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ABSTRACT

”“fThe purpose of th1s study was to 1dent1fy the ways 1n5'“"‘H

ldtgwhlch 1nd1v1duals level of lonellness relates to

infﬁcogn1t1vevmodels they hold regardlng the

:’ﬂfrelatlonshlps they need the qualltles such relatlonshlps ‘;hgg“

'@fshould possess, and tho degree to wh1ch ex1st1ng
relatlonshlps conform to these cogn1t1ve models. S1xty

‘l‘male and oO female college undergraduates ranglng 1n agew‘

*Iffrom 17 to 51 years completed a quest1onnalre cons1st1ng lfr“

1Tof the UCLA Lonellness Scale, 32 1tems assess1ng level

”of 1mportance of e1ght 1dea1 relatlonshlp qualltles in,

V,~e1ght relatlonshlp types, and 32 1tems asse351ng the'

«‘extent to wh1ch the e10ht qual1t1es were percelved to
’i exlst‘lndelght actual relatlonshlp types.,Prellmlnary

'C.flndlngs 1nd1cated that the cogn1t1ve models of lonely

’C?suhjectsfd1ffered s1gn1f1cantly from less 1one1y subJects{*.L‘

d'Lonelier:people held 51gn1f1cant1y lower or more s

frestrlctlvQ expectatlons regardlng relat1ons w1th parents,‘ubﬁ

: islbllngs, best frlends, and same sex frlends.kLoneller;."

5jsubJects also rated emot10na1 express1on, elf dlsclosure,~"h

fland tanglble support as less 1mportant compared to‘nf"‘

fnon lonely subJects,'W1th understand1ng and commonallty

”(1 e., 51m11ar demographlc tralts) show1ng 31m11ar trends.c,7?

';Pearson correlatlons revealed a 31gn1f1cant correlat1on, T
: between low levels of 1onel1ness and h1gh expectatlons

:*1“ relat1onsh1ps w1th parents, romant1c partners, bestv
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friends, and opposite-sex friends, and high expectations
regarding the‘importénce of emotional ekpression énd'sqpport;
Low levels ofbloneliness.wefe also found to correlate with
each.of_the eight relationshib qualities (when they wefe
perceived té exist in high frequency‘across all existing
relaﬁionships), and with sefen ofvthe relationship typeé
(when they Were‘perceivéd fo possess high levels of all
relationship qualities); The data also suggested that

when one's expectations exceed what is perceived to exist
in actual relationshipé, the more lonely one will be. A
multiple regreséion fevealed’that the greatest prédictors
of loneliness were when one's desired sense of belonging
and,being understood exceeded the degree to which these

qualities existed in their actual relationships.
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"‘ness at some tlme 1n thelr 11ves,

: 'human belngs come to‘“

LONELINESS A STUDY IN COGNITIVE DISCREPANCY

Lonellness has been deflned as. a state of emot10nal

hfdrstress experlenced when a relatlonshlp conceptuallzed
Idtfas 1mportant and necessary 1s absent Lonellness appears

ffto‘be a common’experlence and does not appear to be account—"‘h

ted for by 81mp1y belng alone Thus,,Welss (1973) found that‘

"f}most people report the experlence of some form of 1one11~

Approx1mat°1y 267-of the i

iriadults 1n hlS study reported that they recently had ex—iﬂ
'I‘>fper1enced feellng 1one1y, and of these 1nd1v1duals 167
ra'were marrled How mlght we account for the frequent occur-h"I:

‘vﬂ;rance of lonellness among those who are not alone7 How do {{h

now and make deC131ons about the.rh

“‘fklnds of relatlonshlps‘they need? What standards do people”'

-yemploy to conclude that a def1c1t ex1sts 1n the1r relatlon—f i

Ihf}shlps w1th others7 What cognltlve rules do people use forg o

IR

:fattrlbutlng lone11ness to themselves° These_lssues were Jffu)f* o

f<theory (BOW1by’11960)? behav10r“def1¢1ts theory (Jones, ma
,1982), cognltlve theory (Curtona, 1982),‘and SOClal Con—*th”
‘I«fstructlonlsm (Kelfer; 1980) In the follow1ng overv1ew;he

'jthe ma1n tenents of these theorles and emp1r1ca1 studles FE




';w1ll be presented 1n order to demonstrate the contrl—‘.;“*
h»butlons of each theory to the understand1ng of lonell-»“""'
.Tness.bThls overv1ew w111 also serve as a- p01nt of departuref“

’ffor the present study.

Attachment theory. Accordlng to Bowlby (1960) ;Qéfh§§eft,e”
'fbéﬁ rnnate prox1m1ty promotlng drlve, referred to as‘the .
b_need for attachment that developed or was malntalned 1n
fthe course of human evolut1on because 1t 1ncreased the
'hsafety and thereby the surv1val of those who developed
:i}attachments. Thus, Bowlby (1960) argues that the experrence e
S of lonellness is an 1nnate response to the absence of E
Hattachments that are funct1onal for humanvsurv1val ‘and
hfthat behav1or engaoed 1n to reduce lonellness can be ex—v‘

““uplalned in 31mple drlve reductlon terms. Th1s model 'how-jmff

ever, does not shed llght upon the quest1ons of how our »f‘n

aattachment needs w1ll be met,>nor does 1t explaln how and?

" gwhen we w1ll exper1ence attachment need frustrat10n.,>

Behav1ora1 def1c1ts theory.,A number of studles have -

:rattempted to 1dent1fy behaV1ors that dlstlngulsh lonely
dadfrom non lonely people (e g., Jones, 1982) Jones (1982\'»
5iargues that certaln types of relatlonshlps are necessaryb
1Tfor emotlonal well belng, and that the absence of sald :
rrelatlonshlps results 1n 1one11ness. It 1s hypothe31zed
YVthat the absence of these needed relatlonshlps 1s a result

B of fallure to develop them because the 1nd1v1dual lacks



ffthe’requisiteEbehaviors°infhiS/herlrepertOireifTheTtWO~'

'behav1ors examlned by researchers 1ncluded soc1al skllls

,(1 e., the'ablllty to 1n1t1ate conyersatlons and nalntalnvrf
lthese contacts unt11 they developrlnto‘relatlonshlps) andn
’jcommunlcat1on styler Jones (1982) nas demonstrated emplri
y1ca11y that lonely adult subJects have def1c1ts in soc1a1 ‘
_skllls and that self reported lonel1ness decreased among

.subJects after they underwent a soc1al skllls tralnlng
bfprogram des1gned to 1ncrease assertlveness and use of self—
vdlsclosure{ Moore and’ Schultz (1983) obta1ned 81m11ar f1nd~
vlngs ln the1r repllcatlon of Jones (1982) study w1th a‘
‘sample of adolescents. L '

Berg and Peplau (1082) argued that lonellness 1s‘not
‘caused by thc absence of relatlonshlps‘ per.se, but rather:‘
vbysthe absence of 1nt1macy11n one s‘relatiOnships.~Hypothf:
yes1a1ng that 1nt1macy 1s a‘product of self dlsclosure, theh-
researchers found the predlcted negatlve correlatlon between‘
‘h1st0ry of past self- dlsclosure and w1111ngness to self-f
.d;sclose, andnlonellness;‘

- Other researchers have demonstrated that a communlcatlon'
”}style characterlzed by a lack of self dlsclosure 1s llkely |
’ibto result 1n an 1ncrease‘1n lonellness. Sloan and Solano

‘(1984) llkew1se found that the‘communlcatlon style of
‘lonely college students was s1gn1f1cantly more 1nh1b1ted

" and 1nvolved fewer conf1rm1ng or acknowledglng responses

w



'r_nthan,thatvofhnonrlonely subjects; Similarly,‘Bell (1985)‘
' tfound that'lonely-subjects were 1ess‘talkatiVe;huSedf:
[dféner vocal back channels Ci e.,!acknonledglngbre—

sponses w1thout words),‘and demonstrated less partner'
.attentlonr(l.e,,duse of eye contact) than.non lonely_

“subjects.

~ Although these“studies_provide‘support_for Jones'

(1982) behauioral’deficits“theory, alternative lnterpreta—”

"tions. of these data have been offered Borys and Perlman‘

(1985),_f0r example, noted that labellng oneself as. lonely-,b

1nvolves social stigma. They suggested that the emotlonal

hexperlence of loneliness, coupled w1th awareness-of,the

social stigma associated with that label might lead lonely

people to become inhibited. Thus, the verbal-inhibition

:‘found among the lonely subjects in‘theseHStudiesvmight be.
'anveffect'of labeling themselves.as lonely, rather’than a
~cause oOr correlate of lonellness. In addltlon, albeit

‘ Berg and Peplau (1982) found a negative correlatlon between

lonellness and self-reported self-disclosure, Sloan and .
Solano (1984) and Bell (1985) found no'differences between
lonely and non lonely subJects ‘in the amount of self—

dlsclosure they engaged 1n. F1na11y, 1t is poss1b1e that

'.lonellness may be more related to self- percept1on and self—

attr1but10n than to behav1or. Although Jones. (1982) con—

cluded-that loneliness is'caused by a lack Of'SOClal skills,



lhls‘data 1nd1cated that lonely 1nd1y1duals haye as many
'a‘lnteract1ons and of the same duratlon as non lonely people,:
‘_iThlsllmplles that the d1fference between lonely and non-tf ;lﬁ
r;lonely 31mp1y may be a label that then acts as. a self-v
lfulfllllng prophecy; L1kew1se, W1111ams and Solano (1983)
tTfound that lonely women 11st as many frlends as non- lonely ;
_fwomen. The‘apparent 1ncon31stenc1es in these.flndlngs m1ght
”abe accounted for - by the hypothe51s that lonellness 1s a
‘i,label we attrlbute to ourselves when relatlonshlpskof a
Spec1f1c quallty are m1851ng (as opposed to relatlonshlps
dper se), where th1s attrlbutlon 1tself is’ cont1n°ent uponl
.our perceptlons and expectatrons-of‘our relathDShIPS,_aS'b

‘“well as our - concepts of what we need from them.'

