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* % 44 (Meta-Analysis) *

MmN FHEBIXR: —TOH

RTA F K AER?
CHE AR KEHE 2 T E R K0 ETSEET, LR 100872)

B E RBRELEFNRBHZLETAZTTRATILOAS, B EAMTET AR GERNARITT HA 18
MERZ, OHRERNELERKIS., YRR REZNGERLL, DR FESBGRE, kB KGN
121 AR R (124 N ZEALYVE A A AR R B 4T T Ar. £ RAIN: WBRERE FIRBALE T FAREME
% (r = 0.25, 95% CI = [0.23, 0.27]); P& 4948 K M ZHORFH B A T, REFAFKRTHHXAKIES
THYFBK, 2RFGMAERZTHAN . IRREFFHABNE T LG h, REPIREE L FARME
XEBBY, AFTAMEME RN LA it Fe g KRBT HBEE . REEWBAEFLRERHFRE—FHFIK
I FARE R A,

KA IOmA, FARE, FAURKL, FAKFAAER, T

%S B849:C94; R395

1 3= #% (Kneidinger-Miiller, 2019), A4 MAT R (5K

FI 48, 20192)% N AMb IR A7 78 % VISR 1K, T RE

B & BHEE 0 E 25 FBCT A E R I AR, TFAL SN I o0 FHRAERE B 7 A M, R T R ek 27 3
B2 AT H F AR ANy, YT W5 & 1 & 19 A AL (Gao et al., 2020).

iF H 36 % J I %4 T+ % (Mahapatra, 2019), S8 T PTAEA, N T PSR AT IRARY T i L

HLATAHE BY AT LR A5 . . 1ok . ETELE p I AT Fi R, R T 53

SJEZRE D), AR R TR, [AAEFT DA DG B KURS: PR 3R, JHG IO a2 45 52 S T 1Y

ERER S, MOk Z A0 A AS 15 ME DL I T T B —~(De-Sola Gutiérrez et al., 2016), #XTfi, =TI
fEH, SET FHLARE I Z A B (Mahapatra, MRS FHRIER KRR, EEHREENEE TA
2019; Shen & Wang, 2019), 5% & BLICIE & A4E —BNEIE ., ZEATTR BN E Z B AE7E LM

N, B SZE DA IEAE—E LB F OISR RE, )55 & (Dayapoglu et al., 2016; Lapierre et al., 2019;
e R R 21.3%00 ASFAE T WG R] Liu, Yang et al., 2019), {HA4 BT 7R W 25 2 1]
i (Long et al., 2016), PHPEA 12~18 & By N FHL A B & 0 00 A 3¢ (Jafari & Aghaei, 2019;
MO At &) 14.8% (De-Sola Gutiérrez et al., Mansourian et al., 2014), A BFFEIN A FH 2 [H]
2016), kG #p TAE L K0, FHURBCR R 21 FFTEA B (Jeong et al., 2016; Mosalanejad et
20 J 8 209 dE 245 W) K i 28 B 2 — (Choliz, al., 2019), 73 Fh— LT 55 DA K 5 3 22 [ 1] g 22
2010), P50 K, FPUEUE 5 AR (Coyne et al., B U J£ K % (Bruggeman et al., 2019; Przybylski &
2019), =4%/& (Horwood & Anglim, 2019), {7 Bid Weinstein, 2017; Twenge et al., 2018), H §i i JCif
FEXT IR TR SR AT A, AR U 1
. W, R DS RZ R AR E R
Wik H#: 2020-02-10 ) N )
U AR 2019 RO AA e v 0 0 SRR A 2, AR A i T

B W, EHER RIS . AR ECR AT FE
WAE1EH: é7E R, E-mail: yugllxl@sina.com X LA o8 AT 4L A 4 M, A A Ak T I s A T
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B =2 ) 8 S A R DG 58 32 R mT B A 19 PR 3R
R WL BUIR 14 TR A R 5 BT T AR AR B o s S
AR o
11 IIEFIFH AR SSNE

PR A 19 B OG22 35 AN B 3 2K F- 1)
F P A — RO BUEZ, WA A R, T
By, ol A5 AL BAA B (Kim, 2017; Kim, 2018;
Peplau et al, 1979), HEf EZ M & T EHA
Russell (1996)4f il A0 2 9 A2 WL 434 P 1t
2% = R(UCLA Loneliness Scale, ULS-20), H 20
ANEHEM R, Hrbh 9 Amitar, Ky sge e s
F, R sEAE 4 mitsr. m Tz R H
Bz, Wit BAif A8 #id A Hays F1 DiMatteo
(1987 M5 G 4 111 P 27 9% A2 WL 43 A PIA J i R 65
AR AE L (UCLA Loneliness Scale Short Form,
ULS-8), #8AH, 3% 2 M mitord, it
FERIEL: T2y 4 S5, A, Vincenzi 1
Grabosky (1987) 34 4 il T 1% & — 4t 28 94 7] £
(Emotional-Social Loneliness Scale, ESLI), 5
UCLA F 1 T B AOCHE A A A O 1 WA 56
FIERSZ ANTR], 32 3R K 2 L i) Ak 28 IRS7 AR L 44
AFM N, A 15 XIEERLFE R, 75
BB = O T B AR 'l ) YA B 0 O - 4
SAEIE I 4 ANLERE L S3 A, ARIASE(1998)id S il
TR R, 221 NEE, A A
VRN ' DA I G S S QOIS S Y]
SRR . HAT ULS-20 & 24 1 {ff FH i Rl i
Rz B — R, A A IO R R A TR
Hhge A IR Y I e e AT

X F LR FUE H T C— 24, W
WAFAER Z R FRIE P HURME . THLBOR ) |
[ vE AL . AL R 5, (H 25T
65 16 T4 U SR A S O B, R HE R i
JEUTE T DL AL A & R S S 2R B O
BRI AL 25 Dy RE 52 450 AR W RO BAT S U

(De-Sola Gutiérrez et al., 2016; Lapierre et al., 2019;

XIEeE 55,2017, RERE 4§,2012), HERIEMLT
TR FIRE i S5 W) BTSRRI S L TR IR |
R hREE . TR . SRR S
FRE(Lee et al., 2014; XI#h2: %, 2017), &0 F
HLBURE i I it R 2 06 BRI, 250 N
e —RORMr R TF LR N R, R
THL AR e FHAMIX 53 o A 1A Leung

