symp-
toms of depression, anxiety, and stress (Lovibond 
&  Lovibond, 1995). The  items are responded to on 
a  Likert scale reflecting perceived symptomatology 
over the past week, with four response options rang-
ing from 0 (not at all) to 3 (very much or almost al-
ways). Higher scores on each scale indicate greater 
levels of negative emotional symptoms. The reliabil-
ity results for these scales indicated McDonald’s hi-
erarchical omega coefficients (with Cronbach’s alpha 
in parentheses) of 0.90 (0.88), 0.87 (0.84), and 0.94 
(0.91) for the stress, anxiety, and depression factors, 
respectively.

Well-being. The Mental Health Continuum-Short 
Form (MHC-SF; Keyes, 2005) assesses three types 
of well-being from hedonic and eudaimonic tradi-
tions: emotional, psychological, and social well-be-
ing (Lamers et al., 2012). This instrument consists of 
14  items evaluating how individuals have felt over 
the past month, with responses on a  Likert scale 
ranging from 0 (never) to 5 (every day). The MHC-SF 
adaptation used in this study is psychometrically re-
liable and valid (Lupano Perugini et al., 2017). High-
er scores on each subscale indicate higher levels of 
well-being. The  internal consistency for categorical 
items in this sample yielded McDonald’s hierarchical 
omega coefficients (with Cronbach’s alpha in paren-
theses) of 0.83 (0.83), 0.85 (0.75), and 0.85 (0.84) for 
emotional, social, and psychological well-being fac-
tors, respectively.
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Results

The analysis revealed that the instrument demon-
strated good psychometric properties in terms of both 
robust fit (χ² scaled(5) = 2.41, ns; robust CFI = 1.000; 
robust SRMR  =  .004) and reliability (CR  =  α  =  .89). 
The observed associations between social disconnec-
tion and relevant variables corroborated the hypoth-
esized directions of the relationship. All correlations 
attained statistical significance at the p  <  .001 level. 
Social disconnection was positively correlated with 
adverse psychological states, namely, depression 
(r  =  .28), anxiety (r  =  .22), and stress (r  =  .22). Con-
versely, social disconnection was negatively correlated 
with various dimensions of well-being. The most pro-
nounced negative association was observed with emo-
tional well-being (r = –.31), followed by psychological 
well-being (r = –.29) and social well-being (r = –.22).

Discussion

This study demonstrated that the DOS-RULS scale, 
as a unifactorial replication of the subscale found in  
other studies using the RULS instrument, is structur-
ally robust and highly reliable. Additionally, the rela-
tionships with relevant variables successfully replicat-
ed the direction of the associations, confirming their 
external validity. Therefore, as the original item con-
tent of the factor has been preserved, the DOS-RULS  
scale presents all three components of construct va-
lidity: substantive, structural, and external (Clark 
& Watson, 2019).

General discussion

This study successfully developed a  new scale that 
represents a central aspect of loneliness: disconnec-
tion from social others. The DOS-RULS scale is both 
brief and robust in terms of structure and reliability. 
It corresponds to the same factor, both in its identify-
ing number and in the composition of its indicators, 
as identified in the research by Austin (1983), Neto 
(1992), and Hawkley et al. (2005). These findings can 
be supplemented by the identification of Factor  2 
by McWhirter (1990), who also refers to it as Social 
Others, in line with Austin’s research, and which con-
sists of the same indicators found by Hawkley et al. 
for their brief scale. 

The study of associations confirms that the more 
individuals are disconnected from social others (i.e., 
the fewer supportive social contacts they have), the 
lower is their level of emotional, social, and psycho-
logical well-being. Conversely, higher levels of nega-
tive emotional states, such as symptoms of depres-
sion, anxiety, and stress, are associated with a greater 
degree of disconnection from social others.

Future research

Future research will study the psychometric proper-
ties of the DOS-RULS in other populations, such as 
military or clinical groups. Additionally, it may be 
of interest for future studies to confirm the Factor 1 
solution by Neto with 6 indicators, either as a uni-
factorial scale or in combination with Factor 2 (i.e., 
DOS-RULS).

Conclusions

The DOS-RULS scale assesses the level of discon-
nection with one’s social network, which represents 
a key aspect of loneliness. This brief and structurally 
robust scale aligns with findings from previous re-
search, confirming its validity in capturing this con-
struct, and achieves replication in the context of the 
current replication crisis.

Supplementary materials are available on the jour-
nal’s website.

