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Polish short Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale

BACKGROUND

Shortened versions of loneliness measurement scales have
been developed in many languages. Due to the consider-
able interest in loneliness among researchers, the aim of
the study was to develop a short Polish version of the Re-
vised UCLA Loneliness Scale.

PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURE

Study 1 involved 3477 participants (Mage =26.10, SD = 8.86;
71.5% female). A confirmatory factor analysis was conduct-
ed to compare competing single-factor models based on dif-
ferent sets of scale items. Study 2 involved 653 participants
(M =34.56, SD = 12.33; 60.2% female). In this study, Model 7
was verified by means of confirmatory factor analysis.

RESULTS
Satisfactory global fit and reliability indices were obtained
for the shortened, 4-item version of the scale. For this rea-

son, Model 7 can be interpreted as a short, psychometrical-
ly stable solution that is well balanced in terms of fit and
loading quality.

CONCLUSIONS

Owing to its conciseness and good psychometric proper-
ties, the Polish shortened version of the loneliness scale
constitutes a reliable and valid measure for assessing lone-
liness in Polish samples. The Polish short Revised UCLA
Loneliness Scale can be considered a reliable instrument
for measuring loneliness. From a methodological perspec-
tive, short scales are typically designed to capture a gen-
eral construct rather than its dimensions. The proposed
instrument can therefore be used in screening studies.
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BACKGROUND

Loneliness is a subjective experience related to the
discrepancy between the social relationships a per-
son desires and those they actually have (Perlman
& Peplau, 1981). It also occurs when the need for in-
terpersonal closeness is not fully satisfied. The liter-
ature describes loneliness as a common public health
problem. Loneliness is significantly correlated with
an increase in health problems and mortality (Hertz,
2020) and with poorer mental health (Christiansen
et al., 2021; Shim & Go, 2025). Many analyses of this
phenomenon focus on older adults, pointing to the
detrimental impact of loneliness for their well-be-
ing (Holt-Lunstad et al., 2015). However, loneliness
is now known to affect people of all ages, including
students (Bhagchandani, 2017). An increasing num-
ber of people in Poland experience loneliness (Dzie-
dzic et al., 2025). The problem intensified during the
COVID-19 pandemic (Kobos et al., 2022) and has con-
tinued to increase since the pandemic ended (Grygiel
& Dabrowska, 2025).

The most commonly used instrument for measur-
ing loneliness is the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Russell,
1996). Its author conceptualises the feeling of loneli-
ness as a state that shares its fundamental meaning
with solitude and the sense of being alone. The scale
has gone through three versions. Russell developed
the first edition in 1978 (Russell et al., 1978), which
comprised 20 self-report statements used to assess
feelings of loneliness. Its drawback was the use of
negatively worded items, which could contribute
to a systematic response bias. In 1980, the original
20 negatively worded statements were changed to
10 positively worded and 10 negatively worded items.
This new scale is the revised version of the R-UCLA
Scale (Russell et al., 1980). To improve the R-UCLA,
Russell and colleagues developed a third generation
of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (UCLA-3) in 1996. Mod-
ified again, the UCLA-3 received 9 positively worded
statements and 11 negatively worded ones. This ver-
sion of the UCLA Loneliness Scale is characterised by
high internal consistency, test-retest reliability, and
discriminant validity (Russell, 1996).

In the Polish context, the Revised R-UCLA Loneli-
ness Scale was adapted by Kwiatkowska et al. (2018).
The adaptation used data from research conducted
on a sample of 247 secondary-school students, with
a mean age of 16 years. In its adapted Polish ver-
sion, the R-UCLA instrument consists of 20 items
that form three factors (subscales): Intimate others,
Social others, and Belonging and affiliation. Results
regarding structural validity, reliability, and external
validity made it possible to regard the adaptation as
a reliable instrument for studying loneliness. Inti-
mate others is expressed in the lack of close relation-
ships with others and separation from others. This
subscale contains 10 statements that allow respon-

HEALTH PSYCHOLOGY REPORT

dents to assess their own feelings regarding their
relationship with a group or their isolation from
others. A higher score on this subscale indicates
a stronger sense of loneliness. The second subscale,
Social others, comprises five statements. It measures
the intensity of respondents’ sense of loneliness
through social contact with people in their immedi-
ate environment and with the group. The higher the
score on this subscale, the greater the sense of lack-
ing people with whom respondents feel closely con-
nected. The subscale refers to the lack of a social net-
work and a sense of closeness in relationships with
other people in terms of their availability. The third
subscale, Belonging and affiliation, refers to belong-
ing to a social group. It comprises five statements
that allow assessment of the level of integration into
and belonging to a group.