(2008) % il 119 T ML % K 48 %4 7] 45 (Mobile Phone
Addiction Index, MPAI), & 17 M8 H, i35 k4%
P HbEEE L IRBCHE RO 4 ANEF. R
Hopiy 8 A a5 By E M2, Rl A€ S T LR
Fadr, S AEIE A 2012) 4 il Ay K 2F A F AL
{65 7] £ ¢ (Mobile Phone Addiction Tendency Scale,
MPATS), 3t 16 NEH, HRHAMEER . R 24T
R ASCTER RO EOE 4 MEFE . SR
IGORE AR A e, 255 RE TF-HILIV IR T (App) 1 H]
R R SRR A ) B R T LR R R, B
B Kwon 55(2013) % il /Y& 68 T- ML A a1 3=
(Smartphone Addiction Scale, SAS), 3t 33 4~EiH,
4G H R ARG T FURSU . ik . P4
TR RN 2P . A 75855 (2014)
i ) 19 K 2= A2 3 fig T Pl R & 3R (Smartphone
Addiction Scale for College Students, SAS-C), 3t
2 MMEH, WEMWAT R REATH | AL
TH R . App 1] . App BT 6 N F-
1.2 RS FHAENXR

ERES KLY ISER N cEIP s - aR 1
T 4 P

B — UL s A S I T LR A T
MY IEAH DG oAb I 4% i #1138 (Compensatory
Internet Use Theory)ih A, 4 AAT7EBLSE AL P
T PR 23 [ RN, TT RE SR B T 45 BB fig
FHLk eI 17 (Kardefelt-Winther, 2014) , PR EK
AP B Tk 2 5 U0 A S S AR 2 Y
Fho SRR, I m O LUARAG 6 2, PR i 2 e 4
A 5K i e SR s LA R G 3 R 1 0 B A7
(Zhen et al., 2019), FHLEF 515 ML D585
P, AALREAEHS B A ATL Ak 2e e, i
RIS % 1 S W' S e L N = U S I Y
BEH B AT L 1 IR SR ISR, (EALIR 3RS 2%
7y, BT LO I TC B IS 2L, TR AR R K
A AR TS By WO S R T Hoh, e
JE J 3t F- LAY ™ B AR H (Kim, 2017; Shen & Wang,
2019). 1Ak, A FIH T B FEHE I (Deficient Self-
regulation Model)I\hy, ALy B4k 23 )& 9 MK,
[ FRIR Y A i R ) R R 2 S BT HLE R
[i] B TC 55 G 0, e T8 W T-HLAKB (Tokunaga &
Rains, 2010), ARLLPOMIBK 45 =5 AR A A
FEUR TR T R Es, XA AT R A
FHHE LR A R A IR A 2T 15, A 5 BT HL
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B (Kim, 2018; Kim, 2019), 2 KO braE 5844 3
FEIZWL AR, & LA Rt 52 5 T HLSORAF T
1 IE A E (Volungis et al., 2019; KT Rl 4§, 2018;
Zhen et al., 2019), #t— 9\ BF 5Tt & SR
JEBENS IE 1) T T LA /K AP (Kim, 2019).

5 AU s R IS TR A T
B B A 2 o AR ) 1B 15 (Stimulation Hypothesis),
FHUER —FEFER RS B4t 52 TR, HAEHm4
SEREIT FIV- 5 REAE S B A 5 At SRR 4R R
&, WAL, IR, WA BT
W A A IRl R K S (Kerkhof et al., 2011;
Kraut et al., 1998), £ FFHLRIF L H1E32 158
W L BB R B 2S M, A B TR A IR R
ABRETT, ¥t o se e ny £330k, #— Lok
BE A 1y 5k %5 OC & JF 40 J8 B 09 4+ 28 X 4 (L,
Baumeister et al., 2019), [F ik, FHLAE AL 7] 68
A B T I s . (O 1 P IR 5 A R R
F 2 A7 7E B 0 R S (Jafari & Aghaei, 2019;
Mansourian et al., 2014),

5 = RO R IR S LR A B
KER, MEXRZH T HAM AR ST, “mH T
& B Y (Rich-get-Richer Hypothesis)i\ Ay, HFEL:
A& A0 a8 N BE P ] 8 DA 356 19 i P o A g 4
2250 25 ¥ £ (Kraut et al., 2002), #Ii) 5 % A F)
TR T T £ AT Ao 5 4k 4 S 45 (o 24 rh G
N GREE R, WA S S5 — 25 &, W
T FE TSP A 1A 1] 9 A T BILAE ] v 3R A i k2>
LHEE L, AR5 3] i P B E /b (Bruggeman et al.,
2019; Kim, 2017), —3URF 5 % B A S 1) A K6 52
FE f% 18 15 0 £ {1 5 AR Y OC R (Kraut et al,
2002), A —IBFE K AL A 3K 7 RS IR 15
FHUSE SR R, ARREBREREA,
FHLT B aE S I8 D B (K arsay et al., 2019),

55 DA S A S IR S AL = U6
£ oo B e B4 4 BB (Digital  Goldilocks
Hypothesis)IAJhy, #0510 4 (5 FH A I35 3k 7 4
o, EEMSEHEAENYE, BAEr, 3£
AR AT AT R 23 O A M . A A2 T
£ Y ERURA N DR G R RTEACTN: 222 S R R PN EF S Kk
At 2 22 A 19 HL & (Bruggeman et al., 2019;
Przybylski & Weinstein 2017; Twenge et al., 2018),
FEXT AR 5 F AL 0GR, AT i AR A 5T
BB, ASUA IR B 5E 120 R

TR SZRE . WA BF9E & B Facebook ] 5+ 2
AR I UTE X R, K& Facebook 23 5
SO S IR, 1IR3 T 48K SF- 1) Facebook fiff
JH ) 223k /> IR 2 (Wang, Frison et al., 2018),

g5 b, B — LA A M 09 28 i F 2
TSR TR AT BE) RE, JF B2 BSuEnE
FEALA ) T R —FP LA, MOAS A A 4R B
e RS TR — o FEBE I IE AR G
1.3 MMBESFHNRBEXANATETE

