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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 loneliness, and coping with its experience. The
nature and degree of loneliness 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, & Yurko. 1984).
The sample consisted of 271 participants: Fifty-four women of lesbian and 64
men of gay: 2 I women and 6 men of bisexual; and, 75 women and 54 men of
heterosexual sexual orientation. Respondents possessed diverse socio-demographic
characteristics.
Two-way ANOVAs and MANOVAs were performed to examine sub-cultmi

-moup means on the 3 measures. Results indicated statistically significant (alpha level

=

.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 significant gender
and interaction effects were found. Results of the Coping Questionnaire indicated both a
statistically 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
f i e r study.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Loneliness has been perceived by some writers as a universal and existential
phenomenon. a condition that is hndamental.to or an integral part of being human (i-e..
Moustakas, 1972. cited in Rokach, 1984; Rokach, 1984, 1998a). It has been
conceptualized as a plight or natural condition that all human beings have the potential or
ability to encounter and share in its ewrience at any time throughout their lifetime
(Rokach. 1984). regardless of demographics andior situation (Rokach & Brock, 1996).
This position is convincing in light of our evolving human nature and the recurrent
cnvironmentaI changes that accompany us throughout our personal journeys of life.
Although aware of the excruciating pain that may accompany one's journey
rhrough loneliness, several existentially oriented authors I i.r.. Moustakas, 1972. cited in
Rokach 1984) and researchers (i.e.. Rokach, 1984: Rokach & Brock. 1997a)have
identified numerous potential positive consequences that may arise from this condition.
suggesting that this experience may 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 alive in a relatively dead or stagant
world" (p. 21. cited in Rokach. 1984). Thus.the above mentioned authors assert that the
loneliness 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 been acknowledged to arise from
the loneliness experience, research (i.e., 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 t Jones. Rose.
& Russell, 1990). and research efforts (i-e.,Rokach & Brock, I997a).

[n accordance with the upsurge of interest in cultural diversity since the 1970-s
(Reynolds & Pope, 1991 ). 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 coping has more recently begun to examine more
closely issues of diversin;. The loneliness and coping experience of members of
numerous and diverse cultural (i.e., Rokach, 1998b; Rokach & Sharma, 1996) and sub-

-

cultural soups (i-e.. Medora & Woodward. 1986: Rokach. 1997a; Rokach & Brock.
1995, 1997b: Rokach & Cripps, 1998) have been investigated. However. to the
researcher's awareness, although the influence of gender has been previously examined
the possible influence of sexual orientation on the loneliness and coping experience (as
measured in the present study) has not until the present study been explored.
Significance of Research on Loneliness & Copins
In this se-ment, a rationale will be proposed for the significance of conducting
research on loneliness and coping.

Significance of Research on Loneliness
Research on loneliness is pragmatic and meanin-&I for several sociological and
psychological reasons.
The study of this phenomenon serves to potentially identifir the nature of
individuals' social network structures or relations (Russell, Peplau & Cutrona, 1980).
Additionally. it has been proposed that an individual-s loneliness may be characteristic of
her or his relation to the overall community. and, furthermore. that the potentially
diversified social network structures of individuals amongst different (ethnic)cultures
may give rise to differences in their loneliness e x p e n c e (Rokack 1998b: Rokach &
Sharma. 1996 1. Conceivably. the above stated proposal may not only apply to members
of diverse ethnic cultures. but also of diverse sub-cultures (i.e.. gender and sexual
orientation ).
Research suggests that its esperience may have an adverse affect on a personal
(i.e.. cognitive. emotionai. behavioral. 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-generated social detachment. and to give rise to
feelings of alienation. abandonment. and rejection ( Rokach & Brock. 1997a).
Furthermore, loneliness has been associated with low selfesteem and feelings of
wvorthlessness (Rokach. 1998a);a n v i e and depression (Schultz & Moore. 1984):
vulnerability to health problems (Jones, Rose, & Russell, 1990): increased usage of
prescribed medication and increased s e s d involvement with numerous partners ( Rokach
& Brock 1998);the misuse of drugs and alcohol, atypical eating patterns, suicide

attempts, and crime (Rokach, 1990); interpersonal hostility (Hansson, Jones, Carpenter,
& Remondet, 1986); and, over-utilization of healthcare services (Lynch, 1976).

Sirmificance of Research on Co~ing
Research e-mining further the strategies utilized by individuals in coping with
the loneliness experience is significant for several reasons.
It serves to identif) and bring to awareness the constructive and growthpromoting strategies [i.e.. accepting the experience, restructuring resources. and building
social bridges (Rokach. 1990)j utilized in dealing with the ioneliness experience. This not
only illuminates the rich inner resources that we as human beings possess and apply
during such an agonizing experience. but. funhermore. 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 [i.e..
misuse of alcohol and drugs. 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 reasons justifv hrther research on loneliness and coping:
(

1 ) To potentially identify the nature of individuals' social network structures: f 3 its

experience has been acknowledged to possibly have an adverse affect on a personal.
interpersonal, and social level: (3)to identie the possible constructive (or useful) and
ineffective coping strategies utilized in attempt to aIIeviate its experience: and (4)to
assist mental health practitioners in developing effective interventions. Hence, loneliness

and coping with its experience needs to be viewed not only as a potential individual. and
furthermore, interpersonal issue, buc perhaps, as an overall social issue. Loneliness and
its associated coping are clearly domains requiring hrther research attention in the field
of Counselling Psychology.
Significance of Examining Gender & Sexual Orientation
In the following section, a rationale will be provided for the significance of
examining gender and sexual orientation in research.
Simificance of E-uaminin~Gender
The examination of gender in research is valuable for numerous reasons.
It has been voiced that empirical research examining the expenences of members

of diverse sub-cultural groups ( i.c.. sender and sexual orientation) is immensely needed
(Gelso & Fassinser. 1990).
Sub-cultural membership ( i.e.. gender and sexual orientation) has been recopized
to contribute to both commonality and differences among individuals' experiences (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 development
of theories and research that may yield impIications for practice in terms of more
effectively and ethically meeting the mental health needs or concerns of persons of
diverse populations.
As tvill be made evident in the subsequent chapter of this repon the findings of
previous research on loneliness (as measured in the present study) have yielded divergent
or contrary results. Accordingly, it appears reasonable to continue to examine. become
aware of, and to grasp some understanding of these possible differences.

Research examining and identifjringthe experiences of women and men senresto
lessen the androcentric t male-centered) bias that appears to be present in much ofthe
research in this domain.
Simificance of E.uamininc Sexual Orientation
Research examining the sex& orientation of individuals is important for
numerous reasons.
Based on a literature review, it appears that previous empiricai studies on
loneliness and coping (as measured in the current study) have ne~jlectedto examine the
possible contribution of an individual's sexual orientation to her or his experience.
Hence. the neglect of this variable has possibly hindered the accuracy of research
findings in studies on and undemanding of the loneliness ewrience and coping of
persons of lesbian. gay male. bisexual. 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 [onelinessand coping of
persons of lesbian. gay male. and bisexual sexual orientation by presuming that the
experiences of these individuals are not very different to that of prsons of heterosexual
sexual orientation.
Nevertheless, sources ( i.c., Davies. 1 9 9 6 ~Woreil & Remer. 1992)indicate that
persons of lesbian, gay male, and bisexual sexual orientation ofien experience
discrimination, oppression. and mar@nalizationdue to heterosexism and homophobia
AdditionalIy, it has been noted that persons of bisexd sexual orientation have

encountered discrimination by both the lesbianfgay and heterosexual communities
(Shuster, 1987). Hence, it would seem reasonable to assume that the loneliness
experience and coping of persons from each of the three sexual orientation sub-cultural

-soups may possibly differ from the others. Hence, by examining the loneliness and
coping experience of persons 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
In summary. 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
empirical research examining the experiences of members of diverse and multiple subcultural groups: (1)sub-cultural membership has been acknowledged to contribute to
both commonality and divenitv among individuals' experiences: t 3) to conmbute to the
knowledge base of previous research having examined sub-cultural diversity (i.e.,

-eenderj: (4) to contribute toward the lessening of the androcentric and heterosexist bias
that appears to exist in much of the research in this domain and potentially serving to
hinder the progress of knowledge in the field of Counselling Psvchology: and. ( 5 ) to
possibly procure more accurate data on the loneliness and coping exprience 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 sexual 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 &gee of
interpersonal Ioneliness (as assessed by two loneliness scales), as weil as the strategies

utilized (and the frequency of which they have been applied) in attempting to cope with
or alleviate its experience (as ascertained by the coping questionnaire employed), of

persons of selected sub-cultures (gender and sexual orientation).
Although appreciatins unique individual differences, and uphoiding the view that
we as whole human beings consist of many dimensions and are much too complex to be
placed within exclusive categories. due to the nature of the following research. each

penon was ciassified in one of the two possibte sender categories l i.e., either Female or
male I and in one of the three possible sesual orientation categories being esarnined
(Iesbim gay, bisexual. or heterosexuaI sexual orientation). Hence. the present study
involved between group cornpansons.

The present study was thought to conmbute in several ways: Adding to the
knowledge base of research on and further understanding of the loneliness and coping
experience: lessening a noted methodological issue ( i.e., 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
characteristics: examining and possiblv procuring more accurate data on the espenence
of persons of diverse sub-cuitures. noted to be immensely needed ( i.e..Gelso &
Fassinger, 1990); seerningiy introducing an additional major variable to explore 1 sexual
orientation);

contributing toward the lessening of the androcrntric and hetrrosexist

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

Please 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 terminology not associated with (and
therefore not perpetuating) negative stereotypes, and to increase the visibility of persons

of lesbian, gay male. and bisexual sexual orientation.

CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW
The following chapter will 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 study.
Theoretical Review
Numerous and diverse theoretical approaches to the phenomenon of loneliness
have been provided through the years. For a brief summary and comparative analysis of

numerous of these theoretical approaches, the interested reader is referred to Marangoni
and Ickes ( 1989)and Rokach ( 1984). Due to the nature and limited space 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
current study.
Cognitive Process A~oroach

tn accordance with the present 'copnitive zeitgeist' that appears to pervade the
field of psychology, 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 loneliness 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 himseIf and others (Rokach, 1984). In other words, loneliness

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 individual's loneliness experience
(Marangoni & Ickes, 1989; Peplau, Miceli, & Morasch, 1982). Consequently, loneliness
is viewed predominantly as a subjective seff-created or phenomenological experience
( Marangoni & Ickes.

1989; Rokach, 1984) differing qualitatively among individuals

(Rokach, 1984).
As demonstrable bv research (i.e.. 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).
Furthermore, it has been suggested that loneliness 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 may
potentially experience loneliness if her or his social contacts are qualitatively and/or
quantitatively below her or his preference (Pepiau & Perlrnan, 1982: Schmidt & Sermat.
1983). Thus, if existing social relations in an individual's social network are not

subjectively perceived to provide the preferred level of quality, significance, or meaning,
loneliness may possibly ensue (Schmidt & Sermat, 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 come 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 Comitive Process A~proach
Numerous limitations of the cognitive process approach have been noted.
With its emphasis on the subjectivity involved in the experience, it implies that
loneliness may not be effectively assessed through the observation of an individual's
social nenvork mucture (Rokach, 1984).
Furthermore. 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 - [eaves less room for the consideration of existing external socio-cultural
influences impacting an individual. It appears reasonable to assume that some socio-

cultural influences or forces [i-e., heterosexism, sexism, homophobia (external and
internalized)] 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 (i-e., personal inadequacies).Thus, situational or
externally based conditions impacting an individual appear 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
Prior to the discussion or consideration of research on loneliness and coping, a
definition of terms need precede.
Definitions of Loneliness
A review of the literature indicates that Ioneliness has generally been defined as

either a unidirnensional 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 core of experiences that represent Ioneliness. Loneliness is perceived as a
unita* or global phenomenon varying primarily in its expenenced intensity, and
impacting all aspects of an individual's experience - psychologicai. interpersonal. social,
and cultural. This conceptualization suggests that there exists some fundamental

undifferentiated nature to loneliness, that it is experienced and grasped similarfy by a[!
individuals (Allen & Oshagan, 1995).
The implicit assumption of the unidimensional conceptuaiization 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 married,
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 supporting the multidimensional conceptualization of loneliness f i.e..
Rokach. 1988: Rokach & Sharma, 1996: Schmidt & Sermat, 1983) propose that there
exist varying and qualitatively distinct types of loneliness arising from numerous and
diverse needs, circumstances. and situations of individuals, with each type having,
perhaps, some attributes resembling the others, and other characteristics being distinctly
different. They suggest that loneliness is a complex multifaceted phenomenon, 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/romantic or other interpersonal
relation, or fiom feeling isolated or marginalized fiom the encompassincg culture

(Schmidt& Sermat, 1983). Loneliness, they maintain, need not include all areas of an
tndividual'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 is
expected to be quaiitatively different From that experienced by a single or married 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
feeling of marginality ( Rokach, 1 988: Rokach & Brock 1997a); it may rranspi re in the
presence or absence of social relations if they do not provide an expected or desired level

of quality (Schmidt & Sermat, 1983): and, the experience may 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 prefers to have
(Schmidt & Sermat, 1983).
Several explicit 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 externallly or situationally constructed condition stemming fiom actual changes in an
individual's social relations.
Further, it suggests that loneliness is a subjective experience that may not be
associated with objective social isolation. As previously mentioned, dthough a person
may 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, 1982: Schmidt & Sermat, 1983).

Moreover, the implication is that the onset and origin of loneliness is to be found
in some form of perceived or actual social relationship disruption.

This definition additionally implies that the loneliness experience may not be all
encompassing, but. rather, may be restricted to particular social relations. For example.
the interpersonal disruption may be restricted to the lack of a social relation of an
intimate nature. or it may include feelings of separation from numerous and diverse social
relations (Schmidt & Sermat, 1983).

One apparent limitation of this definition is that it appears to neglect the
consideration of the affective component ( i-e., emotional distress) considered important
in most definitions of loneliness ( i.e.. Peplau & Perlman, 1982: Rokach. 1988: Rokach &
Brock, 1997a; Young, 1982). As mentioned previously, an individual may not experience
distress in her or his aloneness or in not having particular social relations. and this would
seemingly exclude her or him from being considered lonely.
Definitions oiCo~ing
Although a review of the literature indicates that research has demonstrated the
changes or soIutions chosen by individuals to cope with or to alleviate their loneliness

experience (i.e., Rokach, 1990,1996, 1 9 9 7 Rokach
~
& Brock, 1998; Van Buskirk &
Duke, 199I), 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~inein Present Studv

In the present study, coping was operationaIly defined as "...the things that
people do in reaction to a specific stressor (i.e.. loneliness) 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.21, but, in addition, referred to
thoughts applied by individuals to cope! with or alleviate the loneliness experience.
Measurement of Loneliness & 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 from the conceptuaiization of loneliness as
either a unidimensional or multidimensional phenomenon (Marangoni & Ickes, 1989).
Instruments engendered from the unidimensional conceptualization of loneliness
have been most commonly employed in the measurement or assessment of loneliness.
The UCLA Loneliness Scale (Russell, 1996; Russell et al., 1980; Russell, Peplay &
Ferguson, 1978) has been acknowledged as the most widespread and frequently
employed loneliness scale, and has come to be viewed as the standard scale in the area in
empirical research (Allen & Oshagan, 1995; Marangoni & [ckes, 1989; McWhirter, 1990:
Paloutzian & Janigian, 1987; Russell, 1996; Vincenzi & Graboskv, 1987).

Nonetheless, a review of current literature on the ewrience of loneliness would
mandate the use of multidimensional loneliness scales in research. The results of
numerous more recent studies (i.e., Schmidt & Sermat, 1983; Rokach 1988; Rokach &
Brock, 1997a) have supported the multidimensional conceptualization of the loneliness
experience. These findings yielded the existence of quaIitatively different experiences or
kinds of loneliness (Allen gi Oshagan, 1995). In terms of multidimensional instruments
constructed to date. Marangoni and Ickes ( 1989) proposed that the Differential
Loneliness Scale is one of the most comprehensive scales efficient for assessing the
presumed relationship amongst 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 and the
Differential Loneliness Scale (Schmidt % Sermat. 1983) as the measurements of
loneliness. and the Coping Questionnaire (Russell et al.. 1984)to assess the strategies
utilized (and the frequency they have been applied) by individuals in coping with their
loneliness experience.
The UCLA Loneliness Scale ( Version 31
The UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3 ) (Russell. 19961 was onginally
developed from, or is a modified 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 st al.. 1978).

Alike the Differential Loneliness Scale (which will be discussed subsequently),
the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) reflects an individual's satisfaction vs.
dissatisfaction with her or his social relations (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 underlying definition of the UCLA Loneliness 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 was 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 psychometric properties of t h s partrculat version of the scale have
been demonstrated. The scale's hi@ reliability both in terms of internal consistency
(coeficient a rangng from -89to -941,and test-retest reliability over a I-year period

(r=.73)has been demonstrated (i.e.. Russell, 1996).Its construct validity has been
indicated (see Russell, 1996).Funhermore, the acceptable reliability and validity of the
other two versions of the UCLA Loneliness Scale have been demonstrated repeatedly
(i-e.,Cutrona, 1982;Russell, 1982;RusseLl, 1996; Russell et a]., 1980:Russell et al.?

1978;Solano, 1980).
The UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) has been utilized to assess loneliness in
a wide variety of studies and with numerous and diverse populations (i.e., Constable 8i
Russell, 1986;Kudoh & Nishikawa, 1983; Russell, Altmaier, & Van Velzen, 1987;
Russell & Cutrona, 1991 ).

Finally, this scale is relatively 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 been noted that an underlying theoreticaI formulation for the scale
concerning the nature of loneliness was not provided. Thus, it has been proposed that the
scale's conceptual explication remains vague (Allen & Oshagan, 1995).
Another limitation concerns the scaie's underlying unidimensional
conceptualization of loneliness. Although the UCLA Loneliness Scale is hypothesized to
assess a general experience of loneliness (theassumed common or core experience of
loneiiness),or to indicate a genera{disruption in interpersonal relations (Allen &

Oshagan. I995),it provides minimum information regarding the sources or nature of the
disruptions (Schmidt & Sermat, 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 & Sermat, 1983). There
appears to be minimal consideration of a range of possible social relations (Schmidt &

Sermat, 1983).
Differential Loneliness Scale
The Differential Loneliness Scale (Schmidt& Sermat 1983) is a 60-item
multidimensional measurement of loneliness. This instrument was based on a conceptual
model of loneliness, and was designed to assess an individual's perceived satisfaction vs.
dissatisfaction with four types of relations - 'Familial,' 'Friendship,' 'Romantic-Sexual,'
and 'Group/Community.' The item content of this scale 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 study for several reasons.

The underlying definition of the Differential Loneliness Scaie was congruent with
the operational definition of loneliness utilized in the current study.

The acceptable psychometric properties of this scale have been demonstrated.
The scale's high reliability ( K-R 20s ranging from -90to -92, and test-retest coefficients

of .85 and .97 for males and females respectively over a period of I month), 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 relational disruption (Schmidt
& Sermat, 1983).

Finally, 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 scale need be noted
Although the scatets item content reflects possible cognitive and behavioral cues

indicative of the loneliness experience, affective cues (I-e., emotional distress), often
reported by individuals (see Rokach, 19841, and considered by many researchers as

important in identifjring its experience (i-e., Peptau & Perlman, 1982; Rokach, 1988:
Rokach & Brock, 1997a; Young, I982), are not considered
Since the items of the scale 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 experiencing loneliness, when may 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 sufficient to thoroughly identi@one's possible
experience of loneliness. Items inquiring into one's feelings (hypothesized to play a
central role in identifjling the experience of loneliness) needed to be included.
The underlying explication of this scaIe appears to suggest that the etiology of
loneliness is to be found in the disruption in any or in ail of the four social relations.
Consequently. it seems that there exists an implicitly assumed notion that individuals
experience loneliness 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 from being considered lonely.
An additional limitation of this scale concerns its scoring. It appears that it would
be more appropriate and more useful or meaningful to calculate the 4 subtotal scores

(representingthe 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 = I?), and 'Group~Community'(n of items = 8). Since each of these 4 categories
have a distinct influence on the total Differential 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 would appear
to be more accurate if independently based on each of the four sub-scales.
The Coping Questionnaire
The Coping Questionnaire (Russell et al., 1984)consists of 24 items of which
were based on the gee-response data gathered fiom students concerning how they dealt
with their loneliness experience.

[n the present study, the researcher chose to employ the Coping Questionnaire
(Russell et al., 1984) for several reasons: To identifi.both the copitive and behavioral
strategies that individuals utilize (and the frequency of which they apply them) in coping
with their loneliness experience; to identi& both current competencies and constructive
coping, as well as possible ineffective coping; its psychometric properties have been
validated (see Russell et al.. 1984): it has a relatively simple response format and it may
be comp1eted 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 spiritual involvement
engaging in atypical eating patterns, attempting suicide) that individuals may utilize
during their experience, as founded in previous research (i.e.,Rokach. 1990).Secondly. it
does not inquire into the usefulness of the strategies utilized.
Review of Research on LoneIiness & Coping
In the following se-ment, a review of loneliness research having utilized the

UCLA Loneliness Scale and the Differential Loneliness Scale, 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
loneliness 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 Scale ( Russell
et al.. 1978). have found no statistically significant gender goup mean differences In
IoneIiness scores. suggesting that the females and males of these samples were
experiencing a comparable degree of loneliness [i.e., Maroldo, I981 ;Russell et al.. 1978:
Solano. 1980: Solano. Batten. & Parish, 1982 (Study 1 & 2): Stokes & Levin. 1986
(Study 1 )]. Although 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 females [i.e., Solano, 1980; Solano et a!., 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 (i-e., Maroldo, I98 I:
Russell et al.. 1978).
Several studies having employed the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale ( RusseI1
et al., 1980)have indicated mixed results in regards to gender group differences on the
mean score of loneliness on this measure [i.e., Bell, 1991;Russell et al., 1980 (Study 1 &

2); Schultz & Moore, 1986: Stokes & Levin, 1986 (Study 1 & 2): Wheeler, Reis. gi
Nezlek 1983; Williams & Solano, 1983: Wilson, Cutts, Lees, Mapungwana &
Maunganidze, 19921.

The results of numerous of the above stated studies have indicated statistically
significant gender group mean differences, with males scoring significantly higher than
femates on this measure, suggesting that the males were experiencing a significantly

-ereater degree of loneliness than the females of these samples [i.e., RusseIl et al.. 1980
(Study I): Schultz & Moore. 1986: Stokes & Levin, 1986 (Study I & 2): Wheeler et al.,
19831.
The results of other studies. however. have indicated no statisticall_vsignificant

-gender group differences on the mean score of loneliness, suggsting that the females and
males of these samples were experiencing a comparable degree of loneliness [i.e.. BelI.
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 than females in hvo of these
studies [i.e.. Bell, 1991: Wilson et a!.. 1992 (adult sample)]. whtle females scored slight!!
higher than males in one study (i.e., Williams & Solano, 1983). Interestingly enough. the
female and male adolescent population of Wilson et al.'s ( 1993) study scored the same

(M-40.34,SD=7.62) on this measure.
Allen and Oshagan's ( 1995) study employed a reduced form or 7-item version of
the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale (Russell et al., 1980)and indicated that females
scored statistically significantly higher than males on this measure. suggesting that the

fernaies were experiencing a significantly _greaterde-me of lone[iness than the males of
this sample.
In repxis to the UCLA Loneiiness Scale (Version 3) (Russell. 1996),Russell
(1996) cited the results of four studies having employed this measure (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 significant 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 significantly lonelier than females on
this measure.

In general. the mixed findings of the studies reported above may be partially due
to several reasons. First, perhaps the relationship of loneliness to gender was moderated
by other defining demo-mphic and social structural variables that remained unexamined.
Research (i.e.. Rokach & Brock, 1997b: Rubenstein & Shaver, 1982)has suggested that
aye and relationship status, for example, contribute to an individual's loneliness
experience.
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 (i.e., Maroldo. 1981 ). the other two
versions were additionally employed with other diverse samples. For example. in
addition to coHege samples, the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale (Russell et al., 1980)
has also been utiiized with employees of an agency (i.e.. Bell, 1991 ), and the UCLA
Loneliness ScaIe (Version 3) (Russell, 1996)was employed to elderly persons (i-e.,
Russell & Cutrona 1991 ).

Thirdly, the response formats of the original UCLA Loneliness Scale (Russel1 et
at., 1978). the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale (Russel\ et al., 19801, and the UCLA

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

The various response formats may have influenced the responses of respondents
differently,an4 possibiy, made the cross cornpanson of results Iess compatible among
the diverse versions of the scaIes.
Review of Loneliness Research Differential Loneliness Scale
l'

Although a number of studies (i-e., Pearl, Klopf, & [shii, 1990: Simmons- Klop'
& Park 1991) having employed the Differential Loneliness Scale (Schmidt & Sermat.
19833 have neglected to examine possible gender differences, the finding of research

having investigated this variable have rendered contradictory results.

The results of several studies have indicated no statistically significant gender
moup differences in the
"

loneliness experience, suggesting that the females and males of

these samples were experiencing comparable satisfaction with their social relations (i.e.,
Kalliopuska & Laitinen, 1987; Kalliopuska & Laitinen, 199I ). Although no statistically
significant gender group differences were detected. the data of Kalliopuska & Laitinen's
( 1987) study indicated that

males have obtained slightly higher total loneliness scores

than females.

The Findings of other research have indicated statistically significant gender

-aoup differences (i.e., Schmidt & Sennat, 1983; Schmin & Kurdek. 1985). [n general,
the results of Schmidt and Sermat's ( 1983) study indicated statisticaliy significant gender

group differences on the total Differential Loneliness Scale score. MaIes obtained
significantly higher total scores than females, suggesting that maIes were experiencing

lower satisfaction with their relationships or experiencing greater IoneIiness. The findings

of Schmitt & Kurdek ( 1985) indicated that males expressed statistically si-enificantiy less
satisfaction than females with familid, friendship, and large group relations. Although
not statistically significant. examination of the data indicated that maIes scored slightly
higher than females on romantic-sexual relations.
[n general, the mixed findings of these reported studies may be partiaIIy due to the

relationship of loneliness to gender being possibly moderated by other defining

demo-mphic and social smctural variables that remained une.uamined. and sample
composition. For example, while the samples of several studies were comprised of
college.'universitystudents ( i-c.. Schmitt & Kurdek, 1985: Simmons et a].. 199L ).the
research of Kalliopuska and Laitinen (1987. 1991) included samples consisting of both
persons attending a mentaI growth group and universitl, students.
Review of Couing Research
Numerous studies (i.c., Rokach, 1990, 1996, 1 9 9 7 ~Rokach & Brock. 1998: Van
Buskirk 8: Duke, 1991) have examined the types of coping strategies that individuals
utilize in attempt to deaI with their loneliness 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:
Rokach & Brock 1998)due to their relevance and applicabili~to the coping measure

used in the present study.
The study by Rokach and Srock ( 1998) suggested that diverse and numerous

coping strategies are usefbI in successfully coping with or reducing the loneliness

experience. These coping strategies were compiled into 6 factors: (1) 'Acceptance and
Reflection' (i.e., acknowledging and accepting the loneliness e.uperienced, and taking the
opportunity of being by oneself to acquire further seIf-awareness); (2) 'Self-Development
and Understanding' (i-e., 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' (i.e., establishing social
support networks that assist one to feel connected to and valued by others); (4)
-Distancing and Denial' (i.e.. denial of the loneliness experience via alcohol. drug abuse,
and other atypical behaviors); (5) 'Reli@on and Faith' (i-e.,experiencing a sense of
connecting or belonging by affiliating with religious/spiritual groups andr'or practicing
their faith, and, in the process, pining inner peace and strength); and, (6) 'Increased
Activity' (i.e,. attending daily responsibilities, engagng in leisure solitary and/or group
activities, and initiating opportunities for diverse activity and M h e r social contact).
Similarly. Rokach's ( 1990)study identified diverse and numerous useful (or
beneficial) and maladaptive (or destructive) coping strategies that individuals utilized in
coping with their loneliness experience. T'hese were grouped into 4 clusters: Acceptance
and self-healing; transition, restructuring resources; reaching out, building social bridges;
and, destructing.
The first cluster, 'Acceptance and Self Healin&' represented two themes: Solitary
involvement and reflective solitude. Solitary invokement included attendins daily
responsibilities, acquiring persona1 growth by engaging in personal development
activities, and engaging in leisure and extracurricular activities. Reflective solitude
included acknowledging and accepting the loneliness experience, attaining a positive

perception or outlook of it, reassuring oneself that they can deal with the situation, and
obtaining self awareness through the process.
The second cluster, 'Transition, Restructuring 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 lie., setting new goals, becoming more outgoing). Religon 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 sharing 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 (i.e., communicating [kith
others via phone, letters); and, initiating lifestyle changs - those resulting in changes in
social networks.