Several shortened versions of the scale have been
developed. These include: the Three-Item Loneliness
Scale, consisting of three items and a simplified set
of response categories, which measures the general
sense of loneliness (Hughes et al., 2004); the Revised
UCLA Loneliness Scale (RULS-6), with good psycho-
metric properties established in independent samples
of students and psychiatric outpatients (Wongpa-
karan et al., 2020); and the short-form UCLA Lone-
liness Scale (ULS-8), which has better reliability and
validity than the ULS-4 version (Wilson et al., 1992).

Different versions of the instrument have been
adapted in several cultural contexts, including
a Turkish adaptation tested in a sample of 411 clinical
and non-clinical participants (Elbi et al., 2025), an Ira-
nian adaptation of the six-item version tested among
older adults (Bahadori et al., 2025), and an Italian ad-
aptation of the three-item version for students (Boffo
et al, 2012).

The present study aimed to develop a short Polish
version of the R-UCLA scale.

ETHICAL ISSUES

The study was conducted in accordance with the
guidelines of the Declaration of Helsinki. Approval
for the study was obtained from the Faculty Ethics
Committee of the Faculty of Applied Social Scienc-
es and Resocialisation (WSNSIR) at the University of
Warsaw (approval dated 7 May 2025). Participation
in the study was voluntary and anonymous. Each
respondent received detailed information about the
aim of the study, its subject matter, the principles
of data processing, and the contact details of the re-
searchers conducting the study. Participants were
informed of their right to refuse participation at any
stage. All participants were able to select a “yes” or
“no” response on the informed-consent form. Re-
spondents received no remuneration for participat-
ing in the study.



STUDY 1
PARTICIPANTS

The study was conducted using an online question-
naire between May 2025 and February 2026. The sam-
ple comprised 3,477 Polish participants (28.5% men),
with a mean age of 26.10 years (SD = 8.86).

MEASURE

The study used the Polish version of the Revised
UCLA Loneliness Scale by Kwiatkowska et al. (2018).
The scale consists of three subscales: Intimate others
(10 items, e.g., “T am no longer close to anyone”), So-
cial others (5 items, e.g., “There are people I can talk
to”), and Belonging and affiliation (5 items, e.g., “I do
not feel alone”). The overall scale score is produced
by summing the scores on the individual subscales.
The respondent rates each statement on a 4-point
Likert scale from 1 (never) to 4 (often).

The questionnaire statements were modified to
match the respondents’ gender. For example, the
statement “Czuje sie opuszczony” (“I feel left out”)
was modified to read “Czuje sie opuszczony/a” (with
both masculine and feminine endings).

STATISTICAL PROCEDURE

The development of the shortened Polish adaptation
was inspired by the study by Cosentino and Castro
Solano (2026). The authors of the Polish version ob-
tained written permission from the authors of that
study. In the first stage, a series of confirmatory
factor analyses (CFAs) was conducted to compare
39 competing single-factor models based on differ-
ent sets of scale items. The analyses were performed
in R using the lavaan package. Items were treated as
ordinal variables, and the WLSMV estimator, which
is recommended for ordinal Likert-type items, was
applied (Flora & Curran, 2004; Li, 2016). Each mod-
el was estimated separately and then compared in
terms of model fit, reliability, and number of items
(Kline, 2016).