AN [RVAE i B 1ol B 4K AT B 2 5 i R 2% 5 F- 4L
BURE RGP o R RME SR MR U (o SOk, Rtk
F, 2006)IAK, RS KRS T 328 T
PRI 2R (A N R 28 4 [ 0 ) BELA- 5 2 A <t BRI
R, AARBENS 32 B R LA R 2 LA R R R
TR, DR — PR A, AR 0 BT R
ANBEIN T A A S LR K 22, D002 1 30 BH P
(R BPE FHLAE D), DLORHN A T 2 .0 BT
SROAPER AE, 2019). MHEA:BHR J (1 11 £ Ok
F, WA SRR, RO HE RS @k
B Y APRCR LI SEALET, A AT Y
B, SWsh A &R, RBCGER R R
W ek AN R N BRAS AR, $2 v A BRAS A i o
O T N [ T a9 R VTR = i S N =B e i
Bt i (Kraut et al., 1998; Mansourian et al.,
2014), DAL, A g ] BE PR S FHL RS i)
BREEIRES . 28 b, $RINMBR 2. MRS FHLAUE
6 3R 32 AN [ AR Bl R R

P 531 A FT RE 23 98 5T IR AUER T AL RO Y %
FoESL, WO KNS, MR A A
A O B KO T R, R TR R Oy
(I %, 2016; Sadeghi et al., 2020; kA
4, 2019b). B, YA B IR K ST S
BHER R Z a8 SR, Atz H sp i, [
RAEBITFAL . 28 A FHABIR A O 04 T A R
2, N FHLR O R B AR, itk TRz fig
A%, IRARE 25 4 D R R, RS E B
BLAEE BE I 4132 T H SR HEsE O R 2L, XL
B M 5 T2 458 11 (De-Sola Gutiérrez et al., 2016;
Yayan et al., 2019). ItAh, MAIREZRE, 55
P2 PE Y B R R KF L BB 1 B & (Dindia &
Allen, 1992; Hao et al., 2019; FEFF £, 2017),
] W 2 P o o o} I A JR e B 25 ) 3 3 )t A 3R %
BT ATk NG 1 T AN B B, T TR A
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R T HAEW I (8 . PRBE i 2 2P 3Rk
T R, DRI M T BE 2 S £ B S g R
b AR P90 8 PR, b B 2 5 Xt LT A
(Hosoglu, 2019; Takao et al., 2009), £ I+, 4 Hi{K
B 3 PR THLRURE Y S R ZPE R Y

) T B AT B X A B A T AL R ) 56 R
FEAE R, 1 S, BRI R A, E iR
B R PIR T B ULS-20 Fl ULS-8. B AR5 &l
A5 00 2t P 25 FOE AR A5 B i, ARLIR] AR L
A B 23 AN AT kG 40 R B 4 ., TR [ 1Y
PRI £ T2 Al T R 23 52 ma A gk 5 B BURE
M F o HOR, LSO kA, BRI
R 4 T H i 55 1 A AR AR, a5 L5
(2014) Zi il (19 K 2% A 8 B T ML ASOE Ik 2R B 1 ok
WEAT 1 F-HLBORE I 1 (9 I 2598, 38BN T APP fiff
FHAT APP BTN T, AR HE 4 1A s e
PR I T S . S 4h, ELR 30 A AR
BTHEE, RS0, ¥R FHLRER
WU A AN AR TR, PRI AT A 23 % IR Rk 5
HUBURE I OC R 7= A58 o 25 b, ARBIFg 4 Hh Rk
4; PRI F-HLBUE 1 5C 22 32 DB B T 2L i1
P R S IR 5 T WL U I G R A2 FHLK
Fa I T HAY IR,

2 RAZE

2.1 XEEER SR

T 5, AR R SR R (R R R RS e
WSCEUE PR 7 07 TR 2 57 18 SR 12 K 4
W TR ), 18R 44 B 2 b A S i <IN
MR 5T B SCHR o R, A 8 SO P
(Web of Science #%.0>& 4% . ElsevierSD. Springer
Online Journals, Medline. EBSCO-ERIC. SAGE
Online Journals. Scopus. PsycINFO. PsycArticles
F1 ProQuest Dissertations and Theses) K} ¢ i id)
“mobile phone”., “smartphone”. “cell phone”43 il
£ “loneliness™ 5 L, i 38 44 B A 28 A0 5 2R
OB Y SCHR o e Ah, T St e, 38 I SRR B
i AR b i 5 | SCHEA T SCHRAN AR FRb TR . G SR AL
HIH 2020 4F 1 3 28 H, HLRHUCCHR 1078 o

i EndNote X9 T A SCHAIF 4 I AN R brife
G« (DA T IR T MR ) B A dh (n
MR RE, FEAR)HTTW B4R, NG £ IoHE
I3 M ARAT B A SRR ()0 I T A

N4, Q)VBIEEE kRN —; @HF5R
MEARREIRNRE, WA BFE DI EA L R
BHE G, LA 121 T &RV (E 124
A, B 73543 &), WS SN 2005 4:~2020 4,
SCHR I R AR LI 1,

WRBREEIE SO | | FLE RIS
HI3n=523 FEn=540 HF13n=1 FXn=14
FHRE TR : B SEh AR AR
n=523 FEHK:, BAK,

> ARLUEF BN
MREIBFIT: n=324

YIS E RSO : n=199 HBRTETFR. 230

Bl sEiR . THH
‘ > BAHE M E AR SR -
n=78
BN T CHRn=121

HI3Cn=90 ¥ 3Cn=31
G 1241 30N E)

K1 SRR A TR

2.2 XEK4RED

BRI TR AT R AT i - VR (R L
ARGy . BRI . HICRE AR B
PELEG] . SFIGAEES | THLSOR A PO Y I T
B WOk AR A R BETI(FR 1) o R TAHLR
BESRA, EPFEARIE MR REL, B T F.