The fourth and final cluster. -Destructing' represented four themes: Addictive
behavior (i.e.,engaging in alcohol and drug abuse andlor atypical eating patterns);
physical e.utinction (i-e., inflicting self-injury, attempting suicide); crime; and avoidance

and self-induced isolation (i.e., isolatins 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 useM were represented by the themes
Reflective Solitude, fndirect Social Contact, and State and Trait Modification.
respectively. 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 attempted to identi& the most useful or instrumental
coping strategies. as according to the particular qualitative experience of Ionel!
individuals. Since the present study examined the nature and degree of individuals'
interpersonal loneliness. only relevant findings will be presented.

The research by Rokach ( 1996)indicated that loneliness csplrtences
characterized by interpersonal isolation were significantly related to coping strategies
represented by 4 factors: Acceptance and reflection: self-development and understanding:
distancing from or denying loneliness (as a means to temporarily ignore the perceived
rejection of others): and religion and faith.
Althou& in general, Rokach's ( 1996)study suggested that reflection into one-s

loneliness and acceptance of its experience, seIfdevelopment and understanding (via
counseling and engagement in growth-promoting activities)-and increased activin;
appeared to be the mast useful coping stratepes for the majority of lonctiness
experiences, the coping strategies represented by coping factor seIfdevelopmznt and
understanding seemed to be the most useful or beneficial tbr loneliness experiences
identified as involving or characterized by interpersonal isolation.
Hypotheses of Present Study

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

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

researcher's awareness, the effect of sexual orientation has not been previously
considered Thus,null hypotheses were chosen because the outcomes of previous studies
having examined gender have not dictated a specific prediction re-mding gender etTects.
and, a prediction regarding sexual orientation effects could not be based on findings
of previous research. To follow were the 11 null hypotheses examined in the present
study. Hypotheses are presented in three parts, as according to the three dependent
measures r or the hvo loneliness scales and the coping questionnaire) utilized in the
current study.
UCLA Loneliness 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 null hypotheses
were tested by a two-way ANOVA (with gender and sexual orientation as the
independent variables), 14ith an alpha level of .05:
t .A) There is no statistically significant gender effect on the UCLA Loneliness Scale

(Version 3) mean total score.

I .B) There is no statistically significant 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 effect on

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

In regards to the nature o f loneliness or satisfaction vs. dissatisfaction with four
types of social relations [as measured by the Differential Loneliness ScaIe (Schmidt &

Sermaf 1983)], the following null hypotheses were proposed Nu11 hypotheses ?.A, 2.B,
and 2.C were tested by a two-way ANOVA with an alpha level of .05. Null hypotheses
2.D, 2.E., and 2.F were tested by a two-way MANOVA with an alpha level of .05.
?.A?There is no statisticaily significant gender effect on the Differential Loneliness Scale

mean total score.
3.B) There is no statistically significant sexual orientation effect on the Differential

Loneliness Scale mean total score.

2.C) There is no statistically significant gender by sexual orientation interaction etTect on
the Differential Loneliness Scale mean total score.
2.D) There is no statistically si~mificantgender effect on the Differential Loneliness Scale

mean subtotal (or sub-scale) scores.

1.E) There is no statisticaliy significant sexual orientation e f f ~on
t the Differential
Loneliness Scale mean subtotal (or subscale) scores.
2.F) There is no statistically significant gender by sexual orientation interaction stTsct on

the Differential Loneliness Scale mean subtotal (or subscale) scores.
Coping 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 lowing null hypotheses were tested by a two-way MANOVA with an alpha

IeveI of -05.
3.A) There is no statistically significant sender efFect on the Coping Questionnaire m a n

subtotal (or sub-scale) scores.

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

Questionnaire mean subtotal (or sub-scale) scores.

LC)There is no statistically significant 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 from 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 current
study.
(

1 ) Advertisements (AppendixK) of the study were posted at numerous academic

institutions' campuses, and at severai local coffee shops, bookstores. and
agencies organizations that catered to persons of diverse sexual orientation (lesbian, gay
male, bisexual. and heterosexua1 sexual orientation). To view the list of locations
whereby potential participants had the opportunity to become aware of and to panicipate
in the study, see Appendix M. Packages for participation were attached to the
advertisement of the study.

(1)Advertisements (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 newsletters of 'A Woman's Place Bookstore'
and the 'Gay and Lesbian Community Services Association.'
(3)The researcher attended one meeting held by 'Apollo Friends in Sports.*three
meetings held by the 'Gay and Lesbian Community Services Association,' two 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 was comprised of adult (1 8 years of age or older) individuals who
chose or personally volunteered to participate upon becoming aware of the study either
through its advertisement, or by having attended particular meetings held by the
orsanizations mentioned above. Hence. at the time of their participation. respondents
were either attending a local academic institution, frequenting particular local coffee
shops. bookstores. and agencies organizations. receiving particular newsletters. andior
attending particular organized meetings. This approach was selected for two reasons: To
attempt to rnix~irnizevariation betwen socio-demographic variables: and to attempt to
solicit a satisfactory or an ample number of individuals belongins to a minority subculture (i.e.. persons of lesbian. gay male. and bisexual sexual orientation).Thus. an
effort was made to solicit persons of diverse populations whom possibly have been
underrepresented in previous research on loneliness and coping (includin~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 may have been made for participants to attend a specified session time 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 time at the researchefs office at the
University of CaIgry. This option was proposed due to the researcher's awareness of
research indicating the social stigma of Ioneiiness (i-e., Lau & Gruen, 1992). Thirdly,

respondents may have participated by simply acquiring a partkipation package (which
was made available either at several cites in the Calgary area or during particular

meetings), completing their partxipation at their own time, and mailing away their
completed questionnaires to the researcher.
Although three options for participation were proposed, all participation took
place via mail. Participation packages were either attained from one of the several cites
where it was made available. or From the researcher at particular meeting. Thirty-nine
participation packages in total were provided to interested persons during the several
meetings, and all other packages were obtained h m one of the several cites where it ~ 4 2 s

made available. All participants remained anonymous.
Materids
Participation materials enclosed within an envelop consisted of the tbllo~b~ng:
Written participation instructions; a cover letter. a demographic questionnaire: the UCLA
Loneliness Scale (Version 3) (Russell, 1996); the Differential Loneliness Scale (Schmidt
& Sermat, 1983); and, the Coping Questionnaire (Russell et al., 1984). Although the

participation instructions and the cover letter were aiways presented in tint and second
order respectively, to minimize carryover effects (Elmes, Kantowitz. & Roediger. 1992),
all other materials [i.e.,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 arranged or presented in
one of 24 assigned orders. 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 written participation instructions, see Appendix A.
Cover Letter
The cover letter informed potential participants of the folloning elements: The
title and nature (or purpose) of the study; the status of the research (i.e., ethical
requirements having been met): the age requirement for participation (i.e.. 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
anonymous nature of the study); potential risks and benefits of participating; issues
regarding anonymity and confidentiality; and, names and contact numbers of the
researcher, the researcher's supervisor, the Office of the Chair. Joint Faculties Research
Ethics Committee. and Office of the Vice-President (Research).
For the purposes of maintaining the participants' anonymity, the! were not asked

to identifit themselves. and. additionally. no consent tbm was to be siged. Potential
participants were informed 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 view the cover letter, see Appendix B. (The cover letter
presented in Appendix C was to be provided to respondents whom may have chosen to
participate in the presence of the researcher during a specified session time that would
have taken place either at a research room or at the researcher's office at the University of
CaIgary.)
Demographic Questionnaire
The Demographic 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 status; approximate population of present area of residence; duration

of residence in present area; 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, all items on this questionnaire were selected for the purposes of
effectively identieing the sample of the present study. As evident items 3 and # 1 I
were specifically included due to the nature of the present study. Several of these items

($2. $3, $6, and = I 3) were selected on the basis that their possible contribution and
unique significance to an individual's loneliness experience has been indicated in
previous research (i.e.. Page & Cole, 1991; Rubenstein & Shaver. 1983). 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 (i.e.,Cass, 1979; Davies, 1996b), and that minimal degree of 'oumess' may
contribute to feeling of alienation and social withdraw-ng (Cass. 1979). Accordingly.
the degree of 'oumess' of persons of lesbian, gay male, ilnd bisexual sexual orientation
was thought appropriate to identify, since, it may conceivably have had an influence on

the data that persons of these populations may have provided.
Although slightly modified, item numbers $3, #5,46, g7, 11. and 912 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 filling in the
blank space where indicated, or by piacing an '-Tin 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 writing
that, if participants were to feel any discomfort about answering a certain question. it
would be alright if they were to leave it blank.
To view the Demogaphic Questionnaire, see Appendix D.
UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3)
The UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) (Russell. 1996) has been acknowledged

as a unidirnensional 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 possibility of response
acquiescense (Elmes et al., 1992), out of the 20 items, 9 were worded positively (nonlonely). and I 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: ( I ) '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 determined 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).
Differential Loneliness Scale
The Differential Loneliness Scale (Schmidt & Sermat. 1983)- in general. has been
recognized as a multidimensional loneliness instrument designed to assess individuals'
feeIings of satisfaction versus dissatisfaction with four types of relationships in their
social network: 'Familial'; 'Friendship'; 'Romantic-SexuaI'; and, relationships with
larger 'Groups or the Community.' In addition to the mentioned relationship dimension.
however. it was also designed to explore five dimensions of interpersonal interaction
within 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
particular dimensions of interaction: ( 1) the presence or absence of a panicular
relationship; (2) approach versus avoidance interaction with respect to a specific
relationship; (3) cooperation: (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. However, on account of appreciating
that members of diverse sub-cultures may prefer diverse social network structures, item

8 ("Ihave at least one good tiiend of the opposite-sex.') was added. This addition

slightly revised the scale by having it consist of 6 I items in total. In attempt to lessen the
response tendency toward acquiescense (Elrnes et al., 1992), and to minimize the possible
negative emotional impact that negatively stated content may 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 may have either been "True" or --False."
Participants were asked to respond by placing an "X"in either the "True" or
--Falsevbox associated with each question or item.

The scoring of this scale, for each individual, was determined in two ways: ( 1) By
computing 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 (i.e., 'Familial'

=

18 items; 'Friendship- = 23 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 degrees of dissatisfaction with interpersonal ~Iationshipsin an individual's social
nenvork or greater loneliness.
To view the Differential Loneliness Scale, see Appendixes F (participantversion)
and I (original version).
Coping Questionnaire
The Coping Questionnaire (Russell et al., 1984) was designed to examine or

assess the strategies that individuals utilize to cope with their loneliness experience.
The original version of the scaIe (Russet1 et al., 1984), consisted of 24 items.
Items #25 ("Talked to a friend or relative about ways to overcome your loneliness."), 426

('"Taken yow mind off feeling lonely by using drugs 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 loneliness experience has been
established by previous research (i.e,, 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 1J items reflected
behavioral strategies. Item $2 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 scale.
Participants were asked to indicate how often or the frequency 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 ("Nevei') to 9
("Very Often"). Since it has been suggested that the ctarity and accuracy of responses
also tends to increase by having individuals respond by circling a number (Neuman.
1997), the response format of the Coping Questionnaire \++asmaintained.
The scoring of this scale was established by computing the sum of items
associated with each of the 5 ~Iassificationsof 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 attained 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 solicitation of participants for the present study.
Respondents who chose to participate upon becoming aware of the study 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 Calgary.
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. Furthermore, 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 researcheriparticipantcontacts, 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 sexual 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.. 1981).
Statistical Analvses
Both descriptive and inferential statistical analyses were performed on the data of
the current study.
Descriptive statistics (central tendency, f~quencydistributions. and variability)
were performed on the socio-demographic data (procured from the Dernogaphic
Questionnaire) to identify the characteristics of the sample.
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 1.0 or greater, and
consisting of a minimum of 3 variables or items.

The factor analyses were thought appropriate fir four teasons: ( I ) To simplify or
facilitate the interpretation of the data: (3) to determine the n u m k of reliable extracted
factors (i-e., with eigenvalues 1.0 or greater) of each ofthe three scales; (3) to identi@the

highly intercorrelated items which comprised or represented the extracted 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 internal consistency method [Cronbach alphas (a)]
was pefionned on the
data to assess the reliabiIity of the 5 measuring instruments - the UCLA Loneiiness Scale

(Version j ), the Differential Loneliness Scale, and the Coping Questionnaire. ReIiabiIity
assessment 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 performed. Furthermore, the reliability
of the four and five subtotaI (or subscale) items of the Differential Loneliness Scale and

the Coping Questionnaire respectively was messed Finally. the reliability of each of the
extracted factors of each of the three scales, as found by the hctor analyses in the present
study, was also assessed. Acceptable or adequate leve! of reliability was considered to be

.80 and above.
Two-way between subjects analyses of variance (ANOVAs) 1 (female. male) X 3

(lesbian.gay, bisexual, heterosexual) design were performed to consider two dependent
variables [the UCLA Loneliness Scale ( Version 3) and the Differential Loneliness Scale],
and to compare the mean total scores on these two scdes amongst the two gender and

three sexual orientation subcuItural groups. Two-waybetween 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 subtotal scores on these two scales 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 found 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 .05 was selected or used for these statistical tests. Post hoc tests
( Scheffe) were

performed on statisticaliy significant sexual orientation effects. Simple

effects testing was performed on statistically significant gender by sexual orientation
interaction effects.
Two-way between subjects ANOVAs 2 X 2 design and MANOVAs 2 X 2 design
(excludingthe bisexual sub-culturaI group) were also performed This was thought
appropriate for 2 reasons. First. due to the small sample size of the bisexual sexual
orientation sub-cultural group [total n = 27 (women, n = ?I), (men.n = 6)],it was
conceivable that hi& variability may have existed in the data produced by members of
thrs small sample and may have resulted in unstable or unreliable findings (Diekhoff,
1992). Furthermore, as suggested by Diekhoff ( 1992), there was a -greater chance that the
findings based on this small sample may have been idiosyncratic to this particular sample
and would 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 lesbianlgay group, and between the bisexual 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 Scale (Version 3) and the Differential Loneliness Scale], and to
compare the mean total scores on these two scales amongst the two gender and two
sexual orientation sub-cultural goups. Two-way benveen subjects MANOVAs 2 X 2
desig 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 amongst the two gender and two sexual orientation sub
cultural groups. Two-way benveen subjects MANOVAs 2 X 2 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 respect~vely.(as found by
the factor analyses in the present study), and to compare the 3,8, and 5 mean subtotal
scores on these three scales respectively amongst the two gender and hvo sexual
orientation sub-cultural goups.
An alpha level of .05 was selected or used for these statlstical tests. Simple effects
testing was performed on statistically significant gender by sexual orientation interaction
effects.
The two-way between subjects ANOVA and MANOVA (2x3 and 2 x 2 designs)
analyses were thought appropriate for numerous reasons: The nature and number of
independent and dependent variables; the questions raised and hypotheses proposed by

the researcher concerning the data (i-e.,desired to examine the mean scores on the three

dependent variables amongst the gender and sexual 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 current study will be presented within 5 segments:
Demo-mphics of sample: factor analyses of scales: reliability analyses of scales: analyses

(2x3 desig) 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 wilt consist of a number of subsections, as has been deemed
appropriate.
Demo-graphics of Sample
Descriptive statistics (central tendency, frequency distributions, and variabilitv)
were performed on the socio-demographic data (procured from the Demogaphic
Questionnaire) to sufficiently identify the characteristics of the sample.
Sample Size
A total of 274 participants ( 150 women and 124 men) were solicited for the

current study.
Sexual Orientation
Of these 174 participants. 1 18 [(women. n = 54), (men,n = 64)] or 43. l o b were of
lesbianlpy, 27 [(women, n = 2 1 ), (men, n = 6)] or 9.9% were of bisesual, and 129
[(~vornen,n = 7 9 , (men, n = j4)j 0r-17.1~6were of heterosexual sexual orientation. With
the exception of missing data (n = I3), all other individuals (n = 26 I ) reported of having
no possible factors (i.e., sex change) influencing their gender identity andor 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 bisexual sexual
orientation, refer to Tables I,?, and 3.
With the exception of missing data (as has been indicated on the Tables), and the
non-applicability of particular 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 follown~sample, the data suggested that the persons of
these sub-cultural populations, in genefal, appeared to be predominantly entirely 'out' to
members of their immediate h i l i e s and Fnends, while primarily not 'out' at all to their
children. other relatives. and neighbors.
Table 1 'Outness' : Immediate Family, Relatives, Friends. and Neighbors
Not 'Out'
Xt XI1
I

Totally

.

'Out"

Missing
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 instructors and other school authorities.

Table 1 'Outness': Students, Instructors, and Other School Authorities

1

I Not 'Out'
~AII /
1
1

I

I

I Nj %
~tha
students

hsttuctors / Other

i

/ N1

Totllly
3

2

%

1 /

School Authorities t

I

I

i

I
I

Missing
Value

N 1%
N 1%
11 3 5 . 5 1 4
12.9 8 125.812
8 16.7 / 0 0
4 13.3 1 1
I
!
j
I
N 1%

12.914 112.9
15 50 / 3 1 10

14

4

'out"
5

;N

I
I
I

I

/

!

Finally, it appeared that the large majority were either not at all or totally 'out' to
their supervisors. moderately to totally 'out' to their co-workers. colleagues. an&or staff.
and not 'out' at all to their clients or customers.
Table 3 'Oumess': Supervisors, Co-Workeru'Colleages/Staff.and ClientsCustomers
Not 'Out'
.At .All
I

.

-7

.J

4

Totally

Missing

'Out"

Value

i

Supervisors
Co-Workers!
Cot leagues I Staff

42 37.5 1 1 9.8
14 20.7 17 7

8 7.1 8 7.1
I4 11.1 10 8.6

43 8.4 10
9
51 W

ClientdCuscorners

61 55.5 1 1

17 15.5 6

15 13.6 7

-

10

5.5

,

.4~e

The age of participants ranged From 18 to 65 years (Mean = 30.50 years, Std.

Deviation = 8.58. missing data, n = 5).
Ethnic Orieins
Participants were of diverse ethnic backgrounds. The large majority of individuals

'

identified themselves as having White European ethnic origins [n = 232 (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?/0)1;West Asian .'
Middle Eastern [n = 6 (2-?-O/o)];
Central or South American [n = 6 (2.2°/~)]:
Black :

African Canadian [n = 6 (1.1%)];Southeast Asian ;Pacific Islander [n =5 ( 1.9%)]; and,
other [n = 3 (1. I%)], not specified on the Demographic Questionnaire.

Only 10 participants(previously accounted for in the above mentioned) reported
of having a mixed ethnic background, and I
respondents had not completed this question.
Educational Status

The educational status of respondents ranged from having been a junior high
school graduate (indicating completion of grade 9) to possessing a post-graduate degree.
A large proportion [n = i 19 (43.4°/~)]
were either college, univenitv, or other p s t -

secondary graduates. The subsequent largest group [n = 78 (28.5?6)] were persons having

obtained some college, university. or other post-secondary education. The ensuing largest

group 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= 15 (5.5%)] or had obtained some graduate level education [n = 16 (5.8*/a)j,
possessed a post-graduate degee [n = 7 (2.6Oh)lor had obtained some post-graduate level
education [n = 4 (1.5%)], or had completed some high school education (grades t 0.1 1. or
1 2) or were a junior high school graduate [n = I I (4.0°/o)].
Em~IoymentStatus

The most prevalent vocational status of the large majoriry of participants [n = 162
(59. 1%)) was firll-time employment. The succeeding most predominant vocational status

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
( 5.5?'0)1basis at

the time of their participation also comprised 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. I%)] work, andlor other forms of employment not having been indicated on the
Demographic Questionnaire [n = 4 (IS%)].
A small proportion of individuals [n = 16 (5.9%)1 either reprted of having

worked at home ,' not for pay, of having been unemployed, or of having been retired at
the time of their participation.

Of all participants accounted for in the above mentioned, 2 i ;reported of having
possessed I source of ernplo~ment,55 of 2 sources, and 6 of 3-5 sources of employment.
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 16.9°2~)
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 partner [n = 20 (7.g0/0),n =I 7 (6.7%)
respectively]; 30 ( I 1 .gO/O) indicated of having had a commitment ceremony with a samesex partner, or of having been married to an othrdopposite-sex partner [n

= 3 ( I .2a*~).
n=

27 (10.6%) respectively]; I I (4.joh) had been either separated from a same-sex or

otheriopposite-sex partner: and, I2 (4.796)reported of having been divorced. Nineteen
persons had not responded to this question.
Livinc Arrangements

In re_=& to living arrangements, the lar,gest proportion of individuals [n = 127
(46.5%)] indicated of having been living with others (not including possible intimate

partner). The breakdown of other living arrangements reported was as follows: Si.ut); four
(23.4%) p e r m indicated of having been lhing alone; 55 (20.I %) reported of having

been living with their intimate partner, and, 27 (9.9%) having lived with others (i-e.,
firends, kids, etc.) along with their intimate partner at the time of their participation.
Missing data, n = 1.
Area'Duration of Residence

In respect to the approximate population of the area that the participants resided

in. the largest proportion of individuals [n = 220 (81.5%)] 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 less [n = 50
118.59/0)] (missingdata n = 4).

One hundred seventy seven (65.1%) individuals reported of having lived in their
present area of residence for more than 3 years, 56 (20.6%) for 1 to 3 years, and 39
( 1J.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. Both nonorthogonal
Ioblimin) and orthogonal (varimau) rotation methods were applied to the data for each of

the three scales. Criteria for factor loading of items was set at .30. Since oblimin rotation
indicated minimum (less than 130)correlation among the extracted factors. as has been
suggested in such an event (Diekhoff, I992), the varima~rotation was chosen for the

reporting of results.
Additionally, since it has been 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 Extracted factors with

eigenvalues less 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. Furthermore,
since it has been noted that, 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 number 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) revealed 3 underlying factors with eigenvalues greater than
1 .O. The 3 extracted factors of this rotation collectively accounted for 58.4 1O/b of the

variance.
The following were the eignvalues (l)and the explained variance IS?)of the
original variables considered as a set for each extracted factor: Factor I ( h9.23. s2 =
46.139.b); Factor 1 (A 1.24. s2 = 6.19%); and, Factor 3 (A 1.22, s2 = 6.0996). To view the
items representing each extracted factor. see Table 4. To view factor loading of items, see
Appendix 0.

Factor
Factor 3

I

1. 5.6.9. 10. 16
8, 11, 14. 17, 18

Differential Loneliness Scale
Results of the varirnax rotation e.utraction method indicated that the 61 items of
the Differential Loneliness Scale revealed I4 underfying factors with eigenvalues greater
than 1.0. These 14 factors collectively accounted 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 (X4.29, sZ = 7.04%); Factor 4 (A2.12,
s1= 3.4896); Factor 5 (A 1.74, s l = 2.86%); Factor 6 (11.58, sz = 2.60°h); Factor 7 (A
1.45, s2 = 2.38%); Factor 8 (;h 1.35, s2 = 2.22%): Factor 9 (A 1.29, s2 = 2.1296): Factor

10 ( h 1.12. s1 = 2.01%): Factor 11 ( A 1.18. s2 = 1.94Oh): Factor 12 (A 1-13,s2 = 1 .U0b):

Factor 13 (ic 1.07, s7 = 1.7596): and Factor 14 (ic 1.02. s l = 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 than 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
Tabie 5 Differential Loneliness Scale Items Representing Each Extracted Factor
E.macted Factor [tern Numbers
6, 15.2 1. 24. 26. 30, 35. 37.4 1. -83.45.48, 5 1.55.58.60
Factor I
Factor 2
5, 10. 19.22.29.32.42.46.59
Factor 3
4. 20.23. 25.27.40
Factor 4
3, 13.38. 54
Factor S
l3.28.57
Factor 6

7. 12.49. 56.6 1

Factor 7
Factor 8

1. l I. 16. 33

17. W. 47

Caping Questionnaire
Results indicated that the 27 items of the Copins 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 variance (s?) of the
original variables considered as a set for each extracted factot: Factor I

(a 8.46, s2=

,

31.34%); Factor 2 (h 2.26, s2 = 8.36%): Factor 3 tA 1.69. s2 = 6.28%): Factor 4 (h 1.58,
s3 = 5.85%); Factor 5 (A 1.29, sz = 4.78%); Factor 6 (A 1.21, s2 = 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 from the table. To view factor loading of items, see Appendix Q.
Table 6 Co~ingOuestionnaire Items Re~resentingEach E . w t e d Factor
Extracted Factor / Item Numbers
Factor I
11. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 19
Factor 2
8.9. 10. 1 I. 20.21
Factor 3
22.23.24
Factor 4
1.2.3.4. 5
Factor 5
6.7. I8
Reliability Analyses of Scales

In the following segment of this chapter. results regarding the psychometric
properties (reliability)of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3), the Differential
Loneliness Scale. and the Coping Questionnaire will be provided. The internal
consistency method [Cronbach alphas (a)lwas performed on the data to assess the
reliability of all three dependent measures or scales. This included the reliability
assessment of the total items of and for each scale, the subtotal items of the 4 and 5 subscales 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 scales
in research is 0.80 and above (Carmines & ZeIler, 1979).
UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3 1
The calculation of Cronbach alphas internal consistency reliabilities yielded an
alpha value of 0.93 for the total 20 items of this scale.

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, alpha = 0.79).
Differential Loneliness Scale
Cronbach alpha internal consistency reliability analysis of all 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 ): -Friendships(n of items = 23. alpha = 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 internal consistency reliabilities yielded the
following alpha values for the 8 extracted 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~ineOuestionnaire
Cronbach alpha internal consistency reliabiiie analysis of all 27 items of the scale
yielded the alpha value or reliability coefficient of 0.90.
Reliability analysis of each of the 5 sub-scales of the Coping Questionnaire
yielded Cronbach alphas ranging fiom 0.54 to 0.75: 'Self-Enhancing Behaviors' (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 intend 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 = 0.84); 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 & Sexual Orientation) Scores
As mentioned in the preceding chapter, two-way between subjects ANOVAs 2%

design [(female 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 performed on the data of all three scales. Due to the substantial amount of
information presented in this segment, for the purposes of clarity and simplicitv, it was
thought appropriate to report the specific andysis performed under each labeled
subsection.
An alpha level of .05 was selected for these statistical tests. [n other words, the

decision criteria to reject the null hypotheses proposed in Chapter 2 of this report, was
selected as a probabili? Ievel of .05.

Post hoc tests (Scheffe)were performed on statistically significant sexual
orientation effects. SimpIe effects testing was performed on statistically significant
gender by sexual orierrtation interaction effects.
UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3
A two-way between subjects ANOVA 2Xj design was performed on the data of

this scale to corn-

the mean of total scores amongst the two gender and three sexual

orientation sub-cultural groups. Summary statistics for total scores on the UCLA
Loneliness Scale (Version 3) as classified w i t h gender categories are shown in Table 7.
Hypothesis 1.A stated that there was no stadsticalIy significant gender effect on
the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version3) mean toul score.
Univariately, the effect of gender was not statistically si-~ficant[F( 1,268) =
0.782, P = 0.3771. Thus, failed to reject hypothesis 1 .A
Table 7 Means of Total Scores on the UCLA LS (Version 3) i Function of Gender
Gender
N
h1/lean
Standard Deviation
Women
150 j 43.34
9.85
10.92
Men
124 ' 46.1;
Total
274
44.60
I0.42
'

-

-

-

Summary statistics for total scores on the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3 ) as
classified within sexual orientation categories are shown in Table 8.
Hypothesis 1.Bstated that there was no statisticalIy significant sexual orientation
effect on the UCLA Loneliness ScaIe (Version 3) mean total score.
Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant r ( 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.Bwas rejected.
A statistically sigificant mean difference was not found between the bisexual and

heterosexual groups (P = 0.9991, and the bisexud and lesbian/gay groups (P = 0.304).
Table 8 Means of Total Scores on the UCLA LS (Version 3) i Function of Sexual
Orientation
Standard Deviation
Sexual Orientation I N
bka~t

I

LesbianlGay
Bisexual

, 118

Heterosexual

; 129

Total

j 274

I

27

, 56.58

10.73

43.19
43-09
! 44-60

9.27
10.13
10.42

,

1

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.Cstated 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
1.c.

