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Guide 2 
This document is part of Ending 
Loneliness Together’s Outcomes 
Measurement Framework series. 
This is document two of three.

We acknowledge the Traditional Custodians of the 
lands and seas on which we work and live, and pay our 
respects to Elders, past, present and future, for they hold 
the dreams of Indigenous Australia.
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Ending 
Loneliness 
Together
 
Ending Loneliness Together (ELT) is 
a national Australian initiative that 
aims to raise awareness and reduce 
the negative impact of loneliness and 
social isolation in our community 
through evidence-based interventions 
and advocacy.

Inspired by the work of the UK 
Campaign to End Loneliness, ELT has 
drawn together research expertise 
from Australian and international 
universities, service delivery expertise 
from not-for-profit organisations and 
government agencies, community 
groups and skilled volunteers, in order 
to address loneliness in Australia.

www.endingloneliness.com.au
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1

Introduction 
This guidance is designed to help 
community organisations tackling 
loneliness to plan, monitor and 
evaluate their service* - to produce 
evidence of what works, for whom, 
and when. It provides a consistent set 
of outcome indicators to demonstrate 
changes in levels of loneliness among 
service users that might result from 
the services they have received. In 
adopting this guidance, you will be 
helping to build the evidence base on 
loneliness in Australia and the most 
effective solutions to reducing it. 

This document is best used in 
conjunction with other Ending 
Loneliness Together guides in the 
loneliness measurement framework:

• Guide 1. A Guide to Measuring 
Loneliness for Community 
Organisations.

• Guide 3. A Guide to Reporting 
Loneliness Outcomes for 
Community Organisations.

*In this guide, the term “service” refers to any 
activity, program, or intervention that aims 
to reduce loneliness.
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Evaluating outcomes

Evaluating outcomes is vital to improving the 
quality of community services for reducing 
loneliness, and ensuring that resources and 
funding are well-justified. Consequently, 
there has been a growing focus on outcomes 
evaluation in the community sector in 
Australia and overseas1,2. 

Outcomes evaluation can occur at many different 
levels, including at the individual, service, system, 
and population level. The focus in this guidance 
is on the service level, with individual service user 
outcomes aggregated across a specific service. 
The purpose of evaluating service outcome is to 
determine if your service has been successful; 
that is, has it been able to reduce loneliness in the 
people your organisation serves.

There are six recommended outcomes indicators 
in total. Four indicators are linked to ELT’s 
recommended measures of loneliness and allow 
you to evaluate how effective your service/s 
and program/s are at reducing loneliness. 
Two indicators evaluate service engagement 
(completion and attendance). Since funding and 
resources for outcomes measurement are often 
limited, the indicators were developed to be as 
brief, relevant, and practicable as possible. 

Additional, optional outcome indicators are 
also presented. The outcome indicators do not 
set targets for organisations working to reduce 
loneliness, rather they provide a tool to help them 
produce evidence of change in reported levels of 
loneliness and decide whether adjustments to 
your service are required, or not.

The benefits of service 
evaluation

Using a consistent set of outcomes indicators 
across different community settings and services 
provides a common outcome ‘language’ that will 
help all organisations to share, compare, and 
learn from each other’s achievements.
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Outcome Indicators
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Calculating Outcome Indicators

3

E.g., 
End of 

Service 
Data

Data point 2

Baseline 
Data

Data point 1

Follow-Up
Data

Optional data point 3

*Note: We recommend obtaining two datapoints as a minimum. Where services are ongoing (or operate over an extended 
period of time), along with baseline data you may choose to track outcomes at additional measurement points that best 
suit your service (e.g.,10 weeks after baseline, mid-service, etc.)

A technical note

To determine criterion scores we used normative 
data for the UCLA-LS derived from a large survey 
conducted in the UK in January 20203. A total of 
24,024 people participated in the survey, of whom 
19,521 (age range from 18-94 years) provided 
complete data on the UCLA-LS. The four items 
selected for service evaluation showed strong 
measurement invariance across age-groups, 
indicating that the four item scale is valid for 
comparing loneliness scores across the adult age 
range. The data also showed that the UCLA-LS 
4-item scale was sufficiently reliable to be used in 
community settings. The average loneliness score 
for the total sample was 8.41, and the standard 
deviation was 2.55. However, loneliness scores 
were also examined in seven age bands (18-25, 26-
35, 36-45, 46-55, 56-65, 66-75, 76+).  

