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ABSTRACT

The practice of combining both positively and nagdy worded statements on a scale is one of tiygested
means of reducing acquiescence bias. The literahawever showed mixed results with regard to thieeames of this
practice and called for further validation studiBased on these premises, this study examinedeimewording effect on
the factor structure of the Arabic version of th€lILA Loneliness Scale. The participants included @as) from six
populations in the United Arab Emirates who werfedéntiated into groups according to sex, age, enadital status.
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was used to deiae the underlying structure of the scale and @owaftory Factor
Analysis (CFA) was used to ascertain the validityhe outcomes. The internal reliability of the lecavas confirmed in all
the three groups of participants and the resultsvell that the scale reflected two main factors rbledivided by
positively and negatively worded items. To avoid #ffect of distorting the structure on accounitef wording, it is
incumbent on the designer of a scale to prudendterthine the necessity of using negatively wordesing in

consideration of the context of the research aadttaluation setting.
KEYWORDS: Factor Structure, Loneliness Scale, Negative Iteandivig, Positive Item Wording
INTRODUCTION

The inclusion of both positively and negatively ded items in psychological scales tends to enceurag
respondents to read questions carefully and promidaningful responses, thus reducing response(8iwiesheim &
Eisenbach, 1995; Sauro & Lewis, 2011). This is heeapeople sometimes tend to agree with stateméthiisut regard to
their actual contents. Hence, the inclusion of tiggastatements reduces the rate of response amdopes cognitive

reasoning. A combination of positive and negatie¢esnents, also contributes to greater validityg&a, 2015).

Recent research, however, indicates that this ipeagttroduces a new source of variation and camfguthe
factor structure of scales (Barnette, 2000; Pil@&teGable, 1990; Sauro & Lewis, 2011; Schmitt & $$ui1985).
The literature contains several examples of howa pasitively and negatively worded items changédesfactor structure.
For example, several studies of the RosenbergE3t#fem Scale and the Hospital Anxiety & Depres$Secale show
method effects or response style associated withativity and/or positively worded items on theseotwcales
(Greenberger, Chen, Dmitrieva, & Farruggia, 2003)Ut€érs, Booysen, Ponnet, & Van Loon, 2012; Ye, 2089study
that examined the effect of using reversed wordehs together with positive items using the Neaddognition Scale
(NFC) showed that the number and type of reversexied items affected the factor structure of theesased (Zhang,

Noor, & Savalel, 2016) Therefore, it has been revemded to conduct additional research to examissiple wording
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effects in psychological scales especially the commnes that used by different cultures and pojoust(DiStefano &
Motl, 2006; Tomas & Oliver, 1999).

The UCLA loneliness scale (Version 3) (Russell, 9% a well-established measure translated intmyma
languages and cultures (e.g., French, German, Grglanese, Persian, Portuguese, Russian, SpandhArabic)
(Perlman & Peplau, 1998). This self-report scalasgsis of 9 positively worded items and 11 negdtiveorded items
distributed randomly within the scale. The use ioéat questions (e.g., "Lonely" or "loneliness") ieeasure loneliness
may result in underreporting (Gierveld, Tilburg,¥ykstra, 2006). Therefore, the UCLA's items deserihe experience
of loneliness and avoid direct references to thent& he scale avoids statements that the genebdicpmay attribute to

loneliness by using terms consistent with a thémaky defined understanding of loneliness (Lasda2007).

The UCLA Scale presents problems regarding itsofastructure (Austin, 1983; Hawkley, Browne, Cagiop
2005; Knight, Chisholm, Marsh, & Godfrey, 1988; Mah Yarcheski, & Yarcheski, 1995; McWhirter, 19%ho, 1997).
Some researchers present the scale as unidimehdiutanclude the method effects in the items theg positively
worded, while others include the method effectg¢hi@ negatively worded items. Previous psychomedticlies of the
UCLA scale also reported that positively and negdyi worded items from two factors instead of agknone. For
example, the factor structure of the UCLA with ar&an population found three factors. The negativebyded items
loaded on one factor while the positively wordegiris, split between two other factors (Soo, 199@wikley, et al.,
(2005) supported both a two-and a three-factortimmpwith a three-factor solution seemingly optinia this study, the
negatively worded items loaded on the first faetod the positively worded items loaded in the sdcamd third factors.
The study concluded that, the UCLA scale has thtiséinct loneliness facets and that wording biasda solely

