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Given that all pz—:uple seek happiness and all
people desire to be happy, the feelings of
loneliness as registered among adolescents,
young adults [Marcoen, Goossens, & Caes,
1957, Sippola & Bukowski, 1990), midlife
and older adults (see among many others,
Lopata, 1996) reveal a major problem
in society. Although therc is a general
core Lo leneliness — the cvaluation of a
discrepancy between the desired and the
achicved network of relationships as a neg-
ative experience — the forms of loncliness
and their antecedents vary cnormously
according to personal and contextual deter-
minants. Despite the fact that loneliness
i« not treated as a specihec clinical entity
(Mijuskovic, 1g06), Russell, Peplau, and
Cutrena (1980) presented evidence on the
uniqueness of loneliness as a phenoracnon

. in its own right. After being largely ignored
- by social scientists until the mid-2oth

century, an ever-increasing flow ol work
since the 19708 amply testifies 1o the utility
of loneliness as an important concopt.
This chapter addresses the concepts of
loncliness and social isolation wsing theo-
retical ideas and empirical evidence from

various sources and disciplines including
psychology, sociology, and anthropology.

The Concepts of Loneliness and
Social [solation

I.oneliness

The oldest publication about loncliness is
Uber dic Einsamkeit {Zimmermann, 17%5-
1756). Mare recent efforts to conceptual-
ize loneliness started in the 19505 with the
publication "Lonecliness” by Fromm Reich-
man {1955). Empirical research into loneli-
ness was supported by the ellorts of Perlman
and Peplau (1981), who defined loncliness
as “the unpleasant cxpericnce that occurs
when a person's network of social relations
is dehcient in some important way, either
quantitatively or qualitatvely” (p. 31). A
second definition of loncliness, frequently
used in Europcan countries, is formulated
as tollows:

Toneliness is a sitwativn experienced by
the individual as e where there is
an unplegsant or inadmissite lack of
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(quality of) certain relationships. This
thcludes sitwations, i which the number
of existing relationships is smaller than
is consideved decirable or admissible, as
well as situarions where the infimacy one
wishes for has wot been realized, {De Jong
Gierveld, 1587, p 120}

Central to both dehnitions is that Joncliness
is a subjective and negative experience, and
the outcome of a copnitive evaluation of the
match between the quantity and quality of
existing relationships and relationship stan-
dards. The opposite of loneliness is belong-
tngness or embeddedness.

Social Isolation

Sociul ivolation concerns the objective char-
acteristics of a situation and refors to the
absence of relationships with other people.
The central question is this: To whal extent
is he or she alone? There is a continuem
running from social isolation at the one end
to social participation at the other. Persons
with a very smmall number of meaningful tics
are, by definition, socially isolated. Loneli-
ness 5 not directly connected to objective
social isolation; the association is of 2 more
complex nature.

The Relationship Between Social Isolation
and Loneliness

Loncliness is but ane of the possible out-
comes of the evaluation of a situation
characterized by a small number of rela-
tionships. Socially isolated persons are not
neccssarily lonely, and lonely persons are not
necessarily socially isolated in an objoctive
sense. An individual who is well positioned
in terms ol vbjective social participation can
cccupy virtually any position on the subjec-
tive continuum. Where a person ends up
on the subjective continuum depends on
his or her relationship standards. Some peo-
ple with a small number of social contacts
might feel lonely; others might feel suffi-
cicntly embedded. An example of the Jatter
situation is that of a person who profers to be
alone and opts {or privacy as a means toward
avoiding undesired social contacts and rela-
tionships. Acknowledging the importance of
relationship standards, Perlman and Peplau

(1981} developed a cognitive ar cognitive
discrepancy theoretical approach to loneli-
ness that focuses on the subjective cvalua-
tion of relationships in association with the
personal standards for an aptimal netwark of
social relationships. The cognitive approach
also considers the activitics a person might
undertake to restore the imbalance between
the actual and the ideal situation. Thus,
a person’s position on the subjective con-
tinuum is affecled not only by the type,
nature and the saliency of the contacts
rnissed, but alse by the time porspective
required to “solve” and upgrade problematic
relationships, and the capacitics W change
the situalion.

Types of Loneliness

Several components of loneliness can be dis-
tinguished. Zimmerman (1783/1756) ditfer-
entiated between o positive and a negative
type of loneliness, The positive type of lone-
finess is related to situations such as the
voluntary withdrawal from the daily hus-
sles of Tife and is oriented toward higher
goals: rellection, meditation, and commu-
nication with God, Nowadays, the posi-
tive type of loneliness is more frequently
reterred to by a separate concept: privacy.
Privacy is voluntary: it concerns o freely
chosen sitiation of [temporary] absence of
rontacts with other people. The negative
type of loneliness is reluted to an unpleas-
ant or inadmissible lack of personal rela-
tionships and contacts with important oth-
crs, as formulated in the definitions given in
this chapter. "This is the concept of loneli-
ness that is nowadays used in theorics and
research, Mareover, it is the 1ype of lone-
liness that hest [its the everyday concept
of loncliness.

Weiss (1973 dillerentiated between ento-
tional iomeliness, stemming from the absence
ot an inlimate figure or a close emotional
attachment (a partner, a best friend}, and
social foneliness stemming [rom the absence
af & broader group of contacts, or an cngag-
ing social netwark (friends, collcagues, and
people i the neighborhood). Frmoional
loneliness arises when a partner relationship
dissolves through widowhood or divorce and
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is characterized by intense feclings of empti-
ness, abandonment, and forlornness, This
type of loneliness is Urﬂ}* solvable hy start-
ing a new intimate relationship. Social sup-
port from family and friends cannot com-
pensale the loss of the attachment figure
(Stroche, Stroche, Abakoumkin, & Schut,
g6, "The social type of loneliness is relatoed
to the absence of a wider network of
[riends with comrmon interests. According to
Weiss [1973), social loneliness is [requently
reported by voung homemakers, who have
moved Lo an area where they are newcom-
ers, Their husbands, howeversupporiive and
intimate, cannot fll the gap that is caused
by the absence of a group of friends and
others with whom to socialize. The distine-
tion between social and emotional loneliness
has again been gaining attocntion. In recent
years, Tesearchers have used the two types
o better vnderstand the determinants and
expressions of loncliness. Both the D Jong
Gicrveld loncliness scale (De Jong Gierveld
& Van "lilburg, 1999a, 19g99h; Dvkstra & De
Jong Gierveld, 2004; Van Baarsen, Snijders,
Smit, & Van Duijn, 2o01] and the Social
and Emotional Laneliness Scale for Adults
{(SELSAJ; [Dilommaso & Spinner, 1993;
Emst & Cacioppo, oy} have proved Lo be
valid and reliable measuring instruments for
cmotional and social lonclingss {(sce the noxt
section for additional inflormation).

Measuring Instruments

Lomeliness has a  negative  connotation.
Lonely people carry a social stigma. For
those reasons it is cmbarrassing to talk about
feelings of loneliness, in particular for men
(Borys & Perlman, 1985), and people with
deficiencics in thelr relationships do not
always admit o being loncly, The use of
direct questions including the words "lonely”
or "loneliness” to investipale loneliness is
likely to result in underrcporting. Sorme
loncliness scales consist of items cxclud-
ing any reference to loneliness, whereas
other scales include one or more such itemns.
In discussing different measuring instru-
ments, Shaver and Brennan {igogr) argued
that the exclusion ol explicit references to
lonclioess gives rise to disagresments on

content validity. [n their vicw, it is unclear
whether one is mieasuring relationship sat-
isfaction or loncliness. We disagree: Many
instruments arc validated by showing they
correlate with self-reports of loncliness. We
describe two loneliness scales that have
no explicit references to loneliness  and
have been wied in many research projects
[linquart & Sorensen, zoob].