COgnitive prbcess,theorles. Adherents of the cognltlvef

‘“perspect1ve argue that our perceptlons of the 1mportance of

‘certaln types of relatlonshlps and our self perceptlons may

be var1ab1es that medlate the experlence of 1one11ness.

‘Curtona s (1982) report of “the: results of the UCLA New

‘Student Survey prov1de support for thlS v1ew. Thls study

followed 345 new undergraduates for a perlod of seven months.

rAfter the f1rst two weeks of class attendance, 75% of,the

'samplelreported‘that they were‘lonely;.At‘the end of the

study, some subJects were ‘no 1onoer lonely, while others

had remarned 1one1y. No dlfferences in behav1or strategy‘

"employed to reduce 1one11ness were. found between the tWOth

- U'_l



'hyrelatlonshlps. L1kew1se,‘

'FAndersen (1982) found;'

"hgroups. The students who remalned lonely reported thetf:

dsame frequency of 301n1ng clubs,»g01ng to partles, part—jf

1c1pat10n 1n sports, and 1n1t1at1ng conversatlons w1th EN

‘,5strangers as d1d the students who overcame thelr lonell—

{fness.rThe only s1gn1f1cant dlfference found was that those

';who remalned lonely, as opposed to those who d1d not,';ef‘

v‘;fbelleved that only by f1nd1ng a romantlc partner would theyﬁ“"

~lf_overcome thelr lonellness.f,p-

Others have suggested that, 1n add1t1on to values and.fuf'

“;bellefs,'self perceptlons may medlate lonel1ness._Se1fd if:r'f
‘“perceptlons hypotheses suggest that the 1onely 1nd1v1dual
7;has thoughts that prevent h1m or her from formlng satlsfylng

5re1at10nsh1ps.‘Jones (1982) for example, found that lonell—*r

")ness correlated p081t1-e1y w1th cynlcal soc1al attltudes,
. expectatlons of reJectlon,iexternal locus of control negfff~

'-:fatlve attltudes toward'the v1ab111ty of marrlage, and

Uflabellng oneself as a’ fallure. Slmllarly, wllbert (1986)

‘hobta1ned pos1t1ve corre atlons between lonellness and_f.ﬁf”

ldoubts of one s de31rab111ty, and between lonellness and ?fdfh

vfffeellngs of d1sp1easure over the absence of romantlc

Horow1tz,“deSales French and

',fself cr1t1ca1 (1nsofar as they attrlbuted 1nterpersonal
hhfffallure to thelr personal shortcom1ngs) and coped w1th

v_;nterpersonalgstressvhylwlthdraw1ng,:Thus,‘Horow1tz'

‘hafilonelyilnd1v1duals were: hlghlyfyvh“



ef al..(1982) suggested that 1§ne1yvpeople may have
negativé'self—perceptions.that creafe a self-fulfilling
prophecy.

A felated cpgnitive—progess theory of_lonéliﬁess is
cognitive discrepancyyfheory (Peplau, Miéeli, & Morasch,
1582), wherein it is argued that our pe;éeptions of our
reiationships is mediated by a cogniﬁive "internal yard-
;ti;k" that details our beliefs about the nature and
number of relationships we need and consider ideal.
Although'interesting and inherently testable, the cog—v
nitive discrepancy theory has yét to be tested.

Social constructionism. Finally, social construction-

ism stems from the anthropological and sociological.lit-
eratures. This theoretical perspective argﬁes.that lone-
‘liness (as Qell as other emotions) is a product‘of soéio—
cultural expectationé and values, énd‘of social préctices;
In a field étudy on loneliness in the Japanese culture,
Keifer (1980), for example, argued that culture affects
our beliefs about and behavior in relationships by limit-
ing the range of emotions deemed appropriate for one to
‘feel, as well as when and how to express them. Cultures
defiﬁe relationships as permissible or legitimate, and
défine the kinds of information that might be exchanged
in an encounter. Therefore, while all of us may indeed-

have an innate need‘for attachment, the way this need is



.f:deflned (constructed) and fulf1lled appears to be the 5“._
hproduct of soc1al and cultural norms,

“Summary»and Purpose of Study"

‘An'exam1natlon of the aforementloned theorles re- j':
veals that many quest1ons regardlng the experlence and

attrlbutlon of lonel1ness remaln unanswered Attachment

”theory argues that we have an 1nherent need for relat1on—**f'7t'”

;shlps, but falls to deflne the types of relatlonshlps we :

dneed or descr1be the qualltles that these relatlonsh1ps

hmust possess._ln the prev1ously c1ted research on behav1o— .

| hlal defICItS, data was reported show1ng that lonely people

‘trhave as many 1nteract10ns (Jones, 1982) and llst as many
nfrlends (Wllllams & Solano, 1983) as non lonely people.-7

‘Thus, whlle behav1or def1c1ts theory argues_that lonely ’

_people lack behav1ors necessary for meet1ng interpersonalllf.'

‘hneeds, 1t never explalns exactly what 1t is lonely people
’need and yet are. unable to atta1n. Further, flndlngs on"v
jthe lmportance of self d1sclosure 1n relat10nsh1ps (Berg
:l& Peplau,_1982 Sloan & Solano,11984) seem to confllct.J
';Thls 1nd1cates a need for further exploratlon. leew1se,hu
cognltlve‘process models of lonellness (e g., Curtona,-;”
7f1982 Horow1tz et al., 1982 Peplau et al., 1982) argue
,for the 1mportant role played by bellefs and expectatlonsgh
tabout relatlonshlps 1n lonellness, but the theorlsts have

yet to 1dent1fy the 1nterna1 cogn1t1ve standards by WhIChn



h1nd1v1dual attrlbutes to hlm/herself

f»we conclude that def1c1ts in our relatlonshlps ex1st “In
:f}faddltlon, no ‘one " has examlned the relatlonshlp between

'fthese standards and the relatlve level of lonellness the

In oeneral the purpose of thls study ‘was" to 1dent1fy

dithe factors that contrlbute to descrlblng oneself as lonely
1More spec1f1cally,'1t‘was expected that the level of lone—"
(llness was related to a set of expectatlons and bellefs
x“'about the types of relatlonshlps (e g.,‘parents) one ’should"
'h;have and the qua11t1es these relatlonshlps must possess 1n
h'order not to be lonely Based on the coonltlve dlscrepancy
d;model proposed by Peplau et al (1982) 1t was expected thath
v lonely people would have hlgher or more unrea11st1c ex—'.
:.‘pectatlons,thanwless lonely people; The second obJectlve
wwas to:identify whlch relatlonshlp types (e g., frlends).'“h
'wand whlch qualltles (e g.,;self dlsclosure) are most re-

(Vlated to. level of lonellness when percelved to be present

or»absent. The thlrd task was to test the cogn1t1ve dls-V

d.crepancy model proposed by Peplau et al (1982), wherein-
‘gthe greater the dlscrepancy between what 1nd1v1duals be—h
hlleve they should have and what they actually have ‘in thelrw
;nrelatlonshlps,_the more they w111 tend to be lonely.pA"“
‘;flnal task was to 1dent1fy wh1ch factors (among the types
’and qua11t1es of relatlonshlps) were most pred1ct1ve of

':‘the 1eve1 of lonellness.vﬁ"‘



METHOD
Subjects
| » The subjects were 123 18- to 51-year-old undergfad—
vuates (62 males and 61 females, meén age= 28.7yjeafs)‘fr§m
two<collége campuses»inva sﬁburban coﬁmunity in southern
Califofnia. The subjéétsbwefe solicited from introductory
psychology, business, ahd1énglish courses, and they re-
ceiied extra Coﬁrse‘credit for their parficipation. Two
maigs and one female were exc1uded from the study because
they returned incomplete questionnéires. The majority of
éubjetté were from middle-claés homeé, with 637 reporting
an annual family income of $25,000 or‘more. Forty-four
percent of the subjects were married or living with some-
SOﬁe; 457% Wére Single; and 112 weré divorced. The samplé
conéiéted of‘individualé1with thébfoilowing efhnic back-
groUnds: 627% Caucaéian; 17% Hispanic; 8% Bléck; and 13%

other baCkgrbunds.

- Materials

The subjects were administered a questionnaire that
cohsisted of the follbwing instruments (see Appendix).

Loneliness. To assess the degree of loneliness, thé

UCLA‘Loneliﬁess Scale CRuséél,‘Peplau,'& Ferguson, 1978)
was used._Subjects reéponded to a 20-item Likert scale in
terms df how often the statements were descriptive of
’themselyes (1= often, 4= never). A single 1oﬁeliness

score was derived by summing the subjects answers.

