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Introduction and objectives: The experiences and changes that come along with
old age may lead to a feeling of loneliness, usually followed by negative physical
and mental manifestations. In this systematic review, we evaluated the existing
tools to assess loneliness in older adults.

Methods: We performed a literature search in the Web of Science, Medline,
and PsycINFO, following the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews
and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines. After, we examined the psychometric
properties of the instruments with a focus on reliability, validity, and main
conclusions.

Results: We included 27 articles published between 1996 and 2021.

Conclusion: To date, there are few instruments to assess loneliness in older
adults. In general, they present adequate psychometric properties, although it is
true that some scales show somewhat low levels of reliability and validity.

solitude, loneliness, older adults, geriatric, loneliness assessment tools

Introduction

There are common situations and changes experienced by people during the process of aging
such as chronic conditions, declining physical function, widowhood, or retirement (Cohen-
Mansfield et al., 2016; Ong et al., 2016). These may promote a feeling of loneliness—understood
as a subjective negative experience—determined by a cognitive assessment in which there are
discrepancies between the social relationships older individuals want and those they truly
possess (De Jong Gierveld et al., 2015). Inevitably, the person experiences a painful feeling when
they perceive a lack of social relationships (unsatisfactory or inadmissible), either because the
number of contacts is lower than they would want or because the relationships are not as
intimate as expected (De Jong-Gierveld, 1987).

However, loneliness does not always lead to negative feelings, as in the case of objective
loneliness, i.e., a lack of company that does not necessarily imply an unpleasant experience for
the older adult, which may even be sought and fulfilling. In contrast, in subjective loneliness,
the individual feels alone, and this causes unsought feelings of pain (Rodriguez Martin, 2009).
This dichotomous view of loneliness goes back to the 1970s, when Moustakas (1972)
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distinguished between “loneliness;” i.e., loneliness as an unpleasant
and unwanted experience, and “solitude,” i.e., chosen loneliness.

The prevalence of loneliness varies widely among older adults,
from 9% in the UK (Victor and Bowling, 2012) to 60.2% in Taiwan
(Wang et al., 2001). This variability may be explained by factors such
as interindividual differences, used tools or research methods, or
dissimilarities in cultural and social backgrounds (Huang et al., 2021).

Loneliness and the negative feeling that usually accompanies it
have unfavorable physical and mental consequences on the individual
(Sanchez and Bote, 2007). Different studies have shown that loneliness
increases the likelihood of anxiety, depression, and sleep disorders
(Sénchez and Bote, 2007; Portellano-Ortiz et al., 2016; Acosta et al.,
2017); it also increases the risk of having chronic diseases
(cardiovascular disease, hypertension, stroke, pulmonary disease,
obesity, and/or diabetes; Petitte et al., 2015), increases the risk of
developing neurodegenerative conditions (e.g., Alzheimer’s disease;
Boss etal., 2015; Donovan et al., 2016), and significantly increases the
likelihood of suicide (Sancho Castiello, 2012).

Moreover, loneliness in the 21st century has its own characteristics.
On the one hand, some sociodemographic elements affect loneliness,
e.g., changes in family structure or current family models associated
with lower birth rates, the crisis in the care system, lack of family
protection, and increased widowhood, longevity, and life expectancy.
On the other hand, loneliness is increasing with the shift from a
mainly rural society, where coexistence and interpersonal relationships
are easier, to an urban society, where personal encounters become
more complex. Furthermore, digital communication prevents the
forging of personal connections. Interpersonal (face-to-face)
communication helps to develop relations to get rid of loneliness. Last
but not least, there has been an increase of frequently imposed
institutionalization of people of an older age, and these individuals
become socially isolated when taken away from the environment they
have built for decades (L.obo, 2020).

Properly validated tools to detect individuals at risk of suffering
loneliness are key, as they would allow intervening as soon as possible
to help prevent the associated negative consequences of loneliness and
to assess the effectiveness of potential therapies.

The aim of this systematic review was to analyze the currently
available validated instruments that assess loneliness in aged
individuals and to determine if there is a sufficient number of them
and their suitability.

Methods

We conducted a systematic review following the Preferred
Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses
(PRISMA) guidelines (Page et al., 2021). Next, we examined the
psychometric properties of the tools—focusing on reliability and
validity—and collected the main results and/or conclusions.