2
. . 1
t R H, BN AR =, | jr=
" +df
2
o A = 5 % 0.98 + 0.05
F+df, ¥ +N

(B = 0): r=px 098 — 0.05 (8 < 0) (BE(-0.5,
0.5))], et HEL AN r (AT (Card,
2012), Mk, A JE G SCERA R T IS FHL
B A A T YE A G R &, MR IR A r, =

Zr)qry,

\/n +n(n— I)FX,X \/m +m(m— 1)7y,.y

2004) 5 A RS T HIL SO A9 A G 3 81T S
o G tith iy T 3 53 5 N7 S8 I, AT G
— MR 96%. GmiS A - WIENL, S
B G SCHRIT e #E AT I E o SCHR TR I i 7 R A
LY A SCHR I TE AR A B 22 7] T RO (https://osf.
io/wmj8a/?view_only=448c6a5¢772f42c4a7907d21
f6571030),

(Hunter & Schmidt,
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F1 PASHREEMRHERER
w T H
fE# RN =g r{l ANEC B My  #olZEH RRZEA
FHLRRE IR
Gao 2020 LR 0.200 556 0.52 7 INEEAE A MPAI He
2020 EE 0.050 642 0.53 & WA A MPAI He
2020 i 0.090 568 0.53 T A A MPAI HE
Zhen 2019 o 0.220 4509 0.50 14.05 g A He HE
Yayan 2019 +HH 0393 1312 0.74 13.81 A A SAS ULS-20
Volungis 2019 ESE| 0.310 150 0.17 1928  K%4E A SAS ULS-20
Shen 2019 LE 0.240 549 0.35 1839 R¥4 A SAS-C ULS-20
Mosalanejad 2019 Gl 0.053 233 0.18 v REE A SAS ULS-20
Mahapatra 2019 E1)} S 0.290 330 0.58 T KpeEig A He e
Liu 2019 i 0.390 908 0.49 21.04 R4k A MPAI ULS-20
Lapierre 2019 B 0.241 346 0.34 1911 R4 A He ULS-8
2019 ESE| 0.356 346 0.34 1932 R4 A He ULS-8
Lapierre 2020 XH 0.220 297 0.25 21.81 R4 A HEe ULS-8
Kim 2019 XH 0.500 288 0.52 30.77  13~40 % A He He
Karsay 2019 1 0.236 461 0.47 48.65 18~65% A He He
Jafari 2019 B -0.324 439 0.46 23.18 K& A He He
Hosoglu 2019  EHIHE  -0.012 502 0.46 ¥ mAE A He ULS-20
Btachnio 2019 = 0.080 597 0.33 2122 R4 A He HE
Wang 2018 i 0.340 463 0.78 18.75 R4k A He ULS-8
Parashkouh 2018 78 0.172 581 0.46 1620 @k A He ULS-20
Holte 2018 XH 0.217 237 0.23 18.94  R#E4 D HE ULS-20
Kim 2017 XH 0.470 930 0.51 2556  13~40 % A He He
Darcin 2016  HH O 0.122 367 0.39 19.50 KA A SAS ULS-20
Bian 2015 LR 0.310 414 0.38 ¥ KA A He ULS-8
Tan 2013 EHIH 0350 527 0.30 20.80  REFA A He ULS-20
Laramie 2007 X H 0.258 316 0.36 3495 18%¥Lll D He ULS-20
Dayapoglu 2016  EHIH 0256 353 0.22 T KA A He ULS-20
Mansourian 2014 PRl —0.320 405 T & Kk A MPAI ULS-20
Lee 2019 i 0.400 342 0.57 G A A He ULS-20
Igbal 2016 ElJe 0.175 100 0.39 X 16~30 % A He ULS-20
Jeong 2016 i [ 0.060 944 0.51 J I A He He
Giizeller 2012 EHH 0130 641 0.40 16.01  EHAE A He ULS-20
Park 2005 i 0.100 157 0.48 ¥ KA B He ULS-20
Cakir 2017 EEHHE O 0.137 540 0.66 ¥ e A SAS ULS-8
ik S 2019 i 0.280 476 0.42 b KA A MPAI ULS-20
B 2019 o 0.419 302 0.57 G 18~35 % D He ULS-8
S 2019 o 0.366 654 0.39 G KA A MPATS  ULS-20
HE AT 2019 i 0.240 280 0.35 20.50 KA A MPATS  ULS-20
Se3E 2019 i 0.291 1707 0.38 T KrhEsg A MPAI ULS-20
lEIR 2019 LE 0.270 982 T J KREA4 A MPATS ULS-20
A 2019 o 0.388 848 0.47 & KREA4 A MPAI ULS-20
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Ly 2019 rh 0.335 471 0.23 T REE A MPATS ULS-20
XIJHa 2019 i 0.230 431 0.94 18.63 R4 A MPATS ULS-8
e 2019 I 0.310 298 0.63 Ta PERA A MPAI He

faf J1] 2019 h 0.132 530 0.30 ¥ REE A MPAI ULS-20
[SE S 2019 i 0.373 1988 0.43 T KEE A MPATS  ULS-20
PN 2019 i 0.270 201 0.52 X KA A MPATS ULS-20
e 2019 [ 0.316 1466 0.31 Ja KEA A MPAI ULS-20
5 55 55 2019 rh 0.279 854 0.48 ¥ REEE D SAS-C ULS-20
KR 2018 i 0.232 487 0.43 19.86 K2 A MPAI e

s 2018 o 0.310 397 0.49 T KEA D MPATS ULS-20
AB U 2018 rh 0.110 359 0.40 ¥ REEE A MPATS ULS-20
F ¥ 2018 [ 0.177 1277 0.30 16.00  HiA: D MPAI e

JESCE 2018 M 0.330 780 0.48 ¥ KA A MPATS ULS-20
FEE 2018 i 0.290 617 0.40 ¥ KEA A MPATS ULS-20
Ak 2018 rh 0.510 192 0.28 T REEE A MPAI ULS-20
RH# 2018 i 0.361 1420 0.50 2113 R2g A MPATS ULS-20
BE 2018 i 0.351 246 0.47 ¥ KEA A MPAI ULS-20
X7 2018 i 0.330 843 0.32 2039 REAE A MPAI ULS-20
R 2018 EaEE| 0.266 272 T T KA A MPAI e

ZE D10 2018 i 0.261 263 0.22 X KA A MPATS ULS-20
B G 2018 | 0.153 603 0.41 T mE D MPAI ULS-20
[OE-] 2018 EE 0.310 490 0.28 20.00 KA A SAS-C HE