Disclosures

This study was supported by the Universidad de Bue-
nos Aires under grant UBACyT 20020190100045BA 
“Psychological profile of the Internet and social net-
work user. Analysis of positive and negative person-
ality characteristics from a  psycholexical approach 
and mediating psychological variables”.
Institutional review board statement: Not applicable.
The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

Ali, A. M., Alameri, R. A., Hendawy, A. O., Al-Amer, R.,  
Shahrour, G., Ali, E. M., Alkhamees, A. A., Ibrahim, N.,  
&  Hassan, B. H. (2022). Psychometric evaluation 
of the Depression Anxiety Stress Scale 8-items 
(DASS-8)/DASS-12/DASS-21 among family car-
egivers of patients with dementia. Frontiers in 
Public Health, 10, 1012311. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fpubh.2022.1012311

Antúnez, Z., & Vinet, E. V. (2012). Escalas de Depre-
sión, Ansiedad y Estrés (DASS- 21): Validación de 
la versión abreviada en estudiantes universita-
rios Chilenos [Depression Anxiety Stress Scales 
(DASS-21): Validation of the abbreviated ver-
sion in Chilean university students]. Terapia Psi-
cológica, 30, 49–55. https://doi.org/10.4067/S0718-
48082012000300005

Ausín, B., Muñoz, M., Martín, T., Pérez-Santos, E., 
& Castellanos, M. Á. (2019). Confirmatory factor 
analysis of the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2022.1012311
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2022.1012311
https://doi.org/10.4067/S0718-48082012000300005
https://doi.org/10.4067/S0718-48082012000300005


Alejandro César Cosentino, Alejandro Castro Solano

69volume 14(1), 6

(UCLA LS-R) in individuals over 65. Aging & Men-
tal Health, 23, 345–351. https://doi.org/10.1080/136
07863.2017.1423036

Austin, B. A. (1983). Factorial structure of the UCLA 
Loneliness Scale. Psychological Reports, 53, 883–
889. https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1983.53.3.883

Balcerowska, J. M., & Bereznowski, P. (2022). The Gen-
eralized Problematic Internet Use Scale  2 in 
a Polish sample: Psychometric validation and re-
lationship with specific Internet-related disorders 
and psychosocial functioning. Current Issues in 
Personality Psychology, 11, 228–239. https://doi.org/
10.5114/cipp/151869

Besharart, M. A., Khadem, H., Zarei, V., &  Mom-
taz, A. (2020). Mediating role of perceived stress in 
the relationship between facing existential issues 
and symptoms of depression and anxiety. Iranian 
Journal of Psychiatry, 15, 80–87. https://doi.org/
10.18502/ijps.v15i1.2442

Borges del Rosal, M. de Á., Prieto Marañón, P., Ric-
chetti, G., Hernández Jorge, C. M., &  Rodríguez 
Naveiras, E. (2008). Validación cruzada de la fac-
torización del Test UCLA de Soledad [Cross-val-
idation of the factorisation of the UCLA Test of 
Loneliness]. Psicothema, 20, 918–923. 

Brown, T. A. (2006). Confirmatory factor analysis for 
applied research. Guilford Press.

Cacioppo, J. T., Hawkley, L. C., & Thisted, R. A. (2010). 
Perceived social isolation makes me sad: 5-year 
cross-lagged analyses of loneliness and depressive 
symptomatology in the Chicago Health, Aging, 
and Social Relations Study. Psychology and Aging, 
25, 453–463. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017216

Cheung, G. W., Cooper-Thomas, H. D., Lau, R. S., 
&  Wang, L. C. (2024). Reporting reliability, con-
vergent and discriminant validity with structural 
equation modelling: a  review and best-practice 
recommendations. Asia Pacific Journal of Manage-
ment, 41, 745–783. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-
023-09871-y

Clark, L. A., & Watson, D. (2019). Constructing valid-
ity: New developments in creating objective meas-
uring instruments. Psychological Assessment, 31, 
1412–1427. https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000626

de Jong Gierveld, J., van Tilburg, T. G., &  Dyk-
stra, P. A. (2006). Loneliness and social isolation. In 
D. Perlman & A. Vangelisti (Eds.), The Cambridge 
handbook of personal relationships (pp. 485–500). 
Cambridge University Press.