10



fingh scores 1nd1cated less 1one11ness. Research on. the

rellablllty of the scale has shown coeff1c1ent alpha to"

be 96 w1th va11d1ty at’ 79 (p< 001) (see Russel et al

’7;1978>

ldeal relatlonshlps. In order to assess what subjects-”"‘*"\

‘{belleved they should"‘havewln order not - to be lonely, 32
»1tems were developed to reflect dlfferent types and |
L qua11t1es _of relatlonshlps. The 1tems were generated fromhﬂ,c:
bthe 11terature on frlendshlp (Pogrebln, 1987),ﬁlone11ness:fdsﬂ?'f
v'(Young, l982), and other quest10nna1res (Schmldt & Vello,h
'algéﬁst}ﬁlght"qualltles ‘were formulated to reflect des1red_n“
‘orlexpected‘qualltiessrelatiOnships:might possess;:l.e.,h:
‘dEmotlonal Expre851on (1 e., anger,vsadness,vlove5 phiSicalf
:affectlon), Self D1sclosure (1 e., aspiration,‘fears;w |
ahsexual/romantlc concerns),ltang1b1e Support (i.e., be1n0"
“cared for'1f*1ll),:Understand1ng (1.e., acceptlng faults'
'wand weaknesses), Commonality (i‘é;, hav1ng 81m1lar demo-‘sb'
:1Praph1c tralts), Lelsure (1 e., engaglng in act1v1t1esd;
bdtogether),,Belong1ng (1. e.; feellno a sense of connected—
e ness), and‘Attract1on (1 e., feellng physlcal attractlon)

>¢Items were phrased in terms of what subJects belleved they'

ought to have 1n a relatlonshlp (e g., "It would be most
1deal to be open and honest about myself w1th...')gi'

Each of the 1tems measurwng these e1ght qua11t1es was o

'dfollowed»by‘a‘liSt,of:eight relatronshrpr:types These ,;'

1



fineluded: Parents, Siblings, Ektended‘Familﬁ, Partner}
Spouse, Besﬁ»Friend,‘Sémé—Sex:Friends,'Opposite-Sex Friénds,
and Social Group. The subjects were instructed to réte how
importantLthéy;belieﬁedveaéh quality was for each éf thesév
. eight réléfionship t&ﬁesvin order forvtheiéubjects to not
feel lonely. A‘fiyeéppint Likertbscéle was used (5= "aﬁ
essential qualityﬁ, lé "ndt‘a needed qualityh).'.

Perceptions of existihg relationships;‘The third paft

of the questionﬁaire‘was developed té assess the extent to
which the eight relationship qualities (desc;ibed above)
were perceived to exist in'Shbjectsi present relationships.
This was done by ré-phrasing the'32 itéms described above
into a format that refleéted current relationship qﬁalities
(i.é,, "I can be open and honest about myself with..."). A
list of the same eight‘reiationship "types" wés presented
following‘eachkrephrased item. Subjects wére instrugtéd fo
use a five—point scale to’raté ﬁhe extent to which each
quality existed in each of the eight felaﬁionship "types".
The purpose of this scale was not only to assess the extent
.to which these Qualities were bélieved to existrin’relation—
'sﬁips, but éléo to detérminé which "tyﬁes"_and which
qualities wheﬁ'pérceived to bé'absentvweré related to the
level of ldneliness of an individual. It was also used as

a means by which to calculaté dis¢fepancies,betweenb"ideal"

~relationships and existing or perceived relationships (and

12



' the consequent relat1on w1th lonellness)

Demographlc 1tems.»In addltlon to the above scales,

subJects were asked to prov1de 1nformatron.regard1ng thelrbg”‘
uage,:gender,‘mar1tal status, andvlncome leyel o
'-Procedure - | | | |
i.SubJects were admlnlstered the questlonnalre elther iﬁ;
‘rsmall groups or they took ]t home to complete. The entlre'

”e,quest1onna1re took approx1mately one hour to complete.,”.v

bq_SCOring»the data. The data for each subJect was‘scored_
~in two ways"hy'relatiOnship. qua11t1es ﬁand by: type . The
scores. for each” of the elght qualltles (Emotlonal Expres—
“slon; Self D1sclosure, Support Understandlng, Commonal1ty,e'
_Leisure, Belonglng, and Attractlon) mere summed across all
relatlonshlp types, for both 1deal and ex1st1ng‘relat10n—'
ship qualltles.vA "dlfference score was calculated by sub—be
tractlng the ex1st1ng‘relat10nsh1p score from the 1deal
score for the elght qualltles, yelldlng elght dlfference
'scores, Second scores. mere summed by relatlonshlo type
(Parents,rSiblings,bExtended Family;~Partner/Spouse, Best
Friend Same Sex Frlends, Opp051te Sex Frlends, Social:

j‘Group) across all qualltles for both 1dea1 and ex1st1ng

'vtypes. The ex1st1ng relatlonshlp score was then subtracted‘

‘from the 1deal relat1onsh1p score for each of_the elght
types produclng elght relatlonshlp type'"difference"
' scores. Thus, each subJect had 48 varlables wh1ch 1ncluded

8 ideal qualltles, 8 ex1st1ng qualltles, 8 quallty d1f—

13



ference scores, 8 ideal relationship types, 8 existing
, i ,
relationship types, 8 relationship type difference scores,

. |
and the Loneliness score, wplch were then used in the

\
following statlstlcal analyses

14



- RESULTS

Desériptive Statistics

In order~£o determiﬁe whether lonely and non-lonely
subjects differed significéntly in their responses to the
questionnaire, subjects’wefe dividéd~ihto two groups, based
on their loneliness score. Thevmean loneliness score for
thé 120‘subjects wasv§= 57.8.>Subjects scofing 58 or below
ﬁweré designated "lonely" (n= 55) and subjects scoring 59
. or above were designated as "non-lonely" (n= 65). Group
means were obtained and t-tests were conducted for the
eight ideal relationship fypes, eight existing relation-
ship types, eight ideal relationship gqualities, and eight
existing relationship qualities.

Table 1 shows the grdup‘means and t-values for ideal
ahd existing relationship types. The two groups differed
significantly in the level of expectations of two of the
eight relationship types: parents and‘giblings. Same-sex
frignds and best friénd approached significance. Lonely
subjects exﬁected significantly less from these relation%
ship types than did non-lonely subjects. In térms of their
existing felationship types, Table i'shows that the two
groups differed significantly in seven of the eight types
of relationships. In.other words, lonely subjects reported
thaf they réceivéd-less from:their current relationships |
~with their parents, siblings, extended family, partner/

spouse, best friend, opposite-sex friends and same-sex

15



. 7 ;;;Pa;tner/SpouseV7§jveff;iﬂﬁ; f

éTable 1;f»"”

- effLonely and Non 1one1y Group Means and T= Values for Ideal ;ofﬁ*f-‘

,Relatlonshlp Types and nx1st1ng Relatlonshlp Types‘

I Lonely‘. Non-Lonely T Value e 2 talled
. , S T Probablllty
'Ideal Relatlonshlps }y--‘ : T I R

l slbllngs~r“ : »'fo;f 8.1 1021 =211 .037

| ;uxtended Famlly '?*i,égl

 5BestvFriend}"‘b

Same-Sex Frlends»;;ﬁfé{)83ﬁffi;%h;?°w . “2?41;93fﬁf;=f;Q51e"

*,:f’Opp051te-Sex Frlends _ozgledffi;‘,ﬁ‘$5E9e§glﬁ:~ f+¥Q9Qﬂf;af'{370

”flSoc1al Group :;qu ;'ff,6§.4‘egﬁife=63{6Q o 49 we’,6241 -

,”Existing'Rélatioﬁshipé   £l T

S-179 077

Cbarems - o8 une a7 oo

. Slbllngs:’ L _; ;f ' 78?3' i 98’5 ,w_:i "2}69}_ : "008 :ivf‘.

f3gExtended Famlly ’e ?]65.8 e.f e.a90i87?a'f‘15'-3502;j[f‘ ,OQj‘e"
'” Partner/Spouse : ff'f'fidSQbi”f;'“'133,2aff, e'”,;2:64aﬂﬂo;‘}oog,."
S‘éﬁeisﬁéi Friends 776 931 -2.68 008

‘Opposite-Sex Friends ~ 74.2 9l.1 =170, .020

o SOcial*Groupv,Lflg"'” 55.9 f70ﬁ1" - :f‘-i;ls g[,j“;zS"UM:"'

'vaLonely 1nd1cates subJects w1th Lonellness Scores. 58 and below (n‘SS
Non~1one1y 1nd1cates subJects w1th scores above 58 (n=65)



'”Tfrlends than non- lonely subJects d1d
Table 2 presents the group means and t values for"
h_71dea1 and ex1st1ng relatlonshlp qualltles. Lonely and

'f~;non lonely subJects dlffered 1n the1r expectatlons of

ﬂthree of the elght'ldeal relat10nsh1p qualltles. emotlonffff'

h‘al expres31on, self dlsclosure,‘and support.»Commonality"'ff" -

"approached S1gn1f1cance (p< 059) Thus, 1one11er 1nd1- PR

ﬁv1duals had 31on1f1cantly lower 1evels of expectatlons
fthan the non lonely group w1th regard to these relatlon—o,'
vﬂshlp qua11t1es across all relatlonshlps. For the elght

