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Abstract

BACKGROUND: It is unclear how strong and long lasting the effects of recurring
COVID-19 restrictions on older adults’ loneliness are.

METHODS: 469 retired older adults (60+) provided 8,814 repeated observations of
loneliness (27 waves) in the Austrian Corona Panel Project between March 2020 and
December 2021. Ordinal mixed regression models were used to estimate the effect of
the stringency of COVID-19 restrictions (SI) on loneliness.

RESULTS: The proportion of older adults who reported to be often lonely correlated
closely (r=0.63) with the SI over time: both peaked during lockdowns (SI=82, often
lonely=10-12%) and were lowest during the summer of 2020 (SI=36, often lonely=>5-
6%). Results from regression models indicate, that when the SI increased above 60
(=strict lockdown), an increase in loneliness followed. Older adults who lived alone
were more affected than those living with others.

CONCLUSIONS: Stringent COVID-19 restrictions lead to situational loneliness, par-
ticularly among those who lived alone. Efforts should be made to enable older adults

who live alone to have save in-person contact during lockdown periods.
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Introduction

After almost two years, the pandemic Coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) still represents
an acute global health threat. To break waves of exponential COVID-19 infection rates and
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to avoid overburdening hospital care, many governments repeatedly responded with an array
of containment and closure policies. By restricting in-person social contacts, these public
health interventions may lead to negative psychosocial side effects among older adults such
as increased loneliness, which can be defined as a perceived discrepancy between the desired
and one’s existing social relationships (Peplau & Perlman, 1982). Older adults already face
an increased risk of loneliness due to loss of partners and peers or health-problems (e.g.
Luhmann & Hawkley, 2016; Savikko et al., 2005), and loneliness has long been considered
harmful to older adults’ physical and mental health (Courtin & Knapp, 2017). Therefore,

loneliness induced by pandemic restrictions is a current subject of concern.

Whether and how strongly COVID-19 restrictions have affected older adults is not yet clear
though. While some studies (Krendl & Perry, 2021; Luchetti et al., 2020; Macdonald &
Hiiliir, 2021; Stolz et al., 2021; Tilburg et al., 2021; Wong et al., 2020) suggest an increase
in loneliness during the first wave of the pandemic compared to pre-pandemic times, others
(Hansen et al., 2021; Kivi et al., 2021; Peng & Roth, 2021; Rohr et al., 2020) found no
changes. We know even less about how loneliness levels changed after the first lockdown(s).
Studies with multiple measurement points during the early pandemic (Buecker et al., 2020;
Kotwal et al., 2021; Luchetti et al., 2020; Stolz et al., 2021) suggest that loneliness was higher
during and immediately after the first lockdown, but leveled off thereafter. Older adults
who live alone could be particularly affected by restrictions that limit in-person contacts
with individuals from outside the household compared to those who live together with their
partner or children. Indeed, a few studies reported that early-pandemic increases in loneliness
were higher among older adults who lived alone (Stolz et al., 2021; Wong et al., 2020) or
were un-partnered (Hansen et al., 2021; Tilburg et al., 2021), but it is unclear whether
these findings extend throughout the later pandemic. Importantly, none of these studies
directly measured the duration and stringency of pandemic restrictions, although these varied

considerably between countries and over time.

In sum, we currently know rather little about later periods of the pandemic: It is unclear how
strong and long lasting the effects of COVID-19 restrictions on older adults’ loneliness are,
and how profoundly older adults who live alone were affected. The current study attempts to
answer these questions based on high-frequency survey panel data which allows to monitor

older adults’ loneliness continuously throughout the COVID-19 pandemic.
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Methods

Data

Data came from the Austrian Corona Panel Project (Kittel et al., 2021), an online panel
survey conducted by the University of Vienna between late March 2020 and early December
2021. Respondents were quota sampled from a pre-existing online panel based on key de-
mographics, and 27 waves of online interviews have been completed so far. For the current
study, we used data from 469 retired participants 60+ who provided a total of 8,814 repeated

measurements (=21 interviews per person on average).

Variables

Loneliness was measured with the same single item in each wave: participants were asked
how often they felt lonely during the last week. Possible answer categories included ‘never,’
‘on some days,” ‘multiple times a week,” ‘almost every day,” and ‘every day’ Due to the
limited proportion of answers in the last three categories (3.7%, 2.1%, and 1.9%), these were

collapsed into a single category (‘often lonely’).

Individual-level predictor variables included the time of interview since baseline (in weeks),
and five time-invariant variables referring to February 2020: living alone (no/yes), age (in
years), sex (male/female), high school education (no/yes), and chronic disease(s) (no/yes).
12 participants (2.6%) had missing values in these variables, which was addressed by multiple

imputation (R-package mice, 3 imputed datasets).