J5 /N 2018 ] 0.320 349 0.32 o K A MPATS HE

FE 8 48 2017 | 0.250 624 0.39 1596 g A He He

b Ey 2017 rh 0.130 812 0.50 T REE A MPAI ULS-20
K 2017 i 0.250 388 0.39 T KEE A MPAI ULS-20
1E R E 2017 rh 0.327 315 0.26 21.00  R#EA A MPATS ULS-20
BT 2017 o 0.299 330 0.36 T KEA A MPATS ULS-20
S il 2017 rh 0.418 220 0.45 ¥ REE A HE ULS-20
F58 2017 i 0.293 512 0.58 20.01 K= A MPATS  ULS-20
INE I 2017 [ 0.179 1368 0.57 Ja KEA A MPAI ULS-20
EITAE 2017 h 0.220 1142 0.24 ¥ KA A MPATS ULS-20
Kkt 2017 i 0.230 1043 0.53 7c A D MPAI ULS-20
B R 2017 thE 0.490 670 0.45 19.56  K%¥E D SAS-C ULS-20
it 2017 i 0.117 717 0.48 ¥ KEA A MPATS ULS-20
SR 2017 rh 0.260 419 0.53 20.77  REAE D He ULS-20
e 2017 ot [ 0.020 488 0.79 G rpR A D MPAI He

XA 2017 [ 0.190 518 0.39 I KEA D MPAI ULS-20
IRORAE 2017 o 0.381 438 0.57 2485 R4 D SAS He

X755 2016 i 0.080 582 0.44 ¥c KEE D MPATS ULS-20
WhAF 2016 M 0.490 681 0.50 ¥ KA D MPATS ULS-20
AL 2016 [ 0.190 723 0.39 I KEA D MPATS ULS-20
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ERES 2016 i 0.142 717 0.44 J A A He ULS-20
FALH 2016 w 0.185 320 0.66 T REE A He He
Bt 2016 i 0.302 439 0.76 7c KEE A MPATS ULS-20
TR 2016 o 0.308 733 0.35 G KE#E A MPAI ULS-20
B i fif 2016 o 0.382 522 0.58 ¥ IR D He HiE
X /N 2016 I 0.336 1261 0.47 2139 R4 D MPAI ULS-20
X 4R 2016 i 0.270 333 0.88 X KA A SAS-C ULS-20
ZETH 2016 [ 0.190 1053 0.49 2040 R4 A SAS ULS-20
2 2016 EE 0.290 696 0.29 20.00 KA A MPAI ULS-20
R 2016 i 0.306 138 G o T A MPAI ULS-20
FERUEVS 2016 | 0.200 1090 0.46 T N A MPAI ULS-20
By 2016 rh 0.190 457 0.52 2112 KRk A MPATS  ULS-20
R 2015 i 0.305 432 0.47 ¥c KEE D MPATS ULS-20
[ ¥ 2015 i 0.320 368 0.48 X KA A MPAI ULS-20
Wk As 2015 [ 0.230 418 0.47 19.85 K A MPAI He
U 2015 i 0.327 346 0.51 21.00  R2AE A He ULS-20
REAfd T # 2015 i 0.323 621 0.56 2351  WFsek A MPATS  ULS-20
LR 2015 thE 0.290 1147 0.46 2023 REg A MPATS ULS-20
H 2015 EE 0.344 575 0.62 & REEE D He He
2 2015 i 0.298 480 0.40 T KEE D He ULS-20
T 2015 i 0.256 322 0.42 22,60  REA A MPATS ULS-20
TEE 2015 [ 0.187 457 0.52 2112 R%EAE A MPATS ULS-20
X1 SCAR] 2015 rh 0.244 328 0.35 1830  K%¥4 A MPAI ULS-20
B oA 2015 i 0.290 310 0.35 T KEE A MPATS  ULS-20
Z=H 2015 o 0.204 518 0.39 I KEA D MPATS ULS-20
R 2015 EE 0.359 326 0.48 2198  RF4E D HE ULS-20
WY 2015 i 0.200 361 0.44 20.00 R A MPATS ULS-20
H R A 2015 i 0.235 302 0.54 20.15 Rt A MPATS ULS-20
HEH 2015 [ 0.120 534 0.48 20.50  REFEA A MPAI ULS-20
W 1) B 2015 rh 0.246 421 T ¥ Kep: A MPAI ULS-20
AT R 2014 i 0.122 546 0.45 7 KEE D MPATS ULS-20
S g 2014 i 0.110 315 0.52 J A A He ULS-20
XI5 2014 h 0.326 379 0.74 2031 REAE A MPATS HE
ZEk ik 2014 i 0.193 442 0.52 20.55 R A MPATS ULS-20
GG 2014 i 0.227 600 0.44 ¥ KA A MPATS ULS-20
F5 1 PH 2013 I 0.263 304 ¥ ¥ KEFHE A He ULS-20
2R 2013 EE 0.317 768 0.52 & g A D MPAI He
FARE 2012 i 0.320 287 0.40 7c KEE A MPATS ULS-20
pUEaN 2011 [ 0.270 442 0.43 21.28 R4 A MPAI ULS-20
B 2008 r 0.173 632 0.45 v REE A He ULS-20
JA 05 & 2018 I 0.230 380 0.46 7c KEE D MPATS ULS-20

e BRI, WA SR I S — 15 A W TR R ENE S, B 8B4, D MRS S,



FE1H

SRR S JOMUERH T HURIERI G R . —Tesr i 1843

23 AFRELEHSHEE

RFMmE R WENLSERER G WRRE,
I, ©RFMSCEIFARE S I AR ZTI O &
52N IS B (Rothstein et al., 2005), ASBF5E 44
ASCHRBF AR T B & R WA S B68 3,
AN T R RERWIIS S, —ERE BT
RFMZERTCIEE R, s, HIRUEST
S3 AT A5 R AT R, A B SR8 R A U S
(Funnel plot)fl Egger’s [FIHLAG L5 R BB RZ A
RAMELW . X TEENS, WREEZEH 1
51 B I =T AR, DU 3% W AT RE R A7 AE & 3R I 22
YFEHEME, AR TR 45 R A 2,
WA ATEAE R e 25
2.4 1EBELE

B AT, TR0 K/ Tk BT PR
FE SN AT T B AL B R AN R B 5T
B SEBRACAL R A R B, 0TS SR 22 ) ) 22 502 R B
MLRZEG IR .. J5#H B R A SERR8UR )
REAN[EL, M HLAS [R] (9 25 R AN 52 B AL 1 22 i 5 ),
1M H 38 52 A Rl BE AR 1) 5% ) (Schmidt et al., 2009).
BT SCER I, AR AR SRR E ]
RS2 M IR S TN 6 R, AR5 R
JH AL A B FEAT A 1. BeAh, A 5T 38 i it
SRR I, X B AL A0 A5 R S B 10 5 Uk R AT
BAE, FEAF O MRS B EEL K PEM
NMER, #F 0 KRR BES P NEET 75%,
DU S 6 B L8O B B O 53, ez, 3 I E K
7 #5780 B A 1 (Higgins et al., 2003).
2.5 AR

