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Abstract



Background: Extensive research has investigated loneliness in adolescents over the past
several decades; identification of predictors of loneliness was in order using meta-
analytic techniques.

Objectives: The purpose of this study was to identify the predictors of loneliness in
adolescents through a comprehensive review of the literature and to use quantitative
meta-analysis to determine the magnitude of the relationships between each of the
predictors and loneliness.

Methods: The literature reviewed included 242 research articles published between 1980
and 2004, of which 95 met the inclusion criteria. Eleven predictors of loneliness were
identified in the 95 studies. A meta-analysis was conducted on the 11 predictors.
Results: Four predictors (gender, depression, shyness, and self-esteem) had large effect
sizes, four predictors (social support, social anxiety, maternal expressiveness, and
paternal expressiveness) had large medium to medium effect sizes, two predictors (stress
and self-disclosure) had low effect sizes, and one predictor (age) had a very low effect
size.

Discussion: Contemporary theories of loneliness served as a framework for interpreting
the findings of the meta-analysis. A meta-analytic study of loneliness in adults would
complement the present work.

Key Words: Adolescents, Loneliness, Meta-analysis

A Meta-Analysis of Predictors of Loneliness During Adolescence



Loneliness is significant to health and quality of life, and thus to the discipline of
nursing (Karnick, 2005). Theorists have suggested that loneliness increases during
adolescence (Brennan, 1982; Larson, 1999; Sullivan, 1953; Weiss, 1973), making
adolescent loneliness important to study. In the past several decades, scientists have
studied adolescent loneliness, identifying many concepts that explain the phenomenon.
A meta-analysis of the studies done to date can identify the predictors of loneliness that
can be used to advance knowledge development, provide the basis for nursing
interventions in experimental studies, and guide nursing practice with adolescent
populations. The purpose of this study was to identify the predictors of loneliness in
adolescents through a comprehensive review of the literature and to use quantitative
meta-analysis to determine the magnitude of the relationships between each of the
predictors and loneliness.

A meta-analysis focusing on the adolescent loneliness literature is justified based
on an analysis by Perlman and Landolt (1999). They identified the points of continuity
and discontinuity between the loneliness literature for children-adolescents and for adults.
In terms of continuities, they argued that there are comparable definitions and measures
of loneliness, common personal and social problems related to loneliness, similar
correlates, and the use of common theoretical perspectives for adolescents and adults. In
terms of discontinuities, Perlman and Landolt argued that loneliness can be experienced
earlier in life than was commonly believed, some predictors of loneliness are age-related,
loneliness may be less stable in children and adolescents than in adults, and that the
topics investigated for adolescents and adults tend to be somewhat different. For

example, life transitions, such as the loss of a loved one, is a topic of concern in adult



loneliness whereas developmental issues, such as self-identity and self-esteem, are topics
of concern in childhood-adolescent loneliness. Given the discontinuities identified, a
meta-analysis focusing only on adolescent loneliness was warranted.

Perlman and Peplau (1982) argued that “most commentators see loneliness as an
aversive, unpleasant experience; yet only a minority of observers discuss loneliness as a
pathological response” (p. 129). Measures of loneliness reflect this aversive, unpleasant
experience. Studies included in this meta-analysis involved a variety of instruments
measuring loneliness as a unitary phenomenon yielding a total score. Measures of
typologies of loneliness yielding subscale scores were not included in this analysis.

In the present study, the research questions were: (a) What is the magnitude of
the relationship between loneliness and each of the following predictor variables:
depression, social support, self-esteem, social anxiety, shyness, self-disclosure, maternal
expressiveness, paternal expressiveness, age, and gender? and (b) To what extent are the
effect sizes of the relationships between the predictor variables and loneliness correlated
with the methodological variables of sample size and quality index?

Methods
Sampling

The sample consisted of all available studies in which loneliness was investigated
in an adolescent population. Several methods recommended by Cooper (1998) were used
to find these studies. Online computer searchers, the ancestry approach, and informal
sources of information were used. Informal sources of information included contacting
researchers who published in the area of loneliness, either personally or via the e-mail.

The online search was limited to publications from 1980 to 2004. The online data bases



searched were CINAHL, Psych Info, Medline, and Dissertation Abstracts. The only
search terms used initially were loneliness and adolescence. Then, when the predictors
were selected, each was searched in relation to loneliness to ensure the
comprehensiveness of the review.

The inclusion criteria for the meta-analysis were: (a) the chronological ages of
the sample studied had to range from 11 to 23 years of age, which is consistent with
adolescence as defined by most developmental theorists; if ages were not reported, the
study was not used; (b) different measures could be used for each predictor of loneliness;
(c) different measures yielding a total score could be used to operationalize loneliness,
such as the UCLA Loneliness Scale (n = 72), the Asher Loneliness Scale (n = 19),
Woodward Loneliness Inventory (n = 2), Marcoen and Brumagne Loneliness Scale (n =
1), and an investigator-adapted loneliness tool (n = 1); (d) given the vast number of
variables examined in relation to loneliness, a minimum of 9 hypotheses had to test the
relationship between loneliness and each predictor variable; (e) adequate statistics were
reported to allow for meta-analytic calculations, (f) the studies were published in English;
and, (g) the studies were published as a scientific article or unpublished as a dissertation;
chapters in book were not included.

Using the methods recommended by Cooper (1998), a total of 242 potential
studies were located. Of the 242, 95 studies, which met the inclusion criteria, comprised
the sample upon which the meta-analysis was performed. Of these 95 studies, 84 had one
sample, ten (10) had two samples, and one (1) had three samples for a total of 107
samples across the studies.