Fit was assessed based on a set of contemporary
indices, in accordance with the recommendations of
Hu and Bentler (1999), Marsh et al. (2004), and Kline
(2016). Specifically, the scaled chi-square test, the
comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis index
(TLI), the standardised root means square residual
(SRMR), and the root mean square error of approx-
imation (RMSEA), together with its 95% confidence
interval, were reported. When interpreting the indi-
ces, the typical thresholds used in structural equa-
tion modelling research were adopted: CFI and TLI
values = 0.95 were treated as indicating very good fit,

whereas values in the range 0.90-0.95 were treated as
signs of acceptable but suboptimal fit (Hu & Bentler,
1999; Kline, 2016). For SRMR, values < 0.08 were con-
sidered satisfactory, and RMSEA < 0.06 was taken
as an indicator of good fit, with values in the range
0.06-0.08 interpreted as moderate fit (Hu & Bentler,
1999; Marsh et al., 2004).

The preferred solution was the one that jointly
met the following criteria: a non-significant chi-
square test (indicating no significant discrepancy
between the observed and model-implied covari-
ance matrices), CFI > 0.95, and SRMR < 0.08. For
methodological reasons, RMSEA was treated as
auxiliary, considering its sensitivity to sample size
and to the degrees of freedom of ordinal models
(Chen et al., 2008; Marsh et al., 2004). In addition, in
line with recommendations for assessing reliability
within CFA, composite reliability (CR) and average
variance extracted (AVE) were calculated for each
model, adopting CR = 0.70 as an indicator of at least
satisfactory reliability and CR = 0.80 as a level desir-
able in scientific research (Hair et al., 2019). For AVE,
values > 0.50 were considered acceptable, indicating
that a factor explains at least half of the variance of
its indicators (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient was additionally reported to as-
sess the internal consistency of the individual sets
of items.

In addition to global fit and reliability indices,
standardised factor loadings were also assessed. In
line with commonly applied recommendations, load-
ings = 0.50 were treated as acceptable and > 0.70 as
desirable, indicating a strong association of the item
with the factor. Lower values were interpreted with
caution, especially when they concerned individual
items in a model with good overall fit.

In the final stage, the models were ranked on the
basis of their combined fit and reliability. First, mod-
els meeting all the main fit criteria (a non-significant
chi-square test, high CFI, and low SRMR) were identi-
fied. They were then compared in terms of reliability
(CR, AVE, and alpha) and number of items. In accor-
dance with the principle of parsimony, shorter mod-
els were preferred, provided that they demonstrated
fit comparable to or better than that of longer models
(Kline, 2016; Marsh et al., 2004). On this basis, the
model that best balanced fit, reliability, and structural
conciseness was selected.

RESULTS

Of all the tested models (see Table 1), only Models 4
and 6 jointly met all the selection conditions. Mod-
el 4 included items 2, 3, 7, and 8 and achieved very
good fit, x*(2) = 5.61, p = .061; robust CFI = 0.998, ro-
bust TLI = 0.995, SRMR = 0.009, and RMSEA = 0.034,
90% CI [0.006, 0.064]. Its reliability was good but low-
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er than that of Model 6, with CR = 0.802, AVE = 0.518,
and o = .73.

Model 6, comprising items 4, 10, 19, and 20, also
showed very good fit, x*(2) = 1.30, p = .522; robust
CFI = 1.000, robust TLI = 1.001, SRMR = 0.004, and
RMSEA = 0.000, 90% CI [0.000, 0.039]. At the same
time, this model was characterised by higher reliabil-
ity than Model 4, with CR = 0.864, AVE = 0.635, and
o = .76. For this reason, Model 6 can be considered
a more advantageous solution for the shortened ver-
sion of the instrument.

Despite the very good fit of both models, some
factor loadings in Models 4 and 6 did not reach the
threshold of 0.50, let alone 0.70, which means that
although the models met the global fit criteria, their
convergent validity for individual indicators was un-
even.