responsible for the scales’ multiple factor stroetu

The other important point is that, the factor stuoe of the UCLA scale was found to be varied axrdifferent
populations (e.g., College students, nurses, tesched elderly) (Russell, 1996). Research showatl some variables
(e.g., Gender, age, and marital status) signifigaaiffect loneliness (Kowalski & Bondmass, 2008, hda, Yarcheski,
Yarcheski, Cannella, & Hanks, 2006; Periman & PeplE098; Pinquart & Sorensen, 2001; Victor, Grenaddoldy,
2005).

In consideration of the foregoing premises, thiglgtexamined the effect of item wording on the dactructure
of the Arabic version of the UCLA Loneliness Sc@laswgee, 1998) based on a sample extracted fropogpiulations in

the United Arab Emirates.

METHOD

Participants

A total of 2374 individuals participated in the dyuby responding to the UCLA Loneliness Scale idoig
information of the demographic variables. Studefitsn the UAE University recruited the participant®m six
populations based on the three variables of theystieenagers and elderly based on age; maleseandlds based on

gender; and married and unmarried based on matéals. Data were collected using the survey.
Instrument

The Arabic version of the UCLA Loneliness Scale réfen 3; Russell, 1996) adapted by Daswqgee (19%8) w
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used in this study. The UCLA is a 20 item Likenp¢yscale in which responses range from 1 (nevet) (&ways). The
scale includes 9 positively worded items (1, 59,610, 15, 16, 19, and 20) and 11 negatively woiitleds (2, 3, 4, 7, 8,
11, 12, 13, 14, 17, and 18) randomly distributedulyhout the scale. Positively worded items scexersed so higher
total values indicate greater feelings of lonelinesth a score range from 20 to 80. The scaleialvdity was found to be
high with alpha coefficients ranging between. 88.184 for samples of students, nurses, teachedsekerly (Russell,
1996). Test-retest reliability in adult samples Weswise high (. 73). The scale’s criterion-rethtealidity was supported
by strong correlations with other measures of lioeslks such as the NYU Loneliness Scale and ther@iftial Loneliness
Scale (Russell, 1996).

Procedure

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conductedstfito find out the underlying structure of the UCLA
loneliness scale. An exploratory sample of 971igipents was used in this analysis. The initialcture of the scale
obtained from the EFA was then validated using @ov#tory Factor Analysis (CFA). This procedure wasducted
separately for each of the six samples (a totdl4df3 participants) based on the three study vasafdge, gender, and

marital status).
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Data were screened for outliers or extreme valugs po conducting a statistical analysis..Accoghin no
outliers or extreme values were found. Demographaracteristics of participants in the exploratsaynple as well as in
the six other samples are shown in Table 1. Théoexipry sample had more females (61.1%) than nmldsthe average
age of all participants was 27.8 years. The agamoonsisted of two samples, namely teenagers ldedye The average
age of the teenagers was about 17 years whilevirage age of the elderly group was above 65 ybatsrms of sex, age
averages of males and females were very closen{drdd years). With regards to marital status, redrimdividuals were
more than the unmarried ones. The average age wfethgersons (39.6 years) was bigger than thahefunmarried

individuals (32.6 years).