Procedure



The 95 studies were reviewed and coded for substantive, methodological, and
miscellaneous variables using Beck’s (2001) codebook as modified by Yarcheski,
Mahon, Yarcheski, and Cannella (2004) for meta-analysis. Substantive (predictor)
variables included variables such as depression and self-esteem, and demographic
variables such as age and gender. Methodological variables included variables such as
research design, sampling method, sample size, instruments used to measure the predictor
variables and loneliness, type of statistically analysis, and statistical results. The
miscellaneous variables included such information as source derivation (e.g., online
computer search, informal sources), publication type (e.g., journal article or dissertation),
funding, and country of publication.

All authors participated in locating and reviewing the studies in the analysis.
Then, the first two authors eliminated studies that did not meet the inclusion criteria. The
first and third authors independently coded 48 of the 95 studies. The second and fourth
authors independently coded 47 of the studies. Initial inter-rater agreement between the
pairs ranged from 95% to 100%. All disagreements were discussed until 100%
consensus was achieved between the two raters for all coding. Then the first two authors
reviewed a random sample of 45 studies and achieved 100% agreement.

Using the criteria developed by Beck (2001) and modified by Yarcheski et al.
(2004) as a guide, we constructed a quality index for each study to be used for meta-
analyses. The highest possible score a study could achieve on the quality index was 24.
The quality index consisted of the following criteria: (a) first author expertise was scored
1 (bachelor’s or master’s degree was the highest degree held), 2 (doctoral degree was the

highest degree held), or 3 (doctoral degree plus multiple publications on loneliness); (b)



funding was scored 0 (no funding reported) or 1 (received finding); (c) sampling method
was scored as 1 (convenience), 2 (matched), or 3 (random); (d) sample size (number of
participants) was scored as 1 (1 to 50), 2 (51 to 100), 3 (101 to 200), or 4 (201 or more);
(e) reported reliability (R) and validity (V) for the loneliness instrument and each
predictor instrument were scored as O (no mention of R and V), 1 (mention of previous R
or V), 2 (R or V reported for current study), or 3 (R and V stated for current study); (f)
research design was scored as 1 (correlational), 2 (causal modeling), 3 (comparative), 4
(methodological, e.g., instrument development), or 5 (longitudinal); and, (g) data analysis
was scored as 1 (bivariate statistics used) or 2 (multivariate statistics used).

Data Analysis

The Advanced BASIC Meta-Analysis software system by Mullen (1989) was
used to conduct the meta-analysis. For the first research question, the general
combinations and comparisons of effect sizes and significance levels were calculated in
three separate ways: unweighted, weighted by sample size, and weighted by quality
score. The r was used as the indicator of effect size. Cohen’s (1988) standard definitions
of small (.10), medium (.30), and large (.50) effect sizes were used to interpret the effect
size findings.

For the second research question, the effect of a single methodological predictor
(sample size or quality index) was correlated with the magnitude of the relationship
between each substantive predictor and loneliness. Statistically significant correlations
are reported with the findings.

One assumption in meta-analysis is independent data (Curlette & Cannella, 1985).

To offset problems with dependent data in selected studies, such as those using a



longitudinal design, we randomly selected which point in time to include in the meta-
analysis. The predictor variables of self-disclosure and social support occasionally had
several subscales studied in relation to loneliness. For self-disclosure, we selected to
study peers as target individuals in relation to loneliness as opposed to mother and father.
For social support, we randomly selected the type of support (subscale) studied in relation
to loneliness.

Results
Sample

The total sample consisted of 95 studies published in English between 1980 and
2004. Of the 95 studies, 78 were published journal articles and 17 were unpublished
doctoral dissertations. Of the 78 journal articles, 73 were published in the United States
and 5 were published abroad. The dissertations were all conducted in the United Sates.
Relative to the first authors’ expertise, 44 of the studies were first authored by doctorally
educated researchers with multiple loneliness publications. Of the remaining studies, 48
first authors were researchers with doctoral degrees, and 3 first authors had masters’
degrees. Twenty-six of the studies were funded and 69 were not.

Research designs were primarily correlational (n_= 52), 6 included causal
modeling techniques, 13 had comparative designs, 3 were methodological, and 21 had
longitudinal designs. Relative to sampling methods, samples of convenience were used
most often (n_= 103); four samples were obtained using random sampling. Most sample
sizes (n = 49) were characterized by more than 200 participants, 35 sample sizes ranged
from 101 to 200, 19 ranged from 51 to 100, and 4 had 59 or fewer participants. The

smallest sample size was 21 and the largest was 3, 786. For data analysis, 27 studies



used bivariate statistics whereas 68 used multivariate statistics. The quality index score
ranged from 6 to 24 with a median of 14 and a mode of 15.
Predictors

Because of the vast number of variables studied in relation to loneliness across the
studies reviewed and because of the vast number of articles, a decision was made that the
substantive predictor had to be studied in relation to loneliness a minimum of 9 times in
order to be included in the meta-analysis. Using this criterion, 11 predictors were
identified. Table 1 shows the number of hypothesis tested, total number pf participants,
fail-safe N, homogeneity test, and 95% confidence intervals for each of the 11 predictors.

The fail-safe N addresses the “file drawer problem”, which is the tendency of
studies not supporting research hypotheses to be buried away in file drawers (Rosenthal,
1991). Editors tend to publish studies with results that are statistically significant,
creating the likelihood of a type 1 publication bias error in the literature. According to
Cooper (1998), the fail-safe N calculates the number of studies needed to change the
conclusions that a relation exists. Rosenthal (1991) recommended that reasonable
tolerance for discounting the file drawer problem is attained if the fail-safe N exceeds 5 K
+ 10 (K = number of hypotheses included in the analysis). With this formula, one
predictor (age) had a file-safe N below the reasonable tolerance level.