The UCLA Loncliness Scale {Russell,
Peplau, & Citrona, 198:) has been trans-
laled into several languages. In the ariginal
version, all the items were worded ina neg-
ative or "loncly® dircction. Because of con-
cerns about how the negative wording of
the ilems might atfect scores (L., response
sets ), a revised version of the scale was devel-
aped that included items worded in a lonely
and 1 nonlonely direction. The warding of
the itemns and the response tormat have
been simplificd to facilitate administration
ot the measure to less cducated populations
{Russell, 1go6).

D Jong Gierveld and colleagues con-
ducted gualitative rescarch as the lirst step
in developing a loncliness scale, The 1985
version (De Jong Gierveld & Kamphuis,
1955; De Jong Gierveld & Van 'Tilburg,
wopa) consists of 11 items, Five items are
positively phrased, and six arc neeatively
phrased. The reliability and homogeneity
ot the scale have proven to be satisfac-
tary in ditterent Dutch samples adopring
different modes of data rcollection [Van
Tilburg & De Leeuw, 1gg1). Using the scale
in sciffadministered questionnaires results
in higher scale means than il the suale
iz used in face-to-face or telephone intor-
virws (De Leeuw, 1ggz2). This [nding is in
line with Sudman and Bradbum's (1972
ubservation that, comparcd with intervicws,
the more anonymous the setting in which
selb-administerod  surveys are completed,
the more the results show self~disclosure
and reduce the t{-ll'll'_{El'iE}-' of rc‘.spoudcnts b
present thernselves in a favorable light. The
e Jong Cierveld scale was not developed
to assoss types of loncliness but rather o
measure the severity of feclings of loneli-
ness, Rescarchers can choose to use the scale
as a nne-dimensional meastre. As o whole,
the scale is moderately, vet sufficiently
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homogeneous. The items were, however,
developed with Weiss's (1973) distinction
between social and emotianal loneliness
in mind. For that reason, researchers can
choose 1o use two subscales {one for emo-
tional and one for social loncliness ) that have
moderate inlercorrelations,

Conceplual Approaches to
Understanding Loncliness

Several theoretical approaches have been
used {or analyzing loneliness [Derlaga &
Margulis, 1082; Perlman & Peplau, 1951}
Wreiss (1974), a leading proponent ol the
attachment perspective, suggested that there
are different provisions of relationships (e g.,
attachment, sense of worth, otc.), cach asso-
ciated with a specific 1ype of relationships.
He contended that as long as the provider
is trustworthy, we can obtain guidance and
assistance, often needad during stressful sit-
uations, and in alleviating loneliness, The
main approaches to loneliness [ocus on
individual-level characteristics that predis-
pose people to become lonely or to persist
in being lonely (Marangoni & lckes, 1980,
Rokach & Brock, 1996). In our vicw, preater
insight into loneliness will be gained by
bringing together individual level character-
istics and contextual characteoristics Exam-
plos of the latter are sociocultural factors and
socinstructural characeristics of the individ-
ual's environment, In this section, we start
with a description of the individual level
tactors contributing to loneliness, We con-
tinue with the sociocultural Factors that con-
tribute to loneliness, more spedilically, the
social standards. Finally, the sociostructural
factors modulating the risks of loncliness are
addressed, particularly the socioeconomis
characteristics of the contextual selting.

The Cognitive Approach to Loneliness
(Individual Level)

Thanks 1o the efforts of Peplau and Perlman
(19%2) who, a1 the end of the 15708, brought
Logether loncliness researchers from the
United States, Canada, and Europe, mea-

suring instrements and rescarch into the
determinants of loneliness became more or
less “standardized.” From that point in time,
leneliness research in different regions of the
world has been largely comparable in terms
of design and theoretical modeling, Drayw-
ing on the coghitive approach o lonelingss
(Dykstra & De Jong Gierveld, 1994 ; Perlman
& Peplau, 1951), analyses focus on subjec-
live expericnces and on cognitive processcs
that mediate the association between rela-
tionship characteristics and the cxperience
of loneliness, A shortage of achieved as com-
pared with desired relationships does not
directly and inevitably lead to loneliness but
is first perceived and evaluated. Social com-
parisons are key to this process. lor example,
social comparison may affect how lurge and
important a social defivit is helieved to he
(Perlman & Peplau, 1)51).

Reseurchers  adopting  the
approach typically include the following
characteristics in their models: (a) descrip-
tive characreristics of the social nctwork
{intimate relationships as well as the broader
group of acquaintances, collcagues, neigh-
bors, and extended kin); {b] relationship
standards, (¢} personality  characteristics
(g, social skills, sclf-cstoem, shyness,
anxiety, introversion]; and {d) backerournd
characteristics {c.g, gender and health).
First, we address various compaonents of the
network of social relationships.

copnitive

MARNIAL AMIY FARTNER STATLS

Fram Durkheim onward, marriage  has
been seen as an avenue toward alleviat-
ing social isolation and loneliness. Rescarch
leas repeatedly shown the protective effect
of an intimate partner bond oo the phys-
ical, financial and mental well-being of
both men and women (Waite & Gallagher,
zaoz). Although, in Western and Northern
Lurope “new” partnerships siich as consen-
sual unions and “living apart and together”
relationships arc becoming increasingly pop-
ular, it is the content and not the form of
the partner bond that matters [Caleman,
Ganong, & Fine, zoue; De Jong Herveld,
zoo4; Dykstra, zocq). A partner does not
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abways provide protection against loncliness.
Persons with a partner who is not their
mastsupportive network member tend to be
very lonely (Van Tilburg, 1088]). Generally
speaking, however, porsons with a part-
ner bond tend to be better prutected from
loneliness than persons without a partner
bond [Dannenbeck, 19035; Wenger, Davies,
Shahtahmaschi, & Scott, 1ggh).

Several mechanisms can cxplain why the
absenve of a partner in the houschold makes
peaple more vislnerable to loneliness. First,
a key structuring inlluence in the social net-
work i missing: The sizc and broader com-
positien of the network are strongly linked
with the presence of a partner (Pinguar. &
Sarcnsen, zooia). Persons living alone have
smaller networks than those living with a
partner. Sccond, when help is needed, the
persons living alone lack in-house support
and, by definition, have to arient themselves
toward others outside the houschold. Third,
living alenc is, in many cases, the result of the
dissolution of a partner relalionship. Those
who rermain alone after the death of the
partner are specifically at risk of loneliness,
and the effects on the intensity of loneliness
are recognizable over a long period of time
(Lopata, wof; Stevens, 194g). The effects
al divorce on lonelinass are also known 10
continee over long periods of time: Divorce
in middle adulthood continues ta affect feel-
ings of loncliness even at older ages (Dykstra
& Do Jong Gilerveld, zco4). Remarriape,
upmarried cohabilation, and dating help to
resolve loneliness to a certain oxtent. Find-
ings reparted by Peters and Liethroer (ig97)
show that previous disruptions of partoer-
ships have an eflect on loncliness over and
above current partner status.