Table 1: Demographic Characteristics of the Partighants

Exploratory| Total | Males (n (%))| Females (n (%)) Age (mean (SD)
Sample| 971| 365 (37.6% 593 (61.1%) 27.9 (13.4)
Total | Males (n (%))| Females (n (%)) Age (mean (SD)
Age Teenagers 259 84 (32.4% 171 (66.0%) 16.8 (1.5)
Elderly | 169| 102 (60.4% 64 (37.9%) 65.9 (3.6)
Total Age (mean (SD)
Gender Males| 269 20.1 (1.7
Females| 261 20.3 (1.7
Total | Males (n (%))| Females (n (%)) Age (mean (SD)
Marital Status Married | 249 96 (38.6% 153 (61.4%) 39.6 (5.3)
Unmarried| 196 84 (42.9% 106 (54.1%) 32.6 (4.7)

The initial analysis involved determining the meansl standard deviations of each of the 20 itentbefkcale
using the exploratory sample. Table 2 shows tterty B (how often do you feel that your interestd @ieas are not shared
by those around you?) had the maximum mean vahe nfinimum mean value has been on item 9 (how afteyou feel

that you feel outgoing and friendly?). The standdesliation values of the 20 items were close anded from. 74 t0.96.
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The scale used to be internally reliable basedisnsample, as Cronbach’s alpha value was. 89.

Table 2: Means and Standard Deviations of the Itemsf the UCLA Scale for
the Exploratory Sample

No | Item Mean | SD
1 | “Intune” with the people around you? 1.75 | .74
2 | Lack companionship? 2.33 | .89
3 No one you can turn to? 231 | .91
4 | You feel alone? 2.16 | .93
5 | You are part of a group of friends? 1.76 | .88
6 | Alotin common with people around | 2.06 | .82
7 | You are no longer close to anyone? | 2.24 | .93
8 | Your interests are not shared by others2.57 | .81
9 | You feel outgoing and friendly? 1.71 | .81
10 | Feel close to people? 1.85 | .78
11 | You feel left out? 1.84 | .87
12 | Relationships are not meaningful? 1.95 | .90
13 | No one really knows you well? 244 | .87
14 | You feel isolated from others? 2.15 | .93
15 | Find companionship when you want jt?2.07 | .89
16 | People who really understand you? | 2.17 | .84
17 | You feel shy? 2.48 | .96
18 | People not with you? 2.49 | .89
19 | There are people you can talk to? 191 | .85
20 | There are people you can turn to? 1.99 | .85
Total Score 42.23 ] 9.80

Exploratory Factor Analysis

The exploratory sample was used to examine theorfastructure of the UCLA loneliness scale through
conducting EFA using Principal Axis Factoring (PAW)th (oblique) rotation method. Oblique rotatiomsvapplied
because high correlation values were observed leetite extracted factors. In addition, the exthaetors are expected
to be correlated given the fact that they all dems from the same scale and supposed to measereamstruct
(loneliness). To assess the appropriateness afrfacalysis for this data set, the Kaiser-Meyert®(KMO) measure of
sampling adequacy and Bartlett's test of Sphengéye examined. KMO varies between 0 and 1 andegadloser to 1 are
better. The value of the KMO for this data set @dsvhich indicates an acceptable level. The Badletst of Sphericity
tests the null hypothesis that the correlation ixagran identity matrix. The values of Bartletest for this data set were
all significant (p <.001) resulting in the rejectiof the null hypothesis. Accordingly, the data evéyund to be appropriate
for conducting EFA. Table 3 shows the results @& #nalysis which includes the extracted factdrs,items loaded on

each factor and the loading values (only loadirgs/a.50 was presented).

Table 3: Factors, Items Loaded on each Factor, andoading Values of the 20 Items of the UCLA Scale

No | Item/direction Factor 1 | Factor 2
1 | “Intune” with the people around you? () .57

2 | Lack companionship? (-) .55

3 | No one you can turn to? (-) .60

4 | You feel alone? (-) .69

5 | You are part of a group of friends? (+) .54

6 | Alotin common with people around? (+ .52

7 | You are no longer close to anyone? (-) .66
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Table3condti
8 | Your interests are not shared by othersy (-) .50
9 | You feel outgoing and friendly? (+) .58
10 | Feel close to people? (+) .67
11 | You feel left out? (-) .59
12 | Relationships are not meaningful? (-) .58
13 | No one really knows you well? (-) .62
14 | You feel isolated from others? (-) 72
15 | Find companionship when you want it? (+) .52
16 | People who really understand you? (+) .65
17 | You feel shy? (-) .15 27
18 | People not with you? (-) .60
19 | There are people you can talk to? (+) .59
20 | There are people you can turn to? (+) .63