Therefore, in the next step, the lack of significance
of the ¥* test was dropped as a criterion (in all the
models other than Models 4 and 6, this statistic was
statistically significant), and the models and their fit
were reconsidered. Model 7, comprising items 2, 7,
11, and 14, also met the adopted fit criteria and con-
stituted a valuable alternative to Models 4 and 6. It
obtained very good fit indices: robust CFI = 0.997, ro-
bust TLI = 0.992, SRMR = 0.010, and RMSEA = 0.052,
90% CI [0.028, 0.079]. The reliability of this model
was high, with CR = 0.871, AVE = 0.630, and a = .82.
At the level of factor loadings, Model 7 presented
the following items: 2 = 0.708, 7 = 0.625, 11 = 0.820,
14 = 0.856. All loadings exceeded the 0.50 threshold,
and three of the four items reached a level of 0.70 or
higher, indicating good saturation of the factor by the
indicators. For this reason, Model 7 can be interpret-
ed as a short, psychometrically stable solution that is
well balanced in terms of fit and loading quality.

STUDY 2 - VALIDATION OF MODEL 7
PARTICIPANTS

The study was conducted from April 2026 to May 2026
on a group of 653 people (39.8% men), aged M = 34.56,
SD =12.33.

PROCEDURE AND DATA ANALYSIS

In Study 2, Model 7, identified in Study 1, was verified
using an independent sample. A confirmatory factor
analysis of a single-factor model composed of items
2,7, 11, and 14 was conducted. The same procedure
as in Study 1 was used for estimation: the lavaan
package (Rosseel, 2012) with the WLSMV estimator,
with items treated as ordinal variables. Global model
fit, composite reliability (CR), and standardised factor
loadings were assessed.
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RESULTS

Model 7 demonstrated satisfactory fit to the data in
the independent sample: x*(2) = 4.47; p = .107; ro-
bust CFI = 0.996; robust TLI = 0.987; SRMR = 0.014;
RMSEA = 0.072, 90% CI [0.000; 0.165]. The chi-square
test was not statistically significant, which suggests
an acceptable correspondence between the observed
data and the proposed model. The CFI and TLI indi-
ces clearly exceeded the adopted threshold of 0.95,
and SRMR = 0.014 indicates very good fit at the re-
sidual level. The wide RMSEA confidence interval re-
sults from the low number of degrees of freedom of
the model (df = 2), which is a well-documented prop-
erty of this index (Kenny et al., 2015).

The composite reliability of the model was
CR = 0.894, which exceeds the threshold for high
reliability (= 0.80). Cronbach’s alpha was o = .84.
The average variance extracted, AVE = 0.68, was
clearly above the acceptable threshold of 0.50 (Fornell
& Larcker, 1981), indicating good convergent validity
at the global level.

Standardised factor loadings are presented in Ta-
ble 2. All four loadings were statistically significant
(p < .001) and ranged from 0.729 (item 7) to 0.919
(item 11). Three of the four indicators reached values
> 0.80, and the loading of item 7 = 0.729 exceeded the
desired threshold of 0.70. The results indicate satis-
factory and homogeneous saturation of the factor by
all four indicators.

The results of Study 2 confirm the replication of
the single-factor structure of Model 7 on an inde-
pendent sample. Both the global fit indices (robust
CFI = 0.996, SRMR = 0.014) and the composite reliabil-
ity (CR = 0.894) reached values indicating good psy-
chometric quality of the shortened scale. The high and
homogeneous factor loadings (A = 0.729-0.919) con-
firm that all four items load the latent construct well.

DISCUSSION

The aim of the present study was to develop a short-
ened Polish version of the Revised UCLA Loneli-
ness Scale and to assess its psychometric properties.
In Study 1, a set of competing single-factor models
based on different combinations of items was tested.
Three of them met the predefined criteria for accept-
able model fit and reliability.

Model 7, however, proved to be the most balanced
solution, combining very good global fit indices with
high reliability and well-functioning factor loadings.
In contrast to the other models, all four items in Mod-
el 7 showed satisfactory loadings. The selected items
thus form a coherent representation of the underly-
ing construct.

The replication carried out in Study 2 on an in-
dependent sample confirmed the robustness and
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stability of the single-factor model. The consistency
of results across the two samples indicates that the
selected items reliably capture the one-dimensional
construct of loneliness.

Importantly, the items included in the final mod-
el correspond to those identified in earlier work on
short versions of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (e.g.,
Roberts et al., 1993), which provides additional con-
firmation of the cross-cultural relevance and theoret-
ical coherence of the selected indicators. This conver-
gence suggests that certain key aspects of loneliness
may be stable across different cultural contexts of
loneliness measurement.

