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Abstract

College students have become one of the most vulnerable groups of problematic Internet use, and
the incidence of problematic Internet use among Chinese college students is higher than that in other
countries, so it is particularly important to study the problematic Internet use among Chinese col-
lege students. Previous studies have not systematically compared the relationship between prob-
lematic Internet use and various influencing factors among Chinese college students, let alone quan-
titatively analyzed the influence effects of these factors. This study will adopt a three-level meta-
analysis method to compare the influencing factors of problematic Internet use among Chinese col-
lege students and their importance. The results showed that there were 11 factors that were signif-
icantly associated with problematic Internet use among college students. Limitations include the
fact that the included studies were all cross-sectional in design, lacked longitudinal research sup-
port, and did not conduct in-depth discussions on interventions for problematic Internet use among
college students.
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1. 5|8

e LA I 2% A5 FH o 2 10 BRI B A FH R R ELIEC IX 48 FH 1 b 31 R 2K 4547 9 (Hidalgo-Fuentes et al., 2023).
I R D) 284 P 0P AN = A — R B SR s e, AT IR . BEAR PR . MR, SR, ABROGR
RS R B 5 (Arrivillaga et al., 2020; Toth-Kiraly et al., 2021). KZAERMKRME MK EHE, 2
FSA 1) R 9 2% 458 ) ¢ G 553 () 44 22— (Chrristakis et al., 2011; SEO et al., 2019). — IR KB, AR}
A i) B X 24 R A2 0 30.1% (Zhang et al., 2018), & @4k X ABER) 5 f%(Cheng & Li, 2014). [
KA I R R 2% 4 % A2 2 e 1 oAl BB 5% (Tang et al., 2018). [RIM,  BIF 0 v 6] K 2 A f v e R 4% i
BAF TN EEL,

AR RFHR VORI R IR R A BAE LRI AMA R K, X —Z BAER A9 —4
HEXMESRG, UMEES T O, MARSMKIREUM RS (KE. . 28 HIRRSFEEU
RGTEANHRERLZEAER) INER G TAEREE . HXARS) 2 ARG E FIEE . U S ) Finf 7
ARG (Wn+E£AFIE) (Bronfenbrenner, 1994). /M 1] B P 284 FHAT A& 52 B B — R 52, T2 4k
TR MIAEE AR R 25 A VEFII4E R . [-PACE BB [FIRESE MR ARS R 75 SRFIZDAL. AR
AR 2 I 5 S 2 T 1) R DX 2 45 FH 72 A2 52 (Brand et al., 2019).

DAEAIF 78 R 2 AR 13— IR B S R 32 5 I P E O 2 A I OG22, tntkon) s AR B k3%
il PIOHUERD i AR TS RS, (4 R IHA—B(Li et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2022; Chew, 2022; Wang
& Zeng, 2024), Li S50 i B R 2 AR I g o) 2 4 FH B6003 238 S AR SR IR IO 252540l 100l AR
JE 3l 5 e A R 2% A1 ) S 35 AR DG (Li et al., 2018). Wang ot [ K27 A i) S X 245 4l P S 0 R 35 () 25 4
SIRTIFTERIN, KA ol L X 28 A8 R S R ST A I, AN N RBE . SR A 2 45 R 2 L R
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RIS, Forb R S H . ANASRFIE . B RsH) . OB R . ABEFR A FRIEL . BUR B 5 K%
A T U R 28 4 P A 2 AR O (Wang, 2023) . B USSR A VRO A7 AE IR R, i, 085 B0 T BRI e 3
D ANSRHEA (B0, FEA ., HX) . 5O ) R 4 A5 P AR 5C B VF 2 DR 3R BT T 48 RATD SR A7
AL, A R MR E S, TERE L MRRAAI I oS, SEFFIFR RS
Rl K22 il R P 2% 4 P 55 S DR R D O 2R, SRR S PR S M S B AT A 0 A, X RE K
AT L e (0 STk 9 B2 DA R i HL i B2 AP A T T AR R = 1 i

VS v T s b TR T U N = e Sy b o NN i B 7 i L RN Nt P B e 2
6 50 e Gt 7T 3 W RS B 2 IAMAAAE A RE TP L. b Ah, — e BB AE TR R (B TR . HEAE
S5 AT AR BIARG o SX AR AT DLBR AL SEHERR A S5 R AG T, ATV ER AR _F 3 SHRHR (1t B A (19 DL (Assink
& Wibbelink, 2016).