Accordingly, Table 3 shows that two factors weréracted from the 20 items of the scale. The ningitpely
worded items were loaded on the first factor. Astli@ negatively worded items, 10 out of 11 loadedhe second factor.
This means that this scale showed two main factearly divided by positively and negatively wordieims. Item 17
(how often do you feel shy?), however, was the dely that did not load on any factor. Its loadirsdues were.15 and.27
on the first (positive) and second (negative) faotspectively. It appears that this item is funiciing differently compared
to all other items in the scale. Figure 1 presgnaphically the correlated two factors that werguted from the EFA of
the UCLA scale.

P-Loneliness N-Loneliness

1 2 3 7
P N N N

Figure 1: The two-factor solution of the UCLA Loneiness Scale
Note P: Positively worded item, N: Negatively woddgem, Iltem 17 removed.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis

To confirm the EFA results obtained above of thetda structure of the UCLA scale, a Confirmatoryctea
Analysis (CFA) was conducted on each of the sixpamin the study. Starting with the age groups, itieans and
standard deviations of the items of the scaletfertivo age groups (teenagers and elderly) wereletdd and presented
in Table 4. In the teenager group, the highest medme (3.15) was for item 20 (how often do youl fésat there are
people you can turn to?) while the lowest valué{)l was for item 5 (how often do you feel part ajraup of friends?).
For the elderly group, the highest value (3.12) ais® for item 20, while the lowest value (1.58)swar item 9 (how
often you feel outgoing and friendly?). On the vehdhe mean for the teenager's group (42.20) vigtieabit higher than
the theoretical mean value of the scale (40). @intiésults were observed for the elderly group &ithoverall mean of
(43.68).The UCLA scale was internally reliable asttbgroups as Cronbach’s alpha was.84 for the tgatsaand.88 for
elderly group.
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The other analysis which was conducted on theildigion of the values of the scale items was faeasing the
normality assumption through finding the valuesskkwness and kurtosis. Normality is a required rapsion for
the maximum likelihood estimate which is used byACRs shown in Table 4, all skewness values (exteptitems)
were between -1 and +1 indicating that the distidms were close to symmetrical (Bulmer, 1979). iBinresults were
observed for kurtosis values.

Table 4: Mean, Standard Deviation, Skewness, and Kiosis of the Items of
the UCLA Scale for the Age Samples

Teenagers Elderly

No Item Mean | SD | Skew | Kurt | Mean | SD Skew | Kurt
1 | “In tune” with the people around you?| 1.72 .66 .70 .81 1.80| .80 .81 .20
2 | Lack companionship? 2.21 .88 12 -.86 2.63| .91 -.19 -74
3 | No one you can turn to? 2.16 .97 .30 -.97 2.34| .92 .19 =77
4 | You feel alone? 2.02 .93 A4 -.86 2.28| .98 .03 -1.14
5 | You are part of a group of friends? 1.61 .84 125 .71 2.08 | .98 .46 -.86
6 | Alotin common with people around 2.02 77 .34 -.38 2.22| .90 .34 -.61
7 | You are no longer close to anyone? 2.13 .87 .34 -.61 2.20| .96 42 -74
8 | Your interests are not shared by others 2.53 .78 .04 -.40 2.67| .87 -17 -.64
9 | You feel outgoing and friendly? 1.67 .79 1.01| .37 158 | .84 1.35| .95
10 | Feel close to people? 1.85 .78 .67 .07 1.76| .82 .81 -.90
11 | You feel left out? 1.86 .91 .83 -.16 1.90| .92 .62 -.66
12 | Relationships are not meaningful? 1.88 .86 .63 -.46 2.03| .94 .50 -.73
13 | No one really knows you well? 2.42 .89 -.06 -.78 2.46| .91 .08 -.78
14 | You feel isolated from others? 2.01 .97 .52 -.85 2.21| 1.07 21 -1.29
15 | Find companionship when you want it? 2.00 .97 .61 -.67 217 .97 .30 -.97
16 | People who really understand you? 2.11 .84 .40 -.40 2.15| .83 .23 -.56
17 | You feel shy? 2.68 .90 -.23 -.68 211 1.0 .36 -1.11
18 | People not with you? 2.48 .88 -.08 -.70 2.42| .88 .13 -.67
19 | There are people you can talk to? 1.78 .87 .95 14 1.72| .82 .82 -.24
20 | There are people you can turn to? 3.15 .95 -.87 -.25 3.12| .92 -.66 -.62