Developing a short instrument is particularly im-
portant in contemporary research, where time con-
straints and the total number of items are of key im-
portance, especially in large-scale studies or studies
using multiple questionnaires. The present findings
are consistent with earlier research indicating that
short versions of the UCLA Loneliness Scale can re-
tain satisfactory psychometric properties while sub-
stantially reducing respondent burden (Hughes et al.,
2004; Wongpakaran et al., 2020).

The original Polish adaptation of the R-UCLA scale
proposed a multidimensional structure consisting of
three factors (Kwiatkowska et al., 2018). The present
study, by contrast, supports a one-dimensional rep-
resentation of loneliness in its short form. This differ-
ence probably reflects both methodological and con-
ceptual factors. From a methodological perspective,
short scales are typically designed to capture a gener-
al construct rather than its dimensions. The proposed
instrument can therefore be used in screening studies.

Future research should extend these findings by
analysing additional aspects of validity, sensitivity to
change, and invariance across different demographic
groups. Epidemiological studies, including those on
subclinical groups, will be very valuable. It is also ad-
visable to conduct a test-retest study. Such work would
allow further confirmation of the robustness and use-
fulness of the instrument in empirical research.

CONCLUSIONS

The aim of the present study was to develop a short-
ened Polish version of the Revised UCLA Loneliness
Scale. The results obtained from two independent
stages of research confirm that the four-item, sin-
gle-factor version of the instrument has good psycho-
metric properties. The proposed shortened version
demonstrated satisfactory model fit, high reliability,
and strong factor loadings. These findings indicate
that the scale provides a coherent measure of the lone-
liness construct. Owing to its conciseness and good
psychometric properties, the Polish shortened version
of the loneliness scale constitutes a reliable and valid
measure for assessing loneliness in Polish samples.

Table 2

Standardised factor loadings of Model 7 in the valida-
tion sample (Study 2)

Item Factor loading (A) p

Item 2 0.783 <.001
Item 7 0.729 <.001
Item 11 0.919 <.001
Item 14 0.855 <.001

DISCLOSURES

This research received no external funding.

The study was approved by the Ethics Committee of
the Faculty of Applied Social Sciences and Resocial-
isation (WSNSIR) at the University of Warsaw (Ap-
proval date May 7, 2025).

The authors declare no conflict of interest.

REFERENCES

Bahadori, F., Asadollahi, A., Ghajari, O., & Yarelahi, M.
(2025). Psychometric properties and cross-cultural
adaptation of the UCLA loneliness scale, 6-item
among older Iranian people. BMC Psychology, 13,
592. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40359-025-02913-8

Bhagchandani, R. K. (2017). Effect of loneliness on
the psychological well-being of college students.
International Journal of Social Science and Human-
ity, 7, 60-64. https://doi.org/10.18178/ijssh.2017.
7.1.796

Boffo, M., Mannarini, S., & Munari, C. (2012). Explor-
atory structure equation modeling of the UCLA
loneliness scale: a contribution to the Italian ad-
aptation. TPM: Testing, Psychometrics, Methodol-
ogy in Applied Psychology, 19, 345-363. https://
dx.doi.org/10.4473/TPM19.4.7

Chen, F., Curran, P. J., Bollen, K. A, Kirby, J., & Pax-
ton, P. (2008). An empirical evaluation of the
use of fixed cutoff points in RMSEA test statis-
tic in structural equation models. Sociological
Methods & Research, 36, 462-494. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0049124108314720

Christiansen, J., Qualter, P., Friis, K., Pedersen, S. S.,
Lund, R., Andersen, C. M., Bekker-Jeppesen, M.,
& Lasgaard, M. (2021). Associations of loneliness
and social isolation with physical and mental
health among adolescents and young adults. Per-
spectives in Public Health, 141, 226-236. https://doi.
org/10.1177/17579139211016077

Cosentino, A. C., & Castro Solano, A. (2026). Dis-
connection from social others: a RULS Loneliness
Short Scale. Current Issues in Personality Psychol-
ogy, 14, 64-71. https://doi.org/10.5114/cipp/213733