Cut-off scores

Based on this data, a high level of loneliness for 
people aged 45 years and under is a score of 14 or 
more. For people aged 46 years and over, a score 
of 13 or more represents a high level of loneliness. 
Further examination of the UCLA-LS 4-item scale is 
required to confirm that these criterion scores are 
appropriate for the Australian context. 

How do you decide 
who is very lonely on the 
UCLA-LS-4?

Scores on the UCLA-LS are continuous, 
so there is no specific score that 
categorises people who are highly 
lonely from those who are not. A range 
of approaches can been used to select 
a criterion score for defining a high 
level of loneliness. Here, we have used 
a score that is 2 standard deviations 
above the mean (of the UK sample 
data available). This is a common 
criterion for determining whether a 
score falls outside the average range.
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1    Very Lonely at baseline (UCLA-LS 4-Item)

1a. For service users aged 45 years and under:

Number of service users with a total score of 14 or more at baseline

Total number of service users providing loneliness scores at baseline

1b. For service users aged 45 years and over:

Number of service users with a total score of 13 or more at baseline

Total number of service users who completed the loneliness at baseline

2    Very lonely during/at end of service (UCLA-LS 4-Item)

2a. For service users aged 45 years and under:

Number of service users with a total score of 14 or more at end of service

Total number of service users who completed the UCLA-LS at end of service

2b. For service users aged 45 years and over:

Number of service users with a total score of 13 or more at end of service

Total number of service users who completed the UCLA-LS at end of service

 × 100

Evaluating Service Effectiveness: UCLA-LS 4-Item Measure

 × 100

 × 100

 × 100
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3    Often lonely at baseline (single-item measure)

Number of service users reporting Always/Often at baseline

Total number of service users who completed single-item measure at end of service

4    Often lonely during/at end of service (single-item measure)

Number of service users reporting Always/Often at end of service

Total number of service users who completed single-item measure at end of service

Evaluating Service Effectiveness: Single-Item Measure

 × 100

 × 100
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Evaluating Service Engagement

5    Service completion

Service completion: Percentage of service users who complete all parts/sessions of your service.

Number of service users who completed the service

Total number of service users who commenced the service

6    Service participation

Service participation: Average number of sessions attended.

Number of sessions attended

Total number of service users who attended

 × 100
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Don’t Panic!

Worked examples for calculating each outcome 
indicator are shown on the pages that follow. 

In all examples, decimal values were rounded 
to the next whole number and reported as 
percentages. To round a number, look at the digit 
to the right of the decimal point. If the digit is less 
than 5, round down, and if the digit is 5 or more 
than 5, round up. 

Interpreting outcomes 
indicators

When evaluating the outcomes of your service it is 
important to consider all the outcomes indicators 
together, rather than selectively focusing on just 
one. For example, comparing indicators 1 and 
2 may show a reduction in the percentage of 
service users who are very lonely from the start 
to the end of your service. But, this evidence of 
positive outcomes from your service may be over-
estimated if rates of service completion (indicator 
5) are low. Examining all the indicators together 
will give a more accurate picture of your service 
effectiveness and efficiency.

Similarly, comparing indicators 3 and 4 may 
suggest little, if any, positive change in how often 
loneliness is reported at the start and the end of 
your service. One potential explanation for this 
outcome is that service engagement is low. For 
example, users do not complete your program 
and/or the average number of sessions attended 
is low. Examining indicators 5 and 6 can assist 
in evaluating this possibility and may help you 
to decide whether you need to reexamine why 
service engagement is not higher.

Finally, if optional indicators have been collected 
remember to take these into account, such as 
qualitative feedback about why a program worked 
or was enjoyed (or not).  

Reporting outcome indicators

Reporting the outcomes of your service evaluation 
is not only good practice but often a requirement 
for boards of management or other regulatory 
bodies. A clear and consistent approach to 
outcomes reporting also allows you to share 
your achievements with other services. Further 
guidance on this topic is provided in Ending 
Loneliness Together (2021): A Guide to Reporting 
Loneliness Outcomes for Community Organisations.
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Worked Examples

Service Setting 1
WayAhead ran a 12 week program (1 session per week) to help new parents feel less lonely. All 
service users were aged under 45 years and everyone consented to complete the UCLA-LS. The 
program started on 12 April and ended on 4 July.