Total Score 42.28 | 9.0 .63 .59 43.68 10.01| .35 -.53

A similar analysis was conducted for both sexe® means and standard deviations of the items oédalke for
males and females are shown in Table 5. Among mtdeshighest mean value (2.40) was for item 8 (loften do you
feel that your interests and ideas are not shayetidse around you?), while the lowest value (1843 for item 5 (how
often do you feel part of a group of friends?). Famales, the highest value (2.70) was for itenfribiv often do you feel
shy?). The lowest value (1.74) was for item 5 whigts similar to those of males. The overall averafghe scale for the
males (39.43) was a little bit less than the thécakmean of the scale which is 40. In comparigothe males, a large
difference was observed among females. The overadin of the scale items for females were 45.44 twhiere much
bigger than that of the males (39.16). This mehaslonely feelings are considerably different et males and females
as females show more lonely feelings than males. JGLA scale was internally reliable in both growssCronbach’s
alpha was.90 for the males and.88 for the femakgaRling skewness and kurtosis, all values wenedsat -1 and +1

except two items. This means that the assumptiomohality was also met in both groups.
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Table 5: Mean, Standard Deviation, Skewness, and Kiosis of the Items of
the UCLA Scale According to Sex

Females Males
No Item Mean SD Skew. | Kurt. Mean SD Skew. | Kurt.
1 | “Intune” with the people 182 | 62 | 62 | 166 175 | .72 83 | .75
around you?
2 | Lack companionship? 2.46 .85 -.20 -.64 2.04 .89 .26 -1.02
3 | No one you can turn to? 2.44 .84 -.03 -.60 2.08 .96 A1 -.88
4 You feel alone? 2.33 .92 .01 -.92 1.83 91 .79 -.40
5 | You are part of a group of 1.74 | .78 90 36| 164| .86 122 | 61
friends?
g | Alotincommonwith people | 1, | 5 36 10| 200| .80 61 12
around
7 | You are no longer close to 256 | 88 | -07-| -68 | 193 | .89 56 .67
anyone?
g | Yourinterests are notshared , oo | sg | 59 | 05 | 240 | .92 .01 | -86
by others
g | Youfeeloutgoing and 184 | 74| 67 | 37| 170| 82 | 110| 75
friendly?
10 | Feel close to people? 2.00 .70 A7 41 1.79 .83 .89 .26
11 | You feel left out? 192 | 85 45 78| 1.75| .83 82 21
1o | Relationships are not 109 | 84 | 41 | -s4| 191| .95 74 | -49
meaningful?
13 V'\\'lg”‘?,”e really knows you 265 | 84 | -16 | -54| 231| .96 14 | -97
14 | You feel isolated from othersP 2.34 .86 .08 -.67 1.99 .90 .45 -.80
15 | Find companionship whenyou , 5, | g, 30 | -40| 1.88| .85 68 _.25
want it?
16 Soelj’f'e whoreally understand 5 4o | 72 | 28 | -12| 207| 8 | .43 | -46
17 | You feel shy? 270 | .86 25 | -55| 219| .04 24 o1
18 | People not with you? 2.69 .76 -.15 -.31 2.15 .92 .31 -.79
19 tTorl,ere arepeopleyoucantalk 507 | g | 21 | -11| 184 81 | 69 | -12
20 tTorl,ere are people youcantut , a5 | 55 | 112 | 67 | 1.93 | .86 60 | -39
Total Score 45.26 8.62 51 .55 39.16| 10.32 .18 -.45