Table 9 Means of Total Scores on the UCLA LS (Version 3) 1 Function of Sexual
Orientation & Gender
i Sexual Orientation
Gender
N
I Mean
Standard Deviation
I LesbianJGay
Women
, 54
! 45.33
1 10.65
Men
! M
47.64
1 10.76
8

Total
Women

Bisexual

Men

Total
Women

1 Heterosexual
@

Men

Total

'118
11
6
, 27
i 75
! 54
1129

146.58
43.24
43.00
43.19
' 41.93
i 44.69
143.09
I

I 10.73

8.79
, 11.73
I 9.27
I 9.40
I 10.96
I 10.13
I

New Factor Structure of UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3)
A two-way between subjects MANOVA 2x3 design was performed 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) amongst the nvo gender and three sexual
orientation sub-cultural poups. Summary 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.

I

Univariately, the effect of gender was not statistically significant for any of the 3
extracted 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(l, 268 ) = 0.274, P = 0.6011.

Table 10 Means of Subtotal Scores on the 3 Extracted Factors of UCLA LS (Version 3) I
Function of Gender
Standard Deviation
Exaacted Factor
IN
Mean
Gender
I
5.20
Factor I
- Women
I 150
! 19.08
5
-66
I24
! 20.92
- Men

I

L

Total

I

/ Total

274
i50
1 124
[ 274

I Factor 3

j Women

] 150

1

!

Men
1 Total

1 Factor 2
I

Women
,

1

Men

124
/ 274

19.91
1 1.59
12.26

1 5.48

1 3-03

1

12.67

1 3.29
1 3.16
1 2.61

!

12-95

1 3.03

112.80

12.81

1 11.89

Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3 )

as classified within sexual orientation categories are shown in Table I 1.
Multivariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant [Willis'
Lambda = 0.954, F(6,532) = 2.13 1 , P = 0.0481.
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
significant mean difference between the Iesbiadgay group and the heterosexual group (P
= 0.0 1 1 )

on this factor. A statistically significantmean difference was not found on this

factor amongst the bisexuaI and heterosexual groups (P = 0.988), and the bisexua1 and
lesbianigay groups (P = 0.150).
Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was not statisticaIly significant on
Factor 1 F(2,268) = 2.564, P = 0.0791 and Factor 2 [F(2,268) = 1.1 14. P = 0.3301.

Table 1 1 Means of Subtotal Scores on the 3 Extracted Factors of UCLA LS (Version 3) ,'
Function of Sexual Orientation
1 Exuacted Factor
iS
d Orientation I N
i Mean
I Standard Deviation
,
I Factor I
i LesbianlGay
i 118
/ 20.89
i 5.62
I
Bisexual
, 27
i 19.33
4.53
l Heterosexual
1 129
1 19.14 / 5 . 0
iI
' Totd
1 274
1 19.9 1
5.18
I

8

,

LesbiadGay
Bisexual

Factor 2

Heterosexual

Total
Factor 3

,

LesbianlCiav

- Bisexual
Heterosexual
Total

. 118

12.28

; 3.19

27
129
274
118
27
129
274

I 1.59

2.69

1 1.60
11.89
13.42
12.26
11.35
12.80

3.21

'
I

3.16
2.88
1

2.98

'

2.6 1
Z.8l

Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version3)
as classified within both sexual orientation and gender categories are shown in Tables
12.A and 12.B.
Multivariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction et'fkct was not
statistically sigificant [Wtlks' Lambda = 0.978, F(6,532) = f .002, P = 0.4231.
Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not
statistically significant for any of the three extracted factors: Factor 1 r ( 2 . 2 6 8 )

= 0.179.

P = 0.8361; Factor 2 F(2.268) = 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 o f UCLA LS (Version
3) I' Factor 1 Function of Sexual Onentation & Gender
Extracted Factor i Sexual Orientation i Gender
' N
, Mean
Standard Deviation ;
Factor 1

~esbiani~a)-

Bisexual

, Heterosexual

Women
Men
, Total
: Women
Men
Total
Women
,

I

,
I

54

19.91

5.60

64

21.72

118

20.89
19.29
19.50
i9.33

5.51
5.62

21
6
27
75
54

Men

1

Total

i 129

1

18.43

4.20
6.02
4.53
5.12

10.13

5.73

19.14

5 413

TabIe 12.B Means of Subtotal Scores on the 3 Extracted Factors of UCLA LS (Version 3)
/ Factors 2 & 3 / Function of Sexual Orientation & Gender
i Emacted Factor I Sexual Orientation 1 Gender
1N
i Mean I Standard D e v i ~ o n;
,

factor 2

II L a b i d G a y
I Bisexual
I

Heterosexual

/ Women

,4$

i Total
IWomen
, Men
Total
Women
Men

Factor 3

LesbidGay

Bisexual

Heterosexual

Tod
Women
Men
Total

1 54

/ 12-19 / 3.27
: 64
/ 11.36 1 3.14
! 11% 1 12.28 3.19
I21
6
1 27
75
54
129
' 54

:

I

Women
Men

Total
Women
Men

Total

64
118
21
6
27
75
53
129

111.43
, 12.17
11.59
, 11.20
12.15
I 11.60
' 13.24
13.56
13.42
12.52
1133
12.26
12.3 1
12.41
12.35

I
1

'2.60
3.19
2.69
, 2.94
3.52
3.21
2.60
3.1 1
2.88
2.72
3.83
2.98
2.54
2.72
2.61
'

Di ffercntial Loneliness Scale (Entire Scale)
A two-way between subjects ANOVA 2x3 design was pefionned on the data of

this scale to compare the mean of total scores amongst the two sender and three sexual
orientation sub-cultural goups. Summary statistics for total scores on the Differential
Loneliness Scale as classifiedwithin gender categories are shown in Table 13.
Hypothesis 2.A stated that there was no statisticdiy significant gender effect on
the Differential Loneliness Scale mean total score.
Univariately, the effect of gender was statistically sigificant [F( 1,268) = 12.116.

P = 0.00 11. Thus, hypothesis 2.A was rejected.
Table 13 Means of Total Scores on the DLS i Function of Gender
Gender
IN
4fm
I Standard Deviation
Women
I 150
15.54
I 1153
Men
124
, 22.44
13-11
Total

' 274

: 18.66

1

12.72

Summary statistics for total scores on the Differential Loneliness Scale as
classified within sexual orientation categories are shown in Table 14.
Hypothesis 2.B stated that there was no statistically significant sexual orientation
effect on the Differential Loneliness Scale mean total score.
Univariately, 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/_gaygroups (P =
0.787).
Table 14 Means of Total Scores on the DLS , Function of Sexual Onentatlon
Sexual. ch~entahon U
Mean
Standard Deviation
LesbianIGay

Bisexual
Heterosexual

Total

-

118

11.20

27

1941

119
274

16.18

18.66

12.97
I1 11
12.41
12.72

Summary statistics for total scores on the Differential Loneliness Scale as
classified within sexuaf orientation and gender categories are shown 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
I Mean
1 Std. Deviation j
I

Orientation
Lesbian / Gay

Women

Men

' Total
Bisexual
Heterosexual

Women
Men
i Total
j Women
Men
1 Total

;

54
64
118
21
6
I 27
1 75
i 54

1 129

1 17.69
1 24.17
2120
1729
26.83
i 19.41
1 13.51
/ 19.89
1 16.18

I
/

12.03
13.08
1 12.97
1 10.51
! 10.68
111.11
1 11.21
i 13.12
I 12.41

i

I

1
I
1

I

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 statistically 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. hpthesis

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 I], and
'Group/Cornmunity' [F(I, 268) = 4.741, P = 0.03Oj relations.
Univariately, the effect of sender was not statistically significant on 'Familial'

Table 16 Means of Subtotal Scores on the DLS / Function of Gender
Sub-Scale

Familial
Friendship
Romantic-Sexual

1 Group/Comm~mity

i

/

Gender
Women
Men
Total
Women
Men
Total
Women

1 Men

1 Total
Women

Men
Total

( N

I 150

1 Mean
1 5.26

/ Standard Deviation

124
274
150
124
274
, 150
f 124
1 274
1 150
1 124
1 274

6.94
6.02
4.18
6.57
5-26
4.35
6.30
1 5.23
! 1.75
2.63
2.15

5.21
5.39
4.19
5.10
4.77
4.13
I 3.99
1 4.17
j 2.01
I 2.15
i 2.12

1 5.43

i
I

I

,
I

I

,
I

I

Summary statistics for subtotal (or sub-scale) scores on the Differential
Loneliness Scale as classified within sexual orientation categories are shown in Table 17.
Hypothesis 3.E stated that there was no statistically significant sexual orientation
effect on the Differential Loneliness Scale mean subtotal (or subscale) scores.
MuItivariateIy, the effect of sexual orientation was not statistically sigiftcant
[Wilks' Lambda = 0.946,F(8,530)= 1.865,P = 0.0631.Thus, failed to reject hypothesis

Univariately, the effect of sexual 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 lesbianigay group and the
heterosexual group (P = 0.001 ). UnivariateIy, a statistically significant mean difference
was not found between the bisexual and heterosexual groups (P = 0.loo),and the

bisexuaI and lesbianigay groups (P = 0.990)on this relation.
Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was not statistically significant for
'Friendship' [I?(?, 168) = 1.196,P = 0.3041,'Romantic-Sexual' F(2,268)= 1.199,P =

0.3031, and 'Group/Community' F(2,268) = 1.190, P = 0.3061relations.

Table 17 Means of Subtotal Scores on the DLS / Function of Sexual Orientation
Sexual Orientation
N
Mean
Standard Deviation
Sub-scale
LesbidGay
Bisexual
Heterosexual
Total
LesbidGay
1 Friendship
Bisexual
Heterosexual
!
I
Total
LesbiadGay
1 Romantic-Sexual
Bisexual
1
Heterosexual
II
. Total
I GroupICommun~ty ; Lesbian/Gay
1 Bisexual
/ Heterosexual
1
1 Total
Familial

!
I

i

1

I18
27
129
274
I ll8
f 27
129
274
118
27
I29

1 274

I118
127
1 119
I274

7.23
7.07
4.69
6.02
5.92
1 4.89
I 1.74
1 5-26
15-64
\ 5.30

4.85
j 5.23
12-42
12-15

1 1.91
12.15

I
I

I
I

1
1

5.40
5.68
5 -03
5.39
5.17
3.86
4.51
4.77
4.12
4.26
4.19
4.17

'

1i
I

1

i _.1 77

I
I

T
1

,I

I 1.75
1 2.08

i 2.12

I

Summary statistics for subtotal (or sub-scale) scores on the DitTerential
Loneliness Scale as classified within sexual orientation and gender categories are shown
in Table 18.

Hypothesis 2.F stated that there was no statistically significant gender by sexual
orientation interaction effect on the Differential Loneliness Scale mean subtotal (or subscale) scores.
Multivariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction et'fkct was not
statistically significant [Wilks' Lambda = 0.993. F(8,530) = 0.225, P = 0.9861. Thus,
failed to reject hypothesis 2. F.
Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction et'fect was not
statisticalIy significant for any of the 4 interpersonal relationships: -Familial' [F(7,168) =
0.054, P = 0.947; 'Friendship' [F(2,268) = 0.062, P = 0.9401: 'Romantic-Sexual- F(2,
268) = 0.544, P = 0.5811; and, 'Group/Community' F(2,268) = 0.029. P = 0.9711.

Table I8 Means of Subtotal Scores on the DLS 1 F-on
Gender
1 Sub-scale
!Sexual
I Gender I N

1 Orientation

t

Familial

LesbidGay

!

1

I

I

I

i Men
, Total
Bisexual

I

Heterosexual
--

. Friendship

I/ Women

LesbiadGq

Women
Men
' Total
Women
, Men
Total
, Women
' Men
I Total

Bisexual

Women

Men
Total

Women

HcterosexuaI

hien

Total

Romantic-Sexual

LesbidGay

Women

Men
Total
Women

Men
Total

Women

; Men
Tod

GrouplComrnuntty ' LesbianfGay

Women

Men
Toml
Bisexual

Women

t

: Women
Men
1

Total

I

I

Mean

54

1 6.46

T64
I 118
1 21

17.88

1

: Standard
i Deviation
5.47

16

'

1 27

1 7.07

15-29
' 5-44)
6.05
4.12
5.68

75
1 54

,

4.03
5.61

4-99

! I29

' 4.69

54
M

. 4.76

1

'

18
121
1 6

27
75
54
I29
, 54
64
118
21
6
1 27
i75
! 54
i 119
54
8

/ 7.23
6.57
8.83

I

-1.89

3.38
4.88
5.84

i 3.75

4.03

4.74
4.54
6.56

4.82
4.5 I
4-13
5.9 I

-5.64

4.12

: 4.48

4.15

8.17

5 -06

1 5.30

4.26
4. I 2

64
; 118
i 21
27
75
54

1.15
. 1-56
2.39

1129

I

1.91

i
!
1

1

I

5.17

I

'4.17
5.78
4.85
1.93
2.83
2.42
2.00

I

5.03
4.67
5.39

,424
7.17

I

I

4.99

i 6.91
. 5.92

s

Toml
Heterosexual

of S e d Orientation &

4.13
4.19
.

2.14

2.21
7.-77

I .58

1.75

2.03
2.07
2.08

New Factor Structure of Differential Loneliness ScaIe
A two-way between subjects MANOVA 2x3 design was performed 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 three sexual

I

.
I

orientation sub-cultural groups. Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the Differential
Loneliness Scale as classified 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( I, 268) = 8.54 I, P = 0.0041; Factor 3 [F( 1,268) = 4.604, P
= 0.0331;

Factor 4 [F(1,268) = 9.576, P = 0.0021; Factor 6 F ( l , 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( I , 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
Extracted Factor
Gender
'N
b1m
Standard Dewanon
I

Factor 1

Women

Factor 2

Total
Women

Men
Men
Total
Women

Factor 3

' Men
-

Factor 4
Factor 5

, Total

-

:

Women

i

Men

:

Total
Women

i ,Men
/ Total
Factor 6

j Women
i

Men

; Total

Factor 7

' Women
Men

I

'
!
1

L

I

Factor 8

1

Total
Women

1 Men
1

Total

150
124
274
150
124
I 174
150
124
274
150
124
! 274
1 150
! I24
: 274
! 150
114
274
150
124
274
I I50
j 124
' 274
3

4.58

5.11

5.90

4.86

5.18
' 3.85
5.35
4.53
, 1.05
1 .&$
1.41
0.58
1.17
0.85
0.76
: 0.94

5.03
3.77

'

0.84

3.45

' 3.70
,

1.9I
'

1.71
0.95
1.30

:

1.16
1.09

i 1.09
,

: 0.26
0.58
0.41
1.16
' 1.47
1.30
1.19
1 1.88
1-50

1.43

,

1.09
0.74
1.1 1
0.94
1.08
1-05

1.08
1.23
/ 1.39
I 1.35

8

Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the Differential Loneliness Scale as
ciassified within sexual orientation categories are shown in Tables 20.A and 20.B.
Multivariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant [Wilks'
Lambda = 0.902, F( 16,532) = 1-721, P = 0.0391.
Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant for
Factor 1 iF(2.268) = 5.661. P = 0.0041 and Factor 8 [F(2, 268) = 5.986. P = 0.0031. Post
hoc test (Scheffe) indicated a statistically significant mean difference on Factor 1
between the Iesbimgay ~ o u and
p the heterose.wa1 group (P = 0.003). Statistically
significant mean differences were not found on Factor 1 amongst the bisexual and
heterosexual groups ( P = 0. I4 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). Statistically
significant mean differences were not found on Factor 8 amongst the bisexual and
heterosexual groups (P= 0.721), and the bisexual and lesbiawgay soups (P= 0.404).
Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was not statistically significant on
the remaining 6 e m c t e d factors: Factor 2 [F(2.268) = 0.943, P = 0.39 I]; Factor 3 [F(2,
268) = 0.1 19, P = 0.8881: Factor 4 [F(2,268) = 1.594, P = 0.2051: Factor 5 [F(3.268) =
0.273, P = 0.7611: Factor 6 [F((2,268)= 1.764. P = 0.1731; 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 Sexual Orientation
IN
, Mean
i Standard Deviation
i
MiadGay
) 118
1 620
/ 5.08
I
( Factor 1
6.11
, 5.32
1
B i d
1 27
I

I

Heterosexual

I Total

i

129

4-04

1 274

1 5.18

4-71
j 5-03

I

Table 20.B Means of Subtotal Scores on the 8 Extracted Factors of the DLS / Factors 2
8 / Function of Sexual Orientation
I Extracted Factor
Standard kiarion
i
SdOrientatioa I N
1 Mean
LesbianlGay
i 118
i4.82
3.61
/ Factor 2
1
3.75
Bisexual
I 27
! 4.67
Heterosexual
/ 129
1 4.23 i 3.77
I
1
Total
1
274
1
4.53
/
3.70
!
IFactor 3
j LesbianlGay
I I18
/ 1.53
I 1.84
1 Bisexual
1 27
! 1.30
/ 1.23
j Heterosed
I I29
1 1.2 : 1.67
1 Total
274
1 1.41
1 1.71
Factor 4
I LesbianIGay
118
1.04
I 1.30
1 Bisexual
27
! 0.56
/ 0.85
Heterosexual
129
0.73
: 1.05
274
0.85
11.16
, Total
Factor 5
LesbianIGay
I18
I 0.90
1.11
I Bisexual
27
0.85
0.82
I Heterosexual
1 129
I 0.78
' 1.12
I Total
274
I 0.84
1.09
Factor 6
' LesbimGay
I I8
0.54
1 1.15
Bisexual
27
0.33
' 0.68
Heterosexual
129
i 0.29
I 0.75
Total
274
: 0.41
0.94
Factar 7
LesbianiGay
118
120
' 1.09
Bisexual
27
1.41
I .OS
Heterosexual
129
1.28
I 1.08
274
1.30
1.08
Total
Factor 8
I LesbianlGy
118
I 1.81
1-34
Bisexual
27
: 1-44
1 .28
[ Heterosexual
I L29
1.2
' 1.29
1 Total
1 274
j t.50
I 1.35

-

I

r

I

I

3

'

8

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 [Wilks7Lambda = 0.919, F(16,522) = 1.406, P = 0.1333.
Univariately, the gender by sexual 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

t

Table 2 I .A Means of Subtotar Scores on the 8 Extracted Factors of the DLS i Factors 1 4 :Function of Sexual Onentation & Gender
Extracted Factor 1 Sexual Onentanon Gender
j N 1 Mean
i Std. Deviauon
I
Factor I
I LesbianIGay
Women
154 15.61
1 5.18
64 I 6.70
Men
/ 4.89
I
t18 16.20
1 5.08
Total
Bisexual
21 ] 5.86
1 5.63
Women
'

1
i

I
I

d

I

I
I

j Heterosexual
I

(

j Factor 2

1

LesbianIGay

I

Bised

i

Heterosexual

I

I
i

!
I

j

Factor 3

I

1 Lesbian/Gay
!
r

Bisexual

j Heterosexual
1

i
I

I

i Men
[ Total
! Women

I Men
i~ o t d
I

:

1 LesbianiGay

i Total
iWomm
i Men

I TotaI

Bi=d

I Heterod

1

75
54

17-00
16-11
1 3.48
1 4.81

1 129 / 4.04
,3.94

154
164

15.56

1 118 ! 4.82
1 21 1 4.05
16
1 27
175
i 54

[ 6.83
4.67

13.72

! 4.94

1

i 4.38
; 5.31
1 4.65
i 4.71
3.74
3.35
I

3.61

2.79
3.79
3.82
3.6 I
; 3.77

'

1 LM~II

! 21 :

: 1.22

16

1

1 Total
! Women

j 27
! 75

I Women

i 54

1.24
11-50
; 1-30
' 0.83
1 2.00

l Total

: I29

,

/ Women

I

1.32

i 0.72
1.31

Men

j 64

Total
Women

1118 1.04
i 21 I 0.38
! 6 1 1-17
1 27 I 0.56
1 75 / 0.53
54 i 1.00
- 129 1 0.73

i Men
I

54

Total
Women
Men

i Total

,

! 3.81

I
1

1

I

I 4.74

129 j 4.23
54 1 1.28
164 11.73
l 118 1 1.53

! Women
I Men

i

I
!

Women
Men

Men

I

t

I

27

I

1
I

6

i Totd
i Women

! Total

!

1I

1 Men

1.66

1.96

: 1.84

1

1.38

I

1.23

t

1.29
: 1.90
I .67
1.12
1.39

1 .30
0.59
i

I

1

I
L

1.33

, 0.85

0.89

1.20

I

1 t.05

i

Table 21 .BMeans of Subtotal Scores on the 8 Exaacted Factors of the DLS 1 Factors 5
- 8 1 Function of Sexual Orientation & Gender
! Extracted Factor I S
d Orientation Gender
I N I Mean
; Std. Deviation
i w o m ~ l i s 4 io.76
I 1-08
I Factor 5

i LabidGay

L

I

B i d

I

Men
Total
Women

I

Men

I Heterosexual

Total
Women
~ v ~ e n

Total
Women
Men
Total

LesbianlGay

Factor 6

Women
Men

Factor 7

Heterosexual

Total
Women
Men

LesbianIGay

Women

Men
,

Bisexual

Total
Women
hien
TotaI

Heterosexual
Factor 8

Women
Men
Total
Women

LesbianIGay
I

I

Men
Total

Bisexual

Women
Men
Total

Heterosexual

Women

I

i
I

1

Mefi
Total

i63
t 118
I 21
6
I 27
I 75
155
, 129
'54

0.81
I 0.89
0.82
, 1.18
1.06
1.12
' 0.89
1.52
1.15
0.5 1
0.98
0.68
0.66
0.81

54 ' 1.17
64
1.11
118 ' 1.30
21
1.24
6
' 2.00
27
1.41
1 75
1 1-13
54 i 1.48
1119 11.28
54 ; 1.46
i
2-11
I18 1 1.81
. 21 I 1.05
6
2.83
2 7 ' 1.44
75 , 1.03
! 54
1.50
I29 : 1.22

1.11
1.06
1.09
1.04
0.89
1.05
I.08
1.06
1.08
1-22
1.42
1.36
1.07
0.98
1.28
1.25
l.5 l
1.29

I 1-11
I

1

s

'

'

I

I

I

I 1.13

11.02
10.90
1 0.81
;LOO
0.85
0.75
10.83
I 0.78
10.35
64 ! 0.70
1 i18 10.55
21 10.19
0.83
6
17 1 0.33
0.21
75
54 1 0.41
I

I

'

Coping Questionnaire
A two-way between subjects MANOVA 2x3 design was performed on the data

of this scale to compare the mean of 5 subtotal (or sub-scale) scores amongst the two
gender and three sexual orientation sukdtural groups. Please note that the sample size

I

for the Coping Questionnaire is smaller than that found for the loneliness scales due to
missing data Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the Coping Questionnaire as
classified within gender categories are shown in Table 22.
H-vpothesis 3.A stated that there was no statistically significant gender effect on
the Coping Questionnaire mean subtotal (or sub-scale) scores.
Multivariately, the effect of gender was not statistically significant [Withis'

Lambda = 0.989, F(5.235)

= 0.544,

P = 0.7431. Thus, failed to reject hypothesis 3.A.

Univariately, the effect of sender was not statistically significant for any of the 5
coping strategy categories: 'Self-Enhancing Behaviors'

F(I, 239) = 0.041, P = 0.8393:

*BehavioralProblem-Solving' [F( I, 239) = 0.254, P = 0.6151; 'Redefining Problem' IF(1.
339) = 0.001, P = 0.9691; 'Distraction' [F(l, 239) = 1.128,P = 0.2891; and, 'Cognitive

Problem-Solving' [F( I. 239) = 1.062,P = 0.3041.
Table 22 Means of Subtotal Scores on the Coping Strategies i Funct~onof Gender

1 c o p h Stratem
~
C~UWO~~
I Self-Enhancing Behaviors

I Gender

/

1

Women
Men
/ Total
1 Women

1

1

/

1

1 Men

Behavioral Problem-Solving

Men

N
135
110
245

i Mean

I Std.

,

1 28.11

1 8.29
/ 8.97
!

8.60

,

I35

1 28-42
1 27.12

1

7.62

I

1 7.28

( 16.36

i 5.57

110

1 29.19

1 28.80

Deviation

Summary statistics for subtotaI scores on the Coping Questionnaire as classified
within sexual orientation categories are shown in Table 23.

1

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, failed to reject hypothesis

Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was not statistically significant for

any of the 5 coping strategy categories: 'Self-Enhancing Behaviors' [F(2,239) = 0.519, P
= 0.5961:-Behavioral Problem-Solving'

fF{2,239) = 2.41 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 Strategies / Function of Sexual
Orientation
- Sexual Orientation
N
* Mean
Std. Deviation
Coping Straregv Category
LabidGay
104 i 29.22
8.98
Self-Enhancing Behaviors
... .
. .
.

Bisexual

Behav~oralProblem-Solving

Heterod
Total
LesbianlGay
Bisexual
Heterose?tual

TomI
Redefining Problem

. Lesbian/Gw

Bis&

Disuacnon

'

Cognittve Problem-Solving

Heterosexual
Total
LesbldGay
Bisexual
Heterosexual
Total
LesbianlGay

Bisexual
Heterosexual
TotaI

24
I 17
245
104
24
117
145
104
24
117
245
!I04
24
1117
245
104
24
I

,

I

I17
245

i 29.46
I 28.28
; 28.80
I 28.75
j 28.96
1 26.79
27.84
11.01
12.67
71.38
21.35
17.29
! 17.67
,16.56
16.98
1 17.82
18.46
1 17.62
1 t7.78

8.72
8.26
8.60
7.64
7.28
7.29
7.48
7.19
6.82
7 IS
7.11
5.01
' 5.99
5.36
5.27
, 5-00
4.81
4.55
4.76

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.

i

I

i

I

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 statistically
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 heterosexual group [F(1,239) = 4.95, P = 0.0271. There was no
statisticaHy significant gender effect for the -RedefiningProblem' coping strateg
category for the lesbianlgay group IF(1,239) = 1.89, P = 0.1711 and the bisexuaI group

[F(I, 239) = 0. I I. P = 0.7401. Furthermore, there was no statistically significant sexual
orientation effect 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 categories: -Self-Enhancing
Behaviors' [F(1,239) = 0.536, P = 0.5861; 'Behavioral Problem-Solving' IF(?. 339) =
0.244, P = 0.7831; 'Distraction' F(2,239) = 2.699, P = 0.0691; and, 'Cognitive ProblemSolving' [F(2,239) = 0.685, P = 0.5051.
TabIe 24-A Means of Subtotal Scores on the Coping Strategies 1 Function of Sexual
Orientation & Gender
' Coping Strategy Category i Sexual Orientation i Gender / N / Mean I Std Dewation
I Self-EnhancingBehaviors
iI LesbidGay
Women 1 51 1 29.16 j 8.45
I
1 53 1 2928 1 9.54
Men
I
I

I

i

Total

/

104

1 29.22

[ 8.98

1
1

Table 24.B Means of Subtotal Scores on the Coping Strategies 1 Function of Sexual
Orientation & Gender
I Coping Strategy Category
i SexuaI Orientation I Gender I N I Mean I Std. Deviation
I Self-Enhancing Behaviors
I Bisexual
i Women 1 19 / 29.26 i 8.47
I
: Men
5
1 3030 1 10.64
/ Total / 24 I 29.46 , 8.72
\

'

(

Heterosexual

I Women
I

Behavioral Problem-Solving , LesbiadGay

Men

1 65 1 29.20
; 52 , 27.13

117
, 51
Men
/ 53
Total
! I04
Women 1 19
Men
5
Total
24
Women 65

i 28.28
, 29.3 l
2821 '
1 28.75 1
1 28.79 1
19.60
1 28.96
17.62

TotaI
i 1 17
Women , 51
blcn
53
Total
104
Women 19

1

j Total
, Women

,
BisexuaI

t

HeterosexuaI

8

,

Redefining Problem

LesbranJGay

I

Bisexual

Heterose?rual

Distraction

Lesbian/Gay

Total
Women
Men
Total
Women

'

:

Men

: Total
B~saual
Heterosexual

Women
Men
Total
Women

Men
LesbianGay

Women
Men

Bisexual

Total
Women

Men
. Heterosexual

Total
Women

Men
Total

24
65
52
I17
51
53
104
19

'

1

,F

Total
Cognitive Problem-Solvtng

I

1

24
65
52
I17
51
53
I04
19
5
34
65
52
1I7

-

,

8.24
8-22
8.26
8.02
7.29
7.64
7.22
8.35
7.28
7.4;

36.79 7.29
20.04 6.69
21.94 7.58
21.01 , 7.19
22.42 ' 5.92
22.67
22.68
19 75
31.38
16.98
17.28
17.29
17 89
16.80
17.67
17 75
15.08
16.56
17.67
17.96
17.82
18.95
16.60
18.46
17.95
17.19
17.62

,

6.82
7.4
6.43
7.13
5.12
4.92
5.01
5.28
8.93
5.99
4.83
5.67
5-36
4.97
5.07
5.00
1.06
7.30
1.81
1.57
4-53
1.55

i
I

I

New Factor Structure of Co~inerOuestionnaire

A two-way between subjects MANOVA 2x3 design was performed on the data

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 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 statistically significant [Wilks'
Lambda = 0.974. F(5,235) = l .Z3I, P = 0.2951.
Univariately, the effect of gender was not statistically significant for any of the 5
e m c t e d 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( I, 239) = 1.0 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 Factor
d
Gender i N
Mean
Std. Deviation
8

Factor I

Women
, Men

Factor 2
Factor 3

Factor 4

Total
Women
Men
Total
Women
Men
Total
I Women
.Men
I Total
Women
I

Factor 5
4

I135
1110
! 745

135
4

I

1
i
'

I

1

1

1

' TMen
ot.