2026

Polish short
Revised UCLA
Loneliness Scale


https://doi.org/10.18178/ijssh.2017.7.1.796
https://doi.org/10.18178/ijssh.2017.7.1.796
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124108314720
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124108314720
https://doi.org/10.1177/17579139211016077
https://doi.org/10.1177/17579139211016077

Andrzej
Piotrowski,

Ewa Sygit-
Kowalkowska,
Agata A. Rudnik,
Marcin Szulc,
Grzegorz A.
Kudlak,

Justyna
Kurtyka-Chatas,
Joanna Felczak,
Monika Gérowska,
Katarzyna
Wasilewska-
Ostrowska,

Jan Chodkiewicz

Dziedzic, B., Kobos, E., Przylepa, K., & Idzik, A.
(2025). Loneliness and depression among men in
Poland: Cross-sectional study. Frontiers in Public
Health, 13, 1539822. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.
2025.1539822

Elbi, H., Cetinkaya, A., Ulas, S. C., Atay, E., & Ayde-
mir, O. (2025). Adaptation of the short-form 6-item
UCLA Loneliness Scale (ULS-6) into Turkish.
Turkish Journal of Psychiatry, 36, 2. https://doi.org/
10.5080/u27219

Flora, D. B., & Curran, P. J. (2004). An empirical eval-
uation of alternative methods of estimation for
confirmatory factor analysis with ordinal data.
Psychological Methods, 9, 466-491. https://doi.org/
10.1037/1082-989X.9.4.466

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating struc-
tural equation models with unobservable variables
and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Re-
search, 18, 39-50. https://doi.org/10.2307/3151312

Grygiel, P., & Dabrowska, A. (2025). Loneliness and
depressive symptoms in institutionally isolated
Polish adolescents explored through network psy-
chometrics. Scientific Reports, 15, 21444. https://
doi.org/10.1038/s41598-025-06541-5

Hair, J. F., Babin, B. J., Anderson, R. E., & Black, W. C.
(2019). Multivariate data analysis (8th ed.). Pear-
son Prentice.

Hertz, N. (2020). The lonely century: Coming together
in a world that’s pulling apart. Sceptre.

Holt-Lunstad, J., Smith, T. B., Baker, M., Harris, T.,
& Stephenson, D. (2015). Loneliness and social iso-
lation as risk factors for mortality: a meta-analytic
review. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 10,
227-237. https://doi.org/10.1177/17456916 14568352

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

Hughes, M. E., Waite, L. J., Hawkley, L. C., & Caciop-
po, J. T. (2004). A short scale for measuring lone-
liness in large surveys: Results from two popula-
tion-based studies. Research on Aging, 26, 655-672.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0164027504268574

Kenny, D. A., Kaniskan, B., & McCoach, D. B. (2015).
The performance of RMSEA in models with small
degrees of freedom. Sociological Methods & Re-
search, 44, 486-507. https://doi.org/10.1177/0049
124114543236

Kline, R. B. (2016). Principles and practice of structural
equation modeling (4th ed.). The Guilford Press.

Kobos, E., Knoff, B., Dziedzic, B., Maciag, R., & Idzik, A.
(2022). Loneliness and mental well-being in the
Polish population during the COVID-19 pandem-
ic: a cross-sectional study. BMJ Open, 12, e056368.
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2021-056368

Kwiatkowska, M. M., Rogoza, R., & Kwiatkowska, K.
(2018). Analysis of the psychometric properties of

HEALTH PSYCHOLOGY REPORT

the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale in a Polish ad-
olescent sample. Current Issues in Personality Psy-
chology, 6, 164-170. https://doi.org/10.5114/cipp.
2017.69681

Li, C. H. (2016). Confirmatory factor analysis with
ordinal data: Comparing robust maximum like-
lihood and diagonally weighted least squares.
Behavior Research Methods, 48, 936-949. https://
doi.org/10.3758/s13428-015-0619-7

Marsh, H.W., Wen, Z., & Hau, K.T. (2004). Structural
equation models of latent interactions: Evaluation
of alternative estimation strategies and indicator
construction. Psychological Methods, 9, 275-300.
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.9.3.275

Perlman, D., & Peplau, L. A. (1981). Toward a social
psychology of loneliness. In S. Duck & R. Gilmour
(Eds.), Personal relationships in disorder (pp. 31—
55). Academic Press.