AT R AR BB r VE RN (E e bR
JH#E A4 Comprehensive Meta-Analysis Version 3.3
PEAT TC 43 B 32 25500 A6 56 R 9 S R s, R TR
NEAT TR PFIE R (1) 298071 28 i oy 3% 2248 i
B R TR AT B R A5 R R B, Q)4 IH
75t R A S AR SR A A B R e 45 AR R R
o WA SRS A T AR IE R AR S AN KT TR
WFIE I REA FRIZKTE, G Card (2012) ALY,
BAACE N RN D EA DT 54

3 MRER

3.1 ARRERE
sk, 0O (B R AE DR 07 B2
oA T SO W Egger ZRAERIEIYZE A

2, BB 2.41, 95% CI R[-2.38, 1.19], p HH
0.56, X ULIATI AL W0 & R 22, JTor
PG 25 S B T 5
32 BERMER

AT FT TN BB 2 HEAT S B 8, DA
o R R B N AR AR 8 A, AR A
BT IR BT . KIS R R, O fHN
1155.90 (p < 0.001), * {5 N 89.36%, #it T
Higgins %5£(2003)42E A 75% A3k 0, 15a A 45 5 5=
B, 3 B BYA Se IOIER RN TF ML AR O B 1Y
BN A 89.36% 118 RS2 B AR N {H 1Y) BLSE 25
SOl R, BN R85BT EE F BEALA N B R A
T o R RA IR AN [ RS R] A T 25 55 ]
REZ 3] T —SefF 55 AR AE IR R 09 T3, vl LAst 2
P K R AR 2R E AT A BRI
33 EMEEE

SR FH Bt AL 2850 17 4SS LA T A% 5 T AL U 11
FSCHRIE, S55E BRI WA RECN 0.25, 95%
Y A5 X 18] 2 10.23, 0.27], A% 0, HF Cohen
(1988) HE LI & T 48 3¢ R FUR /M B 1 2 IR bR
(r=0.1 AEAIE, r= 0.3 FHEMRK, r=0.5 Hik
MRERTEA IR, B0, i,
Gignac Fll Szodorai (2016)%f ™A 22 5 AH K W5
708 ATTAT AR A S KNS RS L
B4 B 5 B0 = 0.1, r = 0.2 Fl r = 0.3 23541
SRR . HEEA S TSR AR 5C o ARIIZAR R, AR
5% T RS F B A A G RN T 0.2~0.3
ZIE, ATV ZE D ERENIEMA, I
Gb, WU T R, HERRAE R — AR S AR
Ha r {H7F 0.249~0.256 Z [A11F 3, FATLHHL
TR BB R .
34 ETHMLRE

I FF G 181 021 3B 01 ST 26 3 A A 56 41 14 4 8
PR S FHURR N R B AH W, 458
BRI (LM R0 IR 8% T B O R 0 9 9 4R
FAR T . JCEIEHT (118 AUV (H) S 5L,
BAE L BIXT RN AR A RS R (b = 0.03, z =
0.29, 95% ) E 5 X [ 4[-0.14, 0.19]). (2)BiliE
R 5 fig b o 2 08 1 IR 5 LB R .
WAHsHr(116 ADNE)E~, H o [EEHI)HA
431, p < 0.05, JRAE F-HLSURE I AH G RELE
AR AR ERZE G THEDE, G)FHLEN
dit T EL I R 55 T B 08 G 2R 1 9 250 A T
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Fo WA HT(8T AENAH) s, H O fEH(EL)
4243, p > 0.05, ZRARE, (HINAMBM T
HLXT IR 8% 5 AL DG 2R 118 15 RN AN B 3
WAL AT HT (98 RN AE) R, e O fE(4LIR])H 0.62,
p>0.05 ZERARNE., WAL R 2,

4 WiE

4.1 MRS FH BRI KR

DAL G T IR 5 F- WL RAFTEA — 2L
BN — BB SE 25 2R, (H R A5 X itk
T LB . ABFFEE 0 E vos g S
BLBURE YOG 22 NS AA 3 AT T A, S5 2R & LM
B Z AP AE R IEAR G . X — S5 R T
S — UL S (I RS T PR A 7 2 35 1Y IE AR
X)), VI K BT 2 800t 5T 1 45 3 (Dayapoglu et al.,
2016; Lapierre et al., 2019; Shen & Wang, 2019;
Zhen et al., 2019), [ Bt P8 38 T He A AE RO A 6
PER/NFITT 6] Y il o ARG SRR SCRp R Se it 5 o
A5t (0 P A AE 72 BEAH DG (Kim, 2019; Lee & Kim,
2019; Liu, Yang et al., 2019)F1K & #5&(Mahapatra,
2019; Park, 2005), LK AH A i % (Btachnio &
Przepiorka, 2019; Hosoglu, 2019; Jeong et al.,
2016), # F i # X (Jafari & Aghaei, 2019;
Mansourian et al., 2014)925 58, 16 IR AT
HLBRE A FH G HAT Ge i 78 SC HLAE S B TAE oA
o7 AR B 5 P B A DG A o

A 25 R R AR e S8 3T 1Y T8 43 BT 10 25 R AEAE
—EW225]. Hl4n, Liu A Baumeister (2016)7
T3t A B 55 4 5 0 3l el 6189 A O 2R 88k

0.17, ALRAF RN AYAOC R B TR ME, X TR
T FHLIIRE I 2 FEE I P BN o #1232 Rl 1
AE LT TL B IRS, MTFHER T B &t
LM ez oh, i B T WY lif S g
(Kim, 2018; Zhen et al., 2019), A{LAEH B~ A3k
ek Batzg, R IHIET R, e B AR B T
PRI SR, Bt o Rl ok 20 S92 A4 0 v 1) IR (Bian
& Leung, 2015; Zhen et al., 2019), E IR S
[7) 50 T AL A P 80 R DG T R FL 5 e 28 I ki £ T 7
AHICTE R o 73R T/ BT & SRR 5 0 2% 1l 119
A 0.181 (BIHKFE, HiWIsE, 2011), AL
ZAPTEZE S, X UL 5 7 3l LA % O¢
FHEEY, X AIRES FALE TR HEEA G, [
TFEALE IR AR e, FHL B S 4, A
Z s [A] Fl 5 [E] R BR i (Liv, Yang et al., 2019; 5K3F.
FI A5, 2019a), B, IO0EROK P8 i 9 A0
TEHL BRI T Al e 5 % T A AL BB D A AR . i
A ICH T R T ML 5 A 08 A Y AR G 43 3
J90.27 F10.31 (K 4%, 2019), W TAMRGE
FHLBURE S IUHUB AR OE (- = 0.25), BB AL
T 518 2 DAL R AR SCPEA BE—RE I8