I

110
245
135
110
245
135
110
245
135
110
245

'41.64
'38.75
40.34
35.58
34.10
34-91
1446
14-10
I 14.30
' 2926
128.28
i 28.82
j 14.84
! 15-64
1510

'

12.29
13.OO
12.67

10.03
9 25
9.70
6.16
6.11
6.13
8.59
8.74
8.65
5.85
5.94
i 5.89

t

Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the Coping Questionnaire as classified
wittun sexual orientation categories are shown in Table 26.

I
I
7

Multivariately, the effect of sexual orientation was not statistically 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 extracted factors: Factor 1 F(2,239) = 1.083, P = 0.3301; Factor 2 F(2.
239) = 0.0 to, 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
Extracted Factor
i SexuaI Orientation I N
I Mean
1 Std. Deviation ,
Factor 1
1 LesbianiGay
1 104
1 40.72
j 13.28
I
42.63
1 13.04
i Bisexual
1 24
39.54
i 12.07
I
I I17
Heterosexual
/ Total
I

7

/

Factor

I

I Factor 3
L
1

i

1

1 Factor 4

1 Bisexual
:~otal
1 LesbidGay

Bisexual
Heterosexual
1 Total

I LesbiadGay
Bisexual
Heterosacual
Total

Factor 5

I

LesbianiGay

Bisexual
Heterod
Total

j 24

I 35.79

/

1 34.91

245
104
! 24
1117
1 245
/ 104
! 24
1 117
1 245
1 104
1 24
1 117
1 245

/

1

15.61
11529
112.93
114.30
1 29.57
1 30.71
27.77
28.82
! 15.27
14.96
15.18
1520

9.70

I

I 6.20

LI

17.17
; 5.57
16.13
i 8.20
1 8.19
1 9.06
1 8.65
i 5.99
5.92
5.85
1 5.89

I

I
I

i
I
I

I

I

I
1

Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the Coping Questionnaire as classified
within sexual orientation and gender categories are shown in Tables 17.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 lesbianjgay group [F( I, 239) =
10.30, P = 0.0021. There was no statistically significant gender effect for Factor 5 for the
bisexual [F(I, 239) = 0.29, P = 0.5901 and heterosexual [F(1,239) = 3.05, P = 0.0821

-soups. Furthermore, there tvas a statistically significant sexuai 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 =
0.0571.
Univariately. the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not
statistically significant for the remaining 4 extracted factors: Factor I [F(2, 239) = 1.705,

P = 0.1841; Factor 2 [F(1.239) = 0.382, P = 0.7531; Factor 3 F(2,239) = 0.905. P =
0.4061; an4 Factor 4 [F(2,239) = 0.643, P = 0.5271.
Table 27.A Means of Subtotal Scores on the 5 Extracted Factors of the CQ i Factor li
Function of Sexual Orientation & Gender
Mean i Srd. Deviation '
[ Extracted Factor
Sexual Orientation
Gender
iN

1 Factor 1

I LesbianIGay
1

I Bisexual

1 Women

i

1 Men

I

1
I

!

-

I Women
I Total

I1 ~ e t e r o ~ d

I Total

1 51

41.06

1 13.21

i 104

1 13.28

119
15

40.72
/ 41.79
i 45.80

i24

1

i42-63

i13.04

/

I

i 11.66
i 1 1.92
i 12.07

I

I Women 1 65
Men
Total

! 52
I 1 I7

42.06
1 36.38
I 39.54

1

1 I240

16-42

i

Table 27.B Means of Subtotal Scores on the 5 Extracted Factors ofthe CQ / Factors 2 5 / Function of Semi Orientation & Gender
f 3 m t e dFactor
Gender
1N
M a 1 Std. Deviation i
Women 1 51
1 35.08 j 10.52
Mm
i 53 f 34.64 8.85
Total
1
104 i 34.86 1 9.66
I
I

~ylal~~tation

I

4

1

Bisexual

I

I

l

Women
Men

1 19

1 36.53

5
24
65
52

133.00
I 35.79
1 25.69
1 33.65
I 34.79

Total
Hererasexual

Women
Men

I

' Total

Factor j

, Lesbian/Gay

I

1

Women
Men

Total
Bisexual

'

:

:

Women
Men
Total
Women

Men
Total

Factor

,

'5
124
; 65
:5
I17

1

12.93
19.31
29.81
19.57
31.32
28.40

'

Women

1

j 28.62
1 26.71

' 52

Total

i 117
151

'Women

!i

I

1! Bisexual
I

Heterosexual

.

65

Men

Men
Total
Women
Men
Total
Womcn
--

~ e n

Total

5;
I04
, 19
, 5
' 24
65
: 52
117

9.67

5.80
5.57
8.02
8.U
8.20
7.27
' 1 1.80

'

'

:

I 2.42

15

Heterosexual

6.51

;7.!7

Men

51
53
104
19

1

,17.77
IL3.11
117.06
1 15.27
/ 14-63
1 16.20
. 14.96
- 16.02
i 14-13
; 15.18

I

6.20
,

:I529
3.34

Women

/ LesbianGay

~

19

15-84
' 15.38
'15.61
; 15.58
i 18.00

Bisexual

I

i

53
'104
,

1

Women
hlen
Total

i

I
'

117

1 51

LesbianlGay

I

Factor 5

,

10.38
13.LO
10.79
i 9.67
9.42
I 9 57
6.75
5.67
'

: 5.39

9.26
8.64
19.06
15.68
15.78
' 5.99

5.25
8.67
5.92
5.96
i 5.58
i 5.85

1

-

Analyses (2x2Design) of Sub-CulturaI Group (Gender & Sexual Orientation) Scores
As mentioned in the precmry chapter, two-way between subjects ANOVAs

2x2 design [(female and male), (lesbiadgay and heterosexual)] were furthermore
performed on the data of the two loneliness scates. Additionally, two-way between

I

subjects MANOVAS 2x2 design were likewise performed on the data of all three scales.
Once mote, the specific analyses conducted will be reported under each labeled
subsection.
An alpha level of .05 was selected for these statistical tests. Simple effects testing
was performed 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 effect on
the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) mean total score.
Univariately, the effect of gender was not statisticallv significant [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) ; Funct~onof Gender
Gender
, N
blm
- Standard Deviation
Women
129 ' 43.36
10.04
Men

Total

,

118
247

1

46.29
44.76

10.90
10.54

Summary statistics for total scores on the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version j) as
classified within sexual orientation categories are shown in Table 29.
Hypothesis 1.Bstated that there was no statistically signiticant sexual orientation
effect on the UCLA Loneliness ScaIe (Version 3) mean total score.
Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant IF(I.

243) = 5.676, P = 0.0183. Thus, hypothesis 1.Bwas rejected

Table 29 Means of Total Scores on the UCLA LS (Version 3) 1 Function of Sexual
Orientation
: Sexual Orientation / N
I Mean
I Standard Deviation
1 LesbianlGay
I 118
1 46.58
( 10.73
I Heterosexuai
1 129
/ 43.09
1 10.13
I Total
I 247
44.76
1 10.54

I
I
I

f

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

Tabie 30 Means of Total Scores on the UCLA LS (Version 3) as a Function of Sexual
Orientation & Gender
i S d Orientation / Gender
iN
I Mean
/ Standard Deviation

I LesbiadGay
I

I Heternmud
I

j 54

/ 45.33

Men

j 64

Total
Women
Men
~otal

1 118

/ 47.64
1 46.58

I Women

1

' 75

54
_ 129

1 10.65
1 10.76
10.73
9.40

41.93
44.69

43.09

i

LO.%
10.13

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
via factor analysis in the present study) amongst the two gender and two sexual

orientation sukultural groups. Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the UCLA
Loneliness Scale (Version 3) as classified within gender categories are shown in Table

I

Multivariately, the effect of gender was statistically significant pilks' Lambda =

Univariately, the effect of gender was statistically significant for Factor 1[F( 1,

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 31 Means of Subtotal Scores on the 3 Extracted Factors of UCLA LS (Version 3) I
Function of Gender
Extracted Factor
Standard Deviation
Gender
/ N
I Mean
,
Factor 1
1 129
1 19.05
5.36
Women
118
1 20.99 1 5.66
/ Men

I1 Factor 2
I

Factor 3

1
I

I

1

I ~otal
! Women

I Men

i Total
I Women
/ Men
1 Total

i 5.58

247
129

1 19.98

1 Its

! 12.26

1 3.30

1 247

111.92

129
118
247

1

12.70

I

13.03

13.21
, 2.60
t 2.98

1 12.86

1 2.79

/

1

11.6t

I

i3.11

.I

!

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 significant [Wilks'
Lambda = 0.961, F(3,241) = 3.300, P = 0.02Ij.
Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statisticajly significant 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 Orientation I N
1 Mean / Standard Deviation
I
j Factor 1

/

!

i Heterosexual
I Total
i LesbiantGay
Heterosexual
Total
LesbiadGay
Heterosexual
Total

i

I Factor 2
Factor 3

LesbianlGay

1

I

118

129
247

1 20.89

1 19.14

1

19.98

1 118

1 12-28

! 129

i11.60

247
118
129
247

11.92
13.42
12.35
12.86

'

1 5.62

5.43
5.58
3-19
13-11
13.21
1 2-88
j 2.61
; 2.79

i
I
I

,

Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3)

as classified within both sexual orientation and gender categories are shown in Tables
33.A and 33.B.

Multivariately. the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not
statistically significant [Wilh' Lambda = 0.987,F(3,24 1) = 1.090,P = 0.3531.
Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not
statistically significant for any of the 3 extracted factors: Factor I [F(I , 243) = 0.006,P =

0.9391;Factor 2 [F( I, 243) = 0.889,P = 0.337; and, Factor 3 [F(1.243) = 0.098,P =

Table 33.A Means o f Subtotal Scores on the 3 Extracted Factors of UCLA LS (Version
3 ) / Factors 1 & 2 !Function of Sexual Orientation & Gender
Extracted Factor
Sexual Orienracion Gender
N
Mean
St& Deviation
Factor 1
LesbianlGay
Women
54
19.91
5.60
Men
64 21.71
5.54
TO^
118 1 20.89
5.62
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
I 12.19
3.27
I
Men
1 64 ; 1236
5-14
Total
1 118 1 1228
' 3.19
Heterosexual
Women 1 75
1 120
2-94
Men
54
1 12.15
3-57
i
I Total
i 129 1 11.60
3.21

1

I

I

t

8

i

Table 33.B Means of Subtotal Scores on the 3 Extracted Factors of UCLA LS (Version
3) / Factor 3 / Function of Sexual Orientation & Gender
N
Mean
Std Deviation
m e d Factor . Sexual Orientation Gender
2.60
1
Women
54 1324
LesbidGay
Factor 3
3.1 1
I
Men
64
13.56
Heterosexual

1

Total
Women
Mcn
Total

118
75

13.42

2.88

I

1 1231

1 2.54

12.41
1235

1 2.72

I

i 2.61

I

54

129

I

Differential Loneliness Scale (Entire Scale)
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 sukultural groups. Summary statistics for total scores on the Differential
Loneliness Scale as classified within gender categories are shown in Table 34.
Hypothesis 2.A stated that there was no statistically significant gender effect on
the Differential Loneliness Scale mean total score.
Univan'ately, the effect of gender was statistically significant [F(1,243) = 16.536,
P = 0.0001. Thus, hypothesis 2.A was rejected

Table 34 Means of Total Scores on the DLS / Function of Gender
Mean
/ Standard Deviation
N
15.26
1 11.70
I29
22.21
/ 1322
118
247
18.58
1 12.90
TotaI

;Gender
i Women
1 en

i

I

Summary statistics for total scores on the Differential Loneliness Scale as
classified within sexual orientation categories are shown in Table 35.
Hypothesis 2.8 stated that there was no statistically significant sexual orientation

effect on the Differential Loneliness Scale mean total score.
Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant [F(1,
243) = 7.149, P = 0.008]. Thus, hypothesis 2.B was rejected

Tabfe 35 Means of Total Scores on the DLS / Function of Sexual Orientation
Sexual Orientation
LesbidGav

Heterosexual
-Total

1N

I~ e 8 n

I 118

I 2120

!

1

129

1 247 1

16.18
18.58

Standard Deviation
i 12-97
12.4 1
12-90

i

i

Summary statistics for total scores on the Differential Loneliness Scate as
classified within sexual orientation and gender categories are shown in Table 36.
H-vpotfresis2.C stated that there was no statisticaIIy significant gender by sexual
orientation interaction effect on the DDifferential LoneIiness Scale mean total score.
Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not

statistically sipificant [F( 1,743) = 0.001, P-0.9741. Thus, failed to reject hypothesis

Table 36 Means of Total Scores on the DLS i Function of Sexual Orientation & Gender
Sexual Orientation

Gender

LesbianGay

Women
billen
Tod

,
Heterosexual
-

Women
hien
, Total

?i
53

64
118
75
54
119

%lean
17.69
25-17
2 1.20
13.5 1
19.89
16-13

Std. Devranon .
12.03
13.08
12.97

lI.21
1.: 12
12.4 1

Differentia[ Loneliness Scale [Sub-Scafes of Scatel
A two-way between subjects MANOVA 2X2 design was performed on the data
o f this scaie to compare the mean of 4 subtotal (or sub-scale) scores amongst the two

-gender and two sexual orientation sub-cultural -groups. Summat?, statistics for subtotal (or
sub-scale) scores on the Differential Loneliness ScaIe as classified within gender
categories are shown in Table 37.
Hypothesis 2. D stated that there was no statistically significant gender effect on

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

Multivariately, the effect of gender was 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 all four
interpersonal relationships: 'Familial' [F( I, 243) = 5.074, P = 0.0251; 'Friendship'

1.

243) = 13.820, P = 0.0001; 'Romantic-Sexual' [F( I, 243) = 12.0 17, P = 0.00 I]; and,
'GroupiCommunity' [F( 1,243) = 10.197, P = 0.001].
Table 37 Means of Subtotal Scores on the DLS i Function of Gender
/ Sub-scale
Standard Deviation
! Gender
1N
1 Mean

1 Familial

i Women

I

II

;

I Friendship
i
I

Romannc-Sexual

Men

Toml
j Women

f

, Men

I

I Total

1 247

/

Women

l Men

i Total

1

1

1

GrouplCommunity

i

1 Women
1 Men

1 Total

I
I

129
118
247
129
118

I 129

1 118
I 247
/ 129

I 118
1 247

I 5.22

532
5.26
5.35
4.32
5.13
I 4.86
1 4.12
1 4.01
1 4.17

/

i 2.08

5.05
6.84
5.90
4.17
1 6.54
1 5.30
/ 4.23
1 6.20

/

1.71
2.63

1 2.15

2.15
j 2.16
1

4
1

1

i
1
I

I

+

,

Summary statistics for subtotal (or subscale) scores on the Differential
Loneliness Scale as classified within sexual orientation categories are shown in Table 38.
Hypothesis 1.E stated that there was no statistically significant sexual orientation
effect on the Differential Loneliness Scale mean subtotaI (or sub-scale) scores.
MultivariateIy, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant

[Wilks7Lambda = 0.951, F(4,240) = 3.1 15, P = 0.0 161. Thus,hypothesis 2.E was
rejected.
Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant for
'Familial' relations [F(l, 243) = 12.485, P = O.OOO].

Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was not statistically significant for
'Friendship' F(1,243) = 2.2 19, P = 0.1383, '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-scale
! S e d Orientation I N
i Mean I Standard Deviation
Familial
LesbidGav
1 I18
; 7.23
! 5.40
i

Heterosexual

LesbiadGay
Heterosexual
Tod
, LesbianGay
Heterosexual

I29
247
118
129
1 247
i 118
, 129

Heterosexual
Total

129
247

/ Total
, Friendship

,

L

I

Romantic-Sexual

I

4.69
5.90
/ 5.92
! 4.74
5.30
' 5.64
, 4.85

1

j1.91
2.15

12-08
! 2.16

I

1

5.03

1 5.35
/ 5.17
1 4.51
1 4.86
j 1.12
1 4.19

I

Summay 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 subtoul (or subscale) scores.
Multivariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not
statistically significant [Wilks' Lambda = 0.998, F(4,240) = 0. 11 I, 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/CommunityTF(I, 243) = 0.0 18, P = 0.8933.

Table 39 Means of Subtotal Scores on the DLS 1 Function of Sexual Orientation &
Gender
i Sub-scale
1 Sexual Orientation 1 Gender
IN
1 Mean
I Std Deviation
j Familial
I LesbianlGay
! Women / 54 1 6.46
i 5.47
1 Men
1@
1 7.88
! 5.19
i Total
! 118 17.23
1 5.40
/ Women i 75
/ 4-03
i 4.99
/ Heterosexual
1 1.99
: Men
i54
15-61

I
1
I

II

,

I

I

1 Total
' Women

Friendship

Men
Heterosemal

TotaI
, Women

! 139

i 4.76

164

16.91

I
1

Men

Total
Romantic-Sexual

LesbianGay

Women

Men

Total
Heterosexual

Women
Men
Total

Group/Community LesbiadGaq-

Women

Heterosexual

TotaI
Women

Men
Men
Total

1 4.69

i 54

:

118
75
54
129

I 5.92

54
65

4.54
1 6.56

118

15.64

.7S

54
129
54
64
118
75
54
I29

3.75
i 6.11
i 4.74
I

'4.17
5.78
4.85
! 1.93
2.83
2.12
1.56
' 2.39
1.91

I

I

5.03
1.67
5.39
5.17
4.03
1.82
4.5I
4.13
3.91
4.12
4. I3
4.13
1.19
2.14
2.21

-.-7 77
2.03
2.07
2.08

New Factor Structure of Differential Loneliness ScaIe
A two-way between subjects MANOVA 2x2 design was performed 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. Summary 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 stah~ti~ally
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( I, 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
Gender
N
1 Mean
Standard Deviation
;
Extracteci Factor
Gender
129
1 19.05
5.36
Women
Factor 1
1
5.66
118
1 20.99
Men
1 247
[ 19.98
1 5.58
1 Total
\ 129
1 11.61 1 3.11
1 Womm
/ Factor 2
1
1 Mm
1 118
12.26
1 3.30
I
' Total
, 247
111.92
!321
Factor 3
Women
/ 129
1 12.70
/ 2.60
Men
! 118
/ 13.03
/ 2.98
Total
1 247
/ 12.86
1 2.79
I Wornen
i 129
i 0.61
1 0.99
Men
1 118
( 1.17
1 1.31
I
247
1 0.88
j 1-19
~otd
l Factor S
Women
129
/ 0.75
1 1.13
Men
il8
1 0.93
/ 1.10
Total
1 247
1 0.84
1.12
0.77
0.27
129
Factor 6
Women
1.12
0.57
Men
Il8
1
0.4
O
.%
Total
247
1
1 Factor 7
Women
1 129
1 1.15
, 1.09
I
1 .O6
Men
1 118
1 1.44
1.29
1 .O8
Total
1 247
1
2
1
1-1.25
Wornen
1 129
1 Factor 8
1
!
1
.
8
3
'
1.40
Men
!
II8
i
t
I
' 1.36
1.5 1
Total
247
1
i

i

1

l

I
I

1
!

7

f

1

Summaq statistics for subtotal scores on the Differential Loneliness Scale as
classified within sexuai orientation categories are shown in Table 4 1
Multivanately, the effect of sexud orientation was statistically significant [Wilks'

Lambda = 0.930, F(8,236) = 2.207, P = 0.0281.

Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant for 3
extracted factors: Factor I

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
extmcted factors: Factor 2 [F(1,243) = 2.125, P = 0.1461; Factor 4 [F( 1,213) = 2.864, 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 Onentation
t Extmcted Factor

I Factor I

Sexual Orientation
[ LesbianIGay

I

i Heterosexual
Total

Factor 2

I
I

1
I

LesbiadGay

Heterosexual
Total

j LesbianJGay

1 Factor 3

IN

/

118
1 129
i247
I I18
1129
1247
1118

Heterosexual
Total

if29

I Factor 4

I LesbiadGay

1
1

! Heterosexual
1 Total
I LesbidGay

1 118
i129
! 247

I

1

I

Heterosexual
Total

I

I

/1

LesbianlGay

Heterosexual
Tad

I

I Factor 7

1

LesbianlGay

i

I

Heterosexual
Total
LesbianlGay

1 ~acfor8

!

Heterosexual

1 Toral

/ 247

1118
1 129
1 247
I118
1129

1 247

i

118
1129
1 247
1 118
('129
t247

IMean
/ 20.89
/ 19.14
(19.98
112.28
111.60
i 11.92
113.42
11235
I 12.86
1 1.04
10.73
/ 0.88
10.90
/ 0.78
1 0.84
10.54
10.29
! 0.41
11.30
11-18
/ 1.29
1.81

11.22
/1.51

i

Standard Devianon

1 5.62
, 5.43
i 5.58

j 3.19
! 3-21
3-21
I 2.88

I

,

I

,
i

2.6 1
1 2.79

1.30
1.05
1 1.19
i 1.11
1 1.12
! 1.12
1.15
0 73
0.%
1.09
I.08
' 1.08
1.36
I 1.29
j 1-26
3

I

/

!
i
I

I
I
-

Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the Differential Loneliness Scale as
classified within sexual orientation and gender categories are shown in Tables 42.A and

I

t

!
I

I
1

Multivariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not
statistically significant [Wilks' Lambda = 0.976, F(8,236) = 0.713, P = 0.6801.
Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation intetdon effect was not
statistically significant for all 8 extracted factors: Factor 1 p(I,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 : Funct~onof Sexual Orientanon & Gender
1 E.macted Factor ; Sexuai Oneotation Gender I N I Mean I Std Deviation
1 19.91 1 5.60
Women / 54
1 Factor 1
1 LabladGay
Men
164
Total
1 118
Women 1 75

I
I

I
I

Heterosexual

I

r
I Factor 2

I LesbiadGay

1

i~

Men
Total
Women

I

I

I

I

Hetmarud

Lesb~an/Gay

- Men

I

/

I

I
I

1

I Factor 4

I
LcsbianlGay

I
I
I

i

I

Heterosexual

64

118
75
Men
54
Total
,129
Women 1 54

5

Factor 3

I

54
i ~ o t a l 1129
/Women 154
t n

~otal
Women
Ms.
Total
Women
Men
Total
Women
Men

Total

1

64

1118
175
i 54
129
54

64
1 118

121.72
1 20.89
i18.43
I 20.13
1 19.14
(12.19
12.36
12.28
11.10
12.15
111.60
1 13.24
13.56
13-42
12.31
: 12-41
11235

,

0.72
jI31
I

1.04

1 75 1 0.53
1 54
1 1-00
1 129 1 0.n

15.54
5.62
i5.12
1 5.73
5.43
I 3.27
, 3.14
13.19
I 2.94
3.52
3.21
1 2.60
1 3.11
1 2.88
/ 2.54
' 2.72
12-61
I 1-12
1 1.39
1 1.30
1 0.89
1 1.20
I 1.05

:

I
I

I

1

I

I

,
1
1

i
I

I
I

I

+

Table 42.B Means of Subtotal Scores on the 8 Extracted Factors of the DLS 1 Factors 5
- 8 I Function of Sexual Orientation & Gender
1 Extracted Factor / Sexual Orientation 1 Gender I N
! Mean
! Std. Deviation
I
1 0.76
i 1.08
I
Women 1 54
I Factor 5
LesbidGay
11-02
'1.13
I
Men
164
,

I

/I Heterosexual

,

I
I

I

LesbianJGay

Factor 6

I

I

Heterosexual
-

LesbianlGay

Factor

Hetefosrnual

: Total

!Women 175
Men

TotaI
i Women
;Men
:Total
, Women

LrsbiadGay

54

! 119
I 54
164

'118
i 75
Men
54
Total
129
Women 1 54

Men

65

Total

118
75

Women
Men

To&
Factor 8

I

It18

54
'

Total
Heterosexual
I

129

Women i 54
Men
64

Women
Men
Total

118
' 75
,

54

i 129

10.90
10.75
I 0.83
I 0.78
1 0.25
10.70
10.54
0.21
I 0.41
0.29
1.17
1.41
1.30
1.13
' 1.18
I .28
1.46
2.11
' 1.81
1.03
1.50
1.22
I

I

11.11
Il.18
, 1.06
1.12
0.89
1.32
1.15
0.66
0.8 1
0.73
1.1 I
1.06
1.09
1.08
1.06
I .08
1.22
l .t2
1.36
1.15
1.3l

I

1.29

Co~ingQuestionnaire
A two-way

between subjects MANOVA 2x2 design was performed on the data

of this scale to compare the mean of 5 subtotal (or subscale) scores amongst the two
gender and two sexual orientation sub-cuIturai groups. Summary 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 subtotal (or subscale) scores.
Multivan'ately, 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 Problem-Solving' [F(1,217) = 2.147, P = 0.1441; 'Redefining Problem' [F(l,
'1 7) = 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 Strategy Category
Gender
N
Mean
Std. Deviation ,
Self-Enhancing Behaviors
Women . 1 l 6
29.18
8.29
5Ien
, 105
18.22
8.94
!

-

I

Total

Behavioral Problem-Solvinp

Women
hfm

Redefining Problem

Total
Women

,

28.72
18.36

;

27-00
27.71
21.52
20.86
1 1.20
17.41

7.08
7.14
4.95

16.91
17.83
17.58
17.71

5.20
4.73
4.81
4.76

221
1 16
I05
, 221

116

Men

Total
Distraction
Cognitive Problem-Solving

Women

105
22 1
1 16

Total

Zt I

Women
%ten

I16

Total

I05
32 1

'

8.60
7.71

.

7.25

I

7.5 1

7.21

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 sexuaI orientation was statistically signiticant for the
'Behavioral Problem-Solving7coping strategy category F(I, 2 17) = 4.2 15, P = 0.0411.

Univariately, the effect of sexuaI orientation was not statistically significant for
the remaining 4 coping strategy categories: 'Self-Enhancing Behaviors' [F(1.2 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, 'Cogitive Problem-Solving' F(1,217)= 0.140,P =

Table 44 Means of Subtotal Scores on the Coping Strategies1 Function of Sexual
Orientation
Mean
I Std Deviation
S e d Orientation N
Coping Strategy Category

Behavioral Problem-Solving

LesbidGay
Heterosexual
Total
1 LesbianGay

Redefining Roblern

I Total
I LesbidGay

Self-Enhancing Behaviors

!

I Heterosexual
I

Heterosexual

/ Total
Distraction

1 LesbianGay

/Hetaod
1 Total

Cognitive Problem-Solving

I

104

117
j 221
1 104
1 117
1 221
1 104
1

1 I

: 221
1104
1 117
1 221
104

LesbidGay
Heterosexual

.

Total

1

117
221

29.22
28.28
28.72
1 28.75
1 26.79
1 27.71
121.01
! 21-38
1 21.20
117.29
1 16.56
1 16.91
1 17.82
1 17.63
1 17.71

1 8.98
1 8.26

I

1 8.60

; 7.64
1 7.29

1 7.51

I

1 7.19

1

1 7.13

i

15.01

4

I 5.20
1 5.00

1

! 7.14

1 5.36

/ 4.55
1 4.76

I

I

Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the Coping Questionnaire as classified
within sexual orientation and gender categories are shown in Tables 45.A and 45.0.
Hypothesis 3.C stated that there was no statisticaIly significant gender by sexual
orientation interaction effect on the Coping Questionnaire mean subtotal (or sub-scale)
scores.
Multivariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was statistically
significant [Wilks' Lambda = 0.933,F(5,213) = 3.054, P = 0.0111. Thus,hypothesis 3.C
was rejected.

Univariately, the gender by sermal orientation interaction effect was m-sticaIly
significant for the 'Redefining Problem' [F(1,217) = 6.371, P = 0.0121 and - D i m o n '

[F(1,217)= 5.607, P = 0.0191 coping strategies categories.
Simple effects test for the 'Redefining Problem' coping strategy 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 I, 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
indicated 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 lesbianlgay group F(1,137) = 0.16, P = 0.6861. A
statistically significant sexual orientation effect was not found for women [F( I. 13 7) =
0.01. P-0.9201 and men [F( I. 137) = 0.47, P = 0.4941on this coping strategies categov.

Univanateiy, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not
statistically significant for the remaining 3 coping strategy categories: 'Self-Enhancing
Behaviors' [F( I,? 17) = 0.886, P = 0.3481; 'Behavioral Problem-Solving' [F( I. 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 Coping Strategy Category
Sexual Orientation / Gender 1 N I Mean j Std. Deviation 1
I

I Self-Enhancing Behaviors
i

1
i

LesbianlGay

I

1
Heterosexual

-

I

i Women
\ Men

51

1 29.16 I

53
29.18
/Total 1104 119.22
65 ! 2910
1 Women
52 1 27.13
Men
I 17 i 28-28
Total

i

8.45
1 9.54
18-98
18.24
8.22
1 8.26

:

I
I
I

I
Ib

t

I
I

Table 45.B Means of Subtotal Scores on the Coping Strategies1 Function of Sexual
Orientation & Gender
I Coping Strategy Category 1 Sexual Orientation 1 Gender ! N I Mean I St& Deviation 1

1 Behavioral Problem-Solving
i

I

i

It LesbidGay

Women
Men
Total

1: H e t e r o d

Women

i Men

I

I

Total

I

Redefining Problem

,

1 51 1 29.3 1 I 8.02
1 53 1 28.21 1 7.29

104 1 28.75 I 7-64
1 65 1 27.62 1 7.43
i 52 I 25.77 , 7-05
: 117 / 26.79 7.29

I

/ 20.04 i
53 1 21.94 /
Total
: 104 i 21.01 I
Women 1 65 i 22.68 !

, Women 1 51

LesbiadGay

: Men

I

1

Heterod

'

6.69
7.58
7.19
7.44

-

Distraction

women

LesbianGay

,

16.98 15.12
i 4.92
I 17.19
5.01
i
! 17.75 4.83
115.08 I 5.67
/ 16.56 5.36
1 17.67 ' 4.97
hien
53 / 17.96 3.07
' Total
104 17.82 ' 5.00
: Women I 65
17 95 5.57
1 Men ' 5 2 , 17.19 4.54
L Tofat
117 j 17.62 1.55
8

Heterosexual

Cognitive Problem-Solving

151
53
Total
1 104
Women 65
Men
52
Tod
I17
Women j 5 I

, Men

LabianiGay

/ 17.58

'

Heterosexud

New Factor Structure of Cooing Questionnaire
A two-way between subjects MANOVA 2 x 2 design was performed on the data

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
Questionnaireas classified within gender categories are shown in Table 46.
Multivariately, the effect of gender was not statistically significant [Wilks'

Lambda = 0.957, F(5,213) = 1-92, P =0.090].
Univariately, the effect of gender was not statistically significant for any of the 5
extracted factors: Factor I

IF(I,?

17) = 3.499,

P = 0.0631;Factor 2 [F( 1-217) = 0.904, P

I
I

I

= 0.3431; Factor 3 F(1,217) = 0.753, P = 0.3873; Factor 4 F(1,217) = 0.359, p = 0.5491;

and, Factor 5 p(1,217) = I 280, P = 0.2591.
Table 46 Means of Subtotal Scores on the 5 Extracted Factors of the CQ / Function of
Gender
f3racted Factor
1 Gender
1N
1 Mean
i Std Deviation r
1 Factor 1
:Women 1116
141.62
i 11.32
i 105
i 38.41
Men
; 11.82
; TO&
I
i4o.10
j 12.63
;

Factor 2

I

!Women
, %1en

1

;I05

221

Total
Factor 3

Women

I

Men
Total
Factor 4
Factor 5

I

Women
~[RI

Totai
Women
Men
Total

116

8

116
105

221
116
105
221
116
105

1221

j55.42
j34.15

134.82
1 14.44

i
I

10.01
9.1 1

,

9.59
6.13

#13.91
14-19

5.90
6.0 1

28.92

8.77

18.18

8.64

28.62

8.69

$14.07
15.61
* 15-22

5.%
5.84
5.90

I

Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the Coping Questionnaire as classified
within sexual orientation categories are shown in Table 47
Multivariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant [Wilks'

Lambda = 0.934, F(5,ZIj) = 3.011,P = 0.0111.
Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statisticaIIy significant for
Factor 3 [F(I,217) = 11.761. P = 0.0011.
Univariately, the effect of sexud orientation was not statistically significant for

the remaining 4 e-wacted factors: Factor 1 F(l,217)= 0.788, P = 0.3761:Factor Z [F( I.
217) = 0.021, P = 0.8861; Factor 4 F(I, 217) = 2.622, P = 0. I07j; and, Factor 5 F(i,

Table 47 Means of Subtotal Scores on the 5 ExtractedFactors of the CQ I Function of
Sexual Orientation
I Ehacted Factor
1 Factor 1

i

S

d Orientation

; LabidGay

I Heterosexual

I

' Factor 1

I Total
1 LabidGay

I Heterosexual
,

Factor 3

i

Total
LesbianIGay
Heterosexual

- -

Total

Factor 4
Fac~or5

LesbidGay
Heterosexual
Total
LesbianIGay
Heterosexual
Total

IN
/
1

! Mean

104 j 40.72
117 139.54
; 221 i40.10
/ 104 ! 34.86
1 1 17 i 34.79
/ 221 34.82
' 1 0 4 115.61
' 1 1 7 ,12.93
1 221
1 14.19
104
29.57
27.77
1 17
221
18.62
104
15.27
117
15.18
221 ' 15.22

/ Std. Deviation
j 13.28
1 12-07
I
I
/ 12.63
I
/ 9.66
i
, 9.57
I
I
9.59
1 6.20
,
5.57
a

I

U.LV

I

I

I
I

9.06
8.69
s QQ
5.85
5.90

I

I
1

Summary statistics for subtotal scores on the Coping Questionnaire as classified

within sexual orientation and gender categories are shown in Table 48.
MuItivariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was statistically
significant [Wilks' Lambda = 0.933. F(5,213) = 3.074, P = 0.01 I].
Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was statistically
significant for Factor 5 [F( I, 217) = 11.562, P = 0.000]. Simple effects test indicated no
statistically significant sender 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
sexual orientation effect was not found for women [F( I, 137) = 0.83, P = 0.3651 and men

Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not
statistically significant for the remaining 4 extracted factors: Factor 1[F( 1.2 17) = 2.189,

P = 0.1401; Factor 2 [F(1,217) = 0.379, P = 0.5393;Factor 3 [F(l, 217) = 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
I Sexual Orientation I Gender I N I Mean / Std. Deviation

;

Factor 1

I

/ LesbiadGay

I

I

Factor 2

LesbianlGay

6

j

Women / 5 1
: Men , 53
I Total
/ 104
; Women 1 65
I Men
! 52
Total
117
Women 51

,

hien

Total
Women

a
- -

Heterosexual

: Men

Factor

Lesbian/Gay

8

8

Heterosexual

Heterosexual

Total
Women
Men
Total
Women

Women
hien

Factor 5

Total
Women

LesbianlGy

Men
I

'

Heterosexual

Total
Women
Men
Total

/41.06 113.21
1 40.40
13.46
1 40.72 i 13-28
41.06 I 11.66
36.38 -, 11.92
j 39.54 ' 11.07
1 35.08 ' 10.52
53 ; 34.64 8.85
9.66
104 1 34.86
: 65 1 35.69 9.67
52 i 33.65
9.42
117 34.79
9.57
51
15.84 6.75
53 1 15.38
5.67
I04 15.61 , 6.20
65 j 13.34 ' 5.39
,

:

1

65
18.62 9.36
52
26.71 8.64
117 i 17.77 9.06
,51
13.41 5.68
53
17.06 5.78
; 104 ' 15.17 ' 5.99
1 65 1 16.02 , 5.%
52
14.13 5.58
. 117 -15.18
5.85

I

I

CHAPTER FIVE
D[SCUSSION

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 specificaIly, the purpose was to explore the
influence of sub-culture on the nature and degree of interpersonal loneliness and coping
with its experience.
The finding of the present research were based on the questions raised by the
researcher. the scales chosen and employed - thus, interpretation of results was gided by
the explicit and implicit underlying theoretical assumptions of these scales - the tvp of
data collected (i.e.. quantitative),and the type of analyses performed.
The findings of the current study will be presented in depth within e~ght
segments: Factor analyses of scales: reliability analyses of scales: analyses ( 2 x 2 desi~n)
of sub-cultural group (gender and sexual orientation) scores: theoret~calinte-gation of
tindings; contribution of present study: limitations of present study: future research
directions: and implications for counselling. Moreover. several of these c~ghtscgnents
will consist of several subsections. as has been deemed appropriate.

Factor Analyses of Scales
Results of factor analyses indicated that a factor structure underlies the 20.6 I.
and 27 items of the UCLA Loneliness Scaie IVersion 3). the Differential Loneliness
Scale, and the Coping Questionnaire, respectively. Finding of the current study.
however. have not supported the factor structure of these scales as found in previous
research.

UCLA LoneIiness ScaIe IVersion 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 scale, in previous research (RusselI, 1996), has also indicated three factors. with
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 comprising each factor on the UCLA Loneliness
Scale (Version 3 1, as found in previous research versus those of the present study. see
Table 49,
Table 49 Items Represent~ngEach Extracted Factor i UCLA Loneliness Scale ( Version 3)
-Reference
Factor
Item Numbers
Russell. I996 Factor I
1. 2.3. 4. 5.6. 7. 8. 9. LO. 1 I. 12. 13. 14. IS. 16. 17. IS. 19.10
2. 3.4. 7. 8. 11, 12. 13. 14. 17. 18
Factor1
Factor 3
1. 5.6- 9- LO. 19.20
Present Study Factor t
1. 3.4. 7. 12. 13, 15. 19.20
Factor2

1. 5.6.9. 10. 16

The three factors extracted in the current study somewhat resembled those of
Russell's { 1996) research with several exceptions. Ln the present analysis, Factor 1
resembled Russell's (1996) Factor I with the exception that items rr" I , $5, #6,$8. #9, $1 0,
?I

+

1 - 4 14, l6. F 17. and % 18 have not loaded on this factor in the current study. Factor 1

additionally resembled Russell's ( 1996) Factor 2, with the exception that Factor I has not

+

included items #8. # I I, 14. $1 7, and + i8. In the current factor structure. the
aforementioned items comprised Factor 3. Additionally, items # 19 and 220 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 inc[uded items # 19 and $20, but had additionally 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
integration (i.e.. Feeling a sense of commonality and belongng with others) and,
somewhat. one's pattern of interaction (i-e., feeling outgoing or shy). However. items
comprising Factor 2 appeared to reflect more so loneliness of a social~emotionalnature
connected to persons within one's social group or network (i.e., -How often do you feel
that you are 'in tune* with the people around you?"). and items comprising Factor 3

-generally appeared to reflect toneliness of a socialiisolation nature related to the bigger
comrnuni~or social structure ( i.e.. "How often do you €eel isolated from others'?"). To
view the compiled items representing each extracted factor, see Appendix R.
Consequently. although research has indicated that the precise factorial structure
of this scale remains debatable. in general, 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 being afiiiated with others (see
Hartshorne, 1993).

The contrasted factor structure of this scale, as detected in the present research,
may have been partly due to three conceivable reasons: The characteristics of the

population having comprised the sample of the present study; the disparate analyses been
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 hctor structure of this scale possibly being affected by the
population characteristics is that the nature of the loneliness experience may differ among
diverse populations. although the number 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 I4
underlying factors in the current research. However, due to reasons previously mentioned
in the foregoing chapter. 6 factors were discarded laving 8 for consideration.
In a previous study (Schmidt & Sermat. 1983), factor analysis of the original 60item Differential Loneliness Scale indicated that the items represented primarily 4
factors, with each factor reflecting one type of social reIationship.
To view the comparison of items comprising each factor 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 Differential
Loneliness Scale administered in the current study, commencing with $8, the identified
ordered number of an item on the original 60-item version of the Differential Loneliness

*

Scale was increased by I (i.e., $8 became $9, $9 became 10, etc. ). Furthermore. 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 Differential Loneliness Scale
Refmce
( Factor
( item Numbers
Schmidt &
[ Familial ( I. 6, 11, 15,2l,26,30,33,35,37,41,43,45.48,5 1.55.58.60
1 Selma&1983 1 Friendship 1 3.4.7, 12, 14, 17, 20,23,24,25,27,31,34,38,40,44,47.49,
52,54,56,61
Romantic 5, 10, 16, 19,22,29,32 36.42,46.53,59
2,9, 13, 18.28,39,50,57
Group
Factor 1 1 6, 15,21,24.26,30,35.37,41.43,45,48.51.55.58.60
Factor 2 1 5, 10.19,22.29.32.42.46.59
Factor 3 1 4.20.23-25.27.40
Factor 4 1 3, 14,38,54
Factor 5 1 12.28.57
I Factor 6 1 7. 12.49.56.61
iFactor 7 1 17-4-47
I Factor 8 I 1: 11- 16-35

j
1
I

i
I

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!1I. and 6 3 have not

loaded on this factor in the current analysis, but item #24 has. Items 8 1. = 1 1. and $55
loaded on Factor 8 in the present study, while item #24 loaded on the 'Friendship' factor
of Schmidt and Sermat's ( 1983) study.
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 f 53 were
discarded, in the current research.
The items comprising Factor 3 were items that partially comprised the
-Friendship' factor in Schmidt and Sermat's ( 1983) research. However. Schmidt and
Sermat's (1983) 'Friendship' factor additionally included the following items: $3. $7,
$12, # 14,g17, $24, $3 1. $34, #38, a,
#47,$49, trS2, $54,g56. and f 61. Items $3. Y 14,
g38. and W54 comprised Factor 4. items $7,$12, a 9 , $56, and #61 comprised Factor 6,

I
I

I

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, + 18. =39. and 30.
Examination ofthe items comprising each of the 8 extracted factors yielded the
following conclusions. Collectively, items comprising Factors I 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). Furthermore, items compnsing Factor 8
additionally reflected the communication of intimate or emotional content (i.e.. "I am not
very open with members of my family," "I find it easy to express feelings of affection

toward members of my family,'- and "I find it difficult to tell anyone that I love him or
her.").
Items comprising Factor 7 were associated with numerous and diverse dimensions
of interpersonal interaction within romantic-sexual relations (i.e.. presence or absence of
relationship, cooperation. perceived evaluation. and communication ).
Items comprising Factors 3,4,6, and 7 were associated with tirendship relations.
Factor 3 items generally appeared to reflect the interpersonal interaction dimensions of
perceived evduation and communication (i-e., "I don't feel that I can turn to my
Friends..-for help when I need it" -Most of my friends understand my motives and

reasoning"). Additionally, several of these items reflected perceived social support from
fhends.
Items comprising Factor 4 generally appeared to reflect 3 dimensions of
interpersonal interaction (i-e.,approach vs, avoidance, perceived evaluation, and
communication).The following were examples of these items: "f usuaHy wait for a hend
to call me up and invite me out before making plans.. .."; "My trylng to have
fiends.. .seldom succeeds the way I 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 interpersonal interaction:
Presence or absence of relationship (i-e.,"I 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 friends (i.e., "Some of

my 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 friendship relations, perceived evaluation. and
communication. In general, however, 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 integrated one perceived one self to be within one's community. Community
may have been defined in numerous ways. For example, it may have been 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 nalure 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 referring to
Factor 5, it will be presented as Factor 5 associated with group/community relations.

The distinct factor structure 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 current study
Coping 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 reporting.
In Russell et al.,'s ( 1984) study, factor analysis of this scale also indicated that the
items represented 5 factors. To view the comparison 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 Extracted Factor I Coping Quest~onnaire
Reference
Factor
. Item Numbers
4. 5. 11. 13.10
Self-Enhancing Behaviors
Russell et al.. 1984
1

Resent Study
I
I
I

Behaviod Problem-Solvinp
Redefining Problem
Distraction
' Cognitive Problem-Solving
' Factor I
I Factor 2
I Factor 3
I Factor 4
, Factor 5

8. 1 1 . 16, 19.24
6. 7. 14. 15
9. 17. Zl
' 2. 10. I8
12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. I9
8.9, 10. 1 l.20.1[
' 22-23-24
' 1.b3.4.5
; 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 from 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 alleviate the loneliness experience. This solitary
involvement primarily included engaging in positive self cognitive talk and normalizing
the experience (i.e., "Told yourself that most other people are lonely at one time or
another.-), 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 (i.e., "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 behavioral coping
strategies. The cognitive items were associated with reflecting on positive personal
quaiities (i.e.. "Thought about good qualities that you possess...." ) and personal
successes (i-e., uThought about thing you can do extremely well ... ."I. n e behavioral
items reflected active engagement in activities for leisure purposes or personal gowth
(i-e., "Actually done something you are very good at...,- "Worked particularly hard to
succeed at some activity... .-), or in activities reflecting the continuation of attending to
daily responsibilities, andior that may have assisted one to escape fiom the loneliness
experience temporarily (i.e.,"Taken your mind off feeling lonely by concentrating on
work.. .."I.

The behavioral oriented items of Factor 3 reflected the active social actions that
individuals engaged in, in attempt to alleviate theu loneliness experience (i-e.,-Attended

a social gathering to meet new people, " Attended organized recreational activities to
meet new people.").
Factor 4 was comprised of items reflecting both cognitive and behavioral coping
strategies. The cognitive items reflected distracting oneself fiom the loneliness
experience either as a means to continue attending to daily responsibilities, or to
ternporan'ly escape fiom the experience (i.e., Taken your mind off feeling lonely by
deliberately thinking about other thin gs... ."), and engging 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 loneliness.'*).The behavioral items reflected
active engagement in leisure and extracurricular activities (i-e., -Taken your mind off
feeling lonely by doing some physical activity.. .." "Taken your mind off feeling lonely
through some mental activity... .").
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 make yourself
more physically attractive to others,..."I, and to attain personal development and growth

(i.e., "Done something to improve your social skills....- "Done something 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 scale yielded 5 distinct extracted factors, once
again, for practical purposes, these factors will not be labeled, but. rather, wilI be
presented in context with their themes in the segment concerning anaIyses (2x2design)

of sub-cultural group scores. For example, when referring to Factor 5, it will be presented

as Factor 3 associated with activities engaged in to bring on personal trait changes and to
attain personal development and growth.
Once again, perhaps the presently identified factor structure of this scale differed
tiom that of Russell et al.,'s ( 1984)study due to the characteristics of the sample of the
current studv.
Reliability Analyses of Scales
Despite underlying theoretical differences (i-e..unidimensional vs.
multidimensional 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. Furthermore, the 4 reiationship sub-scales of the
Differential Loneliness Scale were demonstrated to have adequate to high reliability.
Previous studies have yielded comparable alpha values for the UCLA Loneliness
Scale (Version 3) and the Differential Loneliness Scale. To view the comparison of alpha
values yielded in the present study with those found in previous research, see Tables 52
and 53, respectively.
Table 52 Psychometric Properties (Reliability):UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 2)
Refmce
Total Scale a
Constable & Russell 1986
.94
.S9
: Russell, ..Utmaier. & Van Velzen. I987
.89
: Russell & Cutrona I991
.92
j Russell. Kao. & Cutrona 1987. cited in Russell 1996
Present Study

.93

.

TabIe 53 Psychometric Properties (Reliability) 1 Differential Loneliness Scale

I Familid 1 Friendship I Romsatic I Gmup I Total S d e i

Reference

I

1987

Kalliopuska & Laitin-

;

a

1991
Schmitt & K d e k 1985
(Students)
Schmin & Kurdek. 1985
(Elderly Women)
Schmidt & S m a t 1983

I

Present Study

i .91

I*

1 -88

I*

.76

.89

I

(

-83

-82

-85

I

I

1 .70

1 .71
/ .91

.72
.87

I*

I *

1 .46

1*

I

I

; .75

!

I

1 .61
1 .73

I

-92

!

1

i

I

I

1 .92

I

t

I .94

Note: Values that were not presented in studies were reported as '*.'
Results hrther indicated the high reliability of the Coping Questionnaire (a=
0.90). Reliabiliy analysis of the 5 sub-scales of the Coping Questionnaire, however.

indicated low to moderate reliability (Cronbach alphas ranging from 0.54 to 0.75).
Previous research has not yielded comparable alpha values for the Coping
Questionnaire. To view the comparison of alpha values yielded in the present study with
those found in Russell et al.,'s ( 1984) research. see Table 54.
Table 54 Psychometric Properties (Reliability)/ Coping Questionnaire
'

Reference

SelfEnhancing
Behaviors
a
Russell et al.. I984 .83
Present Study

.75

, Behavioral

/ Redefining / Distraction : Cognitive

Problem1 Solving

I

a
.85
-63

Problem

I
l

,
,

I

a
.77
.62

a
.70
I

.61

,

ProblernSolvins
a
.80
.54

Finally, reliability analyses of the 3,8, and 5 extracted factors of the three scales
indicated low to high reliabilities. Findings indicated that the 3 extracted factors of the
UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) have adequate to high reliabilities (Cronbach alphas

ranging from 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 from 0.58

to 0.94). Reliability anaIysis of the 5 extracted factors of the Coping Questionnaire
indicated moderate to adequate reliabilities (Cronbach alphas ranging from 0.70 to 0.85).
Analyses ( 2 x 2 Design) of Sub-Cultural Group (Gender & Sexud Orientation) Scores
In general, 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 been 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 persons amonpt the selected sub-cultures cope somewhat similarly with
their experience of loneliness. applying relatively similar cognitivwbehavioral strategies,
at a relatively equal frequency.

In the followins segment. tbr 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 _gender 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 comparably on the

scale. This suggested that the women and men of the c m t sample 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
(i-e.,Constable & Russell, 1986: Russell, Altmaier, & Van Velzen, 1987; Russell &
Cutrona, 1991).
However- an examination of the mean scores indicated that, men, as a group,
obtained a slightly higher mean score than the women group, making this finding
comparable to other research of similar results [i.e.,original UCLA Loneliness Scale
(Solano. 1980; Solano et a!., I982 (Study I)); revised UCLA Loneliness Scale (Bell,
1991; Wilson et al.. 1992 (adult sample))].
Univariately. the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant (P =
0.0 18). The lesbiarugay group t M = 46.58) scored statisticallysignificantly higher, and,
hence, were assumed to have been experiencing a statisticallysignificantly 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 group,
and the women and men of the heterosexual group, have not differed in terms of the
degree of loneliness experienced. This also indicated that, the women of the lesbianigay
and heterosexual groups, and the men of the lesbianlgay and heterosexual groups have
not differed in terms of the degree of loneliness experienced.
New Factor Structure of UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3)
Multivariately, the effect of gender was statistically significant (P = 0.030).
Univariately, the effect of gender was statisticalIy significant for Factor I (P = 0.0 13).

The women group (M = 19.05) scored statistically significantly lower on Factor I, thus,

suggesting they have experienced a statistically significantly lower degree of loneliness
of an emotionallintimatenature, than the men group (M= 20.99).
Univariately, the effect of gender was not statistically significant for Factor 2 (P =
0.173) and Factor 3 (P = 0.550). This suggested that the two groups were experiencing a
comparable degree of loneliness of a social/emotional nature (connected to persons
within their social network),and of a sociaYisolation nature (related to the bigger
community or societal level). Examination of the mean scores on these two factors,
however, indicated that the men group scored slightly higher than the women group.
MuItivariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statisticalty significant (P =
0.02 11. Univariarely, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically s~gniticantfor

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 degree 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 factor indicated that the lesbian/gay group scored
slightly higher than the heterosexual group.

Multivariately, the gender by sexual 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 extracted factors:
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 terms of the experienced degree of loneliness of an
emotionalfintimate, socialiemotional, and sociaVisoIation nature. Additionally. the
women of the lesbiawgay and heterosexual groups, and the men of the lesbian/say and
heterosexual groups, have not differed in terms of the experienced degree of loneliness of

an emotionaliintimate. socialiemotional, and sociaiiisoIation name.
Summaw of UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) Results

In surnrnarv. 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 was detected on Factor 1 of the new factor structure of this scale. This susgested
that the degree or intensity of the loneliness experience of the women and men was
comparable when considering the total of all items of this scale. and on items retlecting
loneliness of a social/emotional and social/isolation nature. However. this further
suggested that the degree of the toneIiness experience differed statistically significantly
amongst the women and men on items reflecting loneliness of an emotional'intimate
nature. Together these findings suggested that loneliness appears to be a
muitidimensionaI phenomenon, and that fi.utherattention on sender differences may be
warranted.

Furthermore, findings indicated that the effect of sexual orientation was
statisticalIy significant on both the total items of this IoneIiness measure,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 all items of this scale, and on
items reflecting loneliness of an ernotiondlintimate and sociaUisolation nature. This
further suggested that the degree of loneiiness of a sociaVernotional nature was
comparable among the two sexuaI orientation groups. Once qain, these finding appear
to support a multidimensional conceptualizationof loneliness, and suggest that funher
exploration of sexual orientation differences may be warranted. Moreover, results also
implied that, within this sociocdtural context, sexuai orientation, perhaps more so than

-gender, 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 results of the present study with those of others, the finding of the total
scale scores will also be presented
Univariately, the effect of gender was statistically significant (P = 0.000).
Women, as a group (M = 15-26),scored statistically significantly 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
statistically 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; Schrnitt & 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 stamtically significant for all 4 relations: 'Familial' (P= 0.025);
'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 all four
relationship sub-categories of the Differential Loneliness Scale: 'Familiai' [women ( M =
5.051, men (M = 6.84)]; 'Friendship' [women (M= -1.17), men ( M = 6.54)]; 'RomanticSexual' [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

statisticalIy significantly greater 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 statistically significantly less
satisfaction than females with familial, friendship, and groupicommuntty relations. The
results of the current study, however, differed from those of Schmin and Kurdek's ( 1985)

research, in that the women were Wermore found to be experiencing statistically
significantly greater satisfaction than the men with their romantic relations.

Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically 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 Differential 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
!?"UP.
Regirding each of the four specified social relations on this scale. 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 lesbiangay goup (M = 7.23) scored statistically significantly higher than the
heterosexual group (M = 4.69) on the *FamilialTrelations sub-scale. suggesting that the
lesbiamgay group was experiencing statistically significantly less satisfaction with this
soc~alrelationship.
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 group
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, friendship, 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-=ding each of the 4 specified relations, multivariately, the gender by sexual
orientation interaction effixt was not statistically significant (P = 0.978). Univariately, the

-gender by 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. Furthermore, regardless of sexual orientation, neither the
women group nor the men group differed in terms 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). Women, as a group, scored statistically significantly
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 = 1-17)];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; and, 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 'Friendship' relations: Presence vs.
absence of relationships; approach vs. avoidance: perceived evaluation (i.e.. support);
and, communication.
Univariately. the effect of gender was not statistically significant 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 -Community.'
Multivariately, the effect of sexual orientadon 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 @esbian/gy(M = 20.89),
heterosexual (M = 19-14)];Factor 3 [Iesbidgay (M = 13-42},heterosexual (M = 12-35}];

and, Factor 8 [lesbianlgay (M = 1-81),heterosexual (M = 1 .32)].
In respect to Factors 1 and 8, findings suggested that the lesbian/gay group was
statistically significantly less satisfied than the heterosexual group with 4 dimensions of
interpersonal interaction within their 'Familial' relations: Approach vs. avoidance;
cooperation: perceived evaluation: and, communication (i-e.,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 tie.. 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 Iesbianigay 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
reIationships; 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 'Community.'

I

Examination of the mean scores indicated that the lesbianlgay sexual orientation group
scored slightly higher than the heterosexual group on these 5 factors.
Multivariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not
statistically significant (P = 0.6801. Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation
interaction effect was not statistically significant for any of the 8 extracted 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 quality thereof) in each of the 8 extracted factors.

Summarv of Differential Loneliness Scale Results

In summary. the effect of gender was statistically significant on the Differential
Loneiiness Scale total score, on all 4 of the scale's relationship categories, and on 5

-

factors each associated with particular dimensions of interpersonal interaction within
familid and fiiendship relations - of the new factor structure of this scale.
Results regarding the total score of the Differential Loneliness Scale. and each of
the 4 relationship subscales of this scaIe, suggested that the satisfaction with familial,
friendship, romantic-sexual, and group/community relations and quality thereof differed
statistically significantly amongst the women group and the men group. However,

findings regarding the 8 extracted factors of this scale suggested that, although there were
statistically significant mean differences on several factors amongst the two gender
groups, there were also similarities. The women group and the men group differed
statistically significantly 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 particular 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.
Furthermore, 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 facton each associated with particular dimensions of interpersonal interaction
within familial and friendship relations - on the new factor structure of this scale.
Results regarding the total score of the Differential Loneliness Scale suggested
that the lesbidgay group was statistically significantly less satisfied than the
heterosexual goup with their familial. fhendship, romantic-sexual, and group~community
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 group 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 statistically
significantly 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
(Factor5) relations.
Finally, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not statistically
significant on the Differential Loneliness Scale total score, on any of the 4 relationship
sub-scales, and on any of the 8 extracted factors of the new factor structure as Found in
the present study via factor analysis.

Couine:Ouestiomaire
Multivariately, the effect of gender was not statistically significant (P = 0.5 10).
Univariately, the effect of gender was not statistically significant for any of the 5
categories of cognitive/behavioral coping strategies of the Coping Questionnaire: 'SelfEnhancing Behavion' (P = 0.406): 'Behavioral Problem-Solving' (P = 0.144):
'Redefining Problem' (P = 0.594): 'Distraction' (P = 0.136); and, 'Cognitive ProblemSolving' (P = 0.719). This suggested that the women and men, comprising the sample of
the following research, coped similarly, 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
women group obtained slightly higher scores than the men group on these 5 categories of
coping strategies.
Furthermore, the findings of the present study indicated that the most Frequently
appkied coping strategies, for both the women and men, were those that were listed within

the categories of 'Self-Enhancing Behaviors,' 'Behavioral Problem-Solving,' and
'Redefining Problem,' consecutively.

The coping strategies having comprised the 'Self-Enhancing Behaviors' category
were as follows: "Tried to figure out why you were lonely"; "Thought about things you
could do to overcome your loneliness"; "Told yourself that you were over-reacting, that
you shouldn't be so upset"; "Toldyourself 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 experience and on possible solutions; attempting 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 particularly hard
to succeed at some activity...";"Reminded yourself that you actually do have good
relationships with other people..; "Thought about how to change your loneliness"; and.
"Attended organized recreational activities to meet new people." Several themes underlie
these coping strategies: Focusing on positive personal qualities; engaging in activities to

foster personal growth: reflecting on possible solutions; and. engaging in social actiwties.
The 'Redefining Problem' coping category consisted of 4 strategies: "Done
something to make yourself more physically attractive to others...";"Done something 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

strategies: Changing partkuIar pmonaI traits; engaging in activities to foster personal
growth; acquiring a positive outlook of the situation; and normalizing 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-reflectionand in growth
promoting activities, and, increasing activity. Furthermore, Rokach's ( 1996)study
suggested that coping strategies associated with reflecting and gaining self-awareness,
and engaging in growth promoting activities, appeared to be the most useful for

loneliness experiences of an interpersonal nature. Hence, it appears that the women and
men of the present study most tiequently utilized the coping strateges suggested by
research (i-e.,Rokach, 1996) to be most useful For loneliness of an interpersonal nature.
The least applied coping strate@es,for both the women and men, were those that
constituted the 'Distraction' and 'Cognitive Problem-Solving' categories, consecutively.
The 'Distraction' coping category included the following strategies: "Thought
about things you can do extremely welI. ..";"Changed your goals for social
relationships...";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; reflectingon the experience; and, engaging in activities
reflecting the continuation of attending to daily responsibilities, and/or 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 activity.. .";"Actually done
something you are very good at. ..";and, "Done something to make yourself a more out-

going person" This category was associated with engaging 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 category. This finding suggested that the lesbiadgay group has

utilized

either some or all of the coping strategies (i-e.,focusing on positive personal qualities,
engaging in activities to foster personal growth, reflecting on possible solutions, and
engaging in social activities) comprising this category statistically significantly more
Frequently than the heterosexual group.
Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was not statisticaIly significant for
the remaining 4 categories of coping strategies: *Self-EnhancingBehaviors' (P = 0.367);
'Redefining Problem' (P = 0.8 17); 'Distraction*(P = 0.2 12);and, 'Cognitive ProblemSolving' (P = 0.709). This suggested that. with the exception of the 'Behavioral ProblemSolving" coping category, the 2 s e w l orientation groups applied similar strategies at a
relatively comparable frequency, in attempt to reduce or alleviate the loneliness
experience. These strategies coIlectively represented the following themes: Reflecting on
the loneliness experience and on possible sotutions; attempting to normalize the
experience; focusing on personal successes; assuring oneself that the situation would
improve; changing particular personal traits engaging in activities for leisure and/or 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.
Furthermore, 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.
Furthermore. the findings of the present study suggested that the most frequently
applied coping strategies, for both sexual orientation groups. were those that were listed
within the categories of 'Self-Enhancing Behaviors,' 'Behavioral Problem-Solving,' and
'Redefining Problem.' respectively. As such, it seems that the lesbiamgay group and the
heterosexual group ofthe present study most frequently utilized the coping strategies
suggested by research (i.e.. Rohch, 1996)to be most beneticial for loneliness 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 particular
personal traits; engaging in activities for leisure; and, engaging in activities reflecting the
continuation of attending to daily responsibilities, and/or that assisted one to temporarily
escape from loneliness.
Multivariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was statistically
significant (P = 0.01 I). Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effkct

was statistically significant for two coping strategy categories: 'Redefining Problem' (P =
0.0 12)' 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 personal

-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 detected for this coping strateges category
[women (P = 0.889), men (P = 0.242)]. This indicated hat the women of the lesbiamgay
and heterosexual groups, and the men of the lesbiarvgay and heterosexual groups. utilized
the above mentioned coping strategies at a relatively comparable frequency.
In respect to the 'Distraction' coping strategies catesory, 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 significantIyhigher, 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 responsibilitiesor assisting one to temporarily escape the experience statistically
significantly more frequently, than heterosexual men A statistically significant sexual
orientation effect was not detected for the 'Distraction' coping strategies category
[women (P = 0.920), men (P = 0.494)l. This indicated that the women of the lesbiadgay

and heteroserma1 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 strategy 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 Coping Ouestionnaire
Multivariately, the et'fect of gender was not statistically significant (P = 0.090).
Univariately, the effect of gender was not statistically significant for any of the 5
e.mcted factors of the Coping Questionnaire: Factor 1 (P = 0.063): Factor 2 (P= 0.343);
Factor 3 IP = 0.387); Factor 4 (P = 0.539); and. Factor 5 (P = 0.259). This suggested that
the women and men coped similarly, or have applied 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 comprising Factor 1

reflected engaging in positive self cognitive talk, normalizing the experience, reassuring
oneself that the situation would improve, reflecting on possible solutions. and perceiving

the situation positively. The coping strategies of Factor 2 included reflecting on positive

personal quatities and personal successes, engaging in activities for leisure or personal
growth purposes, or engaging in activities reflecting the continuation of attending to dailv
responsibilities, and/or that assist one to temporarily escape fiom the loneliness
experience. Factor 4 reflected distracting oneself from the loneliness experience either as
a means to continue attending to daily responsibilitiesor to temporarily escape fiom the
experience, reflecting on possible solutions, and en-wng in leisure and extracumcular
activities.
Hence. it appears that the women and men of the current research most frequently
utilized the coping strategies suggested by research (i.e., Rokach, 1996) to be most usehi
for Ioneliness of an interpersonal nature. That is. coping strategies associated with
accepting and reflecting on the loneliness experience, engagng in self-reff ection and in
motvth promoting activities. and increasing activity.

+

The least 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 din, in attempt to change particular personal traits. and to a m n personal
development and growth.
Multivariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant ( P =
0.012). Univariately, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant for

Factor 3 (P = 0.00 I). The lesbianigay group (M = 15.6 1 ) scored statistically significantly
higher than the heterosexual group (M=12.93) on this factor. This finding suggested that
the lesbiadgay group actively engaged in social actions statisticalIy significantly more
frequently than the heterosed group in attempt to alleviate the loneliness experience.

Univariately, the effect of sexuaI orientation was not statisticaIly significant for
the remaining 4 extracted factors: Factor 1 (P = 0.376);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 frequency, in attempt to reduce or alleviate the loneliness experience.
Emination of the mean scores indicated that the lesbianlgay group scored slightly
hi@er than the heterosexual group on these 4 categories of coping strategies.
Furthermore, the most fiequently applied coping strategies for the two sexual
orientation groups were those that were listed within Factor I, Factor 2, and Factor 4,
consecutively. Thus, it appears that the lesbianigay group and heterosexual group of the
present study most fiequently utilized the coping strategies suggested by research ( i.e..
Rokach, 1996)to be most useful for loneliness of an interpersonal nature.
The least frequently applied coping strateges were those that constituted Factor 5
for the lesbian/gay 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
attaining personal development and growth. Furthermore, results suggested that the
heterosexual group least frequently engaged in certain socia1 actions in attempt to
alleviate the loneliness experience.
Multivariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was statisncally
significant (P = 0.011). Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect
was statisticaily significant for Factor 5 (P-0.000).A simple effects test indicated no

statisticaIIy significant gender effect for the lesbianlgay group (P = 0.594) and the
heterosexual -group (P= 0.085) on ths factor. Furthermore, there was no indication of a
statistically significant sexual orientation effect for the women group ( M . 3 6 5 ) and men

-woup (P4.451).This indicated that the women and men of the Iesbian/gay group, and
the women and men of the heterosexual ~ o u putilized
,
the coping strateges comprising
this factor at a comparable frequency. This also indicated that the women of the

lesbim'gay and heterosexual groups, and the men of the lesbianigay and heterosexual

groups, utiiized the coping strategies comprising this fixtor at a relatively comparable
frequency.
An explanation is provided for the statisticaily significant gender by sexual

orientation interaction effect, yet not statistically s i p f cant simple effects for Factor 5.
An examination of the data indicated that for the lesbiarvga); 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 group ( M = 16.02) scored higher than the men group (M = 14.13).
Univariately, the gender by sexual orientation interaction effect was not
statistically significant for the remaining 4 extracted facton; Factor I ( P = 0.140); Factor

2 (P = 0.539); Factor 3 (P = 0.778): and, Factor 4 (P = 0.307).
Sumrnarv of coo in^ Questionnaire Results
In summary, the effect of gender was not statistically significant on any of the 5

categories of cognitivehehavioral coping strategies, or on any of the 5 extracted factors
of the scale's new factor structure. This suggested that the women group and the men
group coped similarly, or applied reIatively simiIar cognitive/behaviorai strategies at a

relatively comparable frequency to cope with or to alleviate the loneliness experience.

Findings indicated that the most frequently applied coping strategies for both the
women and men were those that were listed within the categories of 'Self-Enhancing
Behaviors,' 'Behavioral Problem-Solving,' 'Redefining Problem,' and Factors I,?, and 4
(of the new factor structure), consecutively. These 3 categories and 3 factors consisted of
cognitivehehavioraI 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;utracumcularactivities for leisure and/or to foster personal growth; engaging in
activities reflecting the continuation of attending to daiIy responsibilities and/or that
assisted one to escape the loneliness experience temporarily; changing particular personal
traits: engaging in social activities: and, acquiring a positive outlook of the situation (i-e..
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 Factot 3. This category and factor
consisted of cognitivdbehavioral 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, and/or that assisted one

to escape the loneliness experience temporarily: and engaging in social activities.
Furthermore, the effect of sexual orientation was statistically significant for the
'Behavioral Problem-Solving' coping strategies category and Factor 3 (i,e., 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 applied 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 frequently applied coping strategies for both
sexual orientation groups were those that were listed within the categories of 'SelfEnhancing Behaviors,' 'Behavioral 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 Frequently 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 personal

-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 Integration of Findings
The researcher proposes that the sub-cultural group (gender and sexual
orientation) differences detected on the interpersonal loneliness experience in the present
study, may, at least partly, be accounted for in the context of gender socialization and
other social/conte.vtual factors (i-e.,heterosexism, homophobia). The following proposal

will be elaborated on within 2 sub-sections: Gender socialization and sociaYcontextuaI
factors.
Gender Socialization
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 connected, 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 valued and treated disparately within the home environment.
but, furthermore, how they are socialized within society as a whole. She posits that
individuals learn about becoming women and men and the vaiue 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 societaI context, gender differences
regarding the pattern of interpersona1 interaction and value placed on relations will
emerge through socialization. Females will be socialized and will learn to base their selfworth on the success of their relations, and, to be inclined toward emotional expression
and relatedness. Males, on the other hand, will be socialized and will learn 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 externally oriented.
Furthermore, 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~edfor and encouraged to focus on their emotional
expressiveness and relational or interpersonal connection, males will be negatively
evaluated if they in any way manifest female socialization behaviors (i.e., emotional
expressiveness 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 from. 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 significant in med~atingthe loneliness
experience (Cutrona, 1982; Russell et al., 1984; Wheeler et al, 1983)- it would seem
reasonable to presume that men may possibly be more susceptible to esperiencing
interpersonal loneliness than women.
Accordingl!,

results regarding the Differential Loneliness Scale suggested that

men, as a group, were significantly less satisfied than the women group with familial.
friendship. romantic-sexual, and goup~communityrelations and quality thereotl and.
thus, assumed to have been experiencing a significantly _geater 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 experiencing interpersonal loneliness than women More specifically,
results indicated that the effect of gender was not statistically 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 may be partially explained as
being partly due to the combined content of the overall 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~ernotionaland sociali'isolationnature. respectively. the items of
Factor 1 (n of items = 9) were interpreted as reflecting loneliness of an
emotional,'intimate nature. In accordance with 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 statistically significantly greater degree of loneliness of an
emot~onakintimatenature than the women group.
Similarly, although not explicitly stated in Kaschak's ( 1992)theorv, it may be
stated that. as long as traditional (heterosexual)socialization standards prevail. and
persons of lesbian, gay rnaIe, and bisexual sexual orientation continue to be socialized
within a traditional heterosexual contekl and implicit and explicit messases regarding the
disapproval of alternative lifestyles continue to be communicated within the familial and

larger societal context, it is conceivable that numerous women and men fiom these
populations may experience temporary or chronic loneliness for three conceivable
reasons.
First, possible hesitance toward or fear of emotional intimacy may partially stem
from their apprehension of possibly being rejected or abandoned by significant others
(i-e.,be it family members, thends) or a community. 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 disclosure of their sexual orientation, and
thus, the rejection by others. Thirdly, if same-sex romantic relations are not implicitly and

explicitly valued as equally 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 significant others or their partners.
Accordingly, results regarding the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) suggested
that the lesbianigay group was experiencing a statistically significantly greater degree of
loneliness than the heterosexual group. Furthennore, the analysis of the extracted factors
of this scale indicated that the lesbian/ay group was experiencing a stat~stically
sigificantly greater degree of loneliness of an emotionaliintimateand socialiisolation
nature, than the heterosexual group.

Results of the Differentia1Loneliness Scaie indicated that the lesbianlgay group
scored statisticaIly significantly higher than the heterosexual group on the total score of
the scale, suggesting that the lesbiadgq group was significantly less satisfied with their

familial, friendship, romantic-sexual, and group/community relations and quality thereof
in general. However. the MANOVA performed on the four relationship sub-scales of the
Differentia1Loneliness Scale, suggested that the lesbiadgay group was statistically
significantly less satisfied than the heterosexual group tvith familial relations.
The researcher proposes that one way of conceptualizing this finding -that the
Iesbianigay goup was less satisfied than the heterosexual group tvith familial relations.
but that they were comparably satisfied with the heterosexual group with friendship,
romantic-sexual. and group/cornmunity relations - is that. although traditional
heterosexual socialization standards may appear to have lessened to some degree, still
there appears to be a possible absence of familial security for some of these members.
Recall that only a moderate proportion (509.0 - 60°/0)of the lesbian, gay male, and
bisexual population ofthe present sample reported of being 'totally out' to numerous
family members. Thus. to feel a sense of acceptance and belonging, numerous persons of
the Iesbiamgay group may have chosen to develop strong social support networks
consisting of friends and significant others within and/or external to the lesbian and gay
community. That friends have been reported to be the most frequent and supportive
members of gay men's social networks has been noted in studies of social support ( i.e..
Berger & Mallon. 1993).
As such. in accordance with the theoretical context presented it appears that,
although the traditional (heterosexual)socialization standards seem to have lessened they
still prevail to some degree, and persons of lesbian. gay male. and bisesual sexual
orientation continue to be socialized within this context, and, this possibly places them at

greater likelihood than persons of heterosexual sexuat orientation for experiencing
interpenond loneliness.
SociaYContextual Factors
It seems reasonable to assume that certain standings within a social structure may
foster loneliness more so than others. In other words, it is conceivabie that certain
positions in North American society may provide fewer opportunities for persons to form
intimate interpersonal relations.
Due to the existence and internalization of heterosexisrn and homophobia within

the North American culture- persans of lesbian gay male. and bisexual sub..cultu~soften

sxpetrence discrimination. prejudice. oppression, and marsinalization due to the general
societal disapproval of their sexual orientation (Dakies& Neal, I996). It has been noted
that they are often faced with obstacies within political. legal. religious and other societal
institutions. and w-ththe possible challenge of being ostracized by their famiIies and
larger communiy or society in general ( i.e.. Fasinger. 199 1 ). Consequently. numerous
persons of these subcultures may experience reduced social support networks.
Within this sociocultural context and conceivabl! so, as a result. some members

of these populations may experience a decrease in their interpersonal trust. and ma!
become more hesitant to interact and further develop intimate relations with man! others.
As Rokach (1984) has suggested. the experience of painful interpersonal interactions. and

possible rnsuins hesitance toward or fmr of intimacv, may serve to contribute In
deterring an individual fiom becoming intimate with others and becoming socialIy
connected.

In context of the above mentioned circumstances, it would appear that this
sociocultural setting may tend to increase the possibility for experiencing loneliness for
persons of lesbian, gay male, and bisexual sexual orientation sub-cultures. Moreover, it
would hnhermore be conceivable to expect increased levels of loneliness among
members of these populations. Finally, although not minimizing individual differences, it
would seem reasonable to assume that the loneliness experience of persons of each of
these sub-cultures may differ from the loneliness experience of those of the other subcultural groups. As Rokach and Sharma 1 1996) have concluded from their zsamination of
cultural (i.e., 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
sexual orientation, prsons of heterosexuaI sexual orientation may be presented with
more opportunities to establish numerous and diverse meaningful relationships. Although
persons of heterosexual sexual orientation may be presented with these interpersonal
opportunities. however. it is not accurate to presume that they are likely to experience 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. Also, 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 reasonable to presume that persons of heterosexual sexual orientation may
be less likely to experience interpersonal loneliness than persons of lesbian and gay male

sexual orientation, and that the loneliness experience may differ amongst 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 Scale indicated that the lesbimgay group was
significantly less satisfied than the heterosexual group with their social relations in

-general. Nonetheless. results of each of the 4 relationship sub-scales (i.e., familial.
Friendship, romantic-sexual, groupicommunity) indicated that the lesbianigay group was
only sigificantly less satisfied than the heterosexuaI group with their familial relations.
Commonality was also found amongst the 2 sexuaI orientation groups. For example,
results of the new factor structure of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3 ) indicated
that the lesbia~gayand heterosexual goups experienced a comparable degree of
loneliness of a social~emotionalnature.
Contribution of Present Study

In the follotriing segment. the contributions of the present study will be presented.
It has been acknowledged that loneliness is a prevalent social issue (i.e.. Rokach
& Brock. 1996). The following study contributed 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 conceptualization of
loneliness, and, consequently, pointed to the significance of identifyin3 and
distinguishing amongst numerous and qualitatively diverse y e s of interpersonal
loneliness.
It has been voiced that there exists an immense need for empirical research
examining 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. Furthermore, since, to the researcher's awareness,
researchers having previously studied the experience of individuals' loneliness and
coping (as measured in the present study) have nezlected to consider or examine the
possible influence of sexual orientation, it appears 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 general, indirectly contributed to the knowledge base of
research regarding gender, sexual orientation. social networks, social suppon, and
interpersonal relations.
It has been noted that research on loneliness has largely been conducted with

college samples and that this raises questions as to the validity of scores of persons from
other groups (i.e.. Palouuian & Janigian. 1987; Vinccrnzi & Grabosky. 1987). Thc
individuals having comprised the sample of the present study possessed diverse sociodemo-graphic characteristics.
The approach (i.e.. anonymous participation via mail) of the current study was
uncommon. To the researcher's awareness. only two other studies having administered
some version of the UCLA Loneliness Scale used a similar approach ( 1,s.. Constable 8i
Russell, 1986; Russell, Altmaier, & Van Veizen, 1987). It was thought that issues
regarding social desirability may possibly be lessened through this approach.
The current study provided further support for the reliability of the UCLA
Loneliness Scale (Version 3) (Russell, 1996),the Differential Loneliness Scale (Schmidt
& Sermat, I983), and the Coping Questionnaire (Russell et al.. 1984).

Limitations of Present Study
Numerous limitations of the present research need to be noted, Limitations will be
presented within two sub-sections: Sampk and measurement.
Sample
Although the overaIl sample of the c m n t snrdy was composed of an adequate
number of parhcipants (n = 274), it is important to note that the size of the bisexual
sexual orientation group was minimal [total n = 17 (women, n = 1 I), (men, n = 6 ) ] .The
relatively small size of the bisexual goup limited the comparison of data of tlus ~ o u to
p
the data of the lesbiarvgay and heterosexual groups for 2 reasons: It was conceivable that

high variability may have existed in the data 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 sample may have been idiosyncratic to this
panicuiar sample and would not have been replicated in tinure research.
All participants were volunteers. Perhaps, these individuals possessed some
characteristics (i.e.. were not completely aware of their Ionetiness, were not as lonely, or
were more comfortable with revealing their loneliness)that were different from those of
others who may have been relucrant to participate in the study. As has been noted,
individuals differ in their readiness to recognize or admit (to themselves and others)that
they may be lonely (Rook& Peplau 1982). Hence. the responses of the participants In
the following study may have been very different from 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 representative of those who are not as
open with their sexual orientation.

Thus,the findings of the present study need to be acknotvledged as suggestive and
tentative, and not definitive. Caution need be placed in generaIizing the results to any
population other than the one in the current study.
Measurement
Demom~hicQuestionnaire. [n regards to the Demo-graphic Questionnaire.

*

question 1 1 (-Which sexual orientation do you identify 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 behavioral componeni
of sexual orientation was not included for this question.
Davies and Neal ( 1996) propose that, in general. the majority of individuals do
not identify their sexual orientation in accordance with their behavior and fantasies. It has
been recognized that some women and men engage in same-gender sexual activity but
not necessarily identifv themselves as lesbian, gay, or bisexual, while others do not
engage in same-gender sexual activity but may identify themselves as lesbian. _ray. or

bisexual ( i.e., American Psychological Association, 1991 :Davies & Neal* 1996 ).
Hence, question # 1 1 may have been interpreted in numerous ways- and. thus. ma):
have influenced the responses of participants accordingly. Therefore, whether

parbcipants only selfdefined or selfdefined in accordance with their behavior. remains
uncertain. and may have limited the accuracy of their classification in one of the three
sexuaI orientation groups.
Also, 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 (i-e., educational status) was not examined Possible variances in these variables
may have had an influence on the results of the present study.
UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3). Concern with the UCLA Loneliness Scale
(Version 3) arises from one of its 4 response options (-Nevei'; "Rarely"; "Sometimes";
"Always"). Of concern 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), may have been more practical. It is conceivable that the "Always"
response option may have had an influenceon 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.
Further. if the response tbrmat of the original version of the UCLA Loneliness
Scale had been utilized. the cross comparison of results of this study and those of other
studies having used the present response format. would have been more compatible with
studies having employed the original scale. Since the different response formats may
have influenced the responses of participants differently. this limitation is to be noted as a
possible factor influencingthe results of participants and cross-comparisons of results of
this study with previous studies having used other response tbrmats.
Since the item content of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3) has not
reflected possible affective cues indicative of loneliness ( t-e., emotional distress), and
considered by many researchers as important in identifying its experience (i-e.,Peplau &

Perlman, 1982; Rokach & Brock, 1997a), a thorough assessment 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 emotionaYintimate 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 social/cmotional and
socialiisolation nature.
Differential Loneliness Scale. In respect to the Differential Loneliness Scale. a
possible issue concerns the total item differences existing amongst the 4 relationship
categories. One possible limitation worthy of noting is that a large number of items ~n of
items = 18) pertain to familial relationships. When considering that numerous lesbian
women 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 pertaining to this
relationship category, this category has a distinct influence on the total Ditterential
Loneliness ScaIe score of pamcipants.

Furthermore, 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
assessment 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, answers may have been

vulnerable to subjective error, and the quantitative aspects of their relationships may not
have been accurately assessed
Coping Questionnaire. In reference to the Coping Questionnaire. although this
measure solicits important information regarding numerous and diverse
co~mitivabehavioralcoping strategies and the Frequency to which they have been
applied. it does not address the usefulness or effectiveness of the strategies.
Issues of Social Desirabilitv. Since research has demonstrated that social sti-ma

IS

attached to IoneIiness (i.e.. Lau & Gruen. 1992). it has been noted that responses of
participants may be influenced by social desirability (i.e., Russell rt al.. 1980).Although

the researcher has attempted to lessen this social desirability influence by having
respondents participate anonymously via mail. perhaps its intluence st111partially cxlsted
in the data provided.

However, examination and cross-comparison of the data ~ndicatedthat the mean
scores obtained by the present sample on the UCLA Loneliness Scale were higher than
those found in numerous previous studies ( i.e,. Bell, 1991;Maroldo, 198 1 : Russell, Kao.
& Cutrona, 1987, cited in Russell, 1996: Russell et al., 1980: Russell et al.. 1978; SchuItz
& Moore, 1986; Solano, 1980: Solano et al., 1982: Stokes & Levin. 1986; Wheeler t t al.,

1983; WilIiams & Solano, 1983: Wilson et al., 1992).

Similarly, the mean scores of the present sample on the Differential Loneliness
Scale were higher than those found in previous research (i-e.,Kalliopuska & Laitinen,
1987,1991; Schmidt & Semat, 1983; Schmitt & Kurdek, 1985; Simmons et d.,1991) )-

All in all, these comparisons suggested that, perhaps, due to the anonymous

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 culturalr'social context a
person's gender and sexual orientation both play a mediating role in the nature and
intensity 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 differences.
p
Within group 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-cultures cope relatively similar with the loneliness experience in general, future
research directions may be aimed at inquiring into the kinds of coping strategies

experienced as most effective, and the several combined coping strategies that are most
useful for members amongst and within each of these sub-cultures.
Lmplications for Counselling

The findings of the present research render numerous implications and
suggestions for counselling practice in general, and effective interventions. This se-pent
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, _gaymale. and bisexual sub-cultures. the therapist needs
to be aware of and sensitive to the higher likelihood or possibility of social
marginalization of members of these populations due to heterosexism and homophob~a
(of which may be externally manifested and/or internalized),and to assess their social
networks and quality thereof. As the results of the present study suggested. the
lesbianigay group was experiencing a significantly higher degree of loneliness of a
social/isolation nature than the heterosexual group.
Furthermore, as Schmidt and Sennat (1983)have proposed. the indication of
numerous relational disruptions ma): suggest that one may be potentially at high-risk tbr
experiencing loneliness. As the results additionally indicated the men group was
significantly less satistied than the women group with their social relations in general,
suggesting that men may 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 1992),
,
individuals, especially males, may not

identify themselves as lonely, and, thus, not share and possibly not cope effectively with
their pain (McWhirter. 1990).Thus. adequate assessment of one's social network and
quality thereof may assist in developing preventive or reactive interventions.
Secondly, as according to the 2 loneliness measures employed (and their
underlying theoretical definitions of loneliness), the findings of the present study
suggested that the loneliness experience is mediated by an individual's perceived
discrepancy between herlhis actual or existing and desired relationships. The implication
is that perception, or cognitive [i-e.. negative self-amibutions (Shultz & Moore, 1986)]
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 been 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 loneliness. Thus.these areas need
to be assessed by the mental health practitioner when considering relevant and effective
interventions (i.e.. cognitive-orientedtherapies. modifiing social skills. modieing
interpersonal orientation, bibliotherapy). This additionally underscores the importance of
professionals taking a personal and professional active stance asainst circumstances (i.e..
heterosexism, sexism) that promote social injustice (i-e.. oppression and marginaIization
of persons of diverse sub-cultural goups), and working toward positive social changes.
Thirdly, findings suggested that loneliness is not a unitaq phenomenon, but.
rather. a multidimensional experience. and that it need not include all areas of an
individual's experience. For example, findings suggested that the men group was

experiencing a significantly greater degree of loneliness of an emotioWintimate nature
than the women group, and the lesbianlgay group was significantly less satisfied than the
heterosexual group with their familial relations.
Furthermore, findings also suggested that, perhaps, the social network structures
of persons of Iesbian and gay male sexual orientation and of persons of heterosexual
sexual orientation may differ, and that this may influence the loneliness experience
differently. For example, considering that the results of the present study indicated that
699'0 of the lesbian, gay male, and bisexual persons reported of been 'totally out' to their

hends (while 50% - 60% were out to numerous family members), and that friends are
reported to provide the most frequent emotional support to persons of lesbian and gay
male sexual orientation (i.e., 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 reiations.
Therefore, an individual's loneliness experience needs to be thoroughiy assessed
so that adequate identification of its nature (i-e., famiIial, fiiendship, romantic,

-rzroup/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.,cogitive-oriented
interventions, social skills training).