LR LEPTE, AHETORER M =K e Tk, AN FIENE TR R, HBcrh R
A ) R R A PSR R R e LB . AR, SRR TR PR FEACE DL R R E A AL
BT IR, KSR i B R 2% A A R R it 2 2%

2. ik
2.1. BEGFZE

o, RIFEAEREEM . 377 A DL R R g A 7 LI RO RS 25T
B 5 U2 O E R 02 B iR X S Rl < 15 12 8 G 1 2 E R <3 S U %% Sl R E4< 1 S R T
KA, PR PR E ], BRE SCHRZEAL N SO0 AT essei BT REATH E . 2 f57E PubMed 1 Web
of Science FIEATHEZ, LA “Internet Addiction Disorder” “Internet addiction” “Problematic Internet” “online

» “© » “© ”» [3 » [ ”» [43

addiction internet overuse Internet disorder excessive Internet pathological Internet excessive

» & » &

computer” “Internet dependence” , FRETA: “college student” “undergraduate” “university student” ,

BR 5 SCERIS AU A AE LR R R 16 SR SCT ). A= H N 2023 45 12 A, IR FISCHR 4361 55 .
2.2. Nik¥rifE

i | NoteExpress T A SCHRIF B a0 FARAEREAT ik : (1) sl 1 &8 & B AREE (an Al 5% R 40
FEASE) W RA IR (2) BAUHIE RGN 3) BRERRRKMUBIL—; @) g
e E R (5) FEBR R 5 AR 0] R ) 28 A5 FH 7 At 40 28 (= LR H%ﬁ&ﬁﬁ ): (6) HERR
SRR K SCERAI T /A5 (7) RN SCER/AN T 3 R EDHERR LR 2= (8) FEBRSCHRTEAE 4 p LA
(R SR -

2.3. BUERE

AV E 7B RPN SOMHRIUT LN (—) BAIABE TR SEALE B 26— 1F % .
REFEHW WHRAUR); (&) ZHE REARRHEREA R Fie . TR (=) EESRFCHERZA
FRE X 268 1 AR DR TR 3R ) RAEL B T 0 R AL SE 2t (1Y) iﬁkiﬁiﬁ%%%ﬁﬁl%’? Xt RN

TERFRI ARG MR AL, (IS T F. e M2 fH, JE *Hf“??/%[r—,/

F+dfe

2
X

: r=B+0.05(B>0): r=p(P<0)(PE0.5,0.5)], FkHFELN r HEHMIG(Card, 2012),

Tr=

x> +N

A B AN F DRI T 2 AR, 2E T DA .
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24. REHE

K IG5 AT SCHER B B A R (Zhang et al., 2019) AT R &1, Q) #HRAEI. FEVLETTT 2
g, AEBENLERGT 145, RIRE T 0 5r. (2) BHRA R A MEE 0.9 KLt 248, T 0.8~0.9
Z I 145, 0.8 LR ARG 0 0. 3) WE TAMPE—BEGEE. FEE 0.8 XU EiH2 4,
T 0.7~0.8 Z [Tt 1 48, 0.7 LR RRIRERITE 050 (4) TGN . #4905 CSSCI (&9 fehit) & SSCI
BT > dERZOIET > WIETI R R AFERES A 2 40 1 98 0 4y B EA S0k
B, T 0~8 or 2 fa], 19l R SRR R AT . KRS NN TGS T IR SCHR R TS AR AE AT B
AFEPARIAL, BB, Zd Rl 2 ZYmiDE &AM, RERBEOD R R, Wd R
it HIA— S EdE, S B R UGS T IE. AZRES PTG 81 T (L 1). K 1 LA
TE T IR TP R