AWTER TG T LA Z BIEC T IS
FHURIER R APt WFIL RS T8 —FhWL
SO BE TR 1, BRI S B E
AHIG, RV R 25 T EE A 15 8T G
P L T RS 7 5 (Kardefelt-Winther, 2014;
Tokunaga & Rains, 2010), iX AJ A8 2 K A PRI K
8 i 1R A 1) 3 AL Y 22 R D e >
6 3 B S A T R SRRl A2 TR B O B

Fx2 TMEPHER
WA SRR x5 e Kl -
Os df r 3 TR

FianwiidN 431 1 0.038  p4EA 97 0.26 0.24 0.28 20.56""
HAME 19 0.20 0.15 0.25 7.83""

FHLIORED & TR 2.43 3 0.488 MPAI 36 0.24 0.20 0.28 10.83°
MPATS 39 0.26 0.23 0.28 18.89""

SAS 7 0.23 0.12 0.33 416"

SAS-C 5 0.32 0.22 0.42 6.01""

PR R e T B 0.62 1 0432  ULS-20 90 0.25 0.23 0.28 20.70™"
ULS-8 8 0.28 0.22 0.34 8.11""

TE: b RBRBOLE M, 0 NERRBUER IS 95% CT R IHBCR I r (1 95%0 ELAR X [H]; 5 A 4E 4R th 24 £ R R
A, BUAE NSRS . ST S A I A 18 % L BB T p < 0.001
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PRI, s E R T rh 194 58 Dy ek w2 B
SR R B R O BT SR, SR M A X
R ES A U= 0 TN TR 5 O RS RIN R b e
/5 (Kim, 2017; Shen & Wang, 2019). 117 g & K Ky
PR85BS PR A B gl A SR R O B
PR 2, X SRR TE T UL A9 i A8 i AR AT B
1T A RE T A AN JE EE A A M AL A 1 dpfe 2 8 L
FHL IR 4 A B T R (Kim, 2018; Kim, 2019;
Kraut et al., 2002), It4b, &4 Al GEZ T LR B
REESES Q1011 & Ol A S A SV IN U O WE X A E
A A, S AR T TN A
S I TR RIBL 2 KO EI, AF T A2 SR &
GERIREE o A T AL A RSO A A B
TEFE, 222 B 2 itk e sk, HAA
IR I S S A7) N 7 R i el T T | N A BT
Baumeister et al., 2019),

ENAES NiEwI ey DU E)& Y RS o 1N
AR 3 SO SO S ARG 34 o M BNy
FHUE A BT 08 g It R, R AS S A
FEAL A A B 2 18] ] REAFTE S OC (Jafari &
Aghaei, 2019; Mansourian et al., 2014), {HAg}
RBEHFIX —F . XATRES FHLE AR A
Ko FHUEHIBEAGE H 70 NBraeqt . AR AR
B 33K (Hao et al., 2019), WFFTEFLIAFRAZH N
FI 4 0 e FH BB 8 35 B SR #5726 b Ak 23 SR I 2,
] AE X Z i AU Y IIOMUBOR AT #L45, (H LA AR TH
T8 S H Y 00 A AT R R I R A 2 il AR R K
(Horwood & Anglim, 2019; Kereste§ & Stulhofer,
2020; WRE 4F,2013). FHUSRERXT FHLA—
ik B BTC R, XA I AT REN 2 H T B
FEAAE, AT REAL T IR, M i A
Fb G e B3R I 2645 8 rh ot i A B SRR A R,
THLI R 28l T A 25 2688 2 B0 0 1oy ] v,
ACE TS A A 7 B 19%, KFR ST 1]
A T AR AR SR B (b R 24 R L,
2019). PRI, AR A i AT BE I 55
T FHUE IR A BR & B9 B 1/ Hl (Dienlin et al.,
2017; Scherr et al., 2019),

ARG AR BE LR S =P WL s R L UE SR SRR
ST, IR S THLRURAFE IR .
TABEFE P A IR T IS T B S 7 5 A
X WL, MWEEEE, —HZRESGZE TiEN
WA 1) N A% A B 3R 3R 68 457 & 1Y I 5 (Karsay

etal., 2019; Takao et al., 2009), 7 A MF7T
— g, ARG T A BE LA 2R IO Fh L AT B (5
SCRF. ARGE B R IR 5 0L R0RE 2 R A DGR
BE R A, DIEDFST & Bl &0 B 2R 40 R 100
KR T AW BB AL A r = 021
(Richard et al., 2003) ., 7 45 JLA5 3] (1) - 42800 (i
m TR E, —ERE L RAIRS FILREZ
5] 7] BE A7 7 31780 () 28 P #H 5 (Gignac & Szodorai,
2016) . [, B AA B 47 A0 R U (Przybylski &
Weinstein 2017), A fFiE—L ik, FHL L, WAF
FEARRRI IR Z LS MR RIS, WA R R I
TR FH B TR AR A 22 U B 56 R IFd iR
SR A B0 2 AR R SR 15 U G i AR BT A 5 R
s BRAR 13 [] 1) 5 2 (Houghton et al., 2018),
4.2 AT

TS A AR R ZEIE, IR T B
RSB SR AT B SRR BARE R A5 2, X AL
TRy R AN AR B ) R AT R AR OC, FLIR R M)
FEMRITEEZE T HEeLEE ST, A0
R