Roberts, R. E., Lewinsohn, P. M., & Seeley, J. R. (1993).
A brief measure of loneliness suitable for use with
adolescents. Psychological Reports, 72, 1379-1391.
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1993.72.3¢.1379

Rosseel, Y. (2012). lavaan: an R package for structural
equation modeling. Journal of Statistical Software,
48, 1-36. https://doi.org/10.18637/js5.v048.i02

Russell, D. W. (1996). UCLA Loneliness Scale (Ver-
sion 3): Reliability, validity, and factor structure.
Journal of Personality Assessment, 66, 20-40.
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa6601_2

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

Russell, D., Peplau, L. A., & Ferguson, M. L. (1978).
Developing a measure of loneliness. Journal of Per-
sonality Assessment, 42, 290-294. https://doi.org/
10.1207/515327752jpa4203_11

Shim, T., & Go, E. (2025). The impact of school burn-
out on life satisfaction among university students:
The mediating effects of loneliness and fear of
alienation. Behavioral Sciences, 15, 1083. https://
doi.org/10.3390/bs 15081083

Wilson, D., Cutts, J., Lees, I, Mapungwana, S.,
& Maunganidze, L. (1992). Psychometric proper-
ties of the revised UCLA Loneliness Scale and two
short-form measures of loneliness in Zimbabwe.
Journal of Personality Assessment, 59, 72-81.
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa5901_7

Wongpakaran, N., Wongpakaran, T., Pinyopornpa-
nish, M., Simcharoen, S., Suradom, C.,Varnado, P.,
& Kuntawong, P. (2020). Development and valida-
tion of a 6-item Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale
(RULS-6) using Rasch analysis. British Journal of
Health Psychology, 25, 233-256. https://doi.org/
10.1111/bjhp.12404


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2025.1539822
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2025.1539822
https://doi.org/10.5080/u27219
https://doi.org/10.5080/u27219
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.9.4.466
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.9.4.466
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691614568352
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124114543236
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124114543236
https://doi.org/10.5114/cipp.2017.69681
https://doi.org/10.5114/cipp.2017.69681
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-015-0619-7
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-015-0619-7
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4203_11
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4203_11
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs15081083
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs15081083
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjhp.12404
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjhp.12404

R-UCLA (POLISH SHORT VERSION)

The following statements vary from person to person. Indicate how often each statement describes you, in
accordance with the meaning given below:

Ponizej zebrano stwierdzenia, ktére w réznym stopniu dotycza kazdego cztowieka. Wskaz, jak czesto kazde
z ponizszych stwierdzen opisuje Ciebie zgodnie z podanym ponizej znaczeniem:

1 - never / nigdy

2 — rarely / rzadko

3 — sometimes / czasami
4 — often / czesto

No./Lp. Test item Pozycja testowa

1 | lack companionship Brakuje mi towarzystwa 12 3 4
2 I am no longer close to anyone Juz nie jestem dla nikogo bliskg osoba 1 2 3 4
3 | feel left out Czuje sie opuszczony/a 12 3 4
4 | feel isolated from others Czuje sie odizolowany/a od innych 12 3 4

Note. The overall scale score is produced by summing the 4 items. Ogélny wynik skali uzyskuje sie¢ poprzez zsumowanie 4 itemdw.

This scale is based on the items, item scale, and directions of the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale from Rus-
sell, D., Peplau, L. A., & Cutrona, C. E. (1980). The revised UCLA Loneliness Scale: Concurrent and discrimi-
nant validity evidence. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 39, 472-480. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.39.3.472

The Polish version was developed on the basis of: Kwiatkowska, M. M., Rogoza, R., & Kwiatkowska, K. (2018).
Analysis of the psychometric properties of the Revised UCLA Loneliness Scale in a Polish adolescent sample.
Current Issues in Personality Psychology, 6, 164-170. https://doi.org/10.5114/cipp.2017.69681
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