R RS IR SR« Hofh 7 AR SR :
ﬁ% n=4361 n=0
v v
VB RRIRB I : PIRA SCHER SR A . TRAE
n=4361 FASRIR AR RN E B AR SCHR -
HIF i > n=1579
IREN & SCE BN SCHR :
e n623 B AT R
¥ 582, RUERBHNTIIN
— SIS0
HIB LIRS SCHR : n=2159
n=2782
ik ¥ > B HER SR
vn=542
BA&PNSCHR:
n=81
Figure 1. Flow chart of the search procedure
B 1. ek iRiEE
Table 1. Characteristics of included studies
= 1. IAHFREIFAE
BR
F—1EEED N r K 531 T B VAl
HA &= A A
Yang (2020) 559 0.04 1 NA others 0.37 6
0.82
Zhang et al. (2022) 874 2 NA YIAT 0.4 5
0.07
0.91
Long et al. (2021) 1089 o4 2 NA YIAT 0.72 6
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B3k
0.93
Zhou (2015) 1517 2 NA YIAT 0.57 6
0.2
0.79
Zhang (2015) 4168 2 NA others 0.36 5
0.07
0.05
Chen et al. (2014) 5485 2 NA CIAS 0.47 7
0.09
0.62
Liu (2017) 4246 2 NA CIAS 0.57 7
0.83
0.61 0.49
Gao (2010) 526 2 NA YIAT 6
0.37 0.41
-0.4
Gao (2014) 1777 2 NA IAT 0.32 5
-0.31
0.07
Wang (2006) 467 2 NA IAT 0.51 7
0.09
Chen (2009) 1615 0.76 1 NA IAT 0.46 5
Bi (2016) 2184 0.57 1 NA YIAT 0.35 5
Luo (2014) 1026 0.13 1 NA IAT 0.37 6
Liu (2010) 8595 0.76 1 NA YIAT 0.54 5
Li (2010) 238 0.24 1 NA CIASR 0.32 5
Liu (2009) 1286 0.01 1 NA others 0.68 6
Ren (2004) 4268 0.03 1 NA others 0.59 5
Wang (2010) 526 0.01 1 NA YIAT 0.41 6
Nie (2008) 348 0.34 1 NA IAT 0.51 5
Gu (2007) 3970 0.62 1 NA CIAS 0.43 6
Zou (2014) 1787 0 1 NA IAT 0.48 5
0.17
—-0.13
Mike Z. Yao (2014) 2095 4 EMBU YIAT 0.45 5
0.52
0.53
0.13
0.1
Ni (2011) 501 0.03 11 EMBU YIAT 0.73 5
0.22
0.12
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RIS S
Bk
0.16
0.15
0.11
0.04
0.1
—0.15
Cao (2009) 361 0.19 1 EMBU YIAT 0.53 8
0.02
0.16
0
0.09
0
EMBU
0.03
Ni (2017) 501 0.04 13 YIAT 0.53 8
0
0.08
0.22
0.08
0.1 others
0
0.07 SSRS
Song (2010) 355 2 others 0.39 5
0.23 CLSQ
Li (2009) 202 —0.39 1 SSRS CIAS 0.57 7
Luo (2012) 594 —0.19 1 SSRS CIASR 0.47 6
Chen (2007) 382 0.3 1 SSRS IAT 0.59 6
Hong, M (2021) 364 -0.24 1 SSRS YIAT 0.34 5
—0.35
Li (2023) 1078 2 others YIAT 0.88 5
0.56
Sun (2023) 531 —0.43 1 others IAT 0.62 7
0.36
0.11
Ding (2013) 614 0.09 5 ASLEC CIAS 0.68 5
0.06
0.24
Cao (2017) 875 0.33 1 ASLEC IAT 0.53 6
Zhang et al. (2016) 896 0.37 1 ASLEC others 0.48 5
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Gao (2017) 413 0.15 ASLEC CIASR 0.48 6
Wang (2012) 712 0.28 ASLEC YIAT 0.28 7
0.08
0.05
Luo (2015) 545 others IAT 0.22 6
0.06
0.03
0.32
-0.19
Zhou (2008) 264 EPQ others 0.44 5
0.26
—0.12
Zhang (2020) 455 0.47 others IAT 0.52 7
0.29
0.14
Yan (2014) 892 EPQ CIAS 0.46 5
0.13
0.16
0.3
Tian (2021) 481 others YIAT 0.51 6
—-0.25
0.27
others 7
—0.14
Zhou (2021) 1127 others 0.61
0.31 UCLA 8
0.37 others 7
0.32
—-0.05
Yuan (2006) 211 EPQ CIAS 0.57 5
-0.21
0.2
Cui (2021) 368 0.47 others CIAS 0.52 5
Dong (2018) 1362 0.64 CES-D YIAT 0.54 6
0.43 others
Hu (2010) 312 YIAT 0.31 5
0.42 SAS
Chi (2016) 1172 0.48 CES-D YIAT 0.62 7
6
Luetal. (2017) 500 0.35 others CIAS 0.48
5
Chou et al. (2015) 500 0.25 others CIAS 0.48 6
0.4 DASS-21 6
DTL Shek (2023) 978 YIAT 0.34
0.37 CES-D 5
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Bk
Shek, Det al. (2023) 1020 0.38 CES-D YIAT 0.49 6
Zhang et al. (2016) 530 0.34 others CIASR 0.46 5
Shen et al. (2020) 8098 0.69 SAS CIASR — 5
0.75 others 8
Shen X, et al. (2023) 861 —0.61 ISCS YIAT 0.48 6
0.63 DASS-21 8
Ping et al. (2011) 460 0.18 UCLA others 0.54 5
Liu (2009) 274 0.43 CLSQ YIAT 0.51 8
Guo (2020) 1317 0.23 CLSQ CIAS 0.61 8
Yu et al. (2017) 361 0.31 UCLA YIAT 0.61 6
Yu et al. (2018) 627 -0.21 SES CIAS 3
Zhang et al. (2023) 1342 0.11 UCLA others 0.51 7
Zhou (2017) 1313 —0.41 SCS CIAS 0.43 6
Du (2013) 416 —0.66 ISCS others 0.46 5
Wei et al. (2020) 1162 —0.39 SCS YIAT 0.44 5
Gu (2020) 782 -0.2 SCS CIASR 0.5 5
—0.57 ISCS 8
Du et al. (2023) 855 CIASR 0.58
—0.21 SES 5
Liu (2023) 448 —0.47 ISCS CIAS 0.17 7
Cao et al. (2019) 1092 —0.28 SES IAT — 3
Gong (2015) 2079 —0.28 SES others 0.51 4
Lietal. (2013) 506 -0.2 SES others 0.71 7
Shen et al. (2013) 1167 —0.22 SES YIAT 0.52 5
Zhang et al. (2010) 389 0.29 SES CIAS 0.58 4
Wang (2011) 606 -0.17 SES YIAT 0.46 6
CS Cheung (2018) 627 -0.21 SES CIAS — 3
Zeng et al. (2021) 507 -0.3 SES others 0.15 4
Zhang (2015) 1068 0.72 SES IAT 0.39 4
—-0.16
Li (2011) 495 SCSQ CIASR 0.34 5
0.19
0.1
SCSQ 6
0.3
Ye (2016) 923 YIAT 0.51
0.41 others 7
0.36 SAS 7
—0.06
Yao (2008) 251 -0.14 CMQ YIAT 0.44 5
0.18
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0.27
0.13
0.24
0.28 UCLA
0.05
0.03
0.11
Zhang (2006) 217 013 6 CMQ YIAT 0.44 5
0.16
0.14
Cheng (2023) 410 —-0.56 1 others CIAS — 7
e KN ERE; NASS5EYE; DRG], PIU N M EBEME ., AL REERGHE: CES-DR
VRO AR B 32) . DASS-21 (IR - £2RE - FE 783 21 TMR). SAS (B2 [P E 7). SDS (AL [ ¥F&#£). SSRS
(HELEATEER). EMBU (R EFFRE 7 R ). CLSQ (KA TSI A 25) . ASLEC (F /DG H ).
EPQ (XA 7 A% [ 4). UCLA (JIBHE ). SES(HYER). SCS(HIEIEHIERK). ISCS (ML H FKIzHIGE 1 ER)-
SCSQ (A Z M A E). CMQ (MATELA %), FHAREREHE: IAT (AEMWRFEER). CIAS (1 M %% Bof
). CIASR (1 E M ERBITH). YIAT (Young H.BE M e M) o