EIM RHLATIOMSHIPS

Involvement in tclationships other than a
partner can also help to prevent or alleviate
loneliness. Hagestad (1981, 1go#) described
the socially integrative role of the [am-
ily, arguing that communication and histor
ical conversations across generations help
maintain continuity across life phases and
strengthen a sense of belonging, The central-

ity of the parent—child bond in people’s lives
is undisputed [Rossi & Rossi, woo). Adult
children are an imiporlant source ol COHan-
innship, closeness, and sharing, particularly
lor those who live alone, Prykstra (1993} and
Pinquart (23] have shown, for example,
that contacts with children are more likc‘l‘;
to reduce loneliness among tormoerly marricd
than among married older adults Divorce
often impairs the relationship between par-
ents and children, especially in the case of
fathers (Kautman & Uhlenberg, 1968, Kitson
& Margan, 1992). The low level of contact
with adull children is the reason divorced
fathers tend to be lonclier than divarced
mothers (Pinguart, zocy). Siblings are spe-
cial in many ways [Bedford, 198¢; Cicirelli,
1905; Connidis, 198g; Gold, 1987); There
is the common bleod tie, the shared his-
tory of growing up together and of having
the same background. The loss of a sibling
has been [ound 1o contribute to loneliness
among older persons (Cold, 1987). Siblings
serve o particularly important function in
alleviating the loneliness of those who lack
the intitnate attachment of a partner and
have no children (Pinguart, 2003 ).

MONELIN BLLATTONSILIES
The importance of friends [or psycholopi-
cal well-being is well documented (Blieszner
& Adams, wyz; Rawlins, 1995]: the joy of
spending time tagether, the compassion evi-
dent in keeping up with personal ups and
downs, and the exchanpe of ideas. Rcla-
tivnships with friends, colicagues, and other
nonkin relationships serve to connect peo-
ple to circles outside theilr immediate fam-
ily. The benefits of belonging to a sct ot
interlocking netwarks can lower the risks of
social lonchness {(Connidis & Davies, 19yo;
Wagner, Schiitze, & Lang, 1g9). More-
aver, best friends can step in and tunction
as confidants and in doing so help allevi-
ate cmotional lorcliness, in particular, [or
never partnered or childless adulis (Dykstra,
1593; Pinguart, zooz). Ivolvement in
'F{era] ngﬂni.zariﬂﬂs is ﬂﬂﬁthf‘:r BOHATCE U'F
sociability: Church attendance, activities in
voluntary associations, and volunteer work
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bring people together and are a means of
forming attachments [Pilusuk & Minkler,
19%0) and in this way help to provent or
combat loncliness [Van Tilburg, Do Jong
Gierveld, Lecchini, & Marsiplia, 1998).

SICE AN COMPOSITION OF TIHLE NITIWORE

Generally speaking, as the number of rela-
tionships in the social network increases
and as the amount of emotional and social
support exchanged increasces, the intensity
of loneliness decreases (Van Tilburg, 1988},
The four closest ties in a person’s network
provide the greatest degree of protection
against loneliness. I'he protection provided
by additional relationships is marginal {Vun
Tilburg, 1gya). Diversity across relationship
lypes also serves ta protect against loneliness.
PCGple with networks com |_".|r?15EL‘| of both
strong and weak lics are less prone to loneli-
ness than people with strong ties only [Van
Tilburg, 1992]. Morcover, rescarch { Dykstra,
wggo; Silverstein & Chen, 1556} has shown
that people with networks that consist
primarily or entircly of kin ties are more
vulnerable to loncliness than people with
morc heterogeneous networks, Those who
are dependent on [amily members for social
contacts becausc they' lack allernatives tend
o have the highest levels of loncliness.

RFETATTARSIIINE STANDAR DS

The cognitive approach to loncliness empha-
sizes that P{":{)PIE? evaluate whether their
rclationships measure up to their standards.
Standards might be what a person aims for
in relationships (e.g., a certain degree of inti-
macy, of trequency of contacts]. Standards
might also be drsires to have specilic types
of relationships (eg, an intimate partner,
best friends, supportive collcagues). Stan-
dards develop over the course of life. Child-
hood experiences shape needs and desires
for attachment {Bowlby, 1574), which are
altered with new relationship cxperiences,
Standards regarding partner relationships
are a case in point, Research has shown that
over the course of time, men and wormen
who have lost their partner by death start
downplaying the advantages of having a

partner and start upgrading the advantages
ot being single (Dykstra & De Jong Gierveld,
wy4; Stevens, 198g). In doing so, they free
the way for other relationships. The less
importance attached to having a partner, the
tess lonely the widowed were found to be

PFERSONALITY ClILARSMTIRRESTI0S

People with poor social skills and psvcholog-
icul resources are likely to cxperience diffi-
culty developing and maintaining relation-
ships, and for that reason might feel lonely
(Windle & Woands, zo04]). Similarly, people
with a neurotic ar anxious personulity might
harbor unrealistic relationship standards,
and their unmet social needs might give rise
Lo [eelings of loneliness (cf. Jones & Carver,
1501), Feeling socially unconafortable, [ear
of intimacy, being easily intimidated by
U[herﬁ, bein o unable to communicate ade-
quatcly o others and developmental deficits
such as childhood neglect and abandonment
are reported by lonely people as the main
causes of their feelings of loneliness (Rokach
% Brock, 19y6). Characteristics such as low
self-esteom, shyness and low assortiveness
can predispose people 1o loneliness and
might also make it more difficult to recover
trom loneliness (Peplan & Perlman, 19%2).

GLHMDOER

Chodorow (1975) described the gender-
specific socialization of men and women,
arguing that men and women ditfer in the
values they ascribe to different types of rela-
tHonships. Men socialized to be cmotion-
ally independent prefer undemanding rela-
tionships and tend to rely on their wives
and partners for social and cmational sup-
port, Wormen are socialized to have more
complex atfective needs in which an exclu-
sive relationship to 2 man is nol enough,
Results from a meta-analysis (Pinquart &
Sorensen, 2c01a) of 102 studies that mvest-
galed gender differences in loneliness show
that women report signilicantly higher lev-
c¢ls of loneliness than men. This is more
proncunced in studies in which laneli-
ness i3 measurcd with single-item indica-
tors than for studics using higher guality
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loneliness measuring instruments. This dif-
ference might be related to men's greater
reiuctance to report loncliness in response to
direct Juestions [5':‘.&: the measurement sec-
tion of this chapter; and Borys & Perlman,
1985). In multivariate analvees controlling
for marital status, partner history, sociocco-
nomic factors, and the functioning of the
social network, the elTect of gender on lone-
liness decreases (Baltes, Freund, & Horgas,
1954} and becomes insignificant for those in
{iret marriages (Dykstra, zocq).