Finally, the same analysis was conducted basedauitainstatus groups (married and unmarried). Tkam and

standard deviations of the Scale items for the gnoups are shown in Table 6. As for the marriedviddals, the highest

mean value (3.23) was for item 20 (how often do feml that there are people you can turn on?),enthié lowest mean

value (1.63) was for item 9 (how often you feelgmibhg and friendly?). For the unmarried group, ifghest value was on

item20, while the lowest value was for item 1 (hoften do you feel that you are “in tune” with pemplround you?). The

overall mean for the group of married individualasm?2.03, which was less that of the group of unethmpersons

(43.31). On the whole, the scale was reliable dated by Cronbach’s alpha (.87) which was theestanboth groups.

With respect to the normality assumption, it canobserved from Table 6 that all values of skewrsess kurtosis were

between -1 and +1 except two items. This meanslteadistribution of the values of the scale itésslose to the normal

distribution in both groups.
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Table 6: Mean, Standard Deviation, Skewness, and Kiosis of the Items of
the UCLA Scale according to Marital Status

Married Unmarried
No Item Mean SD Skew | Kurt | Mean | SD | Skew | Kurt
1 y'gut,‘j”e with the people around | 4 g5 | 75 | 107 | 104 | 173 | .78 | 1.04| .94
2 | Lack companionship? 2.31 .90 -.01 -.89 2.35| .82 -11 -.68
3 No one you can turn to? 2.29 91 .03 -.94 2.33| .88 -11 -.87
4 | You feel alone? 2.08 .95 A1 -.88 2.20| .94 .25 -.91
5 | Youare partof a group of 1.79 97 109 | 14 | 174| 84| 94 | .15
friends?
g | 2lotin common with people 200 | 83 | 52 | -20| 210| 8 | .35 | -66
around
7 | Youare no longer close to 217 | .90 26 | -77| 220/ .90 | 35| -61
anyone?
g | Yournterestsarenotshared byl 56 | g1 | 45 | -25| 256 76 | -35 | -22
9 | you feel outgoing and friendly? 1.63 .79 1.16 .76 1.75| .84 .98 .35
10 | Feel close to people? 1.75 .80 .92 .36 1.83| .77 .86 .75
11 | You feel left out? 1.73 .90 .95 -.15 1.89| .88 Na -.14
12 | Relationships are not meaningful? 1.93 .94 .58 -.76 1.96| .91 .62 -.45
13 | No one really knows you well? 2.22 .90 .16 -.83 2.49| .81 -.04 -.48
14 | You feel isolated from others? 2.05 .93 41 -.86 2.19| .90 .34 -.66
15 | Find companionship whenyou | 5 5, | gg 41 | -66| 215 91| 27| -83
want it?
16 Soelj’f'e who really understand |y g5 | 76 42 | -25| 211| 8 | 35| -4l
17 | You feel shy? 2.29 .92 .05 -.93 2.39| .93 .00 -87
18 | People not with you? 2.47 .92 -.05 -.82 2.45| .90 -.02 - 75
19 | There are people you can talk tg? 1.80 .83 73 -.29 1.94| .85 .63 -21
20 | There are people you can turn to? 3.23 .85 -.93 .18 3.06| .87 -.59 -41
Total score 42.03 9.40 .07 -.1.00| 43.31| 9.24| .32 46

Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to \akdhe two-factor solution obtained from the EFAe model
fit was examined and assessed using several fitead Two fit indices commonly used in researchewselected to
measure the fit of the tested models. These indiege the Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) and the Corafige Fit Index
(CFI). Values of NNFI and CFI range between 0 andvith a value equal to or higher than.90, indiogtgood fit
(Bentler, 1999; Byrne, 2010). In addition, the Stamlized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) and thet Rlean
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) were usedliéa of SRMR and RMSEA below.08 show a good fit (&u
Bentler, 1998; MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara; 1998)e results (fit indexes values) of this analysis presented in
Table 7.