2.5. BIEDHT

ISR AP AR, BT A R A O R B () BB 45 Fisher 11 z 734 (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001).
TE ST R ) A ) 28428 P 5 L 45 TR 3R 2 TR R ORI (AR v, DARAE R 20 BT A i, Fisher 1) z
Bl BB 7469 Pearson HIAH R RECLHATIERE . ARWEFTLE R Giih B4 Version 4.2.1 HRH =Ko
W J7 2R B0 R 25 AR Wl R N 5 5 R R 2 M OE R, ) R B S 1 Meta LT Meta 70 #7. 115
BRI« (pooled effects, R)” 5 A2 BUREAN PRI 28 TV AL #5 E (pooled odds ratio, ORs) I B {5
[X [i] (confidence intervals, CI).

SACPERE SR A T = A R, R R LRSI KT 2 FIKT 3 T EEE . K
- 2 SR 3 525 07 22 3 W S B M AR K AN 3 A R B b AT PR T 40 AT (Assink & Wibbelink, 2016).
AL, MAS[E B F B A o 1k v A AT B . Hunter & Schmidt (1990)#% 75% 03 id Sy — Fh A [[] ) 57
JRPET I, RN T7 2 MR 75% AT AR T3k 77 Z(TEKF 1) (Assink & Wibbelink, 2016). K Q #4%
A2 RGPPSR T R . 2 P>0.1,12<50%M, SRR, KA ERNEALE G SRR 4P
<0.05 B 12> 50%H}, AASmtE “BIEL” , JREEG RN /N R I BEHLSS AL . 40N 10 F& LA BB FERT,
R Begg’s T K E AR /3 HT(P < 0.05 KR FMmAr), efilleFE. SRR, R A 7
BIR, BUSLRAINE 352808 J BRI FR 43 AT, 31X R K R A 4 14 W] BE AR /N (Madigan et al., 2016). L4k,
W Egger [HAKL KIMELE BT AR, NRKRINEZERREMA. &5, EAERERMAR, KH
Duval 1 Tweedie (2000)F trim-fill S48 2 i 475 7] 251

3. &R
3.1. s
SRR R R, U R BT SCRI S Sk 4361 B, Hid 81 BN RIS, BFE 156 NN .
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RXBHE A

BEEAREHN 96395, AOHTAE T 20 A5 E KRR A ) S R 248 AR R &2, KRB REES=
ANECE 2 IR ST . FEARRFIE NS 1 iR, 5 e R 24 AR n) A ) 28 45 FH AH 2 76 IR 22890 L% 2.6

Table 2. Influencing factors and moderating effects of problematic Internet use among college

2. RFE R MBERFMERRET SR

LR

2k

e

A5

others

% ES intercept/mean z

(95% CI)

1.27
[0.67, 1.88]**

—0.89
[-1.93,0.15]

~1.45
[-2.49, —0.41]*

~0.73
[-1.77, 0.32]

£

%S

RKFFA

—0.95
[-2.86, 0.95]

0.66
[0.11,1.21]*

0.66
[0.16,1.17]*

ES
(95% CI)