"qualltles 1n ex1st1no‘relatlonsh1ps,'oroup means dlffer--f'

:med 51gn1f1cantly for all elght qua11t1es.vLone1y subJects,fkf

,percelved they had less of the elght qualltles across allj‘
yex1st1ng relatlonshlps then non 1one1y subJects.hh.o :
In‘summaryrithe descrlptlve data show that lonely -
"1nd1v1duals expect less than non 1one1y 1n the1r rela—':

‘f>tlonsh1ps w1th parents, 31b11ngs, same sex frlends and

“hbest frlends. They also belleve that emotlonal expre351on,H?‘.

iself dlsclosure,»support, and commonallty are less 1m— Qf_ o
'yportant across: all relatlonshlps than do non 1one1y 1n—*_wV'

"d{d1V1duals.»Further, 1one1y subJects percelve they recelveff

':5f1ess from seven of the elght relatlonshlp types than less

’c~lone1y subJects do,‘and'acrOss~allfthe1niactual relatlonr":
L shlps 1onely 1nd1v1duals percelve they have less of the

“'3e1ght qua11t1es than non lonely 1nd1v1duals.,v_hff



Table 2

“JLonely and Non lonely Group Neans and T Values for Ideal

"Relatlonshlp Quallt]es and Ex1st1ng ?elatlonshlp Qualltles',

:Lonely 1 Non-Lonely T Value ? 2 talled
‘ 'X"':ﬂV D e Probablllty '

o fdé§17Relation5hip$ : _ ‘ :
- Emotionél EXﬁression '_ 89}3J g  f10¢;4   '7;  »%2149 1§  ;014 O

Self-Disclosure  93.3  102.6 =231 .022

CSupport - 9%.1 . 109.0 -3.08 . .003

fUﬁderstaﬁdiﬁg\7  ff" J104}4 ‘-::_LllZQS‘ﬁ: .   —1f81':;:;f;Q73: -

' Commonality 79.4  87.9 191 .059 L

”Léisure‘ o ew3 1022 e18L 073
Belonglng o esl9 1047 0 -L23 222
Attractlon “.[71 : " '81,1‘H‘_‘ j:86a6 - o ,f1;291 1[f‘;198 .

.fEx1st1ng Relatlonshlgi -

 1Se1f Dlsclosure . "_ »gé;o‘:: :Q;fg7;g  ‘v:_‘ﬂ;;4.04'  ”,;;006 }‘
| u‘iSuPPQrt 7;1f5j_.f‘i  :;v86}0ffv'; fio3L9  ,~_ :f',3;96 f:f"€OdO‘f-
Understanting 891 105 386 000
- Commoﬁq1it§, ‘¥’ v «;1181.9 5j  '] §5;1}[.‘  01 ;1:;004 Ry
Cleiswre .1 92 3s0 .00l
Belonglng:f;ﬂ'% ?\ ;i¥i85{6; ;F‘lllos;l' 1# Ul;uf3;99> 11 ;~QQQ5  ‘f  iv

  aLone1y 1nd1cates subJects with Loneliness Scores 58 and Below (n=55), _:"

Von—lonely 1nd1cates subjocts w1th scores above 58 (n— 65)
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:eLdneliness and Ideal’ReiationShiﬁSv

The next ana1y51s examlned the relatlon between the“‘
‘level of lonellness and subJects ’expectatlons and bellefs
Hnabout the 1mpcrtance of. spec1f1c types of relatlonshlps‘
and the qualltles such relatlonshlps should 1dea11y possess.v
It was hypothe31zed that expectatlons of relatlonshlps o
‘ weuld correlate‘p031t;ve1ypw1th,lonel;ness scores. To
| accemplish this, hivatiate:correlations between the“ane—
liness scoreband the eight.scoteshwhdch'measufeddleyei i
'dfhexpectationstahontvdesdted types‘of relationships |
.(acrdss'alidQnaiitiesjhand)theveight5sccres’which‘measdred'
‘level‘of‘expectations‘abont-desi:ed qnaiities‘(across all
relatlonshlp types) were obtalned Resuits afe presented
in Tables 3 and 4, ‘ o

- As‘shown 1n,Tab1e‘3'c1eye1 ef loneliness‘COrrelated
‘”51gn1f1cantly w1th expectatlons regardlng four telatlon—
‘shlpptypes. parents, partner/spouse, bestwfrlend,hand
.opposite sex frlends._Expectatlons_regardingipafents
accounted for 13%‘ofdthe:yahdance,iWith:Lé%ﬁacconnted'
for»hy.expectatiens of bestdfriend,.Oppgsdte—sex friends
'accounted fbr 87 of the variance; and 7% Qas acconnted
‘for by expectatlons about ideal relatidnships with partner/
spouse. Thus, these‘results indicated that Wherevthe leveia
" of- 1mportance of these four relatlonshlp types was hlgher,:

1the level of 1one11ness was’ lower.



hhTable 3

Correlatlons Between Lonellness and Expectations About - -

o?Ideal Relatlonshlprypesf‘:;5““~“

'RelatlthhipsTy?és;'ifaftfh:shlekrcelt.»rj%;f&i;;}jfh;t
.:Parehtsha:fixll}v?ihs;?jifh;;f;;a~f‘ilBQJ»ﬂrfht:;éoggha“um
Siblings o1 oaasa
'ﬁEéféﬁdédﬂFaﬁi1§fnj tf‘?ff»l ffss>lgf;03}”7‘_]jf‘;19NSg-7'
| rartner/Spouse e e
best Friend e DTN S 13-4;;*;5 o
*‘;Same Sex Frlends‘;:”‘. t? vf;;h:u,l;tds' :hﬁwf"iISNS -
' Q‘OppOS1te-Sex_F?lestf:h:"_;:  11_”;:tO87;acc.,vj 20% %%

“SQQiaierOQD jm,g';“:sx’ ZafThQ‘ .02 'f;l4NS‘

JfNote. ngher scores on the LOnellness scale 1nd1cates

that a. subJect 1s not 1onely. jhf

"aNS ‘Not Slgnlflcant

’f***2< 001

,“;4 The results of the analy31s presented in Table 4

. ‘1nd1cated that level of 1one11ness was 31gn1f1cant1y
l}and p031t1ve1y correlated w1th expectat1ons about two L
frelat1onsh1p qua11t1es. emotlonal expre531on and support.,

- Each accounted for 5% of the total var1ance. These results,~

1nd1cate that as the level of 1mportance of these two‘

~qua11t1es 1ncreases, the level of lonellness decreases.-f’”

= Thus, these results show that the more lonely one 1s,vi
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hthe 1ess one expects from parents, best friendsi‘opposite.f
‘sex frlends, and romantlcﬁpartners,randhthe.less'one values -
i_emotionalv expression and support across all relationship

types.

Tableiéi

: Correlatlons Between Lonellness and Expectatlons About

' Relatlonshlp Qualltles,tﬂ.

‘Ideal Relatlonshlp Qualltles SR SR o
t.Emotlonal Expre531on H-Vhy:x?io;igg'ﬁgsﬁf.fb"ffeiQZ**d-ffd"
‘>Self-DlsClosqrev ?v ﬁhﬂ”iﬁ_ffbh>tcgﬁ?02 1o‘. ldxlklsNS“

S Swpport .05 .23k

Understanding ST "fﬁ%vf:.‘, i’{OS'h' ' ﬁw'”:i7NS '

‘ComnOnaIity? ' ";?j, ";L"ili?:;ffCS:f hd géf..ISNS B
Leisurev B J'hi »? 'hH“' dh_'bv;QA‘ ii“" ‘}ZOst
,Belonging“"' .y eﬁbf ,d. o _.02 B fd“._v}.lSNS:l

Attraction 01 .10NS

Note. ngher scores on the LOnellness scale 1nd1cated
v-}that a subJect is not lonely
‘faNS- Not Slgnlflcant

Vf**£< .01

‘-Lonellness and Perceptlons of Ex1st1ng Relatlonshlps

The second obJectlve of thls study was to 1dent1fy ‘.;”

. wh1ch relatlonshlp types and qualltles (when percelved

j:to be present or absent) correlated w1th the level of

21



loneliness. To examine this Question, Pearson correla-
tions were'obtained‘for the LOnéliﬁess score and the -
eight scores that measured theveight,existing relation-
ship types when summed across all qualities, and the
~eight scores measuring the”exteht to which each of the
eight relationsﬁiﬁ qualities wéré perceived to exist
acrossvail,relationship‘types; The results Qf these
analyses are presented in Tables‘Sland'6.

Table Skindicates‘thét the level of loneliness
correlatéd-with»seven of the relationsﬁip types. Thus,
the lower the‘level of lonelineés, the more these seven
relationship types‘were perceived to possess more éf
the qualities. The more lonely the subject, the lower
the number and amount of all qualities percei?ed to
exist in the sevenvrelationship types. Existing re-
létipnships with ﬁarentsvandvextended famiiy each
accounted for 16% of the totai variance. Same-sex
friendships accounted for ié%, romantic partner
accounted for 8%, best friend 8%,\62 was accounted
.for_By sibling rélations, and 5% for social groﬁp.
Thus,“Tablé_S indicates that non?lonely péopleb
peréeivé that_tﬁeir relationships with parents, ex-
tended family, Same-sex friends,‘best friends, partnérs;b’
sibiings, and socialvgroup possess more of all the

eight qualities than lonelier people.
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‘Table 5

Correlations Between Loneliness and Perceptions of Existing

- Relationship Types

Relationship Types _ ' ‘ r* T
Parents - ‘ » .16 v" AR
‘Sibliﬁgs ' ‘ e | | ‘ .06 e . L25%%
Extended Family 7 o ‘ ;16 - ,1;41***‘
-Pértner/Spouéé - o , .08‘ o L28% %
Best Friend . o ,08'-_ L20%%%
Same-Sex Friends  11, : B P - L 37 FER
'Opposite-Sex Friends . - .01 | - .12NS2
Soéial Group | :‘ :" - .05 o LDk

_aNS=’Not'Significant
‘**R< .01 |
*#¥%¥p< ,001

‘Table 6 shows that thévlevel‘of loneiiness also
corrélated with all eight relationship QUalities. This
indiéates £hat‘the more eaﬁh'quality‘is>perceived to
exist'écross‘all relétionship t?pes, the lower the ieVel
of loneliness;vLeisure aCcountéd‘for the greatést amount
ﬁf the:fotal variance‘Withvl7%; belonging ac¢ounted for>
16%. Self-digcldsure,»Suppbrt:“undérétanding;‘andvcommoﬁ-
ality each accounted for 12% of the vériénce;‘Emotional‘

expression accounted for 9% and attraction 6Z.
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‘Table'67

_Correlatlons Between Lonellness and Perceptlons of Qualltles

S in Ex1st1ng Relatlonshlps

‘Relationship Qualities R T

w.Commonallty Coa ,‘h vbhta‘_ _ :;IZ

:‘Emotionaintheeaion',A7‘d3:f"w v;O@j» : e;;_,v,30¥** o
‘self-Disclosafef"*,_'j\%} o | 12 hhf_ﬂ;36g**_
: Sunpo'rt'~ e VA

‘Understandlngv‘ BRI vh;.,i kv"iiz‘fjﬂ t:f” 436***‘”_-‘H

L36Hk

hLelsure ‘ f‘thﬁ:h ‘ 1 1f_ff¥ ffgl7 ;'{_ftf_ h.41¥¥%;f,

Attraction .06 . Lagwex

esnpe 001

Lonellness and the dlscrepancy between ideal and exlstlng

'relatlonshlps ffh.*'

it The th1rd ana1y31s was undertaken to test the cognltlve

dlscrepancy model proposed by Peplau et a1 (1982),'where1nwnhf‘

the greater the dlscrepancy that ex1sts between what peopleh}"

belleve they should have and whatthey percelve they

'actually have in thelr relatlonshlps, the more lonely they e
'vare llkely to be..It was etpected that the 1ower the level =

w”of 1one11ness a person.experlences, the smaller the dlf- ‘

ference oetween 1dea1 and ex1st1ng relatlonshlps. To,ex—

amlne thlS questlon,hPearson‘correlatlons-were1obtained]
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between the Lonellness score and.the elght scores wh1ch
fhmeasured the dlfference between 1dea1 relatlonshlp types
.and ex1st1ng types. Also, correlatlons‘were obtalned be-
tween the Lonel1ness score. and the elght scores whlch
' measured the d1fference between expectatlons ‘about. re—
Tlat1onsh1p qualltles and percelved 1eve1 of these qualltles
in exlstlng relatlonshlps,.The results of this thlrd test
'are'bresented lnnTable 7;

biThe results:indicated‘that the-leVeliof loneliness was
.p031t1vely correlated with the level of dlscrepancy for
four relatlonshlp typesr s1b11ngs (accountlng for 6% of

the variance), best friend‘(accounting for 6%), and -

'.»opp081te sex . frlends (accountlng for 4%) Extended,family

iwas negatlvely correlated w1th the level of lonellness

'(117 of the total varlance) In other words,?contraryd

to expectatlons,’the 1ower the level of lonellness,bl

‘the greater the dlscrepancy between'expected and exist-

ing relat1onsh1ps w1th 31b11ngs, best fr1ends and oppos1te—

.sex-frlends. For extended famlly, however, the lower the

level ofilonellness, the lower the level of dlscrepancy

between-idealvand existing‘relations;. : ’
'Thevreshlts of this‘analySis alSo indicated that level

‘of lonelineSs was negatively correlated (as hypothesized)

with level of dlscrepancy of seven of the elght relation-

,'shlp qualltles' self—dlsclosure,,understandlng,_commonallty;“
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Table 73*

'Correlatlons Between Lonellness and Levels of Dlscrepancy

Between Ideal and Ex1st1ng Relatlonshlp Types and Qualltles

'leference Scoresa 1 g vv*df“--u‘ f¥'

Relatlonshlp Type » B v
| Parents - “~f‘v,ﬁ=‘df'j‘ ,";OOBVd“" 4f .OSNSb;
Slbllnas“'bev »‘ _: ‘;.=Q' j:-;oéddd?e"”d‘ : .25%*1d‘
 Extended Family d; S  ; .11*": e 4;33%¥45'
d Partner/Spouse : ld‘d' C v. .Oisdj““‘ \ llNS e'
| Best}huend ;v-f' dif: o 06 '.;f L25%%
“Same-Sex Frlends - d;'_ ‘ i':)f ;Qogdi,  e;.}T;O6NSd =
‘opposite—Sengriéndsl o ‘d;,\'”dd';lg** |
Social Growp .02 -1sns
Relationship Qualities
; Emoeienal E#pfeseion;l<_d'jiv‘ | ;os'v" N “'v5.22*¥. |
bsélfﬂheclesure”[v“, di‘* i r09  SR :- 30**#'
support R .03 o -.ams
Unmustemﬁﬁgv "::“af‘f o ;, ,ldvd B R :—.40***
xCOmmorklalki-ty B e | o .06 o - 24%%R
Lelsure‘m B . ‘Lefﬂ{' B !13£, o i .;.36***' '
Belonglng - T ; “'.18“ S e -,—.-4‘3'*,**" '

AUxamnpn ‘d IR SR -..OSd“‘b‘ S -L22%

Apifference scorés were derlved by subtractlng scores of ex1st1ng types
and qualities from 1dea1 scores of types and qua11t1es ST

- bys= Not- Slgnlflcant
*¥p< .01 i

~#Epc 001



leisure, belonglng,‘emotlonal expresslon, and.attractiOn.t
'The greatest amount of the total varlance’was.accounted
for by dlscrepancy 1n belong1ng w1th 187 Understand1ng-
'accounted for 16%Z and le1sure 13%. The other dlscrepancy‘
:varlables each accounted for less than 107 of the var= Th
,1ance. These results 1nd1cated that the 1ower the levell
of lonel1ness, the small the d1fference between onevsh'
:des1re for belonglng,.understandlng, lelsure act1v1t1es,
self dlsclosure, commonallty, emot10nal~expre581on‘and
,attractlon and the actual presence of these qualltles
l across all types ofirelatlonshlps. Thus, the more lonely
"one:is, the more expectatlons about these qual1t1es'
texceed what currently is perce1ved to ex1st in actual
'erelatlonshlps.i

'ractors Pred1ct1ng Lonel1ness

The f1na1 task was to 1dent1fy wh1ch factors among the:‘
variables were most predlctlve.ofrlonellness;lTo accompllsh
thls,‘the dlscrepancy var1ables for relat1onsh1p qualltles
T‘were entered 1n a step w1se multlple regre331on. (The dlS‘
fcrepancyAscores for relatlonshlp types were excluded be- o
lcause they were not 1nterpretable or useful Jn address1ng‘

the hypothes1s) The regre531on results are. presented in .
‘Table 8, .show1ng that the varlable measurlng the dlscrep;h‘l
"ancy between 1dea1 and ex1st1ng belonglng entered the eq—v_'

fuatlon f1rst, accountlng for 187 of the var1ance. It was
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"followéd 5y_th§ variable'Which mgésﬁrédltﬁe'différenéé
between‘idéalﬁaﬁd existing-Un@érStéﬁding. T§gether'ﬁheée two
vériabieé a¢c§unted‘for 247 of'the'totai»variaﬁte.fThe
‘6ﬁherlﬁariablés éxceeded.thefg{';bsviével. Theée results
_indicated.tﬁat"from émong all ofvthé‘eight quéiitieé,:
whenvonéfs expe§£atidn§ for belohging‘énd being ﬁnde;stood-
'écrass all,felationsﬁip types ex;eed‘wﬁatﬂoﬁé pérﬁeives N |
oﬁ¢ has in currgnt.:eiationships; one is most iikely to
‘attribﬁte loneliness’to Oneééif,‘ o

Table 8

Multiple Regression Predicting Loneliness from Discrepancy

Scores forlQualitiés in Relationships

'Ordériof'Entry,v"’ r | . rr F ©p
1. Discrepancy inv _ | |

Belonging .42 18 - 25.83  .0009
2. Discrepancy in »

Understanding .49 .24 18.39 003
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DISCUSSION
‘f;In general; the ma1n purpose of thlsvstndy was to
h1dent1fy the factors whlch contrlbute to 1abe11ng oneselfth*
as lonely, by explorlng ‘the relat1on between people s’ |
level of 1one11ness and the cognltlve models they hold
vregardlng the types of relatlonshlps they belleve are
yneeded the qua11t1es they value in such relatronsh1ps;-
and the degree to whlch the1r ex1st1ng relat10nsh1ps con—i
form‘to.thelr‘1deals._More spetlflcally,then, the_f;rst
task nas’to astertainiif'lonelihessvwas related“to a
set of expeetations and beliefs.ahout~relationship’types
one should have and the qnalities'relationships must
»possess.,The results presented in the descrlptlve data
and the f1rst analy31s demonstrate that a set of ex—'
-pectat;ons assoc1ated wlth loneliness did emerge. Lonely‘,
people‘seem to‘hold a_different model of what ls needed
in relat1onsh1ps than people who are less 1one1y Lonely
‘people expect less from parents and 51b11n°s than non—“y;
‘lonely people, and»expectatlons of samefsex frlends’and
‘best friend show:similardtendencies.yAlso, lonelier:
people;d6~notiseem to value“emotional‘expression and
self;disclosure,,nordexpett sdpport as highly'in all.
thelr‘relationships as do.non-lonely people; We may
conclude, therefore, that people who are not lonely

be11eve that the1r relatlonal needs should be met by
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a larger varlety of eources (relat1oashtp types) than_ E
'lonely people. Thus, by holdlng a model of overly spec1f1c
':;expectatlons regardlng whom one: can exprese emotlons w1th
‘,self dlSClOSG; and recelve tanglble supportafrom, and
w1th 11m1ted expectatlons regardlng ﬁa;entagisiblihée;
‘best frlends,‘andiaame—sex_ftlends,‘ianely peeplevmay be
- more vulnerable to 1oss.vTHey.may be mote 1i§e1y to'perelt
ceive a def1c1t in thelr 11ves when the handful of re-.
latlonshlps they have placed all the emaha81s on‘1s‘_t
vlacklng in some way, because they‘belleve there are fewer"
sources from.wﬁich.to;abtatn needVSatisfaetiont They
:do not:seem to be able»to compensate‘fer deficitskin‘their
relationsﬁipsvin the way non-lonely.peeple de."

It lS 1mportant to note that these f1nd1ngs contra—
 d1ct the first hypothe51s in one aspect. When the study
was flrat constructed,,lt'was‘hypqthes;zed that 1one1y
people woﬁld have higher or more Unrealietic expeetatiens
of theirbrelationshipavthaﬁ noneldaely people}’Thié
hypothesis‘was baeed'on Pepiaqfs“et‘al, (1982) @odeli
‘oftCOgnitive discrepancyi which po;tulatedvtﬁat tﬁe
ﬁote'lbﬂel§‘thefpersqn; the greatetithe discrepancy
betweeﬁ what they hold.aé‘ideal and what they actually
‘thave.eFufthef,”thes (1982) repotted that lonely peqple
‘have‘aa‘ﬁany'eocial‘ihteraetions.as‘noh;iOnely, aadthey

list as many friends (8661Williams_& Solane, 1983) as -
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non—lonely‘pedple;.Thus, from previous research,a pic-
‘ture is presented in which actual reiationships of
lonely and non-lonely do not differ highly, buf>expect-
ations and beliefs seem to differ and play a role. How-
evér,‘tﬁe picture is not nearly'so simple. Thea résulté.
of this present study have demonstrated that peoplevwﬁo
have a tendency to be 16neiy havebsignifiﬁantly lowér
" expectations in several specific areas, namely relations
with parents and siblings, best friends'and same-sex
friends. They also view emotional expression, éelf—
‘disclosure and support éé important oﬁly in a few.
relatipnships. On the othef haﬁd, these findings séém
to support and egpéqd ﬁpén‘the findingé_bf Curtona (1982)
which showed thét lonely college_students beiieved that
.only,by having é sweetheart could they.overcome'thei;
‘loneliness, and they overlooked the potential of ob-
‘taining desired qualities from ffiendships and éther
relétionships. The results also agree with the findiﬁgs
of.Beré and Peplauv(1982) who reported that willinghess
to self-disclose negatively correlatéd Qith 1onélinéss.
~These findings about éxpectafions have implications
for psychotherapeutic treaﬁment of lonely péople. Rbok’(1§82)
suggested that treatment include a re—evaluation bf
cliéﬁts expééfations of relafionships. Furthef, Jones (1982)

reported a reduction in self-reported loneliness among
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clients who underwént.a'social skills training program
designed to increase emotional exbresSion'and self~-
disglosure. It may be inferred that not bnly did the
training program alter behavior of lonely subjects, but
- may have altered their expectations of relatlonships by
1ncfeagiﬁg the perceived valuo of th;se two qualities.
in particular types of‘relationships and/or increased
clients' awareness that such qualities are desirable
and obtainable from a iariet& of sourcés. Thus, in
applying these findings in developing psychotherapeutié
interventions, lonely'clients‘should‘be encouraged to
‘broaden the limits of the set of expectations about the
qualities needed in particular relationship types (i.e.,
parents, siblings, same-sex friends).and to increase
the value attributed to desired qualities across all

types of relationships (i.e., emotional expression, etc.).

The second objective of this study wés eiploratdry
in nature. The task waé to identify which pérticular types
of relationships and which qualities (when perceived to
be present or absent) correlafed with ihe levei 6f
loneliness. A positive correlation was‘found between
level of lonellness and seven of the °1ght relationship
types (see Table 5). This 1nd1cates.that the mqre_these
particular types are perceived to possesé many of the

eight qualities, and,at_high levels, the less lonely one
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was likely to be. The results also shbwed thét level of
loneliness poéitiVely correlgted with all eight relation-
ship qualities (see Table 6). Thus, the less lonely the
individual, the more all éight relationship.qualities
Qere perceived to exist across all relationship tybes.
These'findings‘are consisteﬁt with the coﬁclusion drawn
by Sadler and Johnsbn (1680), which was that the largef
the number of areas in relationships in which a deficit
is experienced, thé greater the lonéliness. Hojat's (1982)
study reported that loneliness was positively’cofrélated
with a perceived absence of particular qualities. These
included not being understood by others, not being‘able
to turn to otheré for support or assistancé, and feeiing
others did not show an interest in one's ideas and
feelings. Hojat;s findings are confirmed by these'present
findingé, wherein .the perceived absence of these qualities
is also related to level of lonelinessf

It is clear from the evidence of the second analysié
that non~lonely people actually have more.of'what they
believe they need. It can be argued that the céuselof
loneliness is m&re related to what one has:rather’than‘
to what one expects or édﬁsiders ideal. However, the
difection of causality is not clear. Surely one's prior
experience  With relationshipstcoloré one péfceppions

"and expectations of present'relationships. But one's
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Ccurrent expectations and beliefs play an important fole

in motivating and detefmining beﬁavior, and perhaps 1in
maintaining lbneliness, As was previously shown, changes
in expectations may mediéte future 1onelihess. Therefore,
while non-lonely people‘pérceiVe a higher degree of |
fulfillmentvfrdm their reiationships than lbnely people,
these 1ess—1ohely people also haye higher and broader
expectations of what is possible. Lonely pebple have
overly specific concepts about relationships which
restrict satisfaction of needs by limiting the sources
conceived to be available. We may infer, therefore, as does
Gordon (1976), that lonely people grieve the éBsence of

a cdncept, a ‘phantom possibility, when in fact, the

satisfaction of needs may be attainable.

The results of the third analysis provided support
for the hypothesis which predicted that the greater the
discrepancy between what one believes one needs and what
oﬁe perceives one has, the more lonely one is likely to
be. Seven of the eight Variables which measured the
difference between individual's ideal and existing re-
lationship qualities were negatively correlated with
the level of loneliness. This‘indicates fhat‘lonelier
subjects had expectations that exceeded what they per—'
ceived they had in existing reiationships. Leés lonely

subjects'expectations were more equal to existing qualities
p

w
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in relationships. Theée data suggest thét for qualities
in relationships, non-lonely peéple may be chéracterized
as having high éxpectations and percéi?ing high levélé

of these qdalities acrossbtheir éxisting relationships.
In,contrast, lonelier people havé lower expectations, but
~at the same time, what tﬁey expect exceeds what they
perceive they have. This finding seems tb support the
idea that lonely peoﬁle have a more limited vieQ of
possibilities for satisfaction, and this, in turn,

leads to leés actualization of those possibilities.

A positive correlatipn was fouﬁd between the level
of 10heliness and three of the variables which measured
the discfepaﬁcy between ideal and existing types of
relationships. These were siblings, best friend, and
opposite-sex friends. However, the amount of total
variance accounted for by these_three variables com-
bined was small (16%). Itkis unclear what the finding
éctually contributes. Furthér, the extended family
variable was negatively correlated, accounting fdr
11%Z of the variancef This:meahs that the less 1oﬁe1y one
is, the more likely it is that ideal and existing
relations with extended family are equal. However, this
finding is not very useful or relevant.

In summary, it can be argued, in agreement with

Peplau et al. (1982), that people's expectations and



values, their "internal yardstick" will determine how
satisfiéd they}are‘with tﬁeir relationships. When one's
relétionships fail to measure up to ohe's internal stan-
dard, one appeafs to attribute loneliness to oneself;
Finally, the results of the sfep-wise multiple
régession indicated that two factors were most éfe—
‘dictive of loneliness. The discrepancy variables for
belonging and understanding acéountedvfor the largest
,portion of the variance. This Suggests that when one
?efcei?es that one's relationships do not meet one's
expedtations for belonging, and being understood énd
accepted, 6ne is.moét‘likely to attribute 1one1ihesé to
oneself. Although this finding may appear to be signif-
iCént; it must be ihterpfeted caut?ously. It is possibié
to'accouht for this finding by‘the néture of the in-
strument used to measure loneliness. In examining the
UCLA Loneliness Scale (Russel,’Peplau, & Ferguson,
1978) (seg Appendix); it Should be noted that seven of
‘tﬁe twenty items reflect these two specific Qualities.
‘Thus, it is possiblerthaf the results.were'confounded
by the content of the scale. Futuré researéh in this
area may need to consider a different measure of lone-

liness.



Summary and Conclusion

This study has demonstrated that the degree to which
people identiff themselves as lonely is related to a num-
ber of factors. First, it was fouﬁd that people hold a set
of expectations or a model of the tybes of relationships
they éhould have and the qualities‘their relationships
cught tb posséss. Lonelier péople,séem'to have 1dwer 6r more
overly spécific concepts of what.ﬁhey should have than |
people who are less lonely. Second, this study found that
the level'df loneliness is related to the extent to which
individuals perceive their existing relationships to pos-
sess the ideal qualities; i.e., lonelier people perceived
they had less of ali the qualitiés in their relationships.
The data also suggested that when one's expeétations about
ideal qualities exceed what is perceived to exist in actual
relationships, one is likely to be more lonely. The expect-
ations of non-lonely are more equal to their actual re-
1atiops£ips. Finally, the greatest predictors of lone-
liness were when one's desired sense of belonging and
being understood exceeded.thg deg:ée to which ;hese

qualities were present in existing relationships.
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APPENDIX

Instruments of Measurement

Indicate how often each of the statements below is descriptive
of you. Check one box for each statement. i

. I am unhappy doiﬁg so many things alone.

— !

. I have nobody to talk to.

. I cannot tolerate being alone.

BT ¥~ B V]

. I.lack companionship

5. I feel as if nobody really understands me.

6. I find myself waiting for people to call or write.

7. There is no one I can turn to.

8,‘I'am no longer close to anyone.

9. My interests and ideas are not shared by those around me.

10. I feel left out.

11. I feel completely alone.

12. I am unable to reach out and communicate with others.

13. My social relationships séem superficial.

14. T feel starved for company.

115. No one really knows me well.

16. I feel isolated from others.

17. I am unhappy being so withdrawn.

18. It is difficult for me to make friénds.

19. I feel shut out and excluded by others.

20. People are -around me, but not with me.
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In each sentence below, a quality is described ---followed by.a list of
different relationships. Rate how important each quality is to you in each
relationship, on a scale of 1 to 5. You may use the same rating for more than
one relationship. If a particular relationship is non-existent or impossible,
write 0" in the‘space. - . P o

5 = an essential quality
4 = very important
3 =-somewhat or sometimes
2= of little importance
1 =" not a needed quality
1. It should be possible for me to & ré’ss.anger and frustration to i .
__Parents = __ Siblings __ Extended Family - __ Partner/Spouse.. __.Best Friend
___Same Sex Friends = __ Opposite Sex Friends ___Social Group ' '
2. With whom should it be possible to express physical affection? . - B
___Parents . __ Siblings - __Extended Family ~__Partner/Spouse . __Best Friend
__Same Sex Friends .__ Opposite Sex Friends __ Social Group
3. If I were sad and needed to cry, I should be able to turn -to... . )
.__Parents . __ Siblings ' __ Extended Family ___Partner/Spouse - . __Best Friend
__ Same Sex Friends _ Opposite Sex Friends .__ Social Group :
4. With whom should it be possible to say .and be told "'l love you'? o
__ Parents .__ Siblings - __Extended Family __Partner/Spouse ___ Best Friend
____Same Sex Friends __Opposite Sex Friends . . Social Group

5..'It should be possible for me to be open and honest about myself with...

___Parents __ Siblings. __ Extended Family ___Partner/Spouse Best Friend

~__Same Sex Friends Opposite Sex Friends  __Social Group

6. It should be possible to confide my fears of success or failure in...

~ __Parents - __ Siblings _. Extended Family ___Partner/Spouse _ Best F‘ri‘end»'
___Same Sex Friends __Opposite Sex Friends .__ Social Group : '
7. It should be possible for me to discuss sexual and romantic matters with... -
___Parents __ Siblings = __ Extended Family ___Partner/Spouse’ __ Best Friend
__'Same Sex Friends __Opposite Sex Friends - __Social Group '
8. It should be possible for me to discuss aspirations and goals with...
___Parents . Siblings =~ __Extended Family- __Partner/Spouse : __Best Friend
__ Same Sex Friends __ Opposite Sex Friends - Social Group
9. In an emergency, I should be able to turn to... o )
___Parents '~ __Siblings .= __ Extended Family ___Partner/Spouse . __ Best Friend
- Same Sex Friends __Opposite Sex Friends - ~Social Group ! ‘
10. [f I needed help in the middle 6f the nigit, I should be able to'call... -
__'Parents __Siblings ~‘ Extended Family ___Partner/Spouse . . . Best Friend
' __Same Sex Friends __ Opposite 'Sex‘Priervlds ___Social Group
11.If I became ill or hospitalized, I should be able to count on... e ‘
. __Parents __Siblings - _. Extended Family __Partner/Spouse. _ -Best Friend
___Samé’ Sex Friends . __ Opposite Sex Friends = Social Group o ‘
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an essentlal quallty
very important .
~somewhat or sometimes
of little importance
='not .a needed quality "~
=.does not apply

o NWAN
|

1z2. From whom should it be possible -to borrow money or thmgs?

__ Parents Slbllngs b Extended Famlly Partner/Spous‘e _BeSt‘_Friend v
___Same Sex Friends Opp051te Sex Friends Soc1a1 Group » -

13. In Wthh relatlonshlp should I -expect to be respected'? . _ BN o

__ Parents . __ Siblings '____,_Extended Family _ - Partner/Spouse __ Best Friend
'Same Sex Friends " __Opposite Sex Friends ‘ __Social Group

14. Who should understand my motives and reasoning?

_ Parents’ _ _ Siblings . __ Extended Family Partner/Spouse ___Best Friend
___Same Sex Friends . __ Opposite Sex Friends  __ Social Group '
. Who should be accentlng of my faults and weaknesses?

____Parents ._Slbllngs _~ Extended Family = Partner/Spouse,_ _vv_Best Friend

___Same Sex Friends __Opposite Sex Friends __Soc1a1 Group

16. Who should I be able to trust and look: out for my best interest? ‘

___Parents __Sibli‘ngs. ___Extended Family Partner/Spouse ___Best Friend
__ Same Sex Friends .. Opposite Sex Friends . - Social Group ‘

17. Who should have similar ideals and values as mine? ’

_Parents _ 'Siblings - _ Extended Family- _;Partner/Spouse‘ " Best Friend

___Same Sex Friends - __ Opposite Sex Friends __Social Growp = * ..

18. In which relationship should I have the same status or position in life?

_Parents . __ Siblings = __ Extended Family _,__Parther/Spouse . Best Friend

~__Same Sex Friends __;_Oppo‘site Sex Friends ;_SOCial Group -

19. With whom should I share a common background or heritage? -

__Parents - ___ Siblings .;Extended Family = _ Partner/Spouse __Best Friend

___Same Sex Friends __Opposite Sex Friends . Social Group :

20. Who should engage in the same activities or have the same interests as mine?

_ Parents . _ . Siblings Extended Family - __ Partner/Spouse '_Best Friend
__Same Sex Friends ' _  Opposite Sex Fr1ends ___Social Group ‘

21..1t should be nossible to share leisure actwltles, soorts, concerts, etc. with..

_ Parents __ Siblings __Extended Family " _: Partner/Spouse - __ Best Friend
__Same Sex Friends __Opposite Sex Friends __Social Group :

22 With whom. should current events, stock market, fashion, etc. be topics of dlscussmn’

- Parents __Siblings Extended Family ~__ Partner/Spouse __ Best Friend

__Same Sex Friends _ Opposite Sex Frlends _Social Group '
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an essential quality
very important
somewhat or sometimes
of little importance
not a needed quality
does not apply

o NWA U

23. Who should be»able to share humor, play i)ranks, or be teased?

___Parents __ Siblings __ Extended Family __Partner/Spouse '
___Same Sex Friends __ Opposite Sex Friends __ Social Group

-+ 24. With whom should it be possible to take a trii)?

‘ __Parents ~_ Siblings ;_Extended Fa.miiy ___Partner/Spouse
___Same Sex Friends __ Opposite Sex Friends - __ Social Group
25.1t should be possible for me to gain a sense of connectedness or
___Parents __ Siblings __ Extended Family ___Partner/Spouse
___Same Sex Friends Opposite Sex Friends Social Group
26.1It should be possibIe_tO celebrate birthdays Q holidays with...
__Parents __ Siblings __ Extended Family _ Partner/Spouse
__Same Sex Friends __ Opposite Sex Friends _ . Social Group
27 It should be possible for me to feel needed and appreciated by...
__ Parents __ Siblings . ___Extended Family __ Partner/Spouse
__ Same Sex Friends __ Opposite Sex Friends __ Social Group
28. Who should I seek out when I'm alone or bored? '
_Parents __ Siblings __ Extended Family __Partner/Spouse
___Same Sex Friends - __ Opposite Sex Friends ___Social Group
29. In which relationship should I feel physically attracted?
__Parents __ Siblings __Extended Family __ Partner/Spouse
___Same Sex Friends ' ___Opposite Sex Friends __ Social Group
30. Who should I admire?

___Parents __ Siblings __ Extended Family __ Partner/Spouse
___Same Sex Friends __ Opposite Sex Friends __ Social Group
31. In which relationship should I be intellectually stimulated?
__Parents __ Siblings __ Extended Family __Partner/Spouse
___Same Sex Friends __ opposite Sex Friends __ Social Group
32. About whom should I feel intense longing and yearning?

___Parents __ Siblings __ Extended Family _ Partner/Spouse
__ Same Sex Friends ___Opposite Sex Friends __ Social Group

i~
[y

___Best Friend

___Best Friend

belonging with...

___Best Friend

__Best Friend

© _ Best Friend

___Best Friend
__ Best Friend

___Best Friend

___Best Friend

___Best Friend



What qualities do you actually have in your present rela-
t1onsh1ps’? Indicate how much or how often each quality is found

in each relationship, on a scale from 1 to 5.
Always, Most
Usually, Often
Sometimes, Somewhat
Rarely, Little
Never, None

Does not apply .
1.1 express anger and frustration to...

O HNWHSUT
L T T T '}

___Parents __ Siblings __ Extended Family ___Partner/Spouse'

__Same Sex Friends __ Opposite Sex Friends __ Social Group

2. I am physically affectionate with...

__Parents __ Siblings __ Extended Family = Partner/Spouse

—Same Sex Friends __ Opposite Sex Friends __ Social Group

3. I express sadness and cry with... o

___Parents __ Siblings __ Extended Family - __ Partner/Spouse

___Same Sex Friends __ Opposite Sex Friends __ Social Group

4. I am told and say "I love you'" with...

___Parents - __ Siblings __ Extended Family __ Partner/Spouse

___Same Sex Friends __ Opposite Sex Friends . Social Group

5. I am open and honest about myself with..

___Parents __ Siblings _  Extended Family __ Partmer/Spouse

__ Same Sex Friends _ Opposite Sex Friends _ Social Group

6. I confide my fears about success and failure in...

_ Parents __ Siblings _ Extended Family __  Partner/Spouse

____Same Sex Friends __ Opposite Sex Friends __ Social Group

7. 1 discuss romance and sexual matters with...

___Parents __ Siblings __ Extended Family __ Partner/Spouse

__ Same Sex Friends __ Opposite Sex Friends __ Social Group

8. I discuss my aspirations and goals with...

___Parents __ Siblings __Extended Family _ Partner/Spouse
____Same Sex Friends Opp051te Sex Friends __ Social Group

9. In an emergency, I turn to, or would turn :to.

__Parents ___ Siblings __ Extended Family ___Partner/Spouse

___Same Sex Friends __ Opposite Sex Friends __ Social Group

10. If I need help in the middle of the night I call, or would call

___Parents . - Siblings _ Extended Family __ Partner/Spouse

____ Same Sex Friends _ Opposite Sex Friends =~ _. Social Group
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11. If I became ill or hospltallzed would 1count

__Parents __ Sibl mgs tended Family = Partner/Spouse Best Friend
___Same Sex Friends '_Opposne Sex Friends __ Social Group
12. If I need to, I can borrow money or things from... '
___Parents __ Siblings __ Extended Family __ Partner/Spouse Best Friend
—Same Sex Friends -__ Opposite Sex Friends ___Social Group
13.1 feelrespected by... L , :
___Parents __ Siblings- __ Extended Family __ Partner/Spouse Best Friend
___Same Sex Friends __Opposite Sex Friends ~__ Social Group
14.My motives and reasoning are understood by... :
___Parents: __ Siblings ' __ Extended Family __ Partner/Spouse Best Friend
___Same Sex Friends _ Opposite Sex Friends _ Social Group
15.Despite my faults and weaknesses, I feel accepted by.
__Parents __ Siblings __ Extended Family ___ Partner/Spouse ___Best Friend
___Same Sex Friends ___ Opposite Sex Friends __Social Group
16. I trust this person and know they look out for my best interest.
__Parents __ Siblings __Extended Family __ Partner/Spouse _ Best Friend
____Same Sex Friends __ Opposite Sex Friends
17. I have similar ideals and values as...
__Parents __Siblings __ Extended Family __ Partner/Spouse __ Best Friend
___Same Sex Friends __ Opposite Sex Friedds __ Social Group
18. I have the same status or position in life as...
___Parents __ Siblings __Extended Family __Partmer/Spouse _ Best Friend
___ Same Sex Friends - Opposite Sex Friends ' _- Social Group
19. I have the same background and heritage as.
__Parents __ Siblings __ Extended Family __Partner/Spouse __Best Friend
___ Same Sex Friends __ Opposite Sex Friends __Social Group
20. I share the same interests and activities with..
___Parents __ Siblings _ _Extended Family __ Partner/Spouse __ Best Friend
___Same Sex Friends ___Opposite Sex Friends __ Social Group
21. For leisure activities, sports, etc. I seek out.

___Parents __ Siblings __Extended Family Partner/Spouse ___Best Friend
___Same Sex Friends __ Opposite Sex Friends Soc1al Group
22. 1 dlSCUSS current events, stock market, fashion, etc. with.. . )
__Parents __ Siblings ___Extended Famlly ___Partner/Spouse ___Best Friend
___Same Sex Friends __ Opposite Sex Friends __ Social Group
23. I share humor, play pranks, or tease... ) )
__Parents __Siblings __Extended Family __ Partner/Spouse __ Best Friend
___Same Sex Friends __ Opposite Sex Friends _ _Social Group
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2.1 t'vakev trips with.. .
_Parents __ Siblings

___.Same Sex Friends ___Opposite Sex Frlends

' Extended:'family

'Paft“ﬂer/ Spouse

___Social Group

25 I feel a sense of connectedness and belongmg with

___Parents _Slblmgs __ Extended Family

__-Same Se;c Friends
: Parents

Siblings __Extended Family

___Same Sex Frlends
27,1 feel needed and apprec1ated by. ..
. Parents __ Siblings __Extended Fa.mlly
__.Same Sex Friends _ Opposite Sex Friends
28. When I am élbne and bored, I seek out..
___Parents Slbllngs _Extended Family
___Same Sex Friends ‘ O'mosrce Sex Friends
29. 1 feel phy51ca1 attractlon 0.
__Parents - ___Siblings . Extended fam11y
Same Sex Friends.

I admire..

__Parents E Slbllngs . Extended Eam‘i_ly
_Sa:ﬁé Sex Friends _Oppésite Sex Fi‘iends
31,1 amvintél‘lectuéily'sfci‘.n.mlatedb’b‘y.“.. SR
__Parents . __ Siblings = __Extended Family
- -Same Sex Friends ’ Opp051te Sex ‘Friends
92 I feel intense 1ong1ng and yearnlng for
Parents Slbllngs

___Same Sex Frlends

e

__ Opposite Sex vFr_i‘envds ‘
- 26. I celebrate holidays and birthdays with...

Oppos:Lte Sex Frlenas o

___Opp051te Sex Friends:

_Extended F.amlly.
___Opposit‘e Sex Friends i .

__Partner/Spouse __ Best Friend

- Social Group
_'__Pérmer/Spouse ' Best Friend »
___Social Group T

_‘__Partnér/ Sppuse ,
__Socgal Group,
___Partner/Spouse
___Social Group

__ Partner/Spouse __ 'Best Friend

___Social Group

_;Pérfner/ Spouse’’
__;_Sbc_ial Group

___Partner/ Spouse
__Social Group '

_._Partner/Spon‘e o
~._Social Group '

. Best Friend

__ Best Friend .

__Best Friend

_;Best Friend

__;Best Friend )

Best Friend



10.
11.

. When you were growing up, what was your mother's occupation?

" Demographic Information

. Your age: 2. Your sex (circle one) Male . female
. Your current marital status (check one) __  single
____married
____ separated/divorced
____ widowed
: : other ( )
. What is your ethnic background? (check one)
: __Asian
___ Black
__ Hispanic
__ Caucasian
__ Other ( )
What is your current approximate annual household income?
(check one) __ less than $10,000 __ $50,000 - $75,000
—___$10,000 - 25,000 ___over $75,000

T $25,000 - 35,000
T $35,000 - 50,000

. If your parents were separated or divorced, how old were you when this.

occurred?

. Your parents current marital status (circle one for each parent)

Mother: married separated/divorced widowed other
Father: married separated/divorced widowed other

When you were growing up, what was your father's occupation?

What is the: highest grade i.rl‘sch‘ool your mother completed?

What was the highest grade in school your father completed?
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