HFAITH

Loneliness is associated with a variely of
measurcs of physical health, Those who
arc in poor health, whether this is mea-
sured objectively or subjectively, tend to
report higher levels of loneliness {Ilavens, &
Hall, zecr; Kramer, Kaptevn, Kuik, & Deeg,
xoo2; Mullins, Hall Elston, & Gutkowski,
1990; Penninx ot al., 19yg; Steverink,
Woesterhot, Bode, % Dittmann-Kohli, 2001).
The causal mechanisms underlying the asso-
vigtion between loneliness and heabth are
not well understood, aithough new lines of
rescarch on the psychaphysiology mecha-
nisms and other pathways connecting lone-
liness and health outcomes (see Cacioppo
el al., zo03; Hawlkley & Cadoppo, zoo3;
Loving, Hetfner, & Kiccolt-Glaser, this vol-
ume). Dacs Poor health Tead to loncli-
ncss via dithcultics in maintaining social
relationships? Or doos poor health lead to
an increase in support and a decrease in
loneliness? TPenninx et al. (19go) and Van
Tilburg and Brocse van Groenou (zuoz)
showed thatinvestingin relationships by giv-
ing support might pay off in times of need:
Poor health mobilizes network members
and increases supporl giving. Does loneli-
ness produce Poor health? Could they mutu-
ally influence cach other? Perhaps there is
no direct causation but rather an indirect
relationship through a third factor. One pos-
Eﬂ_]IE reasaon fl:lr thf‘.‘ lﬂnE]inﬂSE—hcalth as50-
cialion involves preventive health behaviors
{(sce Cacioppo, Hawkley, & Bernston, zoaz ).
Lonely individiials are less likely to sngage
in behaviors such as exercise, remember

ing to take medications or sce their doc-
tors, good nutrition, and relaxation [Aartsen,
200%; Mahon, Yarcheski, & Yarcheski, zoo;
Parodeau & du-Fort, za00).

Loncliness in Context

Empirical  studics  have focused  on
individual-level determinants of  loncli-
ness. Much less attention has been paid
to the ways in which social isolation and
loneliness are patterned socially. A relatively
new area of research concerns (a) the soci-
ctal parterning of standards for evaluating
onc's social network of relationships and
(b) the socictal patterning of social and
sconomic resources contributing to social
integration. These contextual-level faclors
affect the intensity of loncliness  cither
indirectly via the compuosition and size of
the individual's network of relationships or
directiy via diflerences in the evaluation of
a given context. Dilferences between neigh-
borhoods in mutual concern for the other's
wckl-being arc an cxample of socictal pat-
terning of resources at the contextual level.
As 'Thoméss, Van Tiiburg, and Knipscheer
(z003) showed, as mutual concern for the
other’s well-being and the shared leeling
of community cmbeddedness  increasc,
the risk of loneliness at the individual
1".‘“'-"'."‘] dﬁ{:rﬂﬂ_‘iﬁﬁ.

In this section, we first address the out-
comes of international comparative rescarch
into the relatdonship on socially differen-
tiated stondards and loneliness, Neowt we
discuss theoretical ideas on contextual dit-
l?t'.]'f.'_'ﬂﬂ_'{:":'i in H[}{_'iﬂl and ECOTIONNIL resonrees
and loneliness.

MEHVATIWH U WAL E

People’s relationship standards are shaped
by the normative climate in which they find
themsclves, The normative glimate in and of
itself can be conducive to longliness. Norms
and values affect peﬂplr.—*.'r; ideas about the
optimal size of the network, and the obliga-
tions and duties of family fmembers.
Johnson and Mullins (1657) suggested
that loncliness is high in collectivist-oriented
communities where sensitivity to social
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exclusion is stronger than in individualis-
tic cominunitics, This hypothesis has been
tested in a number of studies on differ-
cnces between North America and Curope,
Rokach, Orzeck, Cripps, Lackovic-Grein,
and Penezic (zo01] compared Canadians
and Croatians [frnm central-south Lurope)
ASSUITIINg Lhat North American culture poses
a Tower loneliness risk than European cul-
ture because of its cmphasis on individ-
nal achicvement and impersanal relation-
ships. However, their indings revealed that
Canadians expericnced more loncliness than
Croatians. Van ‘Tilburg, [lavens, and De
Jong Gierveld {zoc4) observed, in line
with Johnson and Mualling's hypothesis, that
the likelihood of being cmotionally lonely
among older adults without a partoer and
ot being sodally lonely among all older
adults in the study was highest in Tuscany,
Haly, followed by the Nethertands and Man-
itoba, Canada. Swedish centenarians were
more often ]unel;.-‘_. in conlrast Lo centenar-
ians in Georgia, United States, who seldom
reported being loncly (Martin, | lagberg, &
Poan, 1gu7]. Stack's (1908 ) analysis of World
Values Surveys data showed that adults in
[taly and Japan reported more loncliness
than adults in the United States and Canada,
whereas adults in a number of Western and
Northern Burapean countries as well as in
Australia reported less loneliness than in the
United States and Canada (aller controlling
[or several individual characteristics such
as marital and parental status, self-reparted
health, sociocconomic status, cducation, and
gender]. The asumed dichotomy of two
types ol cultures might be too simple, 1if-
ferences within a cultural system are over-
looked. Considerable variability exists within
North America, lor example, as illustrated
by research ameonyg immigrants and people
born and raised in North America where the
cxpericnce of loneliness differed by country
of arigin and cultural background (Good-
win, Cook, & Yung, zce: Rokach & Sharma,
130 ). No one has vet offered a comprehen-
sive explaniation to account tor the range of
cultural differences that have been found.
A set al studies has examined differ-
ences in older adult loncliness across Europe

{imamuglu_, Killer, fmamogln, & Koller
1py3; Jylhi & Jekela, 199<). Findings showed
that although living alone became progres-
sively less common {ram Northern Europe
1o Southern Europe, experiences of loneli-
ness progressively increased. According o
the authaors the crossnational diflerences are
attributable to ditferences in normative cli-
mate, Living alone generally gives rise ta
loncliness, but this is the more so in coun-
tries where older adulis without a partner
are expecied Lo live with thedr families {e.g,,
Greeee, Italy) and the less so in countries
where older adults without a partner preler
to live alone (e, Finland).

In peneral, the problems of loncly peo-
ple cannnt be regarded as individual failures
ouly. Characteristics ol the societal conext,
such as prevailing standards concerning mat-
rimony and the nuclear family, the emphasis
on individual falllment, and high cxpee-
tations about romantic relationships might
alsa be cansidered lencliness-provoking tac-
tors, cspecially so for those living on their
awn and parents withoul parents {Emst &
Cacioppo, 1009),

SOCTOLCONGMIE CONTLXT
Perlman and Peplau (1981} argued thatin any
setting, factors that increase the frequency of
interaction and [oster group cohesiveness are
likely to aftect the incidence of loneliness. n
aour view, the dimension of socioeconomic
equality versus inequality is among these [ac-
Lors. Unfortunaiely empirical research con-
necting sociocconomic inequality (2 con-
cept at the contextual level] to individual
loneliness is virtally nonexistent. Phillipson
{zocy) las started a program of rescarch
in the United Kingdom that is oricnted
toward investigating the consequences of the
deepening social and economic ineguakity
and the socially deprived circumstances of
croups of impoverished inhabjtants of urban
neighborhoods compared with the affluent
subgroups, taking loneliness as the depen-
dent variable (Phillipson, 2c04). Rescarch
by Scharf, Phillipson, and Smith (zo04) in
some of the most deprived neighborhoods
of the United Kingdom indicated significant
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numhbers of people prone to social exclu-
sion {eg., from social relations, material
resources, and basic services) and experi-
encing neighborhood exclusion. The risk of
being affected by multiple forms of social
exclusion and loneliness was greatest for
those belonging to minority cthnic sroups
and the age group of 5¢ years and aver.

