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The Attitude toward the Sexuality of Elderly: Scale  
Development

Wen-Pu Cheng  Yu-Chieh Hung  Chun-Yi Wu 
Pin-Siou Du  Yu-Hsin Lin 

Abstract
This study aims at developing the scale of attitude toward sexuality of the el-

derly. Item analysis, reliability analysis, factor analysis, and confirmatory analysis 
were conducted to analyze the pretest samples of 222 participants. The final survey 
of 370 participants was then analyzed by confirmatory analysis. The finding of this 
study suggests that the scale is a good-fitting model. A 26-item assessment, con-
sisting of three subscales, including cultural, institutional, and personal dimension, 
is eventually constructed. In addition, the discriminant validity was examined. The 
result indicates that the attitude toward sexuality of the elderly should be consi- 
dered to be a theoretically independent concept. Based on the above analysis, the 
scale of attitude toward elderly sexuality is a three-scale instrument with good re-
liability and validity. This instrument could be utilized to measure the general pu- 
blic’s attitude toward the sexuality of the elderly, and be served as a useful tool for 
helping professionals to self-examine their attitudes. 

Keywords: ageism, attitude toward sexuality, development of instrument, elderly, structural 
equation modeling (SEM)  
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