To measure the stringency of pandemic-related restrictions, we used the COVID-19 Gov-
ernment Response Stringency Index (SI, Hale et al., 2021) as a time-varying, country-level
predictor. The SI is a sum index based on nine ordinal measures (school closing, work-
place closing, canceling of public events, restriction gatherings, public transport closing,
stay at home requirements, restrictions on internal movement, international travel control,
and public information campaigns) that quantifies pandemic-related containment and closure
policies, ranging from 0 (no restrictions) to 100 (maximum restrictions). Since the loneliness
item refers to the last week before each interview, we averaged daily SI values during the

last seven days before the interview.
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Statistical Analysis

We modeled the impact of time-varying SI on repeatedly measured loneliness using cumu-
lative ordinal mixed regression models (Biirkner & Vuorre, 2019). We used a natural cubic
spline to account for non-linear effects of the SI. Our core interest is in the overall effect of SI
on loneliness (model 1), but also whether this effect is moderated by living alone. Since the
relationship between living alone and loneliness might be confounded by socio-demographics
and health (Cudjoe et al., 2020; Steptoe et al., 2013), we adjusted for these in model 2, and
compared the model fit (Watanabe-Akaike Information Criterion (WAIC) and leave-one-out
cross-validation (LOO) (Vehtari et al., 2017)) with model 3, where we added the interac-
tion effect between SI and living status. For all analyses, we applied demographic weights.
Regression models were estimated with brms (v2.16.1), a front-end for RStan (v2.21.2). All

analyses were conducted in R (v4.1.2).

Figure 1: Prevalence of loneliness (March 2020 - December 2021)
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Results

The median age of the sample was 69 (IQR=8, range=60-85) years, 57.8% were women,
16.4% had completed high school education, 42.2% had one or more chronic disease(s),
and 32.8% lived alone before the onset of the pandemic. COVID-19 restrictions varied
considerably during the pandemic in Austria (Figure 1): they peaked (SI=82) during the first
three lockdown periods and were lowest during the summer months of 2020 (SI=36) and 2021
(SI=49). Figure 1 also describes the trajectories of the prevalence of loneliness categories.
It shows that the proportion of older adults who felt often lonely reached its maximum of
10-12% during and after the two longer lockdowns, but decreased soon thereafter. During
the summer months of 2020, when restrictions were lowest, only 5-6% reported to be often
lonely. The correlation coefficient between the SI and the prevalence of feeling often lonely
across waves was r=0.63. This pattern varied by living status (Figure 2): Older adults who
lived alone were not only more likely to report feeling often lonely on average (maximal
proportion was 18-21% during lockdowns), but their loneliness was also more tethered to the
SI (r=0.62) compared to those who lived together with others (r=0.28).

Results from the regression model (Supplementary Table 1) indicate that loneliness decreased
over time, and that the SI was non-linearly associated with feeling lonelier (Figure 3): in-
creases in SI above 60 — i.e. the introduction of a strict lockdown — were associated with
considerable increases in loneliness. Including the interaction effect between SI and living
alone improved the model fit and indicates that older adults who lived alone were more likely

to feel often lonely as SI increased compared to those who lived with others.

Discussion

In this paper, we monitored loneliness among retired older adults 60+ in Austria throughout
the pandemic to assess the impact of COVID-19 restrictions. We found that when pandemic
restrictions became more stringent — particularly when a strict lockdown was introduced —
the prevalence of loneliness increased. Soon after restrictions were loosened, however, the
prevalence of loneliness again decreased. A particularly strong impact of the restrictions on

loneliness showed for older adults who lived alone.

Our findings are compatible with evidence that loneliness among older adults was higher
during the early pandemic compared to pre-pandemic times (Krendl & Perry, 2021; Luchetti
et al., 2020; Macdonald & Hilir, 2021; Stolz et al., 2021; Tilburg et al., 2021; Wong et al.,
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Figure 2: Prevalence of loneliness by living status (March 2020 - December 2021)
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Weighted data. Figure shows trajectories of the prevalence in % of the three categories of loneliness
(black lines) for those who lived alone (plot A, n = 166) and for those who lived with others (plot
B, n = 303). Grey background shows the stringency index (SI), dotted vertical lines indicate the
duration of strict lockdowns.
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Figure 3: Predicted probability of loneliness
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during the mean point during follow-up. Dashed lines are 95% credible intervals.
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2020). Our study extends these findings for subsequent lockdowns and later periods of the
pandemic. Unlike Hansen et al. (2021), we found no evidence for strong differences in the
effect of restrictions on loneliness between waves or lockdowns. Instead, we confirmed findings
of longitudinal studies from the early pandemic (Buecker et al., 2020; Kotwal et al., 2021;
Luchetti et al., 2020; Stolz et al., 2021), insofar that increases in loneliness due to lockdowns
seem rather short-lived and ceased after restrictions were lifted. We found no evidence
that loneliness generally increased or that it chronified over the course of the pandemic.
Restriction-induced loneliness can hence be described as mostly situational, which is less
of a risk factor for negative long-term health outcomes in comparison to chronic loneliness
(Martin-Maria et al., 2021; Shiovitz-Ezra & Ayalon, 2010). Nonetheless, pandemic-induced
loneliness may already have had short-term negative mental health consequences: Mayerl et
al. (2021) and Krendl & Perry (2021), for example, reported pandemic-related loneliness to

predict depression and anxiety symptoms among older adults.