In our view, the links between socioe-
conormic equality and loneliness are a
rescarch arca worth pursuing. In doing so,
one can dearn from research that inves-
ligates the relationship between socioeco-
nomic nequalities and indicators of individ-
uals’ well-being, such as health, morbidity,
and mortality.

O'Rand {z2oe1) postulated that across
industrialized countrics, major structural
and demographic changes have gencrated
persistent social inequalities and shilts away
from social wellare policies toward market-
centered strategics for income and health
maintenance. In her view, the growing cco-
nomic and social inequalities within papula-
tions form the fondamental social condition
that yiclds negative outcomes in health and
well-being. (V'Rand’s concept of inequality
consisls ol econvinie, social, and paychoso-
cial components and operates multilevel:
across societal planes, the state, and the
neiphborhood 1o the individual, The causal
mechanism by which ineguality affects well-
being operates through people's perceptions
ot societal fairness more than dircctly on its
owr. O'Rand dixtinguished, on one hand,
a direct pathway connecting inequality and
persons’ well-heing via individuals' socioe-
conomic resources. On the other hand, there
is an indircct pathway by which contex-
tual level incquality and atomization at the
community level reduce trust and increase
persons’ perceptions of relative deprivation,
leading to negative oulcomes.

Within the same paradiem, Wilkinson
(1494 ) investigated the relationship between
societal characteristics — gross national prod-
uct per capita and dillerences in relative
income — and life expectancy. [e con-
cluded that the Organization tor Economic
Co-operation and Development countries
with the longest e expectancy are not the

wealthicst but those with the smallest spread
of incomes and the smallest proportion of
the population in relative paverty, Wilkinson
(1ug4]) postulated that the link between
sociocconomic inequalities and health or
maortality is mediated by cupnitive processes
of social comparison, feelings of deprivation
and disacvantage that can lead v depression.
Kawachi, Kennedy, Lochner, and Prothow-
Stith (1947 provided evidence tor the link
between social iT‘I!:.‘f_lU.’dIit}" at the macro-
level and perceived fairness and distrust at
the microlevel, Using Ceneral Social Sur-
vay data from the United States, they found
an inverse relationship between the degree
at income incquality al the state level and
the perccived lack of taioness and mistrust,
The perceived lack of fairness was oper-
ationalized with the item, “Mosl people
would trv to take advantage of vou if they
rot o chance,” and social mistrust with the
item, “Generally speaking, would vou say
that most people can be trusted or that
you ¢an’t be too carcful in deaiing with
people?” 'The concept of trust is also central
in Ross, Mirowsky, and Pribesh's (zoo1) work
an neighborhaod disadvantage and pow-
erlessness. Neighborhood disadvantage was
measurad az the sum of the percentage of
houscholds with incomes below the federal
poverty line and the percontage of female-
headed households with children. Results
mdicated that when contrelled for individ-
ual disadvantage, residents of disadvantayed
neighborhoods experionced lawer levels of
trusl. Mistrust and absence of taith in othoer
people promoted and reinforced a sense of
powerlessness,

‘The promise of the previously described
theorstical ideas for research into loneliness
is that contexrual and individual determi-
nants might be integrated under an aver-
arching cognitive theory, connecting social
and economic nequality to the cognitive
processes of persons' perceptions of soci-
ctal fairness and trust, which in turn allect
people’s vulnerability to social isolation and
loneliness. In the near future, the analy-
ses and description of the core mechanisms
of the overarching cognitive theory needs
attention. Until now, this type of muktilevel
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research is scarce. Moreover, some of the
central theoretical concepts need better dof
initions and valid and reliable measuring
instruments. We need to work toward a
research and sample design that cnables
multilevel research into  social
and loncliness.

gl ation

Coping and Interventions

Some individuals recover from loneliness by
using their own strategics, or by letting time
do the healing, Others require outside pra-
[essional help, The most obvious approach
15 W help people develop satisfying personal
relationships (Rook, 1984). This can be done
by improving how they interact with oth-
crs through social skills training or forms of
psychotherapy aimed at changing dvsfunc-
tional interpersonal dispositions (c.g., fear of
rejection). 1t can also be done by improving
opportunities for interactions through pro-
grarms aimed al removing barriers for social
interaction (c.g., providing transportation)
or at bringing prople together (g, discus-
sion groups). Pilusuk and Minkler {1980]
crphasized the importance of develop-
ing programs that have opportunitics for
so-called unintentional network building,
that is, the development of fricndships is
a by-product of the sharcd activity, not
the explicit purpose. Nevertheless, programs
with an explicit focus on improving personal
relationships have proven to be effective.
tn the Netherlands, the Friendship Enrich-
ment Program (FEP) in which participants
are taught how to nourish friendships and go
about making {riends has been successiul in
alleviating loneliness (Stevens, 2001; Stevens
& Van Tilburg, zeeu). The heneficial eftects
of the FEP might he limited 1o specihic
groups, however. The authars noted that the
participants were sell-selected and wanted
ta learn about fricndship. The FFP might
work best for individuals whoe actively want
to hecome less lonely. Morcover, given that
only women participated in the ovaluation
study, the question of whether men will also
henetit from the FEP cannot be answered.

Interventions aimed at improving rela-
tionships might not always be feasible or
appropriate, as in the case of people who
have unrealistically demanding or excessive
needs tor support. Such prople are more
likely to benefit from cognitive interven-
tions aimed at modifying relationship expec-
tations. Individuals with scverely limited
physical mobility arc likely to bencht from
interventions aimed atincreasing their reper-
toire of rewarding solitary activities. Rook
(198 4] peinted out that although cncour
aging lonely individuals to develop cnjoy-
ablc solitary activities scoms Like a last resort,
solitary activilics relieve people from depen-
dence on others and thus may inercase their
sense of personal control,

In a recent review ot intorventions tar
geting social 1solation among the elderly,
Findlay {2003) lamented the lack of cvi-
denee Showing that thl:}? work, Few evalu-
ative studics on the effectivencss of lone-
liness interventions have been carricd out.
The lew studies that have heen done are
tlavwed by weak methodologics, Findlay con-
cluded that future programs aimed at redue-
ing social isolation should have cvaluation
built into them at inception. This advice is
heeded in a program of rescarch that is cur-
rently heing carricd out under the auspices
of the Sluyterman van Loo Foundation in the
Netherlands, This foundation commissioned
17 Interventions aimed at reducing loneliness
armong the elderly under the condition that
their effectivencss wauld be evaluated by the
three authors of this chapter together with
Tineke Fokkema of the Netherlands Inter
disciplinary  Demographic Institute, The
interventions are diverse {eg, home wvis-
its by volunteers, social program [or nurs-
ing home residents, educational program
for the hearing impaired, Internet usagel,
Llnder our supervision, the collection of data
has heen standardized as far as possible.
Key variables such as lonaliness, marital his-
tory, social network characteristics, relation-
ship standards, and health and personaliry
characteristics are measured the samne way in
each of the projects. All but two of the inter-
ventions arc randomized control trials, A
tirst report is scheduled for the end of 200g.
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An Evaluative Conclusion

It is broadly agreed that loncliness is not
directly connected to social isolation, that
is, the absence of relationships with other
people. Loneliness is defined as the nepa-
tive outcome of a cognitive evaluation of a
discrepancy between {the quality and quan-
Lity of) existing relationships and relation-
ship standards. An increasing flow of work
from disciplines such as psvchology, sociel-
ogy, and anthropology has broadened the
understanding of the mechanisims behind
the onsct and continuvation of loneliness. In
doing so, next to background variables such
as ape, gendet, and health, characteristics of
the social network of relationships, personal-
ity characteristics, and relationship standards
have heen addressed. The socially isolating
cttects of deprivations brouwght by social and
economic circumstances at the community
or country level require further exploration.
Future research should address the ways in
which people’s evaluations of their relation-
Rhip networks are affected h}r the normative
context in which they find themselves.