Flake, J. K., Davidson, I. J., Wong, O., & Pek, J. (2022). 
Construct validity and the validity of replication 
studies: a systematic review. American Psychologist, 
77, 576–588. https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0001006

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating struc-
tural equation models with unobservable varia-
bles and measurement error. Journal of Marketing 
Research, 18, 39–50. https://doi.org/10.1177/002224
378101800104

Goodboy, A. K., & Kline, R. B. (2017). Statistical and 
practical concerns with published communication 
research featuring structural equation model-
ling. Communication Research Reports, 34, 68–77. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824096.2016.1214121

Hair, J. F., Babin, B. J., Black, W. C., & Anderson, R. E. 
(2019). Multivariate data analysis. Cengage.

Hair, J. F. Jr., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C. M., Sarstedt, M., 
Danks, N. P., & Ray, S. (2021). Partial least squares 
structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) using 
R: a  workbook. Springer Nature. https://doi.org/
10.1007/978-3-030-80519-7

Hawkley, L. C., Browne, M. W., &  Cacioppo, J. T. 
(2005). How can I connect with thee? Let me 
count the ways. Psychological Science, 16, 798–804. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2005.01617.x

Ho, K. H. M., Yang, C., Ng, M. S. N., Tao, A., 
& Chan, H. Y. L. (2023). Loneliness at end-of-life: 
a  scoping review. Journal of Clinical Nursing, 32, 
6179–6195. https://doi.org/10.1111/jocn.16748

Hojat, M. (1982). Psychometric characteristics of the 
UCLA Loneliness Scale: a study with Iranian col-
lege students. Educational and Psychological Meas-
urement, 42, 917–925. https://doi.org/10.1177/001
316448204200328

Holt-Lunstad, J., Smith, T. B., Baker, M., Harris, T., 
& Stephenson, D. (2015). Loneliness and social iso-
lation as risk factors for mortality: a meta-analytic 
review. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 10, 
227–237. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691614568352

Hooper, D., Coughlan, J., &  Mullen, M. R. (2008). 
Structural equation modelling: Guidelines for de-
termining model fit. Electronic Journal of Business 
Research Methods, 6, 53–60. 

Hu, L., &  Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cut-off criteria for 
fit indices in covariance structure analysis: Con-
ventional criteria versus new alternatives. Struc-
tural Equation Modelling, 6, 1–55. https://doi.org/
10.1080/10705519909540118

Ip, H., Suen, Y. N., Hui, L. M. C., Cheung, C., 
Wong, S. M. Y., & Chen, E. Y. H. (2024). Psychomet-
ric properties of the variants of the Chinese UCLA 
Loneliness Scales and their associations with 
mental health in adolescents. Scientific Reports, 14, 
24663. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-75739-w

Jorgensen, T. D., Pornprasertmanit, S., Schoe-
mann, A. M., & Rosseel, Y. (2022). semTools: Useful 
tools for structural equation modelling (Version 0.5-
6) [R package software]. Retrieved from https://
CRAN.R-project.org/package=semTools

Kalkbrenner, M. T. (2023). Alpha, omega, and H in-
ternal consistency reliability estimates: Review-
ing these options and when to use them. Counsel-
ling Outcome Research and Evaluation, 14, 77–88. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/21501378.2021.1940118

Kenny, D. A., Kaniskan, B., & McCoach, D. B. (2015). 
The performance of RMSEA in models with small 
degrees of freedom. Sociological Methods &  Re-

https://doi.org/10.1080/13607863.2017.1423036
https://doi.org/10.1080/13607863.2017.1423036
https://doi.org/10.5114/cipp/151869
https://doi.org/10.5114/cipp/151869
https://doi.org/10.18502/ijps.v15i1.2442
https://doi.org/10.18502/ijps.v15i1.2442
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-023-09871-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-023-09871-y
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-80519-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-80519-7
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316448204200328
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316448204200328
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118


Loneliness Short Scale

70 current issues in personality psychology

search, 44, 486–507. https://doi.org/10.1177/004912
4114543236

Kenny, L., Hyland, P., Cloitre, M., &  Shevlin, M. 
(2023). Factor structure of the shortened six-item 
version of the De Jong Gierveld Loneliness Scale 
(DJGLS-6): a systematic review and testing factor 
models in a nationally representative sample. Eu-
ropean Journal of Mental Health, 18, 1–12. https://
doi.org/10.5708/EJMH.18.2023.0001

Keyes, C. L. M. (2005). The subjective well-being of 
America’s youth: Toward a comprehensive assess-
ment. Adolescent & Family Health, 4, 3–11.