0.66
[0.15,1.17]*

P1

0.02

Mean r

0.82

0.34

—-0.17

0.42

F (dfl,df2) P2

F (3,6)=4.25 0.06

F(1,8)=4.05 0.08

F(1,8)=0.06 0.81

F(1,8)=1.49 026

K2 KFE3 KL
HE S OHE HELK

0.25 0.10%

YIAT

IAT

WA
N TASR
g CIAS

451 CIAS

others

FARE

KAy

EP
e
W TR

others

‘ YIAT
AR

M CIAS
A2 5
METH

IAT

others

0.46
[0.16, 0.76]**

—0.25
[-0.71, 0.22]

—0.22
[-1.13,0.70]

—0.05
[-0.72, 0.62]

-0.42
[-0.94, 0.11]

0.29
[0.12, 0.46]**

0.29
[0.11, 0.48]**

0.28
[0.06, 0.50]*

—0.03
[-0.30, 0.25]

0.24
[-0.06, 0.54]

0.01
[-0.46, 0.49]

0.05
[-0.42,0.52]

0.04
[0.55, 0.62]

0.29
[0.11, 0.47]**

0.26
[0.14,0.38]**

0.00

<0.001

0.17

0.30

0.24

0.51

0.04

0.27

0.24

0.28

0.25

0.19

0.30

F (4,16)=0.84 0.52

F (1, 19) = 4.63 0.05

F(1,19)=0.250.62

F (1, 6)=0.058 0.82

F(3,4)=0.0370.99

0.01** 0.01**

0.08  0.30%

9.49%
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g3k
0.23
K |
2 [-0.01, 0.47]
- 0.26
FEA R [0.13, 0.39]**
s 0.26
SR [0.13, 0.39]**
0.23
qun 2 [0.07, 0.39]*
BT A Cos
others 4 38 0.09]
0.10
YIAT 157, 1.77]
0.13
CIAS
A B [-1.93, 2.18]
W WETHR AT ~0.04
N [-2.39, 2.32]
0.17
others 1 5 15, 2.59]
~0.04
‘ |
2 [-0.58, 0.50]
- 0.18
FEA R [0.04, 0.32]*
s 0.18
SR [0.11, 0.25]**
HEL M
N
AMIE
N
0.24
aan OEY 012,036
TR 0.06
CLSQ  =0.14,026]
0.36
YIAT 1021, 0517
A & -0.13
o META CIAS " [-0.40,0.14]
others ~0.15
[~0.34, 0.05]
0.18
‘ |
e [~0.50, 0.86]
- 0.27
FEA R [0.18, 0.35]***
RFAE 0.27

[0.18, 0.36]***

0.17
[0.04, 0.307*

—0.05
[-0.32,0.23]

—0.05
[-0.18, 0.08]

