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[ Abstract)
3) and DLS(Differential Loneliness Scale), and compare the psychometric properties of the straightforwardly worded(SFW)

Objective: To test the reliability and validity of UCLA—-3(University of California Loneliness Scale—Version

and reversed worded(RW) items between these two loneliness measures. Methods: Through item rewriting, SFW and RW
version of UCLA-3 and DLS were obtained and administrated to a sample of high school students in two weeks interval.
When the data files were combined, the item scores for the original version of UCLA—-3 and DLS were also obtained. Re-
sults: The SFW and RW versions of UCLA-3(DLS) showed similar reliability and validity, with SFW ones slightly better.
For DLS, SFW and RW items measured the same constructs, in other words, changes of items narrative directions did not
change what these items measure. For the UCLA-3 items, however, wording effect caused greater harm to the psychometri-
cal property. Conclusion: The reliability and validity of DLS are better than UCLA-3. Wording effect from SFW and RW
significantly affects the psychometrical property of UCLA-3.
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