Table 7: Goodness-of-fit Indices of the two-FactoBolution of the UCLA Scale for the Six Samples

Sample Fit Index

NNFI CFI SRMR RMSEA
Teenagers .95 .96 .06 .07
Elderly .97 .97 .06 .06
Males .97 .97 .05 .06
Females .94 .95 .06 .07
Married .96 .97 .06 .06
Unmarried .96 .97 .06 .07
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As it can be observed in the six samples thanfiides values were very close and data fit very thel two-
factor solution of the UCLA loneliness scale.

DISCUSSIONS

The results of the study showed that the factacttre of the UCLA loneliness scale forms two fastostead of
a single one. These two correlated factors wetillyi extracted from EFA but also confirmed thréuipe application of
CFA. Additionally, the two-factor solution of theGQLLA scale was assessed on six different groupsiptipns based on
age, gender, and marital status of participante Jdme result was validated in all these groupsidptpns. The factor
structure of the UCLA observed in this study canfid the results of previous studies which repottedexistence of
more than one factor in the scale. For exampleghtniet al., (1988), Lasgaard, (2007), Mahon, gt(4B95), and Soo,
(1997) reported two-factor solution while Austii,983) and McWhirter, (1990) reported three-factoluson of the
UCLA loneliness scale.

The two-factor model extracted in the UCLA reprdsetme direction of item wording. Specifically, tHi®
negatively worded items highly loaded on only oaetdr while the 9 positively worded items highhatted only on the
other one. All other items loadings were less than cutoff point (.50). This means that the ratofgthis scale was
affected by a response style related to the iterrdiwg. This response style could happen when iddiadis responded
differently to positively and negatively wordedrits (Wouters, et al, 2012). Or it could happen winelividuals give an
inappropriate response to negatively worded iteviergh, 1986). This inappropriate response to negigtivorded items
could be the reason for the existence of factwe@ated with item wording (Forsterlee & Ho, 199®iditionally, data fit
very well the two-factor solution of the UCLA lomeéss scale in the six different groups/populatishgch indicates that
this response style was not confounded by variableh as age, gender, and marital status. Rus€96) reported
different result where the underlying constructiad# loneliness scale varies across different gré¢eys, college students,

nurses, teachers, and elderly).

The study also supports other studies that questierinclusion of positively and negatively wordéeims in
psychological questionnaires and scales (Barn2@t@Q; Pilotte & Gable, 1990; Sauro & Lewis, 201th®&itt & Stuits,
1985). According to these studies, this practi¢ecés negatively on the scale by distorting itsdastructure. It has been
recommended in this regard that “the survey or tiuesaire designer must determine if using negtiwerded items or
other alternatives are needed in the context oféhearch or evaluation setting. As recommendeaueés there are some
pervasive and unambiguous reasons for not doing s probably best for all items to be positively directly worded

and not mixed with negatively worded items” (BategP000, p. 362).

Practical alternatives have been suggested to wiithlincluding positively and negatively worded rite in
psychological scales. For example, instead of rgithe item phrasing, the response options couldelsersed or, sum
scores could only include the positively wordednise(Wouters, et. al., 2012). Barnette (2000) suggethe use of the
mixed response options rather than the mixed itemms That is, using positively worded items in bamation with half
of the response sets going from strongly disagrestrongly agree and the other half going fromrajty agree to strongly

disagree.

Finally, an interesting result was observed fomité 17 (how often do you feel shy?). This item dal load on
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any factor which indicates that it is functioningferently than all other items in the scale. A gamresult about item # 17
was also reported by Lasgaard (2007). A carefumixation of this item suggests that it could betunallly biased.
Shyness, as assumed by this item in the UCLA loas$ scale, is negative and supposed to indicatandelonely.
However, shyness in some other cultures is difteasnit means something positive and does not atelitoneliness. It
seems that this item is interpreted differentlydifferent cultures or backgrounds and thus shoelddmoved from the

scale when applied in these cultures.
CONCLUSIONS

We conclude that there are an item wording effectsthe factor structure of the UCLA scale and caltu
influence can also influence how some items aregreed. Therefore, it would be prudent for thosewahe adopting and
translating the UCLA to consider the semantic cetotaization of the worded items in the scale agaihe linguistic and

cultural background of the intended respondents.
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