0.26
[0.18, 0.35]***

0.02

0.61

0.36

<0.001

0.24

0.08

0.06

0.23

0.10

0.26

F(1,6)=0.15 0.71

F(1,6)=0.00 0.97

F(1,6)=0.34 0.58

F(1,3)=3.94 0.14

F@3,1)=0.61 0.71

0.24

0.30

0.36

0.23

0.23

F(1,3)=1.60 0.30

F(1,3)=2.03 0.25

F(1,3)=13.980.03

F(1,6)=0.57 0.48

F(2,5)=2.01 0.23

F(1,6)=0.09 0.78

F(1,6)=1.98 0.21

F(1,6)=1.23 031

0.00** 0.00** 19.94%

0.00** 0.00** 14.87%
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RXERE S
0.56
R S [0.06, 1.06]* 049
Sl F (1,4)=0.00 0.99
& T A 0.00
others [-0 7i 0.71] 0.47
0.60
YIAT 002, 1.21] 0.51
FAE & 0.00 _
gig g CIASR [-0.97. 0.97] 056 0.52 F(2,3)=0.24 0.80
& e ces 0.01 0.04* 0.04* 1.25%
~0.26 [0.26, 0,85]
CIAS [-1.49. 0.95] 0.33
. 0.50
PR _
P 51 [0.06. 0.94]* F(1,3)=0.03 0.87
o 0.56 _
=N [0.26, 0.86]** F(1,4)=159 0.28
KRG 0.56 F(1,4)=521 0.09
[0.32, 0.79]** ’ =1 U
0.52
. CES-D 14 36, 0.68]*+* 0.47
i F(1,7)=192 0.21
& T A -0.13
others [-0 34' 0.09] 0.37
0.51
YIAT 10,35, 0,677+ 0.36
K AN B .
cfi CIAS 0.14 0.46 F(2,6)=0.90 0.45
W& T H [—0.40, 0.13] 0.45
R 0.34. 0.5 s <0-001 0.01** 0.01*%* 6.13%
-0.12 [0.34,0.56]
others [-0.51,0.27] 0.37
0.45
y l —
]l 033, 0.57]%** F(1,7)=046 0.52
v 0.45 _
HAR 034, 0.55]%%* F(1,7)=228 0.18
REFH 045 F(1,7)=0.01 0.94
[0.33, 0.57]%** ’ G
—0.35
om0 [10.53,-0.18]%* 0.33
ST R 0 F(1,5)=11.470.02
ISCS 455, ~0.08]* —0.58
—0.56
‘ YIAT 1 06, -0.07]* 053 0.44
SEEtl] 072, —0 3474+ <0001 0.02* 0.02* 3.06%
0.09 [-0.72,-0.34] 0.50
CIAS -0,
5 A5 [-0.62, 0.79]
AR F (3,3)=0.67 0.63
& T A 0.14
CIASR -0 57 0.8 41 -0.39
—0.23
others [~1.10, 0.63] 0.66
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P [_1;08'4336] F(1,5)=0.05 0.83
=N _053 _
FEA R [0.73, —0.33]%** F(1,5)=092 0.38
. —0.53
7 =
KA (0,74, —0.32]** F(1,5)=0.12 0.74
—0.07
s [-0.3s,021] %
TR -0.16 0.22
REXT 7 2 [-0.43,0.12] ‘
0.26
aun SO [0.14,038]% 0.25
e F(1,6)=1.14 033
& T B CMQ -0.07 0.18 ( )
[-0.24, 0.10] :
0.23
_— YIAT (0.1, 0.34]* 0.19
Wik WETA ~0.03 0.22 FLO=0E2 07 o .
[ETSNN CIASR | 098 021 [0.14,031]x++ <0-001 020 0.00%** 0.00%* 45.49%
e 0.15 B
P 1) [0.07, 0.23]** F (1,6)=9.34 0.02
e 0.20 B
FEAE [0.14, 0.26] ¥+ F(1,6)=7.08 0.04
. 0.20
7 . —
KA [0.15, 025]%** F (1,6)=9.48 0.02
0.58
s D052l 144 2,601 0.52
SR TR | F(1,1)=0.28 0.69
others 0.15 0.41
[-3.64, 3.35]
AR 0.53
weTa AT 0.09, 0,08 053 048
; : . 004 0.02% 0.02* 3.37%
0.20 [0.09, 0.98]
4 5] [710'25 10.67] F(,1)=0.17 0.75
A= [70'%531'36] F(l,1)=4.14 0.29
REFH 0.53 F(1,1)=0.28 0.69
g [-1.12,2.18] (1,1)=0.28 0.
SRR 0.05 0.59
HFE [-0.30, 0.40] ‘
S L 0.23 0.07
HFr [-0.02, 0.49] ‘
BESERRMR -0.02 0.88
HFE [—0.54, 0.50] ‘
BESETH R 0.24 021
#7773 [-0.16, 0.65] .
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&
e
B
Els

0.24
A5 ASLEC 10,13, 0357+ 0.22

Q/
WETA 0.39
others [0.07, 0.71]* 0.56

F(1,8)=7.95 0.02

0.46
YIAT [0.02, 0.90]* 0.17

—0.12
IAT [-0.88, 0.64] 0.33

k/\E .
HRE  asr 031 0.15 F(4,5)=043 0.78

Sty ML FHn 04l 032 0.00 0.02% 0.02% 4.15%
. . . . (V]
fpE 029 [0.15, 0.48]*

CIAS (-0.95. 0.42] 0.42

—0.07
others [-0.83, 0.69] 0.37

0.09

e [-0.48, 0.65]

F(1,8)=1.03 0.34

0.27

A= [0.19, 0.35] %+ F (1, 8)=16.520.00

0.27

KRB [0.18, 0 37]%** F(1,8)=8.72 0.02

—-0.19

SRR [0.45. 0.08] 0.13

e ES BRI AR/ ; meanz LR TN E: 95% Cl £R 95%EE XA /KF—F EZRRMETT £ KTPFZ T EFRR
WRWNIRZE; KP= I ZFR R Z; RN PR r £on R REG 8K YIAT (Young H IR S pa il
R). CIAS (" E & R ) TAT (LI B 3%) . CIASR (1 [ W48 i R R BT )« EPQ (X AR 76 A% 171%5). UCLA
(IR E ). CLSQ (KZEATFEIM A %), SAS (FEHWER). CES-D (RiET L HINER). SCS (AFizHIER). ISCS
(M2 B IR FEHIGE I ER). SCSQ (1 & Bixt 7 i 4). SCSQ (18] & Mt /7 i 45). CMQ (BIX 1A 45). DASS-21 (#IB—
FIE-E /18R 21 W) ASLEC (FAFAEIEHMAER). *p <0.05; **p <0.01; ***p <0.001.