The test of homogeneity is used to determine whether separate studies are testing
the same hypothesis. According to Wolf (1986), “if a series of independent studies
provide a homogeneous estimate of the population effect size, then it is more likely that
the various studies are testing the same hypothesis” (p. 42). Homogeneity tests were

conducted for each predictor. Seven of the 11 predictors (depression, self-esteem, social
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support, social anxiety, self-disclosure, shyness, and stress) had statistically significant
homogeneity tests, using chi square, indicating that outliers were present.
Non-significant homogeneity tests were achieved for the seven predictors when outliers
were identified and removed from the analysis (see Table 1).

The use of confidence intervals to interpret effect size sheds light on the
importance of the findings. A 95% confidence interval was constructed around the
average effect size for the study findings for each predictor to examine whether it
encompasses zero. As stated by Wolf (1986), “it would be desirable for the average
effect size not to encompass zero in order for us to be more certain that there is a
significant effect across studies” (p. 27). As seen in Table 1, none of the confidence
intervals contained zero.

Depression: The relationship between depression and loneliness was examined
via 33 hypotheses derived from 30 studies. The quality index scores ranged from 7 to 20.
The homogeneity test was not significant after 15 outliers were removed. As seen in
Table 2, the r effect sizes indicated that the relation between depression and loneliness
were in the range of a large effect size for studies with outliers (r = .61 to .62) and when
outliers were removed (r = .55 to .60).

Shyness: The relationship between shyness and loneliness was investigated via
13 hypotheses derived from 9 studies. The quality index scores ranged from 7 to 20. The
homogeneity test was not significant when 5 outliers were removed. As shown in Table
2, the r effect sizes for the relationship between shyness and loneliness were in the range
of a large effect size with outliers (r = .50 to .51) and when outliers were removed (r =

47 to .51). When the outliers were removed, the magnitude of the relationship for the
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two variables co-varied significantly with quality index (r = .43, p < .01). This
correlation indicates that as the quality of the studies increased, the effect size between
shyness and loneliness increased.

Self-Esteem: The relationship between self-esteem and loneliness was
investigated via 30 hypotheses derived from 27 studies. The quality index scores ranged
from 6 to 24. The homogeneity test was not significant when 10 outliers were removed.
As shown in Table 2, the r effect sizes for the relationship between self-esteem and
loneliness were in the range of a high medium effect size with outliers (r = -.42 to -.45)
and when outliers were removed (r = -.48 to
-.50). When the outliers were removed, the magnitude of the relationship between the
two variables co-varied significantly with sample size (r = .14, p = .03). This correlation
indicates that as sample size increased, the effect size between self-esteem and loneliness
increased.

Social Support: The relationship between social support and loneliness was
investigated via 20 hypotheses derived from 18 studies. The quality index scores ranged
from 8 to 19. The homogeneity test was not significant when 10 outliers were removed.
As shown in Table 2, the r effect sizes for the relationship between social support and
loneliness were in the range of a medium effect size with outliers (r = -.27 to -.29) and
high medium when outliers were removed
(r =-.40 to -.47).

Social Anxiety: The relationship between social anxiety and loneliness was
investigated via 15 hypotheses derived from 12 studies. The quality index scores ranged

from 9 to 19. The homogeneity test was not significant when 5 outliers were removed.
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As shown in Table 2, the r effect sizes for the relationship between social anxiety and
loneliness were in the range of a medium effect size with outliers (all » = .35) and high
medium when outliers were removed (r = .41 to .42).

Maternal Expressiveness: The relationship between maternal expressiveness and
loneliness was investigated via 9 hypotheses derived from 6 studies. The quality index
scores ranged from 8 to 16. The homogeneity test was not significant. As shown in
Table 2, the r effect sizes for the relationship between maternal expressiveness and
loneliness were in the range of a medium effect size (r = -.34 to -.35).

Paternal Expressiveness: The relationship between paternal expressiveness and
loneliness was investigated via 9 hypotheses derived from 6 studies. The quality index
scores ranged from 8§ to 16. The homogeneity test was not significant. As shown in
Table 2, the r effect sizes for the relationship between paternal expressiveness and
loneliness were in the range of a medium effect size (all r = -.34).

Stress: The relationship between stress and loneliness was investigated via 10
hypotheses derived from 10 studies. The quality index scores ranged from 9 to 17. The
homogeneity test was not significant when 4 outliers were removed. As shown in Table
2, the r effect sizes for the relationship between stress and loneliness were in the range of
a low effect size with outliers ( = .18 to .19) and when outliers were removed (r = .25 to
.26).

Self-Disclosure: The relationship between self-disclosure and loneliness was
investigated via 15 hypotheses derived from 9 studies. The quality index scores ranged
from 11 to 15. The homogeneity test was not significant when 5 outliers were removed.

As shown in Table 2, the r effect sizes for the relationship between self-disclosure and
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loneliness were in the range of a low effect size with outliers (r = -.13 to -.14) and when
outliers were removed (all r = -.22).

Age: The relationship between age and loneliness was investigated via 17
hypotheses derived from 17 studies. The quality index scores ranged from 9 to 18. The
homogeneity test remained significant after repeated analyses to remove the outliers. As
seen in Table 2, the r effect sizes for the relationship between age and loneliness were in
the range of very low effect sizes (r = .04 to .07).

Gender: The relationship between age and loneliness was investigated via 31
hypotheses derived from 30 studies. The quality index scores ranged from 7 to 18. The
homogeneity test was significant after repeated analyses to remove the outliers. As
shown in Table 2, the r effect sizes for the relationship between age and loneliness were
in the range of a large effect size (r = .58 to .75).

Discussion

The two predictors of age and gender probably presented different problems in the
analysis. With respect to age, the range of ages was restricted either by one criterion for
inclusion of samples in the meta-analysis (ages 11 to 23) or the actual ages of the samples
studied (for example, early adolescents aged 12 to 14 studied only). These restrictions
probably affected effect sizes for the relationship between age and loneliness across
studies because of limited variability. These two explanations might account for the very
low effect size of age in relation to loneliness. More importantly, because age did not
achieve a reasonable tolerance level for its fail-safe N, no conclusions can be drawn

regarding the effect size between age and loneliness.
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With respect to gender, 19 of the 31 hypotheses included in the meta-analysis
were non-significant. Of the remaining 12 studies that reported statistically significant
results, nine reported that boys were lonelier than girls, two reported the opposite, and 1
did not report which sex was lonelier. Given the vast number of studies reporting non-
significant differences in loneliness according to gender, it was surprising to find a large
effect size for gender in relation to loneliness. Either there is some unknown
methodological issue with this particular predictor, or gender is a powerful predictor of
loneliness. Gender in relation to loneliness deserves further investigation in adolescents.

In this meta-analysis, nine of the eleven predictors had statistically significant
tests of homogeneity requiring the identification and removal of outliers to achieve a non-
significant test. A non-significant test of homogeneity was achieved for seven of the nine
predictors; homogeneity was not possible to achieve with the demographic variables of
age and gender. Heterogeneity indicates that it may not be appropriate to combine all the
study results in one meta-analysis (Wolf, 1986). For seven predictors (depression,
shyness, self-esteem, social support, social anxiety, stress, and self-disclosure), an
attempt was made to identify different subsets of studies among the outliers that might
represent homogenous results by conducting separate meta-analyses, as suggested by
Wolf (1986). None of the separate meta-analyses conducted for the outliers of each of
the seven predictors resulted in a homogenous subset. Because many studies by different
investigators using different methods can results in heterogeneity, Becker and Hedges
(1984) suggested that it may not be inadvisable to draw inferences from heterogeneous

estimates, which justifies reporting the results with outliers in this meta-analysis.
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For whatever reason, the methodological predictors of sample size and quality
index did not play a major role in influencing the effect sizes of most predictors. The
relationships between the effect size for the relationship between shyness and loneliness
was moderately influenced by quality index, while the effect size for the relationship
between self-esteem and loneliness was weakly influenced by sample size.

In 1987, Perlman credited the seminal work of Weiss (1973) with advancing
knowledge in the field of loneliness, which continues to permeate the loneliness
literature. Weiss’s (1973) contemporary theories attempt to explain loneliness as either
situationally or characterologically based. The theories serve as a framework to interpret
the present findings in that the predictors in this meta-analysis represent one or the other
of these theories of loneliness.

The most powerful predictors emerging in the meta-analysis tend to fit the
characterological explanation of loneliness, which suggests that certain personality
characteristics make individuals prone to loneliness (Weiss, 1973). This
characterological theory by Weiss directs our attention to defects in motivation or skills
that leave individuals vulnerable to loneliness. In the order of the magnitude of their
effect sizes, the predictors in this framework are depression, shyness, low self-esteem,
and social anxiety, all of which had large effect sizes. Self-disclosure had a low effect
size in the analysis, and thus does not play a major role in adolescent loneliness.

The less powerful predictors emerging in the meta-analysis tend to fit the
situational explanation of loneliness, which posits that anyone is liable to suffer
loneliness in situations that are deficient in relational provisions (Weiss, 1973). This

theory by Weiss suggests that loneliness is a response to a deficit or absence of relational
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provisions with attachment figures or peers. In the order of the magnitude of their effect
sizes, the predictors in this framework are social support, maternal expressiveness,
paternal expressiveness, and perceived stress, three of which had a medium effect size
and one of which had a low effect size (stress).

In the final analysis, eight (gender, depression, shyness, self-esteem, social
support, social anxiety, maternal expressiveness, paternal expressiveness) of the 11
predictors in this meta-analysis had large or medium effect sizes making them useful
variables for practitioners to identify adolescents at risk for loneliness and for advancing
knowledge in the field of loneliness. A meta-analysis of predictors of adult loneliness is

recommended.



17

References

*Allen, O., Page, R. M., Moore, L., & Hewitt, C. (1994). Gender differences in
selected psychosocial characteristics of adolescent smokers and
nonsmokers. Health Values, 19, 34-39.

*Anderson, C., & Arnoult, L. H. (1985). Attributional style and everyday
problems in living: Depression, loneliness, and shyness. Social
Cognition, 3, 16-35.

*Anderson, C. A., & Harvey, R. J. (1988). Discriminating between problems in
living: An examination of measures of depression, loneliness, shyness,
and social anxiety. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 6, 482-491.

*Anderson, C. A., Horowitz, L. M., & French, R. (1983). Attributional style of
lonely and depressed people. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 45, 127-136.

*Asendorpf, J. B., & van Aken, M. A. G. (2003). Personality-relationship
transaction in adolescence: Core versus surface personality
characteristics. Journal of Personality, 71, 629-666.

*Avery, A. W. (1982). Escaping loneliness in adolescence: The case for
androgyny. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 11, 451-459.

*Archibald, F. S., Bartholomew, K., & Marx, R. (1995). Loneliness in early
adolescence: A test of the cognitive discrepancy model of loneliness.

Personality & Social Psychology Bulletin, 21, 296-301.

*Ayres, C. R. (2002). An investigation of mediators of the relationship between



18

social support and positive health practices in middle adolescents.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey,
Newark, N.J.

Beck, C. T. (2001). Predictors of postpartum depression: An update. Nursing
Research, 50, 275-285.

Becker, B. J., & Hedges, L. V. (1984). Meta-analysis of cognitive gender
differences: A comment on an analysis by Rosenthal and Rubin. Journal
of Educational Psychology, 76, 583-587.

*Berg, J. H., & Peplau, L. A. (1982). Loneliness: The relationship of self-
disclosure and androgyny. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
8,.624-630.

*Bokszczanin, A. (2003). The role of coping strategies and social support in
adolescent’s well-being after a flood. Polish Psychological Bulletin, 34,
67-72.

*Brady, V. J. (1995). A study of loneliness in female adolescents from divorced
and intact families. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Seton Hall University,
South Orange, N.J.

*Brage, D., & Williams, M. (1993). Correlates of loneliness among Midwestern
adolescents. Adolescence, 28, 685-693.

*Brage, D., & Williams, M. (1994). A causal model of adolescent depression.
Journal of Psychology, 128, 455-468.

*Brendgen, M., Vitaro, F., & Bukowski, W. M. (2001). Deviant friends and early

adolescents’ emotional and behavioral adjustment. Journal of Research



19

on Adolescence, 10, 173-189.

Brennan, T. (1982). Loneliness at adolescence. In L. A. Peplau & D. Perlman
(Eds.), Loneliness: A sourcebook of current theory, research and therapy (pp.
269-290). New York: John Wiley.

*Caldwell, K. A. (1997). Inner-city adolescents’ attachment relationships:
Relations to social competence and emotional well-being. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation. University of Maryland, College Park, MD.

*Chelune, G. J., Sultan, F. E., & Williams, C. L. (1980). Loneliness, self-
disclosure, and interpersonal effectiveness. Journal of Counseling
Psychology, 27, 462-468.

*Cheung, S. (1996). Reliability and factor structure of the Chinese version of the
Depression Self-Rating Scale. Educational and Measurement, 56,

142-154.

*Chiplier, H. M., & Pretty, G. H. (2000). Facets of adolescents’ loneliness: A
study of rural and urban Australian youth. Australian Psychologist, 35,
233-237.

*Christopherson, T. M. (2001). Predictors of risk-taking behaviors in late
adolescence: Test of a mediational model of characterological and
situational factors, attachment experiences, affective and cognitive
experiences, and behaviors. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. University of
Southern California, Los Angeles, CA.

Cohen, S. (1988). Psychosocial models of the role of social support in the

etiology of physical disease. Health Psychology, 7, 269-297.



20

*Colford, J. E. (1986). A psychological analysis of loneliness during
adolescence. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Seton Hall University, South
Orange, N. J.

Cooper, H. M. (1998). Synthesizing research: A guide for literature reviews.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Curlette, W. L., & Cannella, K. S. (1985). Going beyond the narrative summar-
Ization of research findings: The meta-analysis approach. Research in
Nursing & Health, 8, 293-301.

*Davis, M. H., & Franzoi, S. L. (1986). Adolescent loneliness, self-disclosure,
and private self-consciousness: A longitudinal investigation. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 595-608.

*Demir, A., & Tarhan, N. (2001). Loneliness and social dissatisfaction in Turkish
adolescents. The Journal of Psychology, 135, 113-123.

*Downey, K. I. (1984). An investigation of loneliness in adolescents:
Prevalence, stability and correlates. Unpublished doctoral dissertation.
University of Wisconsin-Madison. W1.

*Finkelstein, R. J. (1995). Depression and loneliness in the early adolescent
learning disabled population. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Hofstra
University, Long Island, N.Y.

*Finkenauer, C., Engels, R. C. M. E., & Meeus, W. (2002). Keeping secrets
from parents: Advantages and disadvantages of secrecy in adolescence.
Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 31, 123-136.

*Franzoi, S. L., & Davis, M. H. (1985). Adolescent self-disclosure and



21

loneliness: Private self-consciousness and parental influences. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 48, 768-780.

*QGraham, S., & Juvonen, J. (2002). Ethnicity, peer harassment, and
adjustment in middle school: An exploratory study. Journal of Early
Adolescence, 22, 173-199.

*Haines, D. A., Scalise, J. J., & Ginter, E. J. (1993). Relationship of loneliness
and its affective elements to self-esteem. Psychological Reports, 73,
479-482.

*Hamama, R., Ronen, T., & Feigin, R. (2000). Self-control, anxiety, and
loneliness in siblings of children with cancer. Social Work in Health
Care, 31, 63-83.

*Heiman, T. (2001). Depressive mood in students with mild intellectual
disability: Students’ reports and teachers’ evaluation. Journal of
Intellectual Disability Research, 45, 526-534.

*Heiman, T., & Margalit, M. (1998). Loneliness, depression, and social skills
among students with mild mental retardation in different educational
settings. The Journal of Special Education, 32, 154-163.

*Higbee, K. R., & Roberts, R. E. (1994). Reliability and validity of a brief
measure of loneliness with Anglo-American and Mexican-American
adolescents. Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences, 16, 459-474.

*Hudson, D. B., Elek, S. M., & Campbell-Grossman, C. (2000), Depression, self-
esteem, loneliness, and social support among adolescent mothers

participating in the new parents project. Adolescence, 35, 445-453.



22

*Inderbitzen-Pisaruk, H., Clark, M. L., & Solano, C. H. (1992). Correlates of
loneliness in mid-adolescence. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 21,
151-167.

*Johnson, H. D., LaVoie, J. C., & Mahoney, M. (2001). Interparental conflict
and family cohesion predictors of loneliness, social anxiety, and social
avoidance in late adolescence. Journal of Adolescent Research, 16,
304-318.

*Jones, W. H., Carpenter, B. N., & Quintana, D. (1985). Personality and
interpersonal predictors of loneliness in two cultures. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 48, 1503-1511.

*Jones, W. H., & Moore, T. L. (1987). Loneliness and social support. Journal of
Social Behavior and Personality, 2, 145-156.

*Kaiser, C. F., & Berndt, D. J. (1985). Predictors of loneliness in the gifted
adolescent. Gifted Child Quarterly, 29, 74-77.

Karnick, P. M. (2005). Feeling lonely: Theoretical perspectives. Nursing
Science Quarterly, 18, 7-12.

*Kirkpatrick-Smith, J., Bonner, R., & Jans, F. (1991). Psychological vulnerability
and substance abuse as predictors of suicide ideation among adolescents.
Omega, 24, 21-33.

*Klein, T. M. (2001). Adolescent pregnancy and loneliness. Public Health
Nursing, 15, 338-347.

*Koenig, L. J., Isaacs, A. M., & Schwartz, J. A.J. (1994). Sex differences

in adolescent depression and loneliness: Why are boys lonelier if



23

girls are more depressed? Journal of Research in Personality, 28, 27-43.

Larson, R. W. (1999). The uses of loneliness in adolescence. In K. J.
Rotenberg & S. Hymel (Eds.), Loneliness in childhood and adolescence.
(pp. 244-262). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

*Larose, S., & Bernier, A. (2001). Social support processes: Mediators of
attachment state of mind and adjustment in late adolescence. Attachment
& Human Development, 3, 96-120.

*Larose, S., & Boivin, M. (1997). Structural relations among attachment working
models of parents, general and specific support expectations, and
personal adjustment in late adolescence. Journal of Social and Personal
Relationships, 14, 579-601.

*Larose, S., Guay, F., & Boivin, M. (2002). Attachment, social support, and
loneliness in young adulthood: A test of two models. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 28, 684-693.

*Lau, S., & Chen, D. W. K. (1999). Facets of loneliness and depression among
Chinese children and adolescents. Journal of Social Psychology, 129,
713-7209.

*Levitt, M. J., & Levitt, J. L. (1994). Social support and achievement in childhood
and early adolescence: A multicultural study. Journal of Applied
Developmental Psychology, 15, 207-222.

*Liang, B., Tracy, A. J., Taylor, C. A., & Williams, L. M. (2002). Mentoring
college-age women: A relational approach. American Journal of

Community Psychology, 30, 271-288.



24

*Mahon, N. E. (1983). Developmental changes and loneliness during
adolescence. Topics in Clinical Nursing, 6, 66-76.

*Mahon, N. E., & Yarcheski, A. (1988). Loneliness in early adolescents: An
empirical test of alternate explanations. Nursing Research, 37, 330-335.

*Mahon, N, E., & Yarcheski, A. (1992). Alternate explanations of loneliness in
adolescents: A replication and extension study. Nursing Research, 41,
151-156.

*Mahon, N. E., & Yarcheski, T.J. (2001). Mental health variables and positive
health practices in early adolescents. Psychological Reports, 88,
1023-1030.

*Mahon, N. E., Yarcheski, A., & Yarcheski, T. J. (1993). Health consequences
of loneliness in adolescents. Research in Nursing & Health, 16, 23-31.

*Mahon, N. E., Yarcheski, A., & Yarcheski, T.J. (1994). Differences in social
support and loneliness in adolescents according to developmental stage
and gender. Public Health Nursing, 11, 361-368.

*Mahon, N. E., Yarcheski, A., & Yarcheski, T. J. (2004). Social support and
positive health practices in early adolescents: A test of mediating
variables. Clinical Nursing Research, 13, 216-236.

*McNeil, D. C. (1983). The relationship of relationship deficit anxiety,
relationship deficit, selected isolation variables, and loneliness as
reported by adolescents. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. University of
Alabama in Birmingham, AL.

*Moore, D. W., & Schultz, N. R. (1983). Loneliness at adolescence: Correlates,



25

attributions, and coping. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 12, 95-199.

*Mounts, N. S. (2004). Contributions of parenting and campus climate to
freshmen adjustment in a multiethnic sample. Journal of Adolescent
Research, 19, 468-491.

Mullen, B. (1989). Advanced BASIC meta-analysis. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum.

*Neto, F. (1992). Loneliness among Portuguese adolescents. Social Behavior
and Personality, 20, 15-22.

*Neto, F. (2002). Loneliness and acculturation among adolescents from
immigrant families in Portugal. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 32,
630-647.

*Neto, F., & Barros, J. (2000). Predictors of loneliness among adolescents from
Portugese immigrant families in Switzerland. Social Behavior and
Personality, 28, 193-206.

*Neto, F., & Barros, J. (2000). Psychosocial concomitants of loneliness among
students of Cape Verde and Portugal. The Journal of Psychology, 134,
503-514.

*Newman, J. E. (2003). Exploring early adolescents’ adjustment across the
middle school transition: The role of peer experiences and social-
cognitive factors. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. The University of Maine,
Augusta, ME.

*Olmstead, R. E., O’Malley, P. M., & Bentler, P. M. (1991). Longitudinal

assessment of the relationship between self-esteem, fatalism, loneliness,



26

and substance use. Journal of Social Behavior and Personality, 6,
749-770.

*Page, R. M. (1990). High school size as a factor in adolescent loneliness.
High School Journal, 33, 150-153.

*Page, R. M., Lee., C., Miao, N., Dearden, K., & Carolan, A. (2003/2004).
Physical activity and psychosocial discomfort among high school students
in Taipei, Taiwan. International Quarterly of Community Health
Education, 22, 215-228.

*Page, R. M., & Tucker, L. A. (1994). Psychosocial discomfort and exercise
frequency: An epidemiological study of adolescents. Adolescence, 29,
183-191.

Perlman, D. (1987). Future reflections on the state of loneliness research. In
M. Hojat & R. Crandall (Eds.), Loneliness: Theory, research, and
application. Special issue of Journal of Social Behavior and Personality,
2 (Pt. 2), 17-26.