Klinkosz, W., Styk, W., Iskra, J., & Trzepińska, G. (2023). 
Fear, loneliness, happiness and mental health in 
the post-COVID-19 period: a cross-cultural study 
in a  sample of Japanese and Polish university 
students. Psychology Research and Behavior Man-
agement, 16, 2695–2707. https://doi.org/10.2147/
PRBM.S414702

Kwiatkowska, M. M., Rogoza, R., & Kwiatkowska, K. 
(2018). Analysis of the psychometric properties of 
the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale in a Polish ad-
olescent sample. Current Issues in Personality Psy-
chology, 6, 164–170. https://doi.org/10.5114/cipp.
2017.69681

Lamers, S. M. A., Westerhof, G. J., Kovács, V., & Bohl-
meijer, E. T. (2012). Differential relationships in the 
association of the Big Five personality traits with 
positive mental health and psychopathology. Jour-
nal of Research in Personality, 46, 517–524. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2012.05.012

Lovibond, P. F., & Lovibond, S. H. (1995). The struc-
ture of negative emotional states: Comparison of 
the Depression Anxiety Stress Scales (DASS) with 
the Beck Depression and Anxiety Inventories. Be-
haviour Research and Therapy, 33, 335–343. https://
doi.org/10.1016/0005-7967(94)00075-U

Lovibond, S. H., & Lovibond, P. F. (1993). Manual for 
the Depression Anxiety Stress Scales (DASS). Psy-
chology Foundation Monograph.

Luo, M. (2023). Social isolation, loneliness, and depres-
sive symptoms: a  twelve-year population study 
of temporal dynamics. The  Journals of Gerontol-
ogy: Series B, 78, 280–290. https://doi.org/10.1093/
geronb/gbac174

Lupano Perugini, M. L., & Castro Solano, A. (2023). Uso 
pasivo de redes sociales y malestar psicológico. El 
rol de la comparación social [Passive use of social 
media sites and psychological distress. The role of 
social comparison]. Interdisciplinaria, 40, 543–558. 
https://doi.org/10.16888/interd.2023.40.2.31

Lupano Perugini, M. L., de la Iglesia, G., Castro Sola-
no, A., & Keyes, C. L. M. (2017). The Mental Health 
Continuum-Short Form (MHC-SF) in the Argen-
tinean context: Confirmatory factor analysis and 
measurement invariance. Europe’s Journal of Psy-
chology, 13, 93–108. https://doi.org/10.5964/ejop.
v13i1.1163

Mascaro, J. S., Wallace, A., Hyman, B., Haack, C., 
Hill, C. C., Moore, M. A., Lund, M. B., Nehl, E. J., 
Bergquist, S. H., & Cole, S. W. (2022). Flourishing in 
healthcare trainees: Psychological well-being and 
the conserved transcriptional response to adversi-
ty. International Journal of Environmental Research 
and Public Health, 19, 4. https://doi.org/10.3390/
ijerph19042255

McDowell, C. P., Meyer, J. D., Russell, D. W., Sue Brow-
er, C., Lansing, J., & Herring, M. P. (2021). Bidirec-
tional associations between depressive and anxiety 
symptoms and loneliness during the COVID-19 
pandemic: Dynamic panel models with fixed effects. 
Frontiers in Psychiatry, 12, 738892. https://doi.org/
10.3389/fpsyt.2021.738892

McWhirter, B. T. (1990). Factor analysis of the revised 
UCLA Loneliness Scale. Current Psychology, 9, 56–
68. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02686768

Nahar, N., Sheikh, J., & Parvin, M. (2025). Effect of 
perceived stress, self-esteem and loneliness, on 
mental well-being among university students. In-
ternational Journal of Indian Psychology, 13, 016–
028. https://doi.org/10.25215/1301.003

Neto, F. (1992). Loneliness among Portuguese adoles-
cents. Social Behavior and Personality, 20, 15–21. 
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.1992.20.1.15

Newcomb, M. D., & Bentler, P. M. (1986). Loneliness and 
social support: a confirmatory hierarchical analy-
sis. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 12, 
520–535. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167286124015

Nguyen, L. V., Nguyen, T. T. A., Trinh, L. T., & Nguy-
en,  H.  H.  V. (2023). Factors affecting loneliness 
among left-behind children. Current Issues in 
Personality Psychology, 12, 41–50. https://doi.org/
10.5114/cipp/162007

Panayiotou, M., Badcock, J. C., Lim, M. H., Banis-
sy, M. J., & Qualter, P. (2023). Measuring loneliness 
in different age groups: The measurement invari-
ance of the UCLA Loneliness Scale. Assessment, 
30, 1688–1715. https://doi.org/10.1177/10731911221
119533

Panicker, J., &  Sachdev, R. (2014). Relations among 
loneliness, depression, anxiety, stress and prob-
lematic internet use. IMPACT: International Journal 
of Research in Applied, Natural and Social Sciences, 
2, 1–10. 