3.2. RERMERIEMAEHBR(r)

ST R TR, 5 E RS ) 2 A AR G 20 MR, 11 AR R R
FAEUSIR . R MR 7 s ARVE AR 7. AR, BIRIES]. AR KA. A
P AN PE I, K BE LN 4 8 (random effects model, REML) X 2 MW A HEAT 4 65 - Meta 70 HT 45 SR BoR,
FE 5 v [ R 22 A ] @ Y 28 A8 FAH SG I 20 ANMEEER Y, A 4 DRI o 85 v B RS AR i) 3 Y 25 4588
AARGRAAE M, G A Y b O S A ) R X 2% A FH B AR G PE d iR . TRAEEURS BN 20 & 3
7No

3.3. RERME

FEAKIEFE A B 1) 20 AN 55 R4 ] R ) 2 A5 AR OGO BRI 3y, AR T . 1R R B 23X = AN 3R AE
REER PPN T IR A 7T, PRk R = B VAl R Rt fer, FLAbE 7R Bgger's L [R1H 77
T R BRI . 45 EIR PR, AR it R BT #E L (P=0.17, 0.76, 0.21),
B FEAKI AR ] 2~4),  AHTFERTAN N BIBIE 7835 TG S5 35 1 R R A e
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Table 3. Heterogeneity of factors related to problematic Internet use among college students

F 3. RFEEBMEMEERBREZRRRMER

No. LEPNESES 12 Q test P
1 origin of student 99.90% 7823.77 0.02
2 gender 99.72% 10851.35 <0.01
3 Father’s active parenting style 0.59
4 Father’s negative parenting style 0.07
5 Mother’s active parenting style 0.88
6 Mother’s negative parenting style 0.21
7 Active coping style 0.22
8 Negative coping style 56.64% 9.47 <0.01
9 Negative life 95.65% 122.51 <0.01
10 social support 0.13
11 stress 96.63% 57.54 0.04
12 depression 94.56% 200.55 <0.01
13 self-control 96.94% 173.89 <0.01
14 self-esteem 0.59
15 Dissembling personality 0.61
16 neurotic personality 90.51% 66.40 <0.01
17 Psychogenic personality 80.06% 15.93 0.02
18 Extroverted personality 0.36
19 aloneness 85.13% 47.84 <0.01
20 anxiety 98.75% 433.30 0.01
g2
'U; g [ ] . o
S .
g § * * Y ¢ k- [ ]
5 S | | | | \
01 02 03 04 05
Fisher’ sz
Figure 2. Funnel plot of loneliness in a meta-analysis of influencing factors of
problematic Internet use among Chinese college students
B 2. hEXRZF5E )RR W2 5 R S0 E 8 7T o 4 s AR R0 SHE
g o
o 2 ® o o
T . .
e .
S S * e
A S | | | I | |
05 0 05 1 15 2
Fisher’ sz
Figure 3. Funnel plot of student origin in the meta-analysis of influencing
factors of problematic Internet use among Chinese college students
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Figure 4. Gender funnel plot of meta-analysis of influencing factors of
problematic Internet use among Chinese college students

B 4. spEIXZFE IR MM E R mE R T ot s aR=HE

3.4. KEEEREMEMEERASSEAREHXER

WG Gignac il Szodorai (2016) AT,  BEAL RSN AR T 2 Ak T K 2% A 1) R I 24 43 FH 5 8] 2% 1) 7D %
R E R FW LT 20 N5 KA N MR EZE, TAANOPERE, FKE.
Fhe o NAE B Z T 4 G5 KON FX S KT AT 200 N V22T b, M S0 R AR Y5 b 35 2 22 0 )
TR A 2 A ) B R 48 A (r = 0.29, p < 0.01; 1= 0.66, p < 0.05). FKEEZTH b, SRR E#ETR. R
SR H TR T BESR AN 3% 77 AR BESR Y Bl 37 J7 3 AN S5 38 T K 25 A= il 4 ) 4 4 (P >
0.05). AT b, #h 4 SCREAS 35 TR0 K 27 AR il 4 I 284 (P > 0.05), Stk A= i ARl R 3
25 1E i) T K 257 A el J: X 4 A5 (r = 0.32, p < 0.01; 1= 0.53, p < 0.05). NARJETH L, R 5T A% AT
22 Joi NG 18 5 25 1 [ T K 2 A ] R X 4% 48 (r = 0.17, p < 0.05; 1 = 0.26, p < 0.001), {HHEHE A&
AG 17 7N 35 A S 3 TN K 2% 26 1) v X 48438 (P > 0.05) . B4 2T b, 3R A2 S AN k) &
25 1E [0 TN K 25 A= el JE: X 48 A5 FH (r = 0.45, p < 0.001; 1= 0.56, p < 0.01; 1= 0.26, p < 0.001). W\ %12 M
b R ) S AT N K 2 A ] R X 48 (r = -0.53, p < 0.001), [ ANERRR S 5 7 A A B3
T K 25 A 1 R D 8548 FH (p > 0.05), T AR R xoF 7 2 i 38 T ) T K 2% A i i D 24l (r = 0.23, p <
0.001), N3 3,