Fourthly, results underscored the importance of mental health practitioners
needing to engage in sociai network interventions. These interventions need not only
provide new opportunities to individuals for emiching existing relations, but also for
expanding their social network. This may include providing clients with information and

resources, and encouraging them to seek out organbations and community centres that
wiII provide them with opportunities to become more socialiy integrated (Rook,1984).
In context of enriching existing relations, results suggested that the network

structure amongst persons of the selected sexual orientation sub-cultures may differ, and,

thus, appropriate and ethical sociai network interventions need to be assessed. Recall that
findings of the Demographic Questionnaire indicated that only a moderate proponion

-

(50% 60%) of persons of lesbian, gay male, and bisexual sexuaI orientation were

'totally out' to numerous family members, but approximately 69O/0 were 'totally out' to

their friends. One implication of this is that persons of lesbian or gay male sexuaI
orientation may prefer and/or benefit from enriching existing relations with tiiends andior
others in their mid network outside the familial setting. In other words, for some of
these indinduals. it may be more appropriate to explore possible rtTective methods 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 professional needs a sufficient awareness of issues
surrounding gender and sexual onentation, and of agencies or organlzatlons sensitive to
such sub-cultural differences, so that appropriate referrals may be provided to clients if

needed.
ln context ofexpanding an individual's social network. the findings suggested

that the lesbidgay group was experiencing a higher degree of loneliness oFa
social/isolation name than the heterosexual group. Hence. one implication of this result
is that members of these populations may greatly benefit fiom obtaining information

regarding partkular resources and becoming aware of organizations and community
centres that may provide them with opportunities to become more socially integrated.

Finally, the results of the present study suggested that mental health practitioners
need to become aware of the prevalence and severity of loneliness amongst diverse subcultures so that populations perhaps facing greater likelihood of experiencing
interpersonal loneliness may be considered for preventive interventions. In general. the
finding 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 health practitioners may exercise
preventive interventions with populations by chance more likely to experience
interpersonal loneliness. Preventive interventions may include, for example. the
dissemination of educational materials (Rook. 1984) to organizations and/or communities
that cater to persons of these high-risk populations.
Counselling & Co~ineStrategies
Findings indicated that, in general, the selected sub-cultural groups utilized
similar copinrg strategies at a relatively 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 strategies, [and suggested by research to
be most useful (it.. Rokach, 1996)], were those associated with the following elements:
Acknowledging and normalizing the experience: reflecting on the experience and
possible solutions; engaging in positive self cognitive talk; reassuring oneself that the
situation would improve; focusing on positive persona1 qualities and successes; engaging

in activities for leisure and to foster personal growth; changing particular personal traits:
engaging in activities reflecting the continuation of attending to personal responsibilities,
andlor that assist in temporarily escaping the loneliness experience; engaging in social
activities: and acquiring a positive outiook of the situation (i.e.. seeing it as an
opportunity for personal grow^).
As findings have suggested 1oneIiness appears to be a multidimensional
experience. Hence, although the above mentioned cognitive/behavioral coping strategies
have been most frequently applied by the sample of the present study. it would seem
reasonable to propose that the usehlness or effectiveness of particular coping strategies
for a particular individual would need to be individualfvassessed. As Rokach ( 1997a)
suggested it is important for mental health practitioners to understand individuals'
chosen \cays of attempting to cope with their experience. By takinz this approach. he
suggested, the therapist may encourage further use of their present inner resources and
useful copins strategies. and make suggestions for additionai etTectike ones.
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Appendix A
Partkipation Instructions
(1) Please ensure that you read the Cover Letter (pages2 - 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 all the questions as accurately as possible. Although I
hope that you will answer a11 of the questions, if you feel discomfort about answering
a certain question, it is ok to leave it blank.
(3) Once you have completed all questionnaires, please p[ace them in the pre-addressed
and pre-posted envelop enclosed and mail them to the researcher at the University of
Calgary.
(4) If any concerns or questions should arise before, during, or after 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 answer your call at that time, she will leave a message on her voice-mail
informing you of the time(sj that she will be available to be contacted.

I wish to thank you for taking the time out of your own busy schedule to participate in the
following study. Your feedback is very valuable and deeply appreciated.
Revekka Kakouliis

Appendix B
Cover Letter
PLEASE ENSURE THAT YOU WAD THE FOLLOWING COVER LETTER PRIOR
TO PARTICIPATING IN THE STUDY BY COMPLETING AND MAILING THE
ENCLOSED QUESTIONNAIRES.
Hi! My name is Revekka Kakoullis. 1.ma 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 requirements 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. I am
writing to provide information regarding my research project entitled "Loneliness and
Coping: An Exploratory Study Examining Gender and Sexuality," so that you can make
an informed decision re-=ding 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 18 years of age or older to participate in
the following study.
Your involvement will consist of completing 4 questionnaires: A Demographic
Questionnaire; the Differential Loneliness Scale; The UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version
3): and the Coping Questionnaire. The Demoaa~hicQuestionnaire will consist of 13
questions soliciting information regarding the folIowing areas: Age; gendengnder
identity; possible factors (i-e..sex change) that may have a bearing on your gender
identity andor sexual orientation: ethnic origin; educational status; employment status:
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 being -out' to or open with others about
your sexual orientation; and. relationship status. The sexual orientation question will &Q
require that you identift yourself with one of the following sexual orientations:
Heterosexual woman; heterosexual man: b i s e d woman; bisexual man; two-spirited
woman (First Nations only); two-spirited man (First Nations only); 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 true or false for you or your situation. The UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version
3J will consist of 20 statements. You will be required to indicate how you feel about each
statement on a 4-point scale. The Co~ingQuestionnaire will consist of 27 statements. For
each statement, you will be required to indicate how often you used each coping stratep
described on a 9-point scale. This procedure will take approximately 35 minutes to
complete.
You should be aware that your pamcipation is to be strictly voluntary. 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 prior to deciding to participate.
If you choose to give your consent to participate in the study by completing the 4
questionnaires and mailing them to the researcher in the enclosed pre-addressed and preposted envelop, you should 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 your consent and to terminate your participation from the study.

I

If,however, you choose to antact me to make arrangements to either attend a
specified session time that will take place in a research room or at my office at the
University of Calgary to participate in the study, you will be free to withdraw your
consent and to terminate your participation From the study prior to or during your
parhcipation for any reason without penalty. You should also be aware that the
researcher, upon her discretion in preserving your well being., has the right to withdraw
your @cipation from the study prior to or during your participation
Although safeguards have been taken to minimize any kind of potential risks. you
need to be aware that the nature of the study may raise some issues 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 further, I will provide you with a referral list
consisting of names and numbers of persons that you may contact at the University of
Calgary Counseling and Student Development Centre. If you are a non-student. and if by
virtue of your participation you wish to explore issues further, [ will provide you with a
referral list consisting of names and numbers of l d counseling agencies that you may
contact.
Data will be collected in such a manner as to ensure anonymity and
confidentiality. You will not be asked to identi@yourself on any of the data you provide.
Hence. the data you provide wilt not identi@you in any way. Furthermore. all
information obtained will remain strictly confidential. All data will be kept in a locked
filing cabinet and will only be accessible to myself (ReveWra Kakoullis) and my
supervisor (Dr. L. Handy). Summary of group results wili be available at a later time.
Additionally, you need to be aware that if the following study is published only group
data will be reported. Furthermore, all data will be shredded within thee vears of when
rmdy will be completed. The study should be completed within a year.
Benefits by virtue of your participation include been given the opportunity to
learn something about yourself and loneliness and coping in general, as well as to
contribute to knowiedge regarding gender, sexual orientation, loneiiness 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 Committee at 220-5465. or the Office of the VicePresident (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 you for your cooperation.
Sincerely,
Revekka Kakodlis
M-Sc. Student
University of Calgary

Appendix C
Cover Letter
Hi! My name 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 supervision 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. I am
writing to provide information re-garding 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 Scale: The UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version
f);and the Coping Quemonnaire. The Demoera~hicOuestionnaire 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 status: employment starus;
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 being 'out' to or open with others about
your sexual orientation; and, relationship status. The sexual orientation question 1vi1l 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 ~ifferentiaiLoneliness 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 true or false for you or your situation. The UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version
2 will consist of 20 statements. You will be required to indicate how you feel about each
statement on a 4-point scale. The Coping Ouestionnaire will consist of 27 statements. For
each statement, you will be required to indicate how often you used each coping strategy
described on a 9-point scale. This procedure will take approximately 35 minutes to
complete.
You should be aware that 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 prior to deciding to participate.
You should also be aware that if you give your consent to participate in the study,
you will be free to withdraw your consent and to terminate your participation fiom the
study prior to or during your participation for any reason without penalty.
You should also be aware that the researcher. upon her discretion in preserving
your we11 being, has the right to withdraw your participation fiom the study prior to or
during your participation
Although safeguards have k e n taken to minimize any kind of potential risks, you
need to be aware that the n m of the study may raise some issues that you may wish to

explore fixher. If you 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 refed list
consisting of names and numbers of persons that you may contact at the University of
Calgary Counseling and Student Development Centre. If you are a non-student, and if by
virtue of your participation you wish to explore issues W e r , I will provide you with a
referral 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
confidentiality. You will not be asked to identify yourself on any of the data you provide.
Hence, the data you provide will not identifj you in my way. Furthermore, all
information obtained will remain strictly confidential. All data will be kept in a locked
fiiing cabinet and will only be accessible to myself (Revekka Kakoullis) and my
supervisor (Dr. L. Handy). Summary 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 reported. Fuhermore, all data will be shredded within three years of when
study wilt be completed. The study should be completed within a year.
Benefits by virtue of your participation include k e n given the opportunity to
learn something about yourself and IoneIiness and coping in general, as well as to
contribute to knowledge regarding gender, sexual orientation, loneliness and coping
If you have any questions prior to or after your pmicipation. please feel free to
contact me at 870-0390. my supervisor Dr. L. Handy at 2204084, the Ofice of the
Chair, Joint Faculties Research Ethics Committee at 220-5165. or the Office of the VicePresident (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 completing the questionnaires. your informed
consent will be implied. f lease retain this cover letter for your records.
Thank you for your cooperation.
Sincerely,
Revekka Kakoullis
M.Sc. Student
University of Calgary
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Appendix D
Demographic Questionnaire
Instructions: Please answer the following questions by either filling in the blank space
where indicated or by placing an "X"inthe approP& box to indicate the answer that is
most applicable to you. Although I hope that you will answer d l of the following
questions, if you feel discomfort about answering a certain question, it is okay to leave it
Matk
( I ) Date:

3

I

I

(2) Age:

(3) Gender / Gender Identity:
Female [ ]

Male [

I

Transgender [ ]

Transsexual [

1

Other
(4) Are there any possible factors (i.e., having participated in a sex change) that may
have a bearing on your gender identity and/or sexual orientation'?

No [

I

Yes [ ] If yes. please specify:

( 5 ) Ethnic Origin: (Please place an "X' in all the boxes that apply. )

White European

[

1

1

Southeast Asian, Pacific Islander

[

1

1

West Asian / MiddIe Eastern

[

1

Black ;African Canadian

[

1

First Nations / Aboriginal

[ ]

South Asian

[

East Asian

[

Central or South American

[ ]

Other
(6) Educational Status:(Pleaserefer & to the highest educational level completed.)

[ ]
Elementary School
Some Junior High School (Grades 7,8 or 9) [
[1
Junior High School Graduate

Some High School (Grades 10, !I or 12)
High School Graduate
Some College, University or Other PostSecondq Education
College, University or Other PostSecondary Graduate

[

1

[I

[ ]
[

1

Some Graduate School
Graduate Degree
Some Post-Graduate
School
Post-Graduate Degree

[

1

[ 1
[ ]
[

1

(7)Employment Status: (Please place an "X" in all the boxes that apply.)
Employed Full-Time
(29 Hours or More Per Week)

[

I

Work at Home, Not for [ ]
Pay

Employed Part-Time
(Less Than 29 Hours Per Week)

[

1

Unemployed

[

1

SeIf-Employed

[

1

Retired

[

1

Contract Worker

[

1

Full-Time Student

[

1

Seasonal Worker (Full- or PartTime)

[

1

Part-Time Student

[

1

Other
(8) Approximate population of your present area (i-e., city, town) of residence:

(9) How tong have you lived in your present area (i.e., city, town) of residence'?

I

Less Than 1 Year [ ]

-3

More Than 3 Years [

Years [ ]

Il0)LivingArrangements:

(I

1

Living Alone

[

Living With Intimate Partner

[ ]

[

Living With Others
(Along With Intimate Paruler)

11

I )Which sexual orientation do you identifir with?
Heterosexual Woman

[ ]

Bisexual Woman

[

Two-Spirited Woman
(First Nations Only)

[ ]

Lesbian Woman

[

1

I

1

Living With Others
(Not Intimate fartner)

1

Heterosexual Man

[

Bisexual Man

I1

Two-Spirited Man
[ j
( First Nations Only)
Gay Man

11

(12) %ess":
(The following question pertains only to persons of lesbian, gay, bisexual
or two-spirited sexual orientation)
The foIlowing question deals with being 'out" to or open with others about the fact that
you are lesbian, gay, bisexuaI or two-spirited Please indicate how "out" 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 yoy please place an "X in the "Not Applicable" box
Presently, how Not
"out" are you to "Out"
At All
I
I
I Your:
1
2
1
3
1
4
5
1
6
I
Mother
I
I
Father
I
1
I
1
Sisteds)
I
I [1
I
[
Brother@)
1
I
1
!
[:
r Other Relatives I [ ' I
I
I
I
I
Children
I
1
I
i
Friends
I
I I
I
1
I
Neighbors
1
I
1
1 II
I
I
!
1 If you are
I
I
I
!
I
j presently a
,
I
!
I
I
student to:
I
I
Other Students I [ 1
[ 1
[ 1
[ 1 !
[ 1
[ 1
I
Teachers/
I
[I i [I I [I
[I 1 [I
[I t
Instructors or I
I
I
I
I
Other School
I
I
I
I
I
Authorities
I
I
If you are
I
I
!
presently
[
1
1
working to:
I
1
I
I
Supervisors
! [ 1 II [ 1
[
1
[
1
1
1
[ 1
CeWorkers !
[I 1 [I
[I
[I 1 [ I I
[I
I
Colleagues /
I
i
Staff
Clients /
[I
[ 1 I [ I
( 1 1 [ I 'jI [ I
Customers
I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

1

I

I

1

I

I

1

I

I

I

4

I

I

I

I

I

( 13) Relationship Status: (Please place an "X"

Singe
In Opposite-Sex Relationship
[n Same-Sex Relationship
Living With Opposite-Sex Partner
Living With Same-Sex Partner
Married / Opposite-Sex Partner

[ ]

[
[
[
[
[

]
]
]
]
]

in one box only.)
Commitment 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
Widowed / Same-Sex Partner
[ 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 often you fee[ the way described by placing an "X' in one
of the four responses provided: ( 1) N=Never, (2) R=Rarely; (3) S=Sometimes; and (4)
A=Alwavs.
v

Here is an example:
How often do you feel happy?

( 1) N

[ ] (2) R [ ] (3) S [ ] (4) A [ ]

If you never feel happy, place an "X- in the N box correspondin_eto NEVER.
If you sometimes feel happy, place an -'X" in the S box corresponding to SOMETIMES.
If you always feel happy, place an "-X*
in the A box corresponding to ALWAYS.

I 1 (2) R [ 1 (3) S [ 1 (4) A [ 1

How ofien do you feel that you are 'in
tune' with the people around you?

(1) N

How often do you feel that you lack
companionship?

(I)N[ ] (2)R[

Howofiendoyoufeelthatthereisno
one you can turn to?

(I)N[] (2)R[] (3)S[I (4)A[]

How often do you feel alone?

(1)N[ ] (Z)R[ ] ( 3 S [ ] ( J ) A [ ]

Howofiendoyoufeelpartofagroupof
Friends?

(I)N[ 1 (2)R[ J (3)S[ ] (J)A[ J

HowoftendoyoufeeIthatyouhavealot { I ) N [
in common with the people around you?
How often do you feel that you are no
longer close to anyone?

(2)R[

( I ) N [ ] 13) R [

How often do you feel that your interests (1) N [
and ideas are not shared by those around
you?

11.

1

1

1 (3)S[ 1 (J)A[ 1

1 (3)S[ 1 (J)A[ 1

I

(3) S [ 1 (4) A [ ]

(2) R [ ] (3) S [

I

(4) A [ ]

I

I

())A[

How often do you feel outgoing and
fiiendly?

(I)N[ J (2)R[

How often do you feel left out?

(l)N[

(3)S[

I

1 (2)R[ I ( W [ 1 (4)Ai 1

12. How often do you feel that your
relationships with others are not
meaningfd?
13. How often do you feel that no one really
knows you well?
14. Howoftendo you feel isolatedfiom
others?
IS.

How often do you fee1 you can find
companionship when you want it?

16. How often do you fee1 that there are
people who redly understand you?
17. How often do you feel shy?
18.

How often do you feel 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 you feel that there are
people you can turn to?

Appendix F
Differential Loneliness & d e (Schmidt & Sermat, 1983)
Instructions: For each statement, decide W 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 TRUE. If not, place an "X" in the F box correspondingto FALSE. If a statement is not
applicable to you because you are currently not involved in the situation it depicts (i-e.,a
c m n t romantic or marital relationship), then pIace an "X" in the F box corresponding to
FALSE.
Here is an example:

I have a lover or spouse who hlfiIis many of my emotional needs. T [ ] F [

I

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 curreiltly not involved in
the situation. place an "Y in the F box corresponding to FALSE.
1

I find it easy to express feelings of affection toward members of my
family.

T [ 1 F[ 1

Z

Most everyone around me is a stranger.

T[

3

1 usually wait for a fnend to call me up and invite me out before making T [ ] F [ ]
plans to go anywhere.

4

Most of my friends understand my motives and reasoning

T[

5

At this time, I do not have a romantic relationship that means a great
deal to me.

T[ 1 F [ j

6

I don't get along very well with my family.

T[

1

F[

1

7

1 have at least one good friend of the same sex

Ti

1

F[

1

8

I have at least one good fiend of the opposite sex.

T[

I

F[

1

9

I can't depend on getting moral or financial support fiom any group or
organization in a time of trouble.

T[ ] F[ ]

10 1am now involved in a romantic or marita1 relationship where both of
us make a genuine effort at cooperation.

I

1

F[

F[

T [ ] F[

1

1

1

11 I often become shy and retiring in the company of relatives.
12 Some of my friends wiIl stand by me in aIrnost any difficulty.
13 People in my community aren't really interested in what I think or feel.
14 My trying to have Fnends and to be liked seldom succeeds the way I
would like it to.
15 I spend time talking individually with each member of my family.
16 I find it difficult to tell anyone that I love him or her.

17 I don't have many friends in the city where I live.
18 1 work well with others in a group.
19 I am an important part of the emotional and physical well-being of my

lover or spouse.
20 I don't feel that I can turn to my friends living around me for help when
I need it.

2 1 I don't think that anyone in my farniIy really understands me.
22 I have a lover or spouse who fulfills many of my emotional needs.
23 My friends are generally interested in what I am doing, although not to
the point of being nosy.
24 Members of my family enjoy meeting my hends.

25 I allow myself to become close to my friends.
26 My relatives are generally too busy with their concerns to bother about
my problems.

27 Few of my friends understand me the way I want to be understood.
28 No one in the community where I iive cares much about me.

29 Right now, I don't have true compatibility in a romantic or marital
relationship.

30 Members of my family give me the kind of support that I need.

T[1 F[I

A lot of my friendships ultimately turn out to be pretty disappointing.

My romantic or maritaI partner gives me much support and
encouragement.
I am not very open with members of my family.

I often feel resentful about certain actions of my fiends.
I 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.

I have a good relationship with most members of my immediate family.
In my relationships, I am generally able to express both positive and
negtive feelings.

I don't get much satisfaction fiom the groups I attend.
t get plenty of help and support fiom bends.

I seem to have little to say to members of my family.
I don't have any one special love relationship in which I feel really
understood.
I really feel that I belong to a family.
I have few mends with whom 1can talk openly.

My family is quite critical of me.

I have an active love life.
I have few friends that I can depend on to h(fil[their end of mutual
commitments.
Generally I feel that members of my family acknowledge my strengths
and positive qualities.

I have at least one real friend
50 I don't have any neighbors who would help me out in a time of need.

T[ ] F[

1

Members of my family are relaxed and easy-going with each other.
I have moved around so much that I find it difficult to maintain lasting
friendships.
I tend to get along well with partners in romantic relationships.
I find it difficult to invite a friend to do something with me.
I have tittIe contact with members of my family.
My fhends don't seem to stay interested in me for long.

There are people in my community who understand my views and
beliefs.
As much as possible, I avoid members of my family.

I seldom get the emotional security I need from a romantic or sexual
relationship.
My family usually values my opinion when a family decision is to be

made.

61 Most of my fiends are genuinely concerned about my welfare.

T[

f

F[

1

I

Appendix G
Coping Questionnai*~
(~u&li, Cutmna, Rose, & Yufko. 1984)
Instructions: The following are some ways in which people cope with loneliness. Think
about your own experiences of loneliness, and indicate how often you have engaged in
each of the activities described by each statement to deal with loneliness by circling a
number on a scale from I (NEVER) to 9 (VERYOFTEN).

I

I

Here is an example:
Never
Tried to figure out why you were lonely. I Z

3

4 5

6

V~N
Ofien
7 8 9

If you never engaged in this activity to deal with loneliness, circle number 1.
If you engaged in this activity very often in dealing with loneliness, circle number 9.
r
Never
1 2

3

4

5

6

Very Often
7 8 9

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1

Taken your mind off feeling lonely by
doing some physical activity (such as
jogging, playing basketball. going shopping,
washing the car, etc.).

3

Taken your mind off feeling lonely through
some mental activity (such as reading a
novel. watching TV, going to a movie, etc. ).

3

Taken your mind off feeling lonely by
deliberately thinking about other thing
(anythingother than your loneliness).

4

Tried to figure out why you were lonely.

I

2

3

4

5

6

7

8 9

5

Thought about things you could do to
overcome your loneliness.

I

2

3

4

5

6

7

8 9

6

Done something to make yourself more
physically attractive to others (such as going
on a diet, buying new clothes, changing
your hairstyle, etc.).

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

7

Done something to improve your social
skills (such as learning to dance, learning to
be more assertive, improving conversational
skills, etc.).

9

9

Very Often
8 9

Never
1 2

3

4

5

6

7

Thought about things you can do extremely
well (excelling at schoolwork, athletics,
mvork, gourmet cooking, etc.).

1 2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Actually done something you are very good
at (do schoolwork, athletics, artwork, etc.).

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Worked particularly hard to succeed at
some activity (such as studying e . w hard
for an exam, putting e m effort into
practicing an instrument, pushing yourself
on an athletic skill, etc.).

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Told yourself that you were over-reacting,
that you shouldn't be so upset.

I

1

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Told yourself that your loneliness would not
last forever, that things would get better.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Thought about possible brnetits of your
experience of loneliness (such as telling
yourself that you were learning to be selfrelianh that you would grow from the
experience, etc.).

I

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Told yourself that most other people are
lonely at one time or another.

1

1

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Reminded yourself that you actually do
have good relationships with other people.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Changed your goals for social relationships
(such as telling yourself that it is not that
important to be popular; that at this point in
your life it's all right not to have a
boyfriend/girIfiiend, etc.).

I

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Done something to make yourself a more
out-going person

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Thought about good qualities that you
possess (such as being warm, intelligent,
sensitive, seif-sufficient, etc.).

Never
19

Thought about how to change your
loneliness.

1

2

3

4

5

6

Very Often
7 8 9

20

Thought about things you have done
successfully in the past

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

21

Taken you.mind off feeling 1oneIy by
concentrating on work (such as schoolwork,
etc. ).

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

22

Tried to do new things to meet peopte (i.e.,
going to dances, joining a club).

-

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

23

Attended a social gathering to meet new
people.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

34

Anended organized recreational activities to
meet new people.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

25

Talked to a friend or relative about ways to
overcome your loneliness.

I

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

26

Taken your mindoff feeling lonely by using
drugs or alcohol.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

27

Talked to a counselor or therapist about
ways to overcome your loneliness.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Appendix H
UCLA Loneliness s&: Version 3 (RusseLl, 1996)
Instnrctions: The following statements describe how p p l e sometimes feel. For each
statement, please indicate how often you feel the way described by writing a number in
the sbace movided

Here is an example:
How often do you feel happy?

If you never felt happy, you would respond "never": if you always feel happy, you
would respond "always.'
NEVER
I

RARELY
-3

SOMETIMES

ALWAYS
4

3

How ofien do you feel that you are 'in tune' with the people around you? How often do you feel that you lack companionship?
How often do you feel that there is no one you can turn to? How often do you feel alone? How often do you f e I part oCa group of Fnends? How ofien do you feel that you have a lot in common with the people around you? How often do you tieel that you are no longer close to anyone'? How ofien do you feel that your interests and ideas are not shared by those around you? How ofien do you Feei outgoing and friendly? How often do you feel close to people? How often do you feel Icfi out? How often do you feel that your relationships with others are not meaningful? How often do you feel that no one redly knows you welt? How ofien do you fed isolated Ciom others? How often do you feel you can find companionship when you want it? How often do you feel that there are people who really understand you? How ofien do you feel shy? How often do you feel that people are around you but not with you'? How oAen do you feel that there are people you can talk to? How often do you feel that there are people you can turn to?
,
-

Scoring Items # 1, #5, ii6, #9, d 10, f IS, # 16, # 19, and #20 should be reversed (i.e., I-!,
2=3,3=2,4=1), and the scores for each item then summed together. Higher scores

indicate greater degrees of loneliness.

Appendix I

Differential Loneliness Scale (Schmidt & Sermat, 1983)
Directions: For each statement, decide whether 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 currently not involved in the situation it
depicts. e.a.. a current romantic or marital relationship, then score it FALSE.

I

Item % Item
I I find it easy to express feelings of affection toward members
, I
of my family.
'2
, Most everyone around me is a stranger.
'3
! I usually wait for a fiend to call me up and invite me out
before making plans to go anywhere.
4
, Most of mv fiends understand mv motives and reasoning.
At this time. 1 do not have a romantic relationship that means a
,yeat deal to me.
6
I don't get alone very well with mv family.
7
I have at least one good hend of the same sex.
8
I have at least one good friend of the opposite sex.
9
I can't depend on getting moral or financial support from any
group or organization in a time of trouble.
10
1 am now involved in a romantic or marital relationship where
both of us make a genuine effort at cooperation.
II
I often become shy and retrring in the company of relatives.
12
! Some of my hencis will stand bv me in almost anv difficultv.
13
I People in my community aren't realty interested in what I
, think or feel.
14
I My trying to have fnends and to be liked seldom succeeds the
I wav 1 would like it to
IS
1I I spend time talking individually wth each member of my
family.
16
j 1 find it difficult to tell anvone that 1 love hlm or her.
17
i I don't have many Friends in the city where [ five.
18
; I work well with others tn a poup.
' 19
i I am an important part of the emotional and phys~calwell1 being of my lover or spouse.
20
I don't feel that I can turn to my Fnends living around me for
help when I need it.
21
1 I don't think that anyone in my family really undemands me.
33
-I have a lover or spouse who hlfiIls many of my cmot~onal
needs.
I 23 1 My fiends are generally interested in what I am dotng
I although not to the point of being nosy.
1
i 14
I Members of my famiIy enjoy meeting my friends. _--

Key Scoring
1 Fam. F

I
I

I

Gr.
, Fr.