We carried out the search through the Web of Science, Medline,
and PsycINFO, including articles published until February 2022 and
using the following combinations of terms and Boolean operators:
AND OR: ((ALL=(elderly OR older) AND ALL=(“measuring
loneliness” OR “measure of loneliness” OR “assessing loneliness” OR
“loneliness assessment” OR “loneliness scale”)) AND ALL = (validity
OR validation). The search was limited to studies with participants
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older than 65 years of age and written in English, Spanish, Portuguese,
or French.

We obtained 279 potential articles in our search (Web of Science:
151; Medline: 22; PsycInfo: 106).

All the registries were combined in a single file to identify
duplicates after a manual check, after which 231 potential articles
remained. Next, we analyzed the titles and abstracts; at this step,
we excluded 176 articles. A total of 49 did not validate a tool, and 18
did not include older people, or the age group was not adequately
stratified. In 108 of them, loneliness was not the main objective of the
study, and 1 was not an article.

After the above-described pre-selection steps, we further reviewed
55 articles that met the eligibility criteria. After reading these articles
in full, 10 were removed either because a tool was not validated or not
validated in a context of normality, 14 did not include older
participants or the age group was not adequately stratified, 3 because
loneliness was not the main topic of the study, and 1 was not an article.

Inclusion criteria:

« Empirical research; not reviews, single-case studies, books,
nor manuals.

« Studies that validated a tool within a context of normality.

« Studies that addressed loneliness as the main objective.

« Studies focused on older adults or in which this age group was
adequately stratified.

 Written in English, Spanish, Portuguese, or French.

Exclusion criteria:

« Non-empirical research.

« Studies that did not validate a tool within a context of normality.

« Studies that did not address loneliness as the main objective.

« Studies not focused on older adults or in which this age group
was not adequately stratified.

o Studies written in languages other than English, Spanish,
Portuguese, or French (Supplementary Figure 1).

Results

Twenty-seven articles published between 1996 and 2021 were
included in this systematic review, including 23 written in English and
4 in Spanish, although 28 validations were carried out as two
instruments were validated in one of the works (Penning et al., 2014).

Fourteen validations of some of the versions of the De Jong
Gierveld Loneliness Scale (DJGLS; De Jong-Gierveld and Kamphuls,
1985) were carried out; specifically, eight validations of the 6-item
DJGLS (Leung et al., 2008; De Jong Gierveld and Van Tilburg, 2010;
Ayala et al., 2012; Iecovich, 2013; Cheung et al., 2020; Hosseinabadi
et al,, 2020; Jaafar et al., 2020; Rodriguez-Blazquez et al., 2021) and six
validations of the 11-item DJGLS (Buz and Pérez-Arechaederra, 2014;
Penning et al., 2014; Tomas et al., 2017; Uysal-Bozkir et al., 2017;
Caycho-Rodriguez et al., 2021; Hosseinabadi et al., 2021). In the study
by De Jong Gierveld and Van Tilburg (2010), the validated emotional
DJGLS-3 and social DJGLS-3 scales are equivalent to the DJGLS-6 scale.
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Eleven validations of some of the versions of the University of
California Los Angeles (UCLA) Loneliness Scale were performed
(Russell et al, 1978): one corresponding to the 20-item UCLA
Loneliness Scale (Park et al., 2019), one to the 10-item UCLA
Loneliness Scale (Velarde-Mayol et al., 2016), three to the 20-item
UCLA-R (Penning et al., 2014; Ausin et al., 2019; Lee et al., 2021), one
to the 11-item UCLA-R (Lee and Cagle, 2017), three to the 20-item
UCLA-3 (Russell, 1996; Durak and Senol-Durak, 2010; Sancho et al.,
2020), one to the 6-item ULS-6 (Neto, 2014), and one to the 16-item
ULS-16 (Faustino et al., 2019).

Moreover, there was one validation of the 22-item Loneliness
Literacy Scale (LLS; Honigh-de Vlaming et al., 2014), one validation
of the 34-item ESTE scale (Gonzalez-Tovar and Garza-Sanchez, 2021),
and one of the 3-item Loneliness (TIL) scale (Pedroso-Chaparro et al.,
2021; Supplementary Table 1).