References

Aartsen, M. (zoc3). On the interrelaionships
betiween cogritive and social funciontng in older
age. Linpublished doctoral dissertation, Vrise
Uliiversiteit, Arnstardun,

Baltes, M. M., Treund, A M, & 1lorgas,
AL (1ga0). Men and women in the Bertin
Aging Studv, In P B Baltes & K. 1L Mayer
(Eds.), The Derlin Aping Studyv, aging from -o
to o [pp. 250-281). Cambridge, England:
Cambridge University Press,

Bedford, V. 1. {1589). Understanding the valuc
of siblings in old age: A proposcd model. Amer
icern Behavioral Scienlist, 33, 33 44.

Blieszner, R., & Adans, R. (1992}, Adult friend
ship. Newhry Park, CA: Sage.

Borys, 5., & Perbman, D. (1985}, Gender JilTur-
ences in loneliness, Pevsonality end Soctad Poy
cholagy Brdleting, a1, 63— 4.

Bowlby, T (1974). Amachment and lbss Atach
ment: Vol 1. TLondon: Hogart Press and the
Institute of Psycho-Analysis.

Caciappo, LT, Hawkley, L. C., & Bernston, G, G
{zoez). The anatomy of loneliness. Current
Dhirections in Fevchological Science, 12, 71—74.

Cacioppo, L T, Hawkley, L. C,, Crawlord, E,,
Frost, LA Warleson, M H., Kowalewski,
R.OB, oo al (zeoz2]. Loneliness and heaich:
Potential machanisms. Paychosamaric Medicing
g, 47417,

Choderow, N (igz8). The reproduction  of
mothering: Psychoanalysis and the soclology of
gewdder, Burkuioy: University ol Calilornia Pross.

Cicirelli, ¥, G, (1903 ). Sibiiag relationships worvss
the life spun. Mew York: Plenum Press.

Coleman, M., Ganong, [, & Fine, M. (2020).
Reinvestizating remarriage; Another decade of
progress. Jowrnal of Marriage end the Family 62,
12801307,

Connidis, [. A, (198g). Siblings as friends in later
life. American Belravioral Scientist, 73, S1-97.
Connidis, [ A., & Davies, L. [1950). Confidants
and companicons in later life: The place of fam-
ily and friends. fnuwrnal of Gerontalogy: Social

Sefence, 45, 141-140.

Dannenbeck, € {1gg5). lm alter einsam? Zur
strukturverinderung sozialer beziehungen im
alver | Lonely in later [ife? Changing social rela-
tienships in later life|. In H. Bertcam (Ed ),
Das individuum und setne famifie (pp. 124—150).
Opladen, Germany: Leske 4+ Budrich.

e Jang Giereeld, L (o572 ) Doveloming and test-
ing a model of Tancliness. fournal of Personaling
and Soctal Pavchology, 53, ng—z23.

De Jong Gierveld, 1 (zceq). Remaurriage, unmar-
ried cohabitation, living apart together: Part-
ner relationships follewing bereavement or
divorce. Jowenal of Marriage and Family a6,
z30-2473.

De Jomy Gierveld, L, & Kurnphuois, FH (53]
The development of a Rusch-type loneliness-
scale. Applisd Peychological Mesurement, o,
28—z,

DelJonz Gierveld, I, & Van Tilburg, T G. {19gga).
Meanerd of the loneliness seale. Vrije Universiteit
Amstordam, Department of Social Resecarch
Mothodology.

De Jong Gierveld, I, & Van Tilburg, T. {1gyghb].
Living arrangements of older adults in the
Netherlands and Italy: Ceresidence values and
behavior and thewr consequences for loneli-
ness Jorrral of Crass-Cuftural Gerantology, 14,
1—2:.'..

e Leeuw, L. D. [199z]. Pafa guality in mail,
telephone, and facetv Jave sureys. Unpublished



490 THE CAMBRIDGE [IARNTIBOOK OF PRRSONAT. RELATIONSTITT

doctoral  dissertation, Universiteit

Amsterdam.

Merlega, VL, & Margulis, 8. T. [1y8:]. Why lone-
liness ocours: The interrelationship of social-
psychological and privacy comcepts. In Lo A
Peplaw & . Perleman [Eds), Loneliness A source-
Lok of cwrrent theory, research and thevapy
(pp- 152 165} New York: Wilew

DiTomumase, E., & Spinner, B, {1953 ]. The devel-
opment and initial validation of the secial and
cmotional loneliness scale for adults [SELSA).
Personality and Individual Differences, 13, 127-
13,_1..

Dykstra, I' A (1000}, Next of son-kin. the impor-
tance of primary relationships for older adults®
well-being. Amstercdum/ Lisse, the Netholands:
Swets & Zeitlinger,

Divkstrea, I© A [rvgar). The differential availabilivy
ol relationships and the provision and effective-
s ol suppart to alder adults, Jowrmal of Social
and Persemal Relartonships, 10, 155—372.

Divkstra, ¥ A {zocq). Diversily i partner-
ship histeries: Implications lor older adualts’
social integration. In . Phiilipson, G. Allan,
% 1> Morgan (Eds)), Soctal nenworks and social
exclusion: Secivlogical awd policy fssues (pp. 7
141]). London. Ashgate.

Divkstra, PoAL & 1 Jong Gierveld, T [1gy4]. The
theory ol mental incongruily, with a specific

Vrije

application o lanelines wmong widowsd men
and women, In R, Trher & R Gilmour [Eds ),
Theoretical framecorks for pevsonal velationchips
{pp. 235-259). Hillsdale NJ: Erlbhawn.

Idvhstra, P A, & De Jong Gierveld, T (z024).
Gender and  marital-history  differences in
social and emotional lomcliness among Dutch
alder adules, Caradian hrumal on Aging, 25,
141 135.

Ernst, J, & Cacioppo, I T {(1ggg). lonely
hearts: Psychological perspectives an loneli-
nesa Applied and Preventive Peycholory, 8, 1022,

Findlay, R. A [z003). Interventions to reduce
social isolation amongst alder people: Where is
the evidence? Ageing and Sociaty, 23, (47055,

Fromm Reichmann, F. {1959). Lonelinese, Payohi-
arry, =2, 115,

Gold, 12T (8=, Siblings in old age: Something
special, Canaedian Journal ont Aping, 6, 100-213.

Goodwin, [, Cook, O., & Yung, Y. (zo21), Lone-
lincss and life satisfaction among three culturyl
groups. Personal Relationships, §, 225 230

TTagestad, o O (g, Probleing and promises in
the souial puychology ol intergenerational rela-

tions. In B. Shanas (Ed.], Aging: Stablity and
change in the farib: (pp. 1146, New York: Acu-
demic Press.