3.5. KFE4EEIR M MEE R S & B R B EETA

WA M S5 LR 20 ARWF T RIS B R R, AFERIE TR M FEARE LK
T HHEAMB, BRI THEBREEIF (1,5 = 11.47, P = 0.02]%F K 2E A il P N 248 H 1)
s R T E R . B 3RS S R A A I U X 2 4 2 TR A R MEAE ISCS (r = —0.58) 5T SCS (r =
—0.33). PERIFETH SR 7 2F (1, 6) = 9.34, P = 0.02]%) K 24 A= n] i /A 28 4 FH i s m eh 2 v 15 7R, B
95 A A AT e DR DR vE B R Rt T 2T SE 2 B o B e R R X 284 o FEARBAEPESIF (1,19) = 4.6, P =
0.05] JHARXS 77 2U[F(1, 6) = 7.08, P = 0.04]F1 G PEAETE SHAE[F (1, 8) = 16.51, P = 0.00] k5% K2 Az ] it 14
P 284 FH s R R AR o BDBEEREAR N B 3E I, Mg VARG g R G AR v T A A ]
PRI 2845 FH (0 TR0 4 FH SE N 2.5 . R RAF A TEAS P AAS[F (1, 3)=13.98, P=0.03]. JHRLS 77 2[F (1,6)
=948, P = 0.02]LA S A A VEFHAE[F (1, 8) = 8.72, P = 0.02] 6 A2 A= 1] RUA: [0 28 158 P 7y 52 i jE2 180 = 1
F o VRSN 7 200 A7 A A AR Ao B N s R R 257 A I R ) 28 e P P s 1 ] R o e 2 119 Je TG
[P/ QR EN

4. Wit
B, AUIRTMT A ZERTONER, ERss T KRG EIR, AR E kA
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S ] DR 2% A S RS A R R 2 TR DG R e LU, JRANORAIE T R T L RN B AR Sr , DLERAS B
KGRI AE J1, XAE—EFEE LOREN T 2 80 meta 3B Ap 80N - P R BR I . ), %5 LA 2K
b PP O A i i IR 445 P -5 JFL 5 e RT3 1) 19— 22 o BV AE R T R T

SR, ABFRAE T 81 WRFT, 5T 96395 £S5, W 156 NRNA{H . AN
i b, AFEAER ., YR REZE L, ARESCERMN BT SRR T RERR R
MR AT T B L, A a3k AR SRR T, A2 b, BFEsE R,
FEAE . YR AMITE: MRS S ZE b, GREIAL, SRR MR EET B, s B3R
fily HB BRI T 2 RSN 72X AN K JZ 3L 20 ANPR 3R 0 DR 27 A i) R ) 2 {5 FH el DR 35 2
FHEBERREAT 700, D0 TEEM AT T RRHA 11 NEERE KA G R 2% A8
AR ERBR . RN &R NEF RO E T fEE. ARSI K. M. fbkAiss
PRV PERLS DIBRUBE . PREEIENAS . T AR 7 2QRURE 15 A

4.1. AOFEFER AL B 14 4% (5 A aIR2m

MAEEHBORT , SREROR 272 A il R DO 4 A5 PR ASE H 3R v RO R A, 5 koA 55 (2022) Bl T4 R 2L,
RATRE S0 2 IMNATF R RZETA Ko XIZE S5 202148, IR H A5 41 AT RE B AE TN R A
KRB, MM AR, HRE R E WK LR 725 % F. RN KZERZERK
PR SR A BR A, P BE T I X 28 B AN AL+ O 28 el P18 35 1 AT, L5 I Uy A B T Tl 2% 1A BE o
—, XA E L IR T AR R LA P I (AT 3 AL, SRR A A e R R A AR Y R T
A K 24T R A TR DA ) A P PR X1 2% iR 55 TH REAFAE 22 58 o W2 55 (20113 ) R 7F 7E 5 I 19 2% RS A S BER
FHEBARMN KA T L AR IZ/BBS. T HRAF W) Ll REE R R B, AR A R 24 U B 2 fs
W2 () — LS AT RE, BN GEREE S ST ST T R Dh RE, T LR A Th RE LA 1R 12/BBS . BT HIEAE. T
Y0 Bl S I 28 IR 55 DR, IR IR TERLAR, B B th AT X B A1

e R o A A L o T A v T e, SR UTRE T IR RAT 9 XU BE v, BB VTR T X 2% 30 XK
WAL I APRE, T 2o MR DCRE T A i v U ELER AT O (Ye etal., 2021) 0 B E AR TH DL R
BOR, Hrsftt e MO S THENRME S, SR BRI RE B, I8 B0 B SN VR A I i AN
FERS TR RARE IR, 0k FAE M T oRECRE, T 205 iy A B R 28 A5 P o AR T 55
LR A LLBORAN, MRS, 3 T 5 0 NSNS, S 2 b i IS B A SR A B (MR T4,
2020). TH., AEFETE BRSