Supplementary materials: online appendix

Appendix A

Tested models of the RPLQ loneliness scale.
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Figure 1: Four-factor model of the original structure of
RPLQ loneliness scale.
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Figure 2: The improved four-factor model of the
RPLQ loneliness scale (item parceling).
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Appendix B

The item parceling construction of RPLQ loneliness scale.
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Figure 3: Improved structure of the RPLQ loneliness scale with
items aggregation (the construction of item parcels).



Appendix C

Descriptive statistics, factorial validity, individual reliability, and construct reliability of the RPLQ
loneliness scale

Table 1.
Descriptive statistics, factorial validity, individual reliability, and construct reliability of subscales of
RPLQ loneliness scale.

Original structure Improved structure

Subscales M SD y) A2 M SD y) 22
Lack of peer-group Item 1 191 .93 .63 40 Item parcel 1 1.78 74 .83 .70
integration Item 3 2.37 .88 .56 .32 Item parcel 2 1.97 .78 .78 .62
a=2385 Item 5 2.09 .89 75 56 Item parcel 3 221 72 a7 .59
Item 7 2.19 92 .63 40 a=284
Item 9 2.04 .88 77 .59
Item 11 1.71 .82 .61 .38
Item 13 1.85 .89 .79 .62
Lack of peer-personal Item 2 1.71 91 .64 41 Item parcel 4 171 .79 .84 .70
intimacy Item 4 185 107 .66 .44 ltemparcel5 181 .89 .86 .74
a=89 Item 6 1.43 a7 .75 57 ltem parcel 6 151 71 .86 74
Item 8 1.88 1.06 .75 57 o =288
Item 10 1.57 .90 .81 .65
Item 12 1.75 .93 .79 .63
Item 14 1.59 .83 77 59
Lack of family-group Item 15 1.71 .96 12 .52 Item parcel 7 1.62 .80 .85 12
integration Item 17 1.80 .95 .75 56  Item parcel 8 1.68 .80 .85 72
a=90 Item 19 1.73 .92 75 57 Item parcel 9 1.74 73 91 .83
Item 21 151 79 .78 61 a=90
Item 23 1.62 .86 .81 .66
Item 25 1.91 97 .64 40
Item 27 1.53 .82 .84 71
Lack of family-personal Item 16 1.46 .84 .79 .63 Item parcel 10 1.59 a7 .92 .84
intimacy Item 18 161 98 .71 51 Itemparcelll 150 78 .88 .78
a=92 Item 20 1.53 87 .83 .69  Item parcel 12 1.66 91 .87 75
Item 22 1.70 .98 .79 .63 a=92
Item 24 161 1.00 .83 .69
Item 26 1.70 .94 .84 71
Item 28 1.46 81 74 54

Note. N = 737; All factor loadings were significant at p < .000.