We analyzed the internal reliability of the instruments by
estimating Cronbach’s alpha, except in the works by Tomas et al.
(2017) (CRI constructor), Rodriguez-Blazquez et al. (2021) (Kuder-
Richardson formula 20: KR-20), and Gonzdlez-Tovar and Garza-
Sanchez (2021) (McDonald’s omega coefficient). Thus, 17 studies
show good internal reliability (>0.8; Russell, 1996; De Jong Gierveld
and Van Tilburg, 2010; Durak and Senol-Durak, 2010; Iecovich, 2013;
Honigh-de Vlaming et al.,, 2014; Neto, 2014; Penning et al., 2014;
Velarde-Mayol et al., 2016; Lee and Cagle, 2017; Tomas et al., 2017;
Uysal-Bozkir et al., 2017; Ausin et al., 2019; Faustino et al., 2019; Park
et al, 2019; Caycho-Rodriguez et al.,, 2021; Gonzalez-Tovar and
Garza-Sanchez, 2021; Lee et al., 2021).

The intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) was reported in the
studies by Leung et al. (2008), Neto (2014), and Hosseinabadi et al.
(2020) and test-retest reliability measures in the work by Jaafar
et al. (2020).

The construct validity was reported in all the studies except in one
(Jaafar et al., 2020). The dimensionality of the instruments using factor
analysis was analyzed in 21 studies (Russell, 1996; De Jong Gierveld
and Van Tilburg, 2010; Durak and Senol-Durak, 2010; Ayala et al.,
2012; Iecovich, 2013; Neto, 2014; Penning et al., 2014; Velarde-Mayol
et al,, 2016; Lee and Cagle, 2017; Tomas et al., 2017; Uysal-Bozkir
etal,, 2017; Ausin et al., 2019; Faustino et al., 2019; Cheung et al., 2020;
Hosseinabadi et al., 2020, 2021; Caycho-Rodriguez et al., 2021;
Gonzalez-Tovar and Garza-Sanchez, 2021; Lee et al., 2021; Pedroso-
Chaparro et al.,, 2021; Rodriguez-Blazquez et al., 2021); the Delphi
method in one study (Leung et al., 2008); principal component
analysis without rotation in 1 study (Buz and Pérez-Arechaederra,
2014); principal component analysis with oblique rotation in 1 study
(Honigh-de Vlaming et al., 2014); the Rasch model in 1 study (Park
etal, 2019); and exploratory structural equation modeling in 1 study
(Sancho et al., 2020). Overall, the instruments are multidimensional,
and thus so is loneliness, except for seven studies that conclude that
the instruments are unidimensional (Russell, 1996; Buz and Pérez-
Arechaederra, 2014; Neto, 2014; Velarde-Mayol et al., 2016; Tomas
et al., 2017; Pedroso-Chaparro et al., 2021; Rodriguez-Blazquez
etal., 2021).

The convergent validity was examined in 12 studies (Russell, 1996;
Durak and Senol-Durak, 2010; Iecovich, 2013; Buz and Pérez-
Arechaederra, 2014; Neto, 2014; Tomas et al., 2017; Faustino et al.,
2019; Jaafar et al., 2020; Sancho et al., 2020; Caycho-Rodriguez et al.,
2021; Pedroso-Chaparro et al., 2021; Rodriguez-Blazquez et al., 2021),
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content validity in 3 studies (Leung et al., 2008; Hosseinabadi et al.,
2020, 2021), and discriminant validity was reported in 1 study
(Velarde-Mayol et al., 2016).

Discussion

In our search, we initially identified 279 registries, 27 of which
(published between 1996 and 2021) meet the established inclusion
criteria. To date, many instruments to assess loneliness in older adults
have been validated. The fact that we detected only 27 studies is
indicative of the traditional lack of interest in studying a difficult-to-
detect and little-known phenomenon such as loneliness in adulthood.
It is fair to mention that over the past years a larger number of this
type of studies has been published.

A series of works have associated the negative feelings that
accompany unwanted loneliness with the development or worsening
of pathologies (Sanchez and Bote, 2007; Boss et al., 2015; Petitte et al.,
2015; Donovan et al., 2016; Portellano-Ortiz et al., 2016; Acosta et al.,
2017) or the increase in suicide rates in this age group (Sancho
Castiello, 2012), which possibly explains the recent interest in the
validation of these instruments.