Hagestad, G (1905, October ). Thwards a society
for all ages: New thinking, new language, new
comtirersationy, Keynote address at the Lounch
ot the International Yeuwr of Older Persons 1ggg,
Linited Matioms, New York.

Havens, B, & Hall, M. (zoo1). Social isola-
tion, loneliness, and the health of older adults.
fdian fowrnal of Gerontology, 14, 144-15 3.

Hawkley, L. C., & Cacioppo, LT (z003]. Lone-
liness and pathways o discase. Brain, Beftavior,
and fmmunify, 17, Sgl-%0s.

imamodglu, E. O., Killer, ., Imamoglu, V., &
Kiiller, M. {1992). The social psycholopical
worlds ol Swedes and Turks in and around
retivemuent. Sl of Cross-Culnral Pavohial-
agy, T4, 20—37.

Johnsan, 10T & Mualling, L. O fighz]. Growing
old and lonely in dilferent socictios: loward
a comparative perspective. Journal of Cross
Cultural Gerontelogy, 2, 257-275.

Jones, W H., & Carver, M. L. [1gan}. Adjustment
and coping implications of loncliness. In C R
Snyder & 1% R, Forsych (Eds), Handbook of
seactead orvred edivivred ;‘r.-.}-'r,hnfﬂlg_v.‘ The haalth PeErspec-
tive [pp- 395 415]. New York: Pergamon Press.

Ivlhd, M., & Jokela, L (1990} Individual expe-
ricnces as cultural; A cross-cultural study on
loncliness among the elderly, Ageing and Soci-
ety, 10, 205315,

Kaufman, G, & Uhlenberg, B {1993). Effects
of lile course transitions on the quality of
r&:latiun&hips between adult children and their
parents. Foural of Maviage and Family, oo,
4235,

Kawachi, |, Kemedy, B P, Lochner, K, &
Prashrow-Stich, 13 [igyz). Social capital.
income inequality. and mortality,.  American
Jowrnal of Public Healdh, 87, 1qai—ggh.

Kitson, . C., & Morpan, L. /A (1990]). The multi-
ple consequences of divorce: A decade review,
Jowrnal of Marriage and Family, 52, 013924,

Kramer, % 1., Kapteyn, 1" S, Kuik, It T, & Deceg,
D. [zzoz). The association of hearing impair-
ment and chronic diseuses with psychosocial
heaith status in older age. Jourmal of Aging and
.f-_irn?.[x.lf‘ﬂ.i:J Lp, l2a—-137.

Lopaty, H. Z. (g0}, Current widowhood: Myths
arted realities. Thoasand Ouaks, CAC Sage.

Mabon, N, Yarcheslki, A, & Yarcheski, -1
{zimz1]. Mental health variablex and positive



LUOMNLELIMESS ANLY 5O01AL SOLATION 497

kealth practices in carly adolescenls, Popchofog
teal Reporrs, 85, 10z23-1030,

Marangoni, (2, & [ckes, W {1u3g]. Loncliness: A
theoretical review with implications for mea-
surement. fnamal of Social and Personal Refa-
Hrmships, £, g3-128.

Marcoen, M., Goossens, L., & Caes, I* (987
Loneliness in pre- through lute adolescence:
Exploring the contributions of a multidimen-
sicnal approach. Jouwmal of Youth and Adoles
certce, 10, 501—577.

Martin, P, Hagherg, B, & Poon, LW (1gy 7). Pre-
dicters of lomeliness in cenlenarians: A parallel
stucly. Jomwral of Cross-Crdtural Clerntodagy 12,
:'.Q}—:'Z :'..-1 -

Mullins, 1.. C., Hall Elston, C., & Gutkowski,
S M. (1490). Secial determinants of loneliness
among older Americans. Genette, Social, and
General Peyvchology Monographs, 122, 453473,

Mijuskovic, B [1998]. The phenomenolagy and
dynamics of loncliness. Pochology: A Jourral of
I fwwman Behovior, 33, 41 50,

(¥Rand, A M. (zoo1). Stratification and the life
conrse; the borms of life-course capital and
their interrelationships. In B. H. Binstock &
1. K. (Grearge {EdsY), Handbook of agtiug and the
sveiod scienes [sthed,, ppo1g7—213). New York:
Academic Press.

Penninx, B, W, 1. H., van Tilburg, T., Kriegsman,
D. M. W, Boeke, A, LB, Deeg, I I H,, &
van Eijk, . T. M. (19g99)]. Social network, social
support, and loneliness in alder persans with
different chronic diseases, Jmovnal of Aghng and

Health, 11, 1512164,

Peplaw, 1. AL & Perlman, 1L fighz ], Pemspectives
on loneliness, In L. A, Peplau & I3 Perlman
(Eds.), Lonetiness: A sourcebook of current the-
ory research and therapy {pp. 1-18 ). New York:
Wiley,

Perlman, 12, & Peplaw, L. AL (1981]. Toward a
social prychology of loncliness, Tn S0 W, Duck
& R. Gihmour (Bds), Pervonal Refationships, 3:
Persomal relationships in disorder (pp. 31 56).
Londan: Acadernic Presgs,

Pérodeau, G.-M., & du-Tort, G.-G. [(2000). Psy-
chotropic drug vze and the relation hetween
social support, life events, and mental health
in the eldertv. fowrnal of Applied CGerontology
_i-f_}_, 1-;—.1.1.

Peters, A., & Liefbroer, A. C. {1997). Beyond mar-
ital status: Partner history and well-being in
old age. fournal of Mariage and the Family, g,
L8~y

Phillipsom, C. (zoo4). Review article: Urbanisa-
tiom and ageing: FTowards a new environmental
gerontoloy. Agetng and Society, 2 5, obs—g75.

Pilusuk, M., & Minkler, M. {1ghc). Supportive
networks: Life ties for the elderly. Jouwrnal of
Sociaf Issues, 16(2), g3-16.

Pinguart, M. (zoo3). Loncliness in married,
widvwed, divorced, and never-marriced older
acults, Joermad of Sovicl and Persowed Relution
ships, za, 11 53,

Pingquart, M., & Strensen, 5. [zccia), Gender dif-
ferencosin self-conceprand psychelogical well-
Laing in old wger A ocla-analyais. Juemal of
Crememtedugy : Povchologica! Sciesces, o6, ig3—213.

Pinguart, M, & Strensen, 8, (2omb) Influences
on loneliness in alder adults; A meta-analysis,
Basic and Applied Social Fsychology, 23, za5-
200,

Ruwling, W. K. (1gg3). Friendships o luter lile, In
) Conpland & L1 Kusshawm [ds), f fardfonk
af cummunivarion aad apiag research (pp. 227-
257, Mahwah, NJ: Lribaum.

Rokach, A, & Brock, H. [iggh). The causes
ul loneliness, Pochedogy, o Jomrmad of Huomon
Hebaring 33, 1-1.

Rokach, A, Orzeck, T., Cripps, 1, Lackovic-
Grgin, K., & Penevic, Z. (zoc1). The effects
of culture on the meaning of lancliness. Social
Indicators Research, 53, 17—21.

Rokach, A., & Sharma, M. (gy&). The loneli-
ness experience in a wulteral conlexL Jowrd
af Social Behavior and Persemelity, 1, %27 H30.

Rook, K. S [1giH4]. Promoting social bonding:
Strategies for helping the loncly and socially
isolated, Amerivan Psychologist, 79, 1380—1407.