PICA N T AL AL TRE B A AR AR 56 32 31 T AN [RJAR
TR R TR TS, Sk T BRI 2 A0 T A AERER,
PO A OC R B AR AR IR By, IZ 85 RS
IS H BTN —2, MR R P 2 M2 A 5 A U
SORTE, ARG, OB R, B B
PERME B LR AR (R SOk, BRAEDT, 2006, 236
¥ 45, 2019), PR S T BG4 AH OC R 76 4F i
AR DR AP R, ARERS X — U0k
R, XAReS FHLM G A &, AR AN FHL
FEA R WEH DET S, iR A Y
18 Bl Bt B 48515 1 T HLAIEA 7 306k RN AN, T AR
TS MA ST, 45 FHLA 6 MR
AN, DS A B LHEE DI Y T R I (o
HIE S B, 2019), HAMNASBESE o AR A
TR R A TR 2 X e S R 2 A, T Ml 0 B
K RAT 55 AR BB AR FR, B L IR0
B, LT AL AL SE DI RE N R B G R it
TAEF], B K2R B /AR B4 00 Jek ) T 58
AT RE X TFHLE MUK (Kim, 2017; 987
16 %, 2017), i, ARGEFIE AT RES AN Y 25
BEA R, MREAML, HO4AEFILEA
ZRIFRKMER T EFIHHRTAGNERES
AR L, FIIE AR B T REvE AR (T E 55,
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2019; Gao et al., 2020),

AWFFE I S A S X DA T B OC &
MR AE AN 3, R SRk 3, UL [H
1Y 56 2R AT REAETE S PR iR e 1k o BRI TRl 1)
89 AT R X T B A9 R N A AR AN T 4
UF, 554 T RE T - TR AR S A, Lo AR Rl RE
AR aF 432 B, H AT HL A ) £ R
K, ATREAS A I 4 51 25 5 (Ciarrochi et al.,
2016; Coyne et al., 2020; Karadag et al., 2015), &
UEBIF 5 A 19 B A 485 2 % A 28RN TF- L ka4 A
TAE B & 0959 22 5 (Jafari et al., 2019; Liu, Yang
et al., 2019), AWM TC/HT & HFHL
S I AR IR R AREAS 253 P 3R Y 9
Wk A, 2019), U IR AE AN BAT 45 74
B, T AT RS2 B i A Ak

Wb, ABFFE I S B AR T AL SR A
b T HOOHIO RS LSO G 2 B0 A AN
E, ARSCRHRIE 4 fRaE 5, URBHAIIER 5 AL
T A OCZ M = THE RN o B Je Ak
[ & T2 ULS-20 fl ULS-8 i, HBARMHE
W RN, i 24 ULS 28 A& B
RUH 5838 S5 2000, 5 # 2 4E ULS 3 A&
A 0% 0 I 9 J5 A5 B Y o TR ) e ) R
TR B, MR M R I, B
ey, — g TR 24 BE D o IR ) 5 R
(Hays & DiMatteo, 1987; Russell, 1996), X1 % 9K
MU AL R A B2, HK, T
HLRIE I B T HMT 5, B4R MPAL, MPATS
SAS Ll J SAS-C I 1 N A FIHK BERS A AR, 5
il BF 2% T DSM-IV Hi2 K ) I il e i B
PR ARE, PRIA IR 55 T AL Y B
g, WM | T2, PR o DRI X I R
HFHRERREWMUAFEREES ., &
TR, ASWESE 20 A I i T EL A 3 55 2800 Ry
PRUEZE S 1 v Aff 1 AN E 1, S 53 A I A0 T
BN AR I BR E(Card, 2012), 1&TF 5 ANSUN(E Y
WAHFFARMA o BHtl, IS T LR A OC &
15 52 B A/ 18 300 000 58 T L 5 e )
i AR — LA
43 MIREXSERE

DAE JCTAI0URE 5 AL O 28 0 BRI WL A
MR R EE I -G . AR BT TT
SEATE IR T LMERE 2 Ee LA B 4, D

R SR 5 rp IR T AL R A G5 BE RN )
AN R R, & B 2 R AEAE SRR O
FHOG o TR 58 &5 R S 4 T A0 42 0 I 4% i FH 338
(Kardefelt-Winther, 2014) 1 [ & 18 57 {5l i 45 784
(Tokunaga & Rains, 2010)J WL, {BAWF I WA
ANRZA ., B, WEFEMEYTXTFIK
FEMBES A R IE N —BE W, A g A
SCHERARL BT TR) B T LA DA B TR LA e
Bk BE A J7 T A A 5T, R, ARG T
PR — B E T HLRE R &R, AR KIE AT 5B
PRI 45 M A 28 T sl R L P % 3 X R Y
KER . WIa, ABFAULETE 2 ISR 5 FHL
JURE Z [ () T AR DG, B TR S B SR A Y FR
R I3 S ] R R A IR LR O R
B IRAS (AN A A% . A TR ER), XIRE T
X w B R B . AR R RORNE S AT
M — 2543 BT, S ok 10 LA B T SRUAIE 9T £ AL
TIN5 AT P JEL B

5 MRZEe

PR T WSO =2 )47 A v 45 B A T AR
5, IRV 8 1A A A X T BIL A ARORS A 38 B
w5, SCZIRR; P ALY G RS2 B AR R A Y
PETTT, P BOAR O R B AR N P B 2 T
HAAEREA P A AR SCASZ MR Pk
FHUBRE I e TR AT, AR A NN 56 2 1 BF 52
i — 2 R P BRI F- BSR4 5% 28 B s 8] £ 22
TR

5% 3CHk
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Abstract: Loneliness and mobile phone addiction are common phenomena in our daily life, seriously
affecting our physical and mental health. Recently, numerous empirical studies have discussed the
relationship between these two constructs based on different theoretical perspectives. However, the reported
effect sizes of this relationship based on cross-sectional designs are far from consistent. Therefore, this
meta-analysis was conducted to explore the strength and moderators of the relationship between loneliness
and mobile phone addiction. One hundred and thirty-one studies consisting of 134 independent samples
involving 73, 543 participants were identified and a random-effects model was selected to conduct this
meta-analysis. The results of the funnel plot and Egger’s intercept illustrated no publication bias.
Furthermore, the results of the main-effect test indicated that there was a moderate and positive correlation
between loneliness and mobile phone addiction (» = 0.25, 95% CI = [0.23, 0.27]). Additionally, the
moderation analyses revealed that the strength of the relationship was moderated by the type of participants,
but not by gender and measurement tools of loneliness and mobile phone addiction. The results supported
the compensatory Internet use theory and the deficient self-regulation model. Longitudinal or experimental
studies are needed in the future to further explore the direction of the relationship between loneliness and
mobile phone addiction.

Key words: loneliness, mobile phone addiction, mobile phone dependency, problematic mobile phone use,

meta-analysis