Perlman, D., & Landolt, M. A. (1999). Examination of loneliness in children-
adolescents and in adults: Two solitudes or unified enterprise? In K. J.
Rotenberg & S. Hymel (Eds.), Loneliness in childhood and adolescence.
(pp. 325-347). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Perlman, D., & Peplau, L. A. (1982). Theoretical approaches to loneliness. In
L. A. Peplau & D. Perlman (Eds.), Loneliness: A sourcebook of current
theory, research and therapy (pp. 123-134). New York: John Wiley.

*Polo, A.J. (2002). Mexican American youth: An examination of the role of



27

culture, social, and family correlates of their mental health. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of California-Los Angeles, CA.
*Ponick, M. E. (1989). A comparison of the prevalence of loneliness among
adolescents in grades 10, 11, and 12 who are designated as ‘at risk’
and ‘not at risk’ for dropping out using the UCLA Loneliness Scale.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN.
*Pretty, G. M. H., Conroy, C., Dugay, J., Fowler, K., & Williams, D. (1996).
Sense of community and its relevance to adolescents of all ages. Journal
of Community Psychology, 24, 365-379.
*Prinstein, M. J., & LaGreca, A. M. (2002). Peer crowd affiliation and
internalizing distress in childhood and adolescence: A longitudinal follow-
back study. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 12. 325-351.
*Prezza, M., Guiseppina, P., & Dinelli, S. (2003). Loneliness and new
technologies in a group of Roman adolescents. Computers in Human
Behavior, 20, 691-709.
*Proctor, S. E. (1996). Loneliness and childbearing in adolescence.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation. University of California — San Francisco, CA.
*Rew, L. (2002). Relationships of sexual abuse, connectedness, and loneliness
to perceived well-being in homeless youth. Journal for Specialists in Pediatric
Nursing, 7, 51-63.
*Rew, L., Taylor-Seehafer, M., Thomas, N. Y., & Yockey, R. D. (2001).
Correlates of resilience in homeless adolescents, Journal of Nursing

Scholarship, 33, 33-39.



28

*Rich, A. R., & Bonner, R. L. (1987). Interpersonal moderators of depression
among college students. Journal of College Student Personnel, 28,
337-342.

*Roberts, R. E., Lewinsohn, P. M., & Seeley, J. R. (1993). A brief measure of
loneliness suitable for use with adolescents. Psychological Reports, 72,
1379-1391.

Rosenthal, R. (1991). Meta-analytic procedures for social research. Newbury
Park, CA: Sage.

*Rotenberg, K. J., McDougall, P., Boulton, M. J., Vaillancourt, T., Fox, C., &
Hymel, S. (2004). Cross-sectional and longitudinal relations among
peer-reported trustworthiness, social relationships, and psychological
adjustment in children and early adolescents from the United Kingdom
and Canada. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 88, 46-67.

*Ruchkin, V. V., Eisemann, M., & Hagglof, B. (1999). Hopelessness, loneliness,
self-esteem, and personality in Russian male delinquent adolescents
versus controls. Journal of Adolescent Research, 14, 466-477.

*Rudy, S. K. (1991). Adolescents’ use of coping strategies in the cross-
cultural experience: Shyness, loneliness, and meeting social needs.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation. University of Maryland, College Park, MD.

*Sabornie, E. J. (1994). Social-affective characteristics in early adolescents
identified as learning disabled and nondisabled. Learning Disability
Quarterly, 17, 268-279.

*Schultz, N. R., & Moore, D. (1988). Loneliness: Differences across three age



29

levels. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 5, 275-284.

*Schultz, B. J., & Saklofske, D. H. (1983). Relationship between social support
and selected measures of psychological well-being. Psychological
Reports, 53, 847-850.

*Seeman, L. K. (1987). The relationship between young adolescents’
perceptions of their mothers’ and fathers’ parenting behavior and self-
report of loneliness. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Virginia Commonwealth
University, Richmond, VA.

*Seginer, R., & Lilach, E. (2004). How adolescents construct their future:

The effects of loneliness on future orientation. Journal of Adolescence, 27, 625-
643.

*Segrin, C. (1999). Social skills, stressful life events, and the development of
psychosocial skills. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 18, 14-34.

*Shams, M. (2001). Social support, loneliness, and friendship preferences
among British Asian and non-Asian adolescents. Social Behavior and
Personality, 29, 399-404.

*Storch, E. A., & Masia-Warner, C. (2004). The relationship of peer victimization
to social anxiety and loneliness in adolescent females. Journal of
Adolescence, 27, 351-362.

*Storch, E. A., Brassard, M. R., & Masia-Warner, C. L. (2003). The
relationship of peer victimization to social anxiety and loneliness in
adolescence. Child Study Journal, 33, 1-18.

Sullivan, H. S. (1953). The interpersonal theory of psychiatry. New York:



30

Norton.

*Tao, R. (1998). Loneliness in early adolescence. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation. The University of Texas at Dallas. TX.

*Van Buskirk, A. M., & Duke, M. P. (1990). The relationship between coping
style and loneliness in adolescents: Can “sad passivity” be adaptive?
The Journal of Genetic Psychology, 152, 145-157.

*Weeks, D. G., Michela, J. L., Peplau, L. A., & Bragg, M. E. (1980).

Relation between loneliness and depression: A structural equation
analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 39, 1238-1244.

*Weeks, A. L. (1989). Loneliness as related to self-disclosure, self-esteem and
social anxiety in adolescent clients. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Oklahoma
State University, Stillwater, OK.

*Wilbert, J. R., & Rupert, P. A. (1986). Dysfunctional attitudes, loneliness,
and depression in college students. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 10,
71-717.

*Williams, E. E. G. (1981). The phenomenon of loneliness in delinquent
adolescents. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. University of Colorado.
Boulder, CO.

Weiss, R. S. (1973). The experience of emotional and social isolation.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Wolf, F. M. (1986). Meta-analysis: Quantitative methods for research
Synthesis. Beverly Hills, CA:: Sage.