From the 28 validations, 13 focus on different versions of the
DJGLS (De Jong-Gierveld and Kamphuls, 1985), 11 on the different
versions of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Russell et al,, 1978), 1
validated a version of the DJGLS and 1 of the versions of the UCLA
Loneliness Scale, 1 centered the attention on the LLS (Honigh-de
Vlaming et al., 2014), one on the ESTE (Rubio and Aleixandre, 1999),
and 1 on the TIL (Hughes et al., 2004). Overall, the DJGLS and the
UCLA DJGLS and la UCLA, both in their different versions, are the
most widely used scales to assess loneliness in older adults.

Four studies show the transcultural validity of the DJGLS (De
Jong Gierveld and Van Tilburg, 2010; Uysal-Bozkir et al., 2017;
Cheung et al., 2020; Rodriguez-Blazquez et al., 2021) and one of the
UCLA Loneliness Scale (Park et al., 2019).

Some outcomes of the different analyzed studies are contradictory,
i.e., in some of the studies there are no sex-related differences
regarding the effects of unsought loneliness (Leung et al., 2008; Neto,
2014; Pedroso-Chaparro et al., 2021; Rodriguez-Blazquez et al., 2021),
while other studies report differences (De Jong Gierveld and Van
Tilburg, 2010; Jaafar et al., 2020). Similar observations are seen for age:
some studies find no association (Leung et al., 2008; Uysal-Bozkir
etal,, 2017; Pedroso-Chaparro et al., 2021; Rodriguez-Blazquez et al.,
2021) and other do, specifying that the older the individual the greater
the perceived feeling of loneliness (De Jong Gierveld and Van Tilburg,
2010; Neto, 2014). The latter findings are in line with other studies that
report a positive relationship between age and loneliness (Victor and
Yang, 2012; Nicolaisen and Thorsen, 2017).

Most studies examined in this systematic review agree there is a
direct relationship between marital status and cohabitation with
unsought loneliness; that is, the feeling of loneliness is higher in
widows/widowers, divorcees, singles, and individuals living alone
(Leung et al., 2008; De Jong Gierveld and Van Tilburg, 2010; Ayala
et al., 2012; Buz and Pérez-Arechaederra, 2014; Neto, 2014; Velarde-
Mayol et al., 2016; Uysal-Bozkir et al., 2017; Jaafar et al., 2020). This is
in line with the works that support the existence of a strong association
of widowhood and living alone with the feeling of loneliness (Dykstra
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et al,, 2005; Sundstrom et al., 2009; Aartsen and Jylhd, 2011; De Jong
Gierveld et al, 2012; Victor and Bowling, 2012; Lykes and
Kemmelmeier, 2014).

In summary, this review work shows us the variety of validated
tests currently available to assess loneliness in older people and the
growing social and research interest on this subject in different
cultures. Likewise, it also reflects that most of the available instruments
have, globally, adequate psychometric properties, although it is true
that some scales show somewhat low levels of reliability and validity;
therefore, they could be improved.

Future research should focus on adapting scales involving
different cultures and following a strict methodology regarding
participant inclusion/exclusion, instrument administration
protocol, transcultural validation considering the linguistic and
symbolic adaptation of the meaning of the construct loneliness
that is shared by the target population to be assessed, and the
development of parallel versions of the instruments to help
reduce the risk of contaminating repetitive evaluations (practice
effect). Moreover, future researchers should be able to perform
follow-ups of the risk  of

population  at suffering

unsought loneliness.

Author contributions

MG-C, MF-1, MP-L, and LA-R designed the revision. CD-D and
CB-C collected the data. CB-C analyzed the data. CB-C, CD-D, LA-R,
MP-L, MF-1, and MG-C wrote the paper. All authors contributed to
the article and approved the submitted version.

References

Aartsen, M., and Jylhd, M. (2011). Onset of loneliness in older adults: results of a 28-
year prospective study. Eur. J. Ageing 8, 31-38. doi: 10.1007/s10433-011-0175-7

Acosta, C. O., Tanori, J., Garcia, R., Echeverria, S. B., Vales, J. ]., and Rubio, L. (2017).
Soledad, depresion and calidad de vida en adultos mayores mexicanos. Psicol. Salud 27,
179-188.

Ausin, B., Mufioz, M., Martin, T., Pérez-Santos, E., and Castellanos, M. A. (2019).
Confirmatory factor analysis of the revised UCLA loneliness scale (UCLA LS-R) in
individuals over 65. Aging Ment. Health 23,345-351. doi: 10.1080/13607863.2017.1423036

Ayala, A., Rodriguez-Blazquez, C., Frades-Payo, B., Joao Forjaz, M,
Martinez-Martin, P,, Fernandez-Mayoralas, G., et al. (2012). Propiedades psicométricas
del Cuestionario de Apoyo Social Funcional and de la Escala de Soledad en adultos
mayores no institucionalizados en Espafa. Gac. Sanit. 26, 317-324. doi: 10.1016/j.
gaceta.2011.08.009

Boss, L., Kang, D. H., and Branson, S. (2015). Loneliness and cognitive function in the
older adult: a systematic review. Int. | Psychogeriatry 27, 541-553. doi: 10.1017/
$1041610214002749

Buz, J., and Pérez-Arechaederra, D. (2014). Psychometric properties and measurement
invariance of the Spanish version of the 11-item De Jong Gierveld loneliness scale. Int.
Psychogeriatr. 26, 1553-1564. doi: 10.1017/S1041610214000507

Caycho—Rodrl’guez, T, Tomas, J. M., Hontangas, P. M., Ventura-Leén, J,
Burga-Leon, A., Barboza-Palomino, M., et al. (2021). Validation of the De Jong Gierveld
loneliness scale in Peruvian old adults: a study based on SEM and IRT multidimensional
models. J. Gen. Psychol. 150, 46-70. doi: 10.1080/00221309.2021.1913398

Cheung, S. L., Hobbelen, H. J., van der Schans, C. P,, and Krijnen, W. P. (2020). Cross-
cultural equivalence of De Jong Gierveld loneliness scale among older native and
diasporic Chinese adults. Gerontologist 62, €62-€72. doi: 10.1093/geront/gnaal51

Cohen-Mansfield, J., Hazan, H., Lerman, Y., and Shalom, V. (2016). Correlates
and predictors of loneliness in older-adults: a review of quantitative results
informed by qualitative insights. Int. Psychogeriatr. 28, 557-576. doi: 10.1017/
§1041610215001532

De Jong Gierveld, J., Dykstra, P. A., and Schenk, N. (2012). Living arrangements,
intergenerational support types and older adult loneliness in eastern and Western
Europe. DemRes. 27, 167-200. doi: 10.4054/DemRes.2012.27.7

Frontiers in Psychology

10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1101462

Funding

This work has been partially funded by Ministerio de Ciencia e
Innovacion, project SAPIENS- Services and applications for a healthy
aging (Grant PID2020-115137RB-I00 funded by MCIN/
AEI/10.13039/501100011033).

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors
and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations,
or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product
that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its
manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

Supplementary material

The Supplementary material for this article can be found online
at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1101462/
full#supplementary-material

De Jong Gierveld, J., and Van Tilburg, T. (2010). The De Jong Gierveld short
scales for emotional and social loneliness: tested on data from 7 countries in the
UN generations and gender surveys. Eur. Ageing 7, 121-130. doi: 10.1007/
s10433-010-0144-6

De Jong-Gierveld, J. (1987). Developing and testing a model of loneliness. J. Pers. Soc.
Psychol. 53, 119-128. doi: 10.1037//0022-3514.53.1.119

De Jong-Gierveld, J., and Kamphuls, F. (1985). The development of a Rasch-type
loneliness scale. Appl. Psychol. Meas. 9, 289-299. doi: 10.4054/DemRes.2012.27.7

Hosseinabadi, R., Foroughan, M., Ghaed Amini Harouni, G. R., Zeidali Beiranvand, R.,
and Pournia, Y. (2020). Psychometric properties of the Persian version of the 6-item De
Jong Gierveld loneliness scale in Iranian community-dwelling older persons. Iran. J.
Ageing 15, 338-349. doi: 10.32598/sija.15.3.2515.2

Donovan, N. J,, Okereke, O. I, Vannini, P, Amariglio, R. E., Rentz, D. M.,
Marshall, G. A, et al. (2016). Association of higher cortical amyloid burden with
loneliness in cognitively normal older adults. JAMA Psychiatry 73, 1230-1237. doi:
10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2016.2657

Durak, M., and Senol-Durak, E. (2010). Psychometric qualities of the UCLA
loneliness scale-version 3 as applied in a Turkish culture. Educ. Gerontol. 36, 988-1007.
doi: 10.1080/03601271003756628

Dykstra, P. A., Van Tilburg, T. G., and Gierveld, J. D. J. (2005). Changes in older adult
loneliness: results from a seven-year longitudinal study. Res. Aging 27, 725-747. doi:
10.1177/0164027505279712

Faustino, B., Lopes, P., Oliveira, J., Campaioli, G., Rondinone, M., Bomfim, H.,
et al. (2019). Psychometric and rash analysis of the UCLA loneliness Scale-16 in a
Portuguese sample of older adults. Psychol. Stud. 64, 140-146. doi: 10.1007/
$12646-019-00483-5

Gonzalez-Tovar, J., and Garza-Sanchez, R. 1. (2021). La medicién de soledad en
personas adultas mayores: estructura interna de la escala ESTE en una muestra del norte
de México. Interdisciplinaria 38, 169-184. doi: 10.16888/interd.2021.38.3.10

Honigh-de Vlaming, R., Haveman-Nies, A., Bos-Oude Groeniger, 1., Hooft van
Huysduynen, E. J., de Groot, L. C., and Van't Veer, P. (2014). Loneliness literacy scale:
development and evaluation of an early indicator for loneliness prevention. Soc. Indic.
Res. 116, 989-1001. doi: 10.1007/s11205-013-0322-y

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1101462
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1101462/full#supplementary-material
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1101462/full#supplementary-material
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10433-011-0175-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/13607863.2017.1423036
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaceta.2011.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaceta.2011.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1041610214002749
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1041610214002749
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1041610214000507
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221309.2021.1913398
https://doi.org/10.1093/geront/gnaa151
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1041610215001532
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1041610215001532
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2012.27.7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10433-010-0144-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10433-010-0144-6
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.53.1.119
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2012.27.7
https://doi.org/10.32598/sija.15.3.2515.2
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2016.2657
https://doi.org/10.1080/03601271003756628
https://doi.org/10.1177/0164027505279712
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12646-019-00483-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12646-019-00483-5
https://doi.org/10.16888/interd.2021.38.3.10
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-013-0322-y

Bugallo-Carrera et al.

Hosseinabadi, R., Foroughan, M., Harouni, G. G., Lotfi, M. S., and Pournia, Y. (2021).
Psychometric properties of the Persian version of the 11-item de Jong Gierveld
loneliness scale in Iranian older adults. Eval. Health Prof. 44, 378-384. doi:
10.1177/01632787211015713

Huang, P. H,, Chi, M. J,, Kuo, C. L., Wu, S. E V,, and Chuang, Y. H. (2021). Prevalence of
loneliness and related factors among older adults in Taiwan: evidence from a nationally
representative survey. Inquiry 58:004695802110357. doi: 10.1177/00469580211035745

Hughes, M. E., Waite, L. J., Hawkley, L. C., and Cacioppo, J. T. (2004). A short scale
for measuring loneliness in large surveys: results from two population-based studies.
Res. Aging 26, 655-672. doi: 10.1177/0164027504268574

Tecovich, E. (2013). Psychometric properties of the Hebrew version of the de Jong
Gierveld loneliness scale. Educ. Gerontol. 39, 12-27. doi: 10.1080/03601277.2012.660860

Jaafar, M. H., Villiers-Tuthill, A., Lim, M. A., Ragunathan, D., and Morgan, K. (2020).
Validation of the Malay version of the De Jong Gierveld loneliness scale. Australas. J.
Ageing 39, e9-e15. doi: 10.1111/ajag.12672

Lee, J., and Cagle, J. G. (2017). Validating the 11-item revised University of California
los Angeles scale to assess loneliness among older adults: an evaluation of factor
structure and other measurement properties. Am. J. Psychiatry 25, 1173-1183. doi:
10.1016/j.jagp.2017.06.004

Lee, C., Cho, B., Yang, Q, Chang, S. ], Ryu, S. I, Noh, E. Y,, et al. (2021). A
psychometric analysis of the 20-item revised University of California Los Angeles
Loneliness Scale among Korean older adults living alone. Res. Gerontol. Nurs. 14,
306-316. doi: 10.3928/19404921-20210924-03

Leung, G. T. Y,, de Jong Gierveld, J., and Lam, L. C. W. (2008). Validation of the
Chinese translation of the 6-item De Jong Gierveld loneliness scale in elderly Chinese.
Int. Psychogeriatr. 20, 1262-1272. doi: 10.1017/51041610208007552

Lobo, M. R. P. (2020). La soledad en Espana desde el punto de vista socioldgico. Labor
Hospitalaria 326, 29-37.

Lykes, V. A., and Kemmelmeier, M. (2014). What predicts loneliness? Cultural
difference between individualistic and collectivistic societies in Europe. J. Cross-Cult.
Psychol. 45, 468-490. doi: 10.1177/0022022113509881

Moustakas, C. E. (1972). Loneliness and love. Englewood Cliffs. Prentice-Hall.

Neto, E (2014). Psychometric analysis of the short-form UCLA loneliness scale
(ULS-6) in older adults. Eur. Ageing 11, 313-319. doi: 10.1007/s10433-014-0312-1

Nicolaisen, M., and Thorsen, K. (2017). What are friends for? Friendships and
loneliness over the lifespan—from 18 to 79 years. Int. J. Aging Hum. Dev. 84, 126-158.
doi: 10.1177/0091415016655166

Ong, A. D., Uchino, B. N., and Wethington, E. (2016). Loneliness and health in older
adults: a mini-review and synthesis. Gerontology 62, 443-449. doi: 10.1159/000441651

Page, M. J., Moher, D., Bossuyt, P. M., Boutron, I., Hoffmann, T. C., Mulrow, C. D.,
et al. (2021). PRISMA 2020 explanation and elaboration: updated guidance and
exemplars for reporting systematic reviews. BMJ 372. doi: 10.1136/bmj.n160

Park, I. H., Rachmatullah, A., Park, I. S., and Liu, Y. (2019). Assessment of the quality
and generalizability of the revised UCLA loneliness scale in Chinese and Korean
community-dwelling elderly populations using item response theory (IRT)-Rasch
modeling and hybrid IRT-logistic regression. Educ. Gerontol. 45, 581-599. doi:
10.1080/03601277.2019.1670908

Pedroso-Chaparro, M. D. S., Marquez-Gonzalez, M., Fernandes-Pires, J. A.,
Gallego-Alberto, L., Jiménez-Gonzalo, L., Nuevo, R., et al. (2021). Validation of the
Spanish version of the three-item loneliness scale. Stud. Psychol. 43, 311-331. doi:
10.1080/02109395.2021.1989889

Frontiers in Psychology

05

10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1101462

Penning, M. ], Liu, G., and Chou, P. H. B. (2014). Measuring loneliness among
middle-aged and older adults: the UCLA and de Jong Gierveld loneliness scales.
Soc. Indic. Res. 118, 1147-1166. doi: 10.1007/s11205-013-0461-1

Petitte, T., Mallow, J., Barnes, E., Petrone, A., Barr, T.,, and Theeke, L. (2015). A
systematic review of loneliness and common chronic physical conditions in adults. Open
Psychol. J. 8, 113-132. doi: 10.2174/1874350101508010113

Portellano-Ortiz, C., Garre-Olmo, J., Calvé-Perxas, L., and Conde-Sala, J. L.
(2016). Depresién and variables asociadas en personas mayores de 50
afos en Espana. Rev. Psiquiatr. Salud Ment. 11, 216-226. doi: 10.1016/j.
rpsm.2016.10.003

Rodriguez Martin, M. (2009). La soledad en el anciano. Gerokomos 20, 159-166. doi:
10.4321/S1134-928X2009000400003

Rodriguez-Blazquez, C., Ayala-Garcia, A., Forjaz, M. J., and Gallardo-Peralta, L. P.
(2021). Validation of the De Jong Gierveld loneliness scale, 6-item version, in a
multiethnic population of Chilean older adults. Australas. . Ageing 40, e100-e108. doi:
10.1111/ajag.12893

Rubio, R., and Aleixandre, M. (1999). La escala “ESTE”, un indicador objetivo de
soledad en la tercera edad. Geridtrika 15, 26-35.