Indicator 1: Very Lonely at baseline (UCLA-LS) 
Percentage of service users reporting very high levels of loneliness at the start of the service. 

At the start of the program (session one), 46 people provided scores on the UCLA-LS 4-item measure. Of these 
service users, 30 people had total loneliness scores of 14 or above.

• Indicator 1 was calculated as follows: 

So, 65% of the new parents using this service had very high levels of loneliness at the start of the service.

Indicator 2: Very lonely during/at end of service (UCLA-LS)

Percentage of service users reporting very high levels of loneliness at the end of the service. 

On the last day of the program (session twelve) 23 people completed the UCLA-LS 4-item measure. Of these 
service users, 12 people had total loneliness scores of 14 or above.

• Indicator 2 was calculated as follows: 

So, 52% of new parents using this service had very high levels of loneliness at the end of the service.

Indicator 3: Often lonely at baseline
Percentage of service users who report ‘often/always’ lonely at the start of the service. 

On the first day of the program 46 people consented to complete the single item measure of loneliness. 
Eighteen of these people chose the response option “Often/Always’ feel lonely.

• Indicator 3 was calculated as follows: 

So, 39% of new parents reported being ‘often lonely’ at the start of the service.

 × 100 = 65%
30

46

 × 100 = 52%
12

23

 × 100 = 39%
18

46

4
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Indicator 4: Often lonely during/at end of service
Percentage of service users who report ‘often/always’ at the end of the service.

On the last day of the program 23 people consented to complete the single item measure of loneliness. Six of 
these people chose the response option “Often/Always’ feel lonely.

• Indicator 4 was calculated as follows: 

So, 26% of new parents reported being ‘often lonely’ at the end of the service.

Indicator 5: Service completion
The total number of people who commenced the service on April 12th was 46, whilst the number of people 
who completed the service on July 4th was 23.

• Indicator 5 was calculated as follows: 

So, 50% of new parents completed the program.

Indicator 6: Service participation
Weekly attendence was recorded for all service users. The total number of new parents who attended the 
service was 46 (including those who did not complete the program). At the end of program, the number of 
sessions attended by each new parent was tallied (out of a maximum of 12).

• Indicator 6 was calculated as follows: 

So, the average number of sessions attended by new parents was 9.

Outcomes Summary

The percentage of new parents who reported being very lonely decreased from 65% at the start 
of the service to 52% at the end of the service. The percentage of new parents who reported 
being often lonely also decreased from 39% to 26% from the start to the end of the service. Only 
50% of service users completed the program, and the average number of sessions attended 
was 9 (out of a maximum of 12).

 × 100 = 26%
6

23

 × 100 = 50%
23

46

5 +6+7+6+6+4+6+10+12+11+8+7+11+12+12+11+11+12+8+8+7+8+ 11 +
12+12+10+11+9+7+4+6+7+8+9+9+10+11+12+11+10+12+12+12+11+12+6

46

The weekly 
attendance 
record showed 
this service 
user attended 
5 of the 12 
sessions 
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Potential Questions for 
Service Improvement

Having undertaken the evaluation, here are 
some questions that the WayAhead service 
may want to consider:

1.     Service effectiveness was evidenced by a 
reduction in the percentage of service 
users who were lonely on both indictors 
(UCLA-LS and single-item measure). Is the 
service cost-effective and how could this 
be assessed?

2.     Approximately two-thirds (65%) of service
users were highly lonely at the start of 
the service. How could WayAhead engage 
a higher proportion of highly lonely new 
parents to attend their service?

3.     Around half (52%) of service users 
remained very lonely at the end of 
the service. How could the service be 
improved to increase the proportion 
of new parents able to manage their 
loneliness?