T
T

I
t

I

I S

:

Fr.
R.S.

1

I

F

T

Fam.
Fr.
Fr.
Gr.

T
F
F

R.S.

F

T

8

Fam. T
F
Fr.
Gr.
T

Fr.

T

Fam. F

I

R.S.

T

Fr
Gr.
R.S.

T
F
F

Fr.

T
7

Fam. T
R.S. F

I

Fr.
*

I

F

Fr- -LF--.

-1

Item #
25
26

27
28
29
30
,I 3 1

1! 32
33
34
j 35
1I 36
37
1

38

' 39

I 40
i 41

i 42
!

I 49
iI

45
46
47

I

! 48
1

49
50
I

j 51
1

1 52
53
54

Item
I allow myself to become close to my friends.
I
I My relatives are generally too busy with their concerns to
bother about my problems.
Few of my fiends understand me the way I want to be
understood
No one in the community where I live cares much about me.
Right now, I don't have true compatibility in a romantic or
matal relationship.
Members of my family give me the kind of support that I need.
lot of my fiiendships ultimately turn out to be pretty
1 Adisappoint&.

1 Key ( Scoring 1
I Fr. 1 F
I

I My romantic or marital partner gives me much support and

/ RS.

I encouragement.
I I am not very open with members of my family.
/ [ often feel resentful about certain actions of my fiends.
1 Iam embarrassed about the way my family behaves.

1 People who say they are in love with me are usually only

1

j trying to rationalize using me for their own purposes.
1 1 have a good relationship with most members of my
immediate fmily.
In my relationships, I am generally able to express both
positive and negative feelings.
I don't get much satisfaction fiom the groups I attend.
I get plenty of help and support from fiends.
I seem to have little to say to members of my family1 I don't have any one special love relationship in which I feel
really understood.

I Fam. 1 T
I

1

1 Fr.

T

Gr.

1T

RS. i T
I

Fam. I F
~ r . 1I T

/

1
/

/

F

Fam. f T
Fr. I T
Fam. I T
RS. T

I
/

1
1
I
/ Farn. 1 F

1

!
I
I

I
I

fIi
I

j

I

I

I
1

I

I

I Gr. / T
Fr. I F
Fam. / T
, R.S. T

I

I
1

1

1

!

Fam. F
/T
T

Fr.
1 have few fiends with whom I can talk openly.
Fam.
My famiIy is quite critical of me.
R.S.
I have an active love life.
I have few fkiends that I can depend on to fulfill their end of
Frmutual commitments.
Generally I feel that members of my family acknowledge my 1 Fam.
strengths and positive qualities.
Fr.
1 I have at least one real friend
( I don't have any neighbors who would help me out in a time of Gr.
need.
Fam.
Members of my family are relaxed and easy-going with each
1
other.
I have moved around so much that I find it difficult to maintain 1 Fr.
Iasting fiendships.
I tend to get along well with partners in romantic relationships. RS.
Fr.
I find it difficultto invite a fiiend to do something with me.

I

1

I

IF

I/ '
F

!
1

I

I
!
I

iF
T
I

IF

I

1
I

I

IT
I

!
1F

1T

I

I

Item #
55
56
57
58
59

60
61

Item
I have little contact with members of my family.
My friends don't seem to stay interested in me for long.
The= are people in my community who understand my views
and belie&.
As much as possible, I avoid members of my family.
I seldom get the emotional security I need fiom a romantic or
sexual relationship.
My family usually values my opinion when a family decision
1 is to be made.
I Most of my friends are genuinely concerned about my welfare.

Scoring i
I
Fam. T
I
Fr.
T
1
Gr.
F
1

I Key

II

I Fam. 1 T

/ R.S. / T
1
1
/ Fam. 1 F

4I

I

I

/ Fr.

/F

*Please Note: Question #8 was added to this original version of the questionnaire.
Note. Scoring on the scale was determined in the following way: If T (True)or F (False)
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.

!

Appendix J
Coping Questionnaire (Russell, Cutrona, Rose, & Yurko, 1984)
) Instructions: The following are some ways in which people cope with loneliness. Think
and indicate how often
back on your own experiences of loneliness during ihe p&
you have engaged in each of these activities to deal with loneliness.
Never

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
(such as going on a diet, buying new
clothes, changing your hairstyle, etc.).

7

Done something to improve your
social skills (such as learning to dance,
learning to be more assertive,
improving conversational skills. etc. ).

8

Thought about good qualities that you
possess (such as being warm,
intelligent, sensitive, self-sufficient,
etc. ).

9

Thought about things you can do
extremely well (excelling at
schoolwork, athletics, artwork, etc.).

1

Very Often
2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1

Never
Actually done something you are very
good at (do schoolwork, athletics,
artwork, etc.).

Worked particularly hard to succeed at
some activity (such as studying extra
hard for an exam, putting extra effort
into practicing an instrument, pushing
yourself on an athletic skill, etc.).

Told yourself that you were overreacting, that you shouldn't be so
upset.
Told yourself that your loneliness
would not last forever. that things
would get baer.
Thought about possible benefits of
your experience of IoneIiness (such as
telling yourself that you were learning
to be self-reliant, that you would grow
from the experience, etc.).

Told yourself that most other people
are lonely at one time or another.
Reminded yourself that you actually
do have good relationships with other
people.
Changed your goals for social
relationships (such as tetling yourseIf
that it is not that important to be
popular, that at this point in your life
it's all right not to have a
bojiiendigirlfriend, etc.).
Done something to make yourseIf a

more out-going penon
Thought about how to change your
loneliness.

1

2

3

4

5

6

Very Often
7 8 9

20 Thought about things you have done
successfully in the past.

Never
I 2

3

4

5

6

7

Very Often
8 9

21 Taken your mind off feeling lonely by
concentrating on schoolwork

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

22 Tried to do new things to meet people
(i-e., going to dances, joining a club).

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

23 Attended a social gathering to meet
new people.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

24 Attended organized recreational
activities to meet new people.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

25 Talked to a fnend or relative about
ways to overcome your loneliness.

1

1

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

26 Taken your mind off feeling lonely by
using drugs or alcohol.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

27 Talked to a counselor or therapist
about ways to overcome your
loneliness.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

*Please Note: Questions #25. $26. and #27 were added to the orignal version of thrs
questionnaire.
Scoring: In creating each of the coping scores, responses to the items that are indicated
should be summed together.
(1 ) Self-Enhancing Behaviors: Items W, #5, # 12, f: 13, and =30.
(2) Behavioral Problem-Solving: Items #8, ti 1 I, # 16, # 19, and b24.
(3) Redefining Problem: Items 86, $7, #14, and # 15.
(4) Distraction: Items #9, # 17, and #2 1.
(5) Cognitive Problem-Solving: Items #2, # 10, and # t 8.

+*

Appendix K
Advertisement
FOR A -m

**

' .'LONELINESS IS AS NATURAL and integral a part of being human as arejoy,

hunger, and self-actualization" (Rokach, 1990, p.39). Loneliness has been recognized as a
universally experienced condition, that may potentially be encountered by all individuaIs
at some time in their lives (Rokach, 1984). I, Revekka Kakoullis, the researcher, am
seeking to understand individual's nature and degree or intensity of interpersonal
loneliness, as well as the diverse and numerous strategies utilized in coping with or
atIeviating its experience. Your input would be immensely appreciated, and would
contribute enormously to the current knowledge base of gender, sexual orientation,
loneliness, and coping research.

i

RESEARCH TITLE:
LONELINESS AND COPNG: AN EXPLORATORY STUDY EXAMINING GENDER
AND SEXUALITY.

RESEARCH STATUS:
THIS RESEARCH PROJECT HAS MET ETHICAL REQUIREMENTS AND HAS
BEEN APPROVED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY
AND THE JOMT FACULTES RESEARCH ETHICS COMhdKTEE.

NATURE OF RESEARCH:
TO EXAMINE THE MFLUENCE OF GENDER AND SEXUAL ORIENTATION ON
LONELMESS AND COPING WITH ITS EXPERIENCE.

PARTICIPANT NVOLVEMENT.
TO COMPLETE 4 QUESTIONNAIRES: A DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE:
THE UCLA LONELINESS SCALE (VERSION 3); THE DEFERENTIAL
LONELINESS SCALE; AND, THE COPING QUESTIONNAIRE.
DURATION OF PARTICIPATION:
THE PROCEDURE WILL TAKE APPROXIMATELY 35 M M U T E S TO COMPLETE.

ANONYMITY AND CONFIDENTIALITY.
ALL DATA WILL BE COLLECTED IN SUCH A MANNER AS TO ENSURE
ANONYMITY AND CONFIDENTIALITY. YOU WILL NOT BE ASKED TO
CDENTIFY YOURSELF. HENCE, THE DATA YOU PROVIDE WILL
IDENTIFY YOU M ANY WAY. ALL INFORMATION OBTAINED WILL REMAM
STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL. ALL DATA WILL BE KEPT IN A LOCKED FILMG
CABINET,AND WILL ONLY BE ACCESSIBLE TO THE RESEARCHER
(REVEKKA KAKOULLIS)AND
HER SUPERVISOR(DR L HANDY). SUMMARY
OF GROUP RESULTS WILL BE AVAILABLE AT A LATER TIME.

RISKS:
ALTHOUGH SAFEGUARDS HAVE BEEN TAKEN TO MIMMLZE ANY KIND OF
POTENTIAL RISKS, THE NATURE OF THE STUDY MAY RAISE ISSUES 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 FURTHER, THE RESEARCHER WILL PROVIDE
YOU WITH A REFERRAL LIST CONSISTING OF NAMES AND NUMBERS OF
PERSONS THAT MAY BE CONTACTED AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALGARY
COUNSELLING AND STUDENT DEVELOPMENT CENTRE. IF YOU ARE A NONSTUDENT, AND IF BY VIRTUE OF YOUR PARTICIPATION YOU WISH TO
EXPLORE ISUES FURTHER, THE RESEARCHER WILL PROVIDE YOU WITH A
REFERRAL LIST CONSISTING OF NAMES AND NUMBERS OF LOCAL
COUNSELLING AGENCIES THAT MAY BE CONTACTED FOR ASSISTANCE.

BENEFITS:
BENEFITS BY VIRTUE OF YOUR PARTICIPATION INCLUDE BEEN GIVEN THE
OPPORTUNITY TO LEARN SOMETHING ABOUT YOURSELF AND
LONELINESS AND COPMG M GENERAL, AND TO CONTRIBUTE TO
KNOWLEDGE REGARDING GENDER SEXUAL ORIENTATION. LONELINESS
AND COPING.
RESEARCHER:
REVEKKA KAKOULLIS
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
220-5465
OFFICE OF THE CHAIR. J O N FACULTES
RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE
220-2 145
OFFICE OF THE VICE-PRESIDENT
(RESEARCH)
I'M INTERESTED! BOW DO 1PARTICIPATE?
IN RECOGNIZING THAT YOU ARE TAKMG TIME OUT OF YOUR OWN BUSY
SCHEDULE TO PROVIDE VALUABLE FEEDBACK,AND IN ATEMPT TO
ACCOMMODATE YOU, I HAVE COME UP WITH A FEW OPTIONS FOR THOSE
OF YOU INTERESTED IN PARTICIPATING IN THE RESEARCH PROJECT:

( 1 ) YOU MAY CONTACT THE RESEARCHER (REVEKKA KAKOULLIS) AT 8700390 MONDAY'S AND TUESDAY'S BETWEEN 7:30 P.M.- 10:OO P.M.]TO
MAKE ARRANGEMENTS TO EITHER ATTEND A SPECIFIED SESSION TIME
THAT WILL TAKE PLACE IN A RESEARCH ROOM OR AT THE
RESEARCHEKS OFFICE AT THE UNNERSlTY OF CALGARY.
OR
(2) YOU MAY TAKE AN ENVELOP (THAT IS ATTACHED TO THIS
ADVERTISEMENT) CONSISTTNG OF STEP-BY-STEP INSTRUCTIONS AND
PARTICIPATION MATERIALS ( LE.,THE FOUR QUESTIONNAIRES),
COMPLETE THE QUESTIONNAIRES, AND MAIL THEM AWAY M THE
ENCLOSED PRE-POSTED m L O P ADDRESSED TO THE RESEARCHER AT
THE LMIVERS[TY OF CALGARY.

Appendix L
Newsletter Advertisement
PARTICIPANTS OF LESBIAN, GAY MALE, BISEXUAL,AND
EETEROSE*YUALSEXUAL 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
persons of diverse sub-cultures, and to attempt to lessen the heterosexist bias that appears
to exist in this domain of research.
Partici~antReauirements: Must be 18 yean of age or older to participate.
Anonvmitv and Confidentiality: All data will be collected in such a manner as to ensure
anonymity and confidentiality. Participants will NOT be asked to identifv themselves on
any of the data provided
Contact Number: For more information, please contact Revekka Kakoullis at 870-0390
on Mondav's and Tuesday's between 730 P.M. - 10:OO P.M..
L

Information about the study and packages for participation may be picked up at
Grabbajabba ( 1610-10' Street SW) and at GLCSA (#206-33 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 Authority)
CJSW (Speak Sebastian 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 (1502-1 I th Street SW)
Grabbajabba (1610 - 10th Street SW)
Kaffa Coffee & Salsa House
Katmandu (211 1 - 33 Avenue SW)
Mount Royal College
Rainbow Pnde Resource Centre
The Roasterie Zoo ( 10L-227 Ioh Street NW)
Rooks Bar & Beanery
Univers~tyof Calgary
The Women's Centre of Calgary ( B W- 1 Avenue NE)
The Women's Collective & Resource Centre
Words Cafe Bookstore & Cappuccino Bar

I)

11)

Appendix N
ResearcherIParticipantContact
If participants were solicited through the advertisement of the study posted at
several cites within the C d p y area, and whereby participation packages were
made available, the following procedure ensued
1.A Initial contact with participantsmay have been made by phone. Those
interested in participating in the study may have contacted the researcher and
mutually satisfactory or agreed upon arrangements may have been made for
participants 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.
I .B 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 informed 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 time. If participants were to chose to participate in the study at that time,
the researcher would have reminded them that they were not to identifir
themselves on the data they provided.
I .C The next possible contact would have been made by phone with those
participants who have decided to participate in the study after having
adequate time to consider their 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 research
room, or to meet with the researcher at the researcher's office.
I .D The next contact would 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 informed
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 time. If participants were to chose to participate in the study at that time,
the researcher would have reminded them that they were not to identify
themselves on the data they provided.
2
Participants may have attained the participation package, have no contact
with the researcher, or may have subsequently contacted the researcher via
phone.
If participants wete solicited through the advertisement of the study presented in the
previously specified monthly newsletters, the following procedure ensued:
1 Initial contact with participantsmay have been made by phone. Those
interested in pmcipating in the study may have contacted the researcher and

2

mutuaIIy satisfactory or agreed upon arrangements may have been made for
participants 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 further steps in the process. please review I .B- I .D in section I.
Participants rnay have attained the partxipation package, have no contact
with the researcher, or may have subsequently contacted the researcher via
phone.

111) If participants were solicited during one of the meetings that the researcher

attended. the follo~vingprocedure ensued:
1
Initial contact with potentid @cipants was mad. 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 may have approached the researcher and mutually
satisfacton: or agreed upon arrangements may 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
further steps in the process. please review 1.B - 1.D in section I.
Interested persons rnay have attained a participation package and have no
7
funher contact with the researcher, or have subsequent contact with the
researcher via phone.
IV) For potential participants that were not initially interested in participating in the
study at the time of the meeting but later were. the foilowing procedure may have
occurred:
1
Potential participants may have contacted the researcher at a later time by
phone, and mutually satisfactory or agreed upon arrangements rnay have
been made for them to either attend a specified session time that wouid have
taken place in a research room. or to meet with the researcher at the
researcher's oftice. For further steps in the process, please review 1.B- 1.D
in section I.
2
Potential participants may have contacted the researcher at a later time by
phone to inquire as to the locations whereby participation materials \\?ere
made available.

Please Note: Respondents asking for clarification of items on the questionnaires were
instructed to respond in accordance with their own interpretation.
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Factor
Factor 1

Factor Analysis of UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3)
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization
Item Loading;
Item
2

.704

3

17

1 -674
1 -671
1 -644

! 16

1 -594

8

i .426

14
i
I

I Factor 2
i

Factor 3

!

f
!

I

Factor
Factor 1

II
I

I

Appendix P
Factor Analysis of Differential Loneliness Scale
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization
Item
Item Loading
6
-792
15
-573

'1 51
55

I -611

58
60

1 .655

i

I

!

1 Factor 2

1

! .635
1 .733

15
t 10
I 19

1 -837

i

j 22

/

I

( 29

I

59
4
20

1 .586

23
I 25

, .766
1 .378

I

I
I

I

/ Factor 3
i
I

1

1

.584

.JZI

I

I

-941
392
-937
.777

i

1

II

I

I
I

4

I
I,
I

I

I

I

1 Factor 4
I

/ Factor 5
I

i 54
1 13
i 28

1 57
Factor 6

7
12

--

j -725

1 .686
/ .742
.699
-738
-585

I

I

i

1 Factor

] Factor 6

I Item

1 49

I Item Loading

I

1.777

1
- -

I Factor 7

61
, 17

1 Factor 8

/

I

1 Factor 9

!

31
34

I I
33

I

!

j Factor LO

/2

!
I

! Factor 1 1

1

53
36

-

-482
.33 1

/ .495

/

-717

I .663

! .411
/ .459

1
,

I

.475

4

1 .691

I

;
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Factor 1

Appendix Q
Factor Analysis of Coping Questionnaire
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis
Rotation Method: Varimax kith ~ a i i e ~ormali&on
r
Item Loading
Item
12
-660
-775
13

I

1
i
I

14

i

-693

!

2I

1 .384

I

1 .838

; .SO4

I

22
23
, 24

j Factor 4

I I

1 .737

1 Factor 6

i 25

1 .662

I
a

I Factor 3
i
I

I

I

i 27

/ Factor 7

1 26

1 .832

I -748

1.655
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/

Appendix R
UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3)
Compiled Items Representing Each Extracted Factor
Factor
I Item # Item
i
How often do you feel that you lack companionship?
Factor 1 I 2
1 How often do you feel that there is no one you can turn to?
13
1 How often do you feel alone?
'4
I How often do you feel that you are no longer close to anyone'?
,7
How often do you feel that your relationships with others are not
12
i meaningful'?
How often do vou feel that no one really knows you well?
I3
How often do you feel you can find companionship when you want I
15
it?
How often do you feel that there are people you can talk to?
19
How often do you feel that there are people you can turn to?
20
1
How often do you feel that you are 'in tune' with the people around
Factor 2

I

I

I

f

5

6
9
10
16

Factor 3

8
: I1
i 14
17

18

How often do you feel part of a group of fiiends?
How often do you feel that you have a lot in common with the
people around vou?
How otien do you feel outgoing and friendly?
How often do vou feel close to people?
, How often do you feei that there are people who really understand
you?
How often do you feel that your interests and ideas are not shared
, bv those around you?
How often do you feel left out?
' How often do you feel isolated from others?
How often do vou feel shv?
; How often do you feel that people are around vou but not with vou?

!

Appendix S

! Factor

I

Factor

Differential Loneliness Scale
Compiled Items Representing Each Extracted Factor
l Item fC 1 Item
1 I don't get along very we11 with my family.
1 I spend time talkinp individually with each member of mv family.
15
1 I don't think that anyone in my family redly understands me.
j 21
Members of mv famiIy enjoy meeting my Friends.
24
My relatives are generally too busy with their concerns to bother
26
I about my problems.
Members of my family ,ive me the kind of support that 1 need.
30
35
1 am embarrassed about the way my family behaves.
I have a good relationship with most members of my ~mmediate
37

I

1
I

1

I

-11
43

45
48

51
55

58
60
Factor 2

5

j 10
I

;

19
73
--

29

32

' 42
I

,

46
59

I

Factor 3
I

I4
' 20
I
I

I

i 23

I

Ii

I seem to have little to say to members of my family
I reallv feel that I belong to a famiiy.
My family is qwte critical of me.
Generally f feel that members of my family acknowledge my
strengths and positive qualities.
Members of my family are relaxed and easv-going wth each other.
I have little contact with members of mv fmlly.
As much as possible. I. avo~dmembers of my family.
My fam~lyusually values my opinion when a family decis~onIS to
be made.
At this time, I do not have a romantic relationship that means a great
deal to me.
I am now involved in a romantic or marital relationship where both
of us make a genuine effon at cooperation.
; I am an important part of the emotional and physical well-being of
my lover or spouse.
I have a lover or spouse who MfiIls many of mv emotional needs.
; Right now. I don't have true compatibility in a romantic or marital
relationship.
My romantic or manta1 partner gives me much support and
encouragement.
I I don-t have any one special love relationship in which I feel really
I understood
i I have an active love life.
11 I seldom get the emotionat security I need From a romantic or sexual
I relationship.
I Most of my hends understand my motives and reasoning.
; I don't feel that I can turn to my fiends living around me for help
/ when I need it.
1 My friends are generally interested in what Iam doing, although not
( to the point of being now.

I

I

i

I
c

i
1

I

/ Factor

I Item # 1 Item
25

Factor 3

27
40

3

Factor4

1

14

1 38

I

54
13

Factor 5

i

1 28

i

57
Factor 6 7
I
12
49
I
56
1
1 61
iFactor7 117
I
I 44
47

1

I

1I

j F aaor 8

/ I

t

11
16

33

1

I allow myself to becomeclose to my fiends.
Few of my Friends understand me the way I want to be understood ,
1 get plenty of heIp and support born friends.
I usually wait for a friend to fall me up and invite me out before
making plans to go anywhere.
My trying to have fiends and to k liked rldom succeeds the way 1
I
t would like it to.
/ In my relatiorships, 1 am generally able to express both positive and 1
negative feelings.
I1
I find it difficultto invite a friend to do something with me.
I
I
People in my community aren't d l y interested in what I think or
k!l.
1 No one in the community where I live cares much about me.
I There are people In my community who understand my views and
beiiefs.
I
I I have at least one qood friend of the same sex
ISome of my Friends will stand by me in almost any difficulty.
1 I have at least one real friend
i Mv friends don't seem to stay interested in me for Iong.
t Most of my friends are genuinely concerned about my welfare.
iId~n'tha~emanyfriendrinihe~ity~hereIli~e.
i
, I have few friends with whom 1 can taIk openly.
1 I have few fiiends that can depend on to fulfill their end of mutual I
j commitments.
,
I find it easy to express feelings of affection toward members of my I

1

1

I

/

:

4

IIfami

I often become shy and retiring in the corn= of relatives.
i I find it difficult to tell anyone that I Iove hlm or her.
I [ am not very open with members of my family.

I

; Factor
Factor 1

!

Appendix T
Coping Questionnaire
Compiled Items Representing Each Extracted Factor
i Item # Item
11
Told yourself that you were over-reacting, that you shouldn't be so
I
I upset.
Told yourself that your loneliness would not last forever, that thtngs
13
I would get better.
1 Thought about possible benefits of your experience of loneliness
14
(such as telling yourself that you were learning to be self-reliant. that
I
I you would .grow From the experience, etc.).
IS
I Told yourself that most other people are lonely at one time or
another.
16
1 Reminded yourself that you actually do have good relationships with
other people.
17
' Changed your goals for social relationships (such as telling yourself
that it is not that important to be popular, that at this point in your
I
life it's all right not to have a boyfriendlgirlfriend ac. 1.
19
Thought about how to change your loneliness.
8
Thought about good qualities that you possess (such as being warm.
intelligent. sensitive. self-sufficient. etc.).
9
Thought about things you can do extremely well (excelling at
I schoolwork athletics, artwork, gourmet cooking, etc. ).
10
, Actually done something you are very good at (do schoolwork.
athletics. artwork stc.).
II
Worked panicularly hard to succeed at some act~vlty(such as
I studying e m hard for an exam. putting eara effon into pmtrcing
an instrument. pushing yourself on an athletic skill. etc. ).
20
Thought about things you have done successt'ullv ~n the past.
Taken your mind off feeling lonely by concentrating on work (such
: 31
as schoolwork, etc.).
I 22
1 Tned to do new things to meet people (1.e.. sorng to dances. jolnlng
a club).
23
1 Attended a social .gathering to meet new people
24
! Attended organized recreational activities to meet new people.
I
I Taken your mind off feeling lonely by doing some physicai actlvlty
(such as joggng, playing basketball. going shopp~ng,washing the
car, etc.).
3
/I Taken your mind off feeling lonely through some mental activi~
i (such as reading a novel, watching N, eoinrr to a movie- etc-).
:3
1 Taken your mind off feeling lonely by deliberately thinking about
/ other things (anythingother than your loneliness).
I
i 4
/ Tried to figure out why you were lonely.
I Thought about things you could do to overcome your IoneIiness.
15

I
1

1

I

I

1
I

1
I

j

I

Factor 3

1

t

;

I

Factor 3

!

Factor 4

'1

I

I

!
j

I

!

'

:

I Factor I Item # 1 Item
/ Factor 5 / 6 [ Done something to make yourself more physically attractive to
7

/

I8

/

others (such as going on a diet, buying new cloth&, changing your
hairstyle, etc.).
Done something to improve your social skills (such as learning to
dance, learning to be more assertive, improving conversational
skills- etc.).
Done something;to make yourself a more out-going person.

!
1
1

i

II

1

Appendix U

Letter of Permission
UCLA Loneliness ScaIe (Version 3)
.

-

2625 North Loop Drive. Suite ~ o o

Amu. Iowa 5ooto-8296,

~kti-tuielor Social and Behavioral ~eseakh . .
Center for Family Research in Rural ~ e h Health
d

5 '5 '94-45 18

.

April 29, 1999

.

Revekka Kakoullis
#140-38B-45Street, SW
Calgary, Alberta
T3E #h4
CANADA

. . -

-

Dear Ms.Kakoullis:

'

You ha& my permission to we the UCLA h n e h e s s SC& (Version 3) in your research
project. I have enclosed a copy of a papa we published on this version of the scale, that
includes a copy of the scale and psychometric information.

My only nquest is that you send me a summary of your findings once you have completed your research: Let me h o w if you have any M e r questions doncerning the meamre. If
you do, you can reach me via e-mail at drussell@astate.edu. Good luck with your study.
!

'

J

.

#'

Daniel W.kus~ll,Ph.D.
Prof k r

I

-

Appendix V

Letter of Permission
Differential Loneliness Scale

Vtllo Sermrt
65 Hlgh Park Avenue, Apt. X304
Toronto, O a W o MIP 2R7
phone: (416) 604-2102
e-mail: vsermrt@yorku.ea

July 13, 1999

Revekka Kakoullis
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.

,6fip&r'
Vello Sermat, Ph.D.
Professor Emeritus

Appendix W
Letter of Permission
Coping Questionnaire

2625 North Loop Dnve. Suite 500
Arnes. Iowa 50010-8296

.

Institute for ~otialand~ehavioralR ~ S & T C ~'
Center for Family Research in Rural end Health

515 294-4518
FAX 515 294-3613

-

July 20,1999

Revekka Kakoullis
#I40- 3809 - 45 Street SW
Calgary,Alberta
T3E - 3H4
CANADA

Dear Ms..Kakoullis:
I have &closed a copy of the measure of copying with loneliness that we developed. Also
enclosed is a copy of the paper where we first d e s c n i the scale, which provides mer
information regarding the m e w .

.

\-

You have my permissionio use the measure of coping in yourfcsearch. My only quest is
that you send me a summary of your findings once you have completed your research. Good
luck with your study.
.
.

Daniel W. Russell, PhD.
Rofessor

Appendix X
Letter of Permission
University of Calgary Counseling and Student Development Centre

UNIVERSITY COUNSELLING SERVICES
375 Mackm Student C c n h
Accrrdiled by the
Intmatiard Aaoc'ation af Coumeling Senica, Inc

Telephone: (403)220-5893
Fu: (403) 284-0069

August 9,1999

Revekka Kakoullis
Department of Educational Psychology
University of Calgary
2500 University Drive
Calgary, AB
T2N IN4
Dear Revekka Kakoullis:
This letter is to confirm that Counselling and Student Development Centre will provide back-up services
that are required for ethics clearance for your research project, 'Loneliness and Coping: An Exploratory
Study Examining Gender and Sexualit)r.

Assoaate Director

\,

c: Lee C. Handy, Ph.D.

JMns