Russell, D. W. (1996). UCLA loneliness scale (version 3): reliability, validity, and factor
structure. JPA 66, 20-40. doi: 10.1207/s15327752jpa6601_2

Russell, D., Peplau, L. A., and Ferguson, M. L. (1978). Developing a measure of
loneliness. JPA 42, 290-294. doi: 10.1207/s15327752jpa4203_11

Sanchez, P., and Bote, M. (2007). Los mayores and el amor: una perspectiva sociolégica.
Valencia: Nau Llibres.

Sancho Castiello, M. (2012). Informe 2006. Las personas mayores en Espana. datos
estadisticos estatales and por comunidades auténomas. Tomo I.

Sancho, P, Pinazo-Hernandis, S., Donio-Bellegarde, M., and Tomas, J. M. (2020).
Validation of the University of California, Los Angeles loneliness scale (version 3) in
Spanish older population: an application of exploratory structural equation modelling.
Aust. Psychol. 55, 283-292. doi: 10.1111/ap.12428

Sundstrém, G., Fransson, E., Malmberg, B., and Davey, A. (2009).
Loneliness among older Europeans. Eur. . Ageing 6, 267-275. doi: 10.1007/
$10433-009-0134-8

Tomds, J. M., Pinazo-Hernandis, S., Donio-Bellegarde, M., and Hontangas, P. M.
(2017). Validity of the de Jong Gierveld loneliness scale in Spanish older population:
competitive structural models and item response theory. Eur. J. Ageing 14, 429-437. doi:
10.1007/s10433-017-0417-4

Uysal-Bozkir, O., Fokkema, T., MacNeil-Vroomen, J. L., van Tilburg, T. G., and de
Rooij, S. E. (2017). Translation and validation of the De Jong Gierveld loneliness scale
among older migrants living in the Netherlands. J. Gerontol. B Psychol. Sci. Soc. Sci. 72,
109-119. doi: 10.1093/geronb/gbv044

Velarde-Mayol, C., Fragua-Gil, S., and Garcia-de-Cecilia, J. M. (2016). Validacion de
la escala de soledad de UCLA and perfil social en la poblacién anciana que vive sola.
SEMERGEN 42, 177-183. doi: 10.1016/j.semerg.2015.05.017

Victor, C. R., and Bowling, A. (2012). A longitudinal analysis of loneliness among
older people in Great Britain. J  Psychol. 146, 313-331. doi:
10.1080/00223980.2011.609572

Victor, C. R,, and Yang, K. (2012). The prevalence of loneliness among adults: a case
study of the United Kingdom. J. Psychol. 146, 85-104. doi: 10.1080/00223980.2011.613875

Wang, J. J., Snyder, M., and Kaas, M. (2001). Stress, loneliness, and depression in
Taiwanese rural community-dwelling elders. Int. J. Nurs. Stud. 38, 339-347. doi:
10.1016/S0020-7489(00)00072-9

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1101462
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.1177/01632787211015713
https://doi.org/10.1177/00469580211035745
https://doi.org/10.1177/0164027504268574
https://doi.org/10.1080/03601277.2012.660860
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajag.12672
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jagp.2017.06.004
https://doi.org/10.3928/19404921-20210924-03
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1041610208007552
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022113509881
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10433-014-0312-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0091415016655166
https://doi.org/10.1159/000441651
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n160
https://doi.org/10.1080/03601277.2019.1670908
https://doi.org/10.1080/02109395.2021.1989889
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-013-0461-1
https://doi.org/10.2174/1874350101508010113
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rpsm.2016.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rpsm.2016.10.003
https://doi.org/10.4321/S1134-928X2009000400003
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajag.12893
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa6601_2
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4203_11
https://doi.org/10.1111/ap.12428
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10433-009-0134-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10433-009-0134-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10433-017-0417-4
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbv044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.semerg.2015.05.017
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2011.609572
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2011.613875
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0020-7489(00)00072-9

	A systematic review evaluating loneliness assessment instruments in older adults
	Introduction
	Methods
	Results
	Discussion
	Author contributions
	Funding
	Conflict of interest
	Publisher’s note
	Supplementary material

	 References