Our results imply an increase in loneliness among older adults living alone, who account for
about one third of the older population aged 65+ (e.g. Cudjoe et al., 2020). This is in line
with findings from the early pandemic, that older adults who live alone had fewer in-person
contacts and provided or received less help from others (Fingerman et al., 2021), and that
pandemic-related increases in loneliness were higher among them (Stolz et al., 2021; Wong
et al., 2020), as well as among those who were un-partnered (Hansen et al., 2021; Tilburg et
al., 2021). Therefore, efforts should be made to enable older adults who live alone to have
save forms of in-person contact during lockdown periods (Fingerman et al., 2021) to stay

socially connected.

Despite a number of strengths (high frequency panel data, fine-grained measure of restric-
tions, appropriate statistical model for categorical longitudinal data), there are also several
limitations to this study. First, we lacked a pre-pandemic baseline of loneliness (without
restrictions) for comparison. Second, loneliness was measured with a direct, single item:
Although frequently used and often highly correlated with established multiple-item scales,
single items are less reliable and may lead to underestimation due to the negative connota-
tions of the term ‘loneliness.” Third, it is unlikely that the sample is representative for the
population of older adults with regard to loneliness. Older adults, particularly the oldest old
and institutionalized individuals, and those with a low level of education — all of which are
more likely to be lonely (Cudjoe et al., 2020; Steptoe et al., 2013), particularly during the
current pandemic — are difficult to recruit for online interviews (Kelfve et al., 2020). Despite

the use of demographic weights, these limitations likely resulted in an underestimation of
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the prevalence of loneliness, which may also down-bias our SI effect estimates.

In conclusion, we found that pandemic restrictions lead to situational loneliness among older

adults, particularly among those who lived alone.
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Supplementary Table 1: Results from ordinal mixed regression models

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

POPULATION-LEVEL EFFECTS

Treshold 1

Treshold 2

Time

ST (spline 1)

ST (spline 2)

ST (spline 3)

Living alone

ST (spline 1) * Living alone
ST (spline 2) * Living alone
ST (spline 3) * Living alone

2.66 (2.25, 3.09)
5.82 (5.38, 6.28)
0.99 (0.98, 0.99)
2.59 (1.95, 3.45)
3.28 (1.94, 5.56)
2.75 (2 28, 3.32)

3.32 (-0.59, 7.27)
6.48 (2.58, 10.44)
0.99 (0.98, 0.99)
2.58 (1.94, 3.45)
3.28 (1.93, 5.60)
2.74 (2.28, 3.31)
11.54 (6.02, 22.65)

3.35 (-0.77, 7.41)
6.52 (2.42, 10.59)
0.99 (0.98, 0.99)
2.39 (1.61, 3.55)
3.04 (1.44, 6.50)
2.08 (1.60, 2.70)
9.96 (4.65, 21.35)
0.99 (0.98, 0.99)
1.15 (0.66, 2.02)
1.16 (0.41, 3.35)

INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL EFFECTS

SD Intercept

3.24 (2.91, 3.60)

2.96 (2.65, 3.29)

2.98 (2.67, 3.32)

SD Time 0.03 (0.03, 0.04)  0.03 (0.03, 0.04)  0.03 (0.03, 0.04)
Corr. Intercept * Time 0.07 (-0.15, 0.27)  0.12 (-0.08, 0.31)  0.11 (-0.09, 0.30)
WAIC 8,118 8,120 8,117
LOO 8,170 8,168 8,167

Number of participants = 457, number of repeated observations of loneliness = 8,814. Models 2

and 3 were adjusted for age, sex, education, and chronic diseases. [-coefficients are exponantiated

log odds, i.e. odds ratios except for the two tresholds. Numbers in parentheses are exponentiated
95% credible intervals. SI = Stringency Index, WAIC = Watanabe-Akaike Information Criterion,
LOO = Leave-one-out cross-validation. Model fit with adaptive Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC)

sampling procedure with 3 chains, 3000 iterations per chain, 1000 iterations warm-up. All #-values

wihtin imputed datasets = 1.00.
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