Ross, C. E., Mirewsky, ), & Pribesh, 5. (zoo1).
Powerlessness and the amplification of threat:
Meighborhood disadvantage, disarder, and mis-
wusl. American Socialogical Review, 66, 188
'-:. l} l.

Rossi, A, 5, & Ressi, B 1L [199c). O henar
bonding: Faremt-child velatons acrous the fife
corerse. New York: Aldine de Gruyter.

Russell, 13, Teplau, 1. A, & Cutrona, O E.
(1g8c]). The revised UCLA Loncliness Scale:
Concurrent and discriminant validity cvidence
Tovwrnal of Personality and Svcial Psychology, 39,
472—450.

Bussell, . W, [1gg0). UCLA Loncliness Scale
(Version 5 Reliabilivy, validity, and {actor
structure, Journal of Pervenality Assassoment, 66
240



4()3 THE CAMBREINCE HANMRCOR OF JERS0XAL BUEILATIONSHIPS

Scharl, T, Phillipson, C., & Smith, A. E. {2004).
Paverty and social exclusion: Growing older in
deprived urban reighbourhoods. In A Walker
& C. Hagan Hennessy (Eds)), Grotalng Ohlder —
Quality of Life in Old Age (pp. Bi—nf]).
Maidenhead, England: Open Loiversity Pross.

Shaver, B R & Brennan, Ko AL (iggn ), Measures
of depression and leneliness. In [ 12 Robinson,
P R Shaver, & L. 5 Wrightinan (VFds), Mea
swres of personality coed social pechologtical atti
tiedes [P 1o 7—28q ) San e, CAC Academic
Pross,

Silverstein, M., & Chen, X. {ioyt). Too miuch of
a cood thing? Intergencrational social support
and the psychelogical well-being of older per-
sons. Jouwrnal of Marriage and Family, 15, g7o-
|J'I?)2.

Sippola, [ K., & Bukowskd, M. {1999). Self,
other, and lomeliness rom 2 developmen-
tal perspective. In K. ) Rattenberg & 5.
Lymel (Lds), Leneliness in childhond and ndn-
fescence (pp. 28c-295). Cambridge, England:
Cambridge University Press.

Stack, % {wggs), Marrape, family und loneliness:
A cross-national study, Soctological Parspectives,
L 415 432

Stevens, N {105q], Well-being i widowhood: A
guestion of balance. Unpublished dactoral dis-
sertaticn, Catholic University ol MNijroegen,
Nijmegen (the Metherlands]).

Stevens, Mo (zoc). Combatting loneliness: A
iricndship enrichment propramme for alder
wornen. Ageing and Sociery 21, 153202,

Stevens, N, & Van Tilbure, T. [2000]). Stimulat-
ing friendship in later life: A stratceyv 1or reduwc-
ing loncliness among older women. Fducaional
Crerontadogy, 20, 15 —35.

Steverink, N, Westerthof G 1, Bode, £, &
Dittmann-Kohli, T (z2c1}, The personal expe-
cence of aping, individual resourecs, and sub-
jective well-being, Tonrnal of Gerontology: Fiv-
chological Sciences, 5B, 164371,

Stroche, W, Stroche, M Ahakonmlin, G, &
Schue, Ho (1996} The mole of leaneliness and
social support inadjustment to loss A test
of attachmuent versus stress theory, Jowrnal of
Peronality and Sucial Pechology, =0, 1241
17 4 i),

Sudman, 5., & Bradlsum, N M. (1972, Response
effects i survevs: A rerdew wmd synthesis,
Chicago: Aldine.

Thomése, T, Van Tiburp, T, & Knipscheer
(P M. [2003). Continuation of exchange

with ndghbors in later like: "The importance
of the nL:ighhnr}mud contuxl. Pervonaf Relation
shifs, 10, 535 530

Van Baarsen, B, Snijders, | A. B, Smit, LI,
# Van Dhuiin, M. AL L (zoc)]. Lonely hul not
alone: Emaotional iselation and socizl iselation
as two distinct dimensions of loneliness in older
people. Educational and Povochalogived Mewsare-
wient, &1, 119—11 3.

Van Tilburg, T {19845). Verkregen en pewenits
ondersteunting in ket licht van senzaambeidser
varingen (Obtained and desived social suppuort
in assocwlion with oncliness). Unpublished
doctoral dhssertation, Veije Lnivemsiteil, Ams-
tordarm.

Van Tilhurg, T, [1gq0). The size of the support-
ive netwos in association with the degree ol
leneliness, In C P M. Knipscheer & ' (T
Antonucct {Eds.}, Sactal neteork research: Sub-
danfive fswes and  methodelogical questions
(PP 137 1543). Lisse, the Netherlands: Swets &
Zeitlinger,

Van Tilbura, T., De fong Gierveid, |, Lecching, T,
& Marsiglia, 12 {1goR). Social integration and
loneliness: A comparutive study among older
adults in tie Netherlands and Tascany, Ttaly.
Jowrnal of Soctad ared Persimal Relativnships. ic,
T

Van lilbarg, 1) G, & Droese van Groenou, M. L
[zeoz}. Network and health changes among
alder Thuwch adults, Forrmal of Sucial Issues, 55,
fy7 713,

Van Tilburg, 17 (i, & De Leenw, 15013 [go1).
stability of scale guality under different data
colleetion procedures: A mode comparison on
the "De Jone Gierveld Loneliness Scale” fater-
nationl Jowraal of Public Opinion Research, 3,
ffn‘; EI}

Vau Tilburg, T G, Tlavens, B, & De Jong
Ciierveld, I {zo04). Loneliness among older
adults in the Wetherlands, Italy, and Canada:
A maltifaceted comparison. Canadian Jowrnal
o Aging, 23, 160150,

Wagner, M., Schiitze, ¥, & Lang, F R, (Lggu).
Social relstionships in old age. In P B, Baltes
& K. L. Mayer (Eds), The Berfin Aging
Sty Aging from 7o to 100 [ppo 2Sz-3om).
Cambridge, Engiand: Cambridge Uiniversity
Pross.

Waite, L., & Gallagher, ®. [2000). The cuse
Jor marriage: Why married peopls are happier
healthicr and better off fmaneially,, New York:
Dioubleday:



LANELINESS AND SQCIAL ISOLATION 4090

Weiss, R. N f1g73). Lonclress: The expertence of
awatinntal and social isolation, Cambridae, MA:
ML Pross,

Weiss, R, 5. (19740, The provisions ol social rela-
tionships. In 2. Rubin (Kd), {eing wneo oth-
ers [pp. 17-20]. Englewoeod Clills, N): Prentice-
Tall.

Wenger, C. G, Dravies, R, Shahvahmasebi, S, &
Scokt, A [igoh ). Socia) isslation and loneliness
inold ape: Review and model -efinenzent. Age-
g and Svctery, 10, 323-33%.

Wilkinson, R. €6 [19gq]. The epidemiclogical
transiton: Froem material scareity to social
diswdvimtage.  Daedalus, Journal of Ameri-
vt Avetdemy of s and Sclonces, 123(4),
b1 77,

Windle, G., & Woads, R.1 {2anq ). Variations in
subjective wellbeing: ‘The mediating role of a
pychological resource. Agetnp and Suctery, 24,
yEg-Lon,

Ziemowrmann, ) G (173561, Uber die einsambeit
[Abumil Toneliness), Frankfurt: Troppat.