Yarcheski, A., Mahon, N. E., Yarcheski, T. J., & Cannella, B. L. (2004). A meta-



analysis of predictors of positive health practices. Journal of Nursing
Scholarship, 36, 102-108.

*Yeh, H., & Lempers, J. D. (2004). Perceived sibling relationships and
adolescent development. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 33,
133-147.

* Studies included in the meta-analysis.

31



Table 1.

Profile Statistics of the Predictors of Loneliness

32

Homogeneity test
(Diffuse comparison
of effect sizes)

95%
Number of Total Fail-Safe Confidence
Predictors ~ Hypotheses Participants N X*  One-tailed p Intervals
Depression 33 17,691 56,673.14  848.69 0 595 - .625
No outliers 18 6,058 13,172.55 24.57 10 .684 - .736
Self-Esteem 31 9,010 19,310.96 230.42 1.54E-31 -518--562
No outliers 20 6,346  6,801.99 28.89 .06 -456 - -.515
Social Support 20 3,918 4,952.96 331.14 3.39E-44 -.469 - -.531
No outliers 10 1,623 375.06 15.30 .08 -.251 - -.349
Social Anxiety 15 3,853 3,463.99 58.82 9.26E-09  .409 - 471
No outliers 10 2,705 1,178.69 10.17 .34 .323 - .397
Self-Disclosure 15 2,367 590.64 60.34 4.21E-09 -.189--.271
No outliers 10 1,562 88.86 11.32 .25 -103 - -177
Shyness 13 3,509 3,721.25 59.01 8.40E-10 .527 - .593
No outliers 8 1,762 1,418.52 8.48 .29 .503 - .597
Stress 10 2,622 554.43 7157 1.16E-14 211 -.289
No outliers 6 1,043 70.84 7.59 18 119 - .241
Maternal Expres- 9 1,090 413.26 5.97 .65 -.311 - -.429

siveness
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Homogeneity test
(Diffuse comparison
of effect sizes)

95%
Number of Total Fail-Safe Confidence
Predictors ~ Hypotheses Participants N X*  One-tailed p Intervals
Paternal 9 1,090 415.69 9.61 .29 -.301 --.419
Expressiveness
Age 17 5,617 85.92 56.92 1.77E-07 .034 - .086

Gender 31 17,056 545.40 13,800.35 0 .654 - .686




Table 2.
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Significance Levels and Effect Sizes for Each of the Predictors of Loneliness

Significance Levels

Z for Associated Effect sizes

Predictor Combination? 1-tailed p° Mean r*
Depression

Unweighted 68.19 (44.53) 0 (0) .55 (.61)

Weighted by Sample Size  83.11 (46.10) 0 (0) .60 (.61)

Weighted by Quality Score  71.30 (45.26) 0 (0) .56 (.62)
Shyness

Unweighted 21.97 (27.88) 0 (0) .50 (.51)

Weighted by Sample Size 22.01 (25.04) 0 (0) .50 (.47)

Weighted by Quality Score 21.83 (27.49) 0 (0) .51 (.50)
Self-Esteem

Unweighted -41.77 (-30.38) 1(1) -.49 (-.45)

Weighted by Sample Size -40.57 (-30.60) 1(1) -.48 (-.42)

Weighted by Quality Score -44.39 (-30.29) 1(1) -.50 (-.45)
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Significance Levels

Z for Associated Effect sizes
Predictor Combination? 1-tailed p° Mean r*
Social Support
Unweighted -10.21 (-25.94) 1(1) -.29 (-.47)
Weighted by Sample Size -10.21 (-19.87) 1(1) -.27 (-.40)
Weighted by Quality Score- -10.23 (-26.36) 1(1) -.28(-.47)
Social Anxiety
Unweighted 17.93 (25.05) 1.08E-40 (0) .35( .41)
Weighted by Sample Size 18.44 (25.80) 9.66E-42 (0) .35 (.41)
Weighted by Quality Score 18.54 (26.14) 6.06E-42 (0) .35 (.42)
Maternal Expressiveness
Unweighted -11.27 1 -.35
Weighted by Sample Size -10.93 1 -.34
Weighted by Quality Score -11.71 1 -.35
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Significance Levels

Z for Associated Effect sizes

Predictor Combination? 1-tailed p° Mean r*
Paternal Expressiveness

Unweighted -11.30 1 -.34

Weighted by Sample Size -11.15 1 -.34

Weighted by Quality Score -11.25 1 -.34
Stress

Unweighted 5.89 (12.36) 2.41E-09 (1.65E-27) .18 (.25)

Weighted by Sample Size 6.29 (12.67) 2.22E-10 (2.51E-28) .19 (.26)

Weighted by Quality Score 5.95 (13.06) 1.63E-09 ( 2.39E-29) .19 (.26)
Self-Disclosure

Unweighted -5.17 (-10.45) 1(1) -.19 (-.22)

Weighted by Sample Size -4.63 (-9.88) 1(1) -13 (-.22

Weighted by Quality Score -5.22 (-10.18) 1(1) -.14 (-.22)
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Significance Levels

Z for Associated Effect sizes
Predictor Combination? 1-tailed p° Mean r*
Age
Unweighted 4.05 2.59E-05 .06
Weighted by Sample Size 2.16 .02 .04
Weighted by Quality Score 3.99 3.24E-05 .07
Gender
Unweighted 7.09 1.51E-12 .58
Weighted by Sample Size 5.21 1.04E-07 .75
Weighted by Quality Score 6.73 1.49E-11 .58

& Z without parentheses excludes outliers; Z in parentheses includes outliers.
® Associated 1-tailed p without parentheses excludes outliers; associated 1-tailed p in

parentheses includes outliers.
¢ Effect sizes without parentheses excludes outliers; effect sizes in parentheses includes
outliers.