4.     A smaller percentage (39%) reported 
being ‘often lonely’ at the start of the 
service compared to 65% who were 
classified as being highly lonely. This 
difference could be due to a number of 
factors, but one possibility is that stigma 
of loneliness resulted in fewer people 
admitting to loneliness using the single-
item measure. How could WayAhead 
better address attitudes to loneliness, to 
encourage service-users to more openly 
talk about their experiences?

5.     Service user engagement was relatively
low. What barriers occurred that 
prevented some service users from 
completing the program, and how could 
WayAhead reduce these barriers? Would 
increasing the number of sessions 
attended lead to a greater reduction 
in the percentages of loneliness being 
reported?
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Service Setting 2
Whiddon offered a 12 week activity (two sessions per week) to help older adults feel less lonely 
in residential care. All service users were aged 46 years or older. The activity started on August 1 
and ended on October 31.

Indicator 1: Very Lonely at baseline (UCLA-LS) 
  Percentage of service users reporting very high levels of loneliness at the start of the service. 

At the start of the program (session one) 79 people provided scores on the UCLA-LS 4-item measure. Of these 
service users, 65 people had total loneliness scores of 13 or above.

• Indicator 1 was calculated as follows: 

So, 82% of the older adults had very high levels of loneliness at the start of the service.

Indicator 2: Very lonely during/at end of service (UCLA-LS)
Percentage of service users reporting very high levels of loneliness at the end of the service. 

On the last day of the program (session 24) seventy one people completed the UCLA-LS 4-item measure. Of 
these service users, 30 people had total loneliness scores of 13 or above.

• Indicator 2 was calculated as follows: 

So, 42% of older adults using this service had very high levels of loneliness at the end of the service

Indicator 3: Often lonely at baseline
Percentage of service users who report ‘often/always’ lonely at the start of the service. 

On the first day of the program 72 people consented to complete the single item measure of loneliness. Fifty 
nine of these people chose the response option ‘Often/Always’ feel lonely. 

• Indicator 3 was calculated as follows: 

So, 82% of older adults reported being ‘often lonely’ at the start of the service.

 × 100 = 82%
65

79

 × 100 = 42%
30

71

 × 100 = 82%
59

72
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Indicator 4: Often lonely during/at end of service
Percentage of service users who report ‘often/always’ at the end of the service.

On the last day of the program 71 people consented to complete the single item measure of loneliness. 
Twenty two of these people chose the response option “Often/Always’ feel lonely.

• Indicator 4 was calculated as follows: 

So, 31% of older adults reported being ‘often lonely’ at the end of the service.

Indicator 5: Service completion
Percentage of service users completing the service.

The total number of people who commenced the service on August 1st was 79, whilst the number of people 
who completed the service on October 30th  was 72.

• Indicator 5 was calculated as follows: 

So, 91% of older adults completed the 12-week activity.

Indicator 6: Service participation 

Not calculated.

Outcomes Summary

The percentage of older adults who reported being very lonely decreased from 82% at the start 
of the service to 42% at the end of the service. The percentage of older adults who reported 
being often lonely also decreased from 82% to 31% from the start to the end of the service. The 
rate of service completion was 91%.

 × 100 = 31%
22

71

 × 100 = 91%
72

79
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Potential Questions for 
Service Improvement

In completing their service evaluation, here 
are some questions that Whiddon may want 
to consider:

1.     A large reduction in the percentage 
of service users who were lonely on 
both indictors (UCLA-LS and single-
item loneliness measure) supports the 
effectiveness of the service provided by 
Whiddon. Is the service cost-effective and 
how could this be assessed?

2.     A high percentage (82%) of service users 
were highly lonely at the start of the 
service. Would there be a benefit of 
conducting a follow-up to evaluate if 
reductions in loneliness are maintained, 
or revert back to baseline levels?

3.     How could the service be improved to 
increase the proportion of older adults 
who are no longer highly or often lonely?

4.     Service user engagement was high. Could 
follow-up interviews with service users 
be conducted to find out what they liked 
about the service, and why they stayed 
engaged (the key ingredients) to help with 
future service delivery.

Review process

Outcomes indicators will be assessed and 
revised by the Scientific Advisory Committee 
of Ending Loneliness Together on an 
annual basis. To assist with this process 
you can forward your suggestions to info@
endingloneliness.com.au. All information 
will be kept on a feedback register to be 
considered in the review process.
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