Pollet, T. V., Thompson, A., Malcolm, C., McCarty, K., 
Saxton, T. K., &  Roberts, S. G. B. (2022). Are we 
measuring loneliness in the same way in men and 
women in the general population and in the older 
population? Two studies of measurement equiva-
lence. PLoS One, 17, e0266167. https://doi.org/
10.1371/journal.pone.0266167

Rosseel, Y. (2012). lavaan: an R package for structural 
equation modelling. Journal of Statistical Software, 
48, 1–36. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02

Russell, D. W. (1996). UCLA Loneliness Scale (ver-
sion 3): Reliability, validity, and factor structure. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124114543236
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124114543236
https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S414702
https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S414702
https://doi.org/10.5114/cipp.2017.69681
https://doi.org/10.5114/cipp.2017.69681
https://doi.org/10.1016/0005-7967(94)00075-U
https://doi.org/10.1016/0005-7967(94)00075-U
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbac174
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbac174
https://doi.org/10.5964/ejop.v13i1.1163
https://doi.org/10.5964/ejop.v13i1.1163
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19042255
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19042255
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2021.738892
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2021.738892
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167286124015
https://doi.org/10.5114/cipp/162007
https://doi.org/10.5114/cipp/162007
https://doi.org/10.1177/10731911221119533
https://doi.org/10.1177/10731911221119533
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0266167
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0266167


Alejandro César Cosentino, Alejandro Castro Solano

71volume 14(1), 6

Journal of Personality Assessment, 66, 20–40. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa6601_2

Russell, D., Peplau, L. A., &  Cutrona, C. E. (1980). 
The  revised UCLA Loneliness Scale: Concurrent 
and discriminant validity evidence. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 39, 472–480. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.39.3.472

Russell, D., Peplau, L. A., & Ferguson, M. L. (1978). 
Developing a measure of loneliness. Journal of Per-
sonality Assessment, 42, 290–294. https://doi.org/
10.1207/s15327752jpa4203_11

Shi, D., DiStefano, C., Maydeu-Olivares, A., & Lee, T. 
(2022). Evaluating SEM fit with small degrees of 
freedom. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 57, 179–
207. https://doi.org/10.1080/00273171.2020.1868965

Shi, D., Maydeu-Olivares, A., & Rosseel, Y. (2020). As-
sessing fit in ordinal factor analysis models: SRMR 
vs. RMSEA. Structural Equation Modelling, 27, 1–15. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2019.1611434

Smith, R. W., Holt-Lunstad, J., & Kawachi, I. (2023). 
Benchmarking social isolation, loneliness, and 
smoking: Challenges and opportunities for pub-
lic health. American Journal of Epidemiology, 192, 
1238–1242. https://doi.org/10.1093/aje/kwad121

Steiger, J. H. (2007). Understanding the limitations of 
global fit assessment in structural equation mod-
elling. Personality and Individual Differences, 42, 
893–898. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2006.09.017

Vázquez Morejón, A. J., & Jiménez García-Bóveda, R. 
(1994). RULS: Escala de Soledad UCLA Revisa-
da. Fiabilidad y validez de una versión española 
[RULS: Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale. Reliability 
and validity of a Spanish version]. Revista de Psico-
logía de la Salud, 6, 45–54. 

Velotti, P., Rogier, G., Beomonte Zobel, S., Castella-
no, R., & Tambelli, R. (2021). Loneliness, emotion 
dysregulation, and internalizing symptoms during 
coronavirus disease 2019: a  structural equation 
modeling approach. Frontiers in Psychiatry, 11, 
581494. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2020.581494

Zakahi, W. R., & Duran, R. L. (1982). All the lonely 
people: The  relationship among loneliness, com-
municative competence, and communication 
anxiety. Communication Quarterly, 30, 203–209. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01463378209369450

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4203_11
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4203_11
https://doi.org/10.1080/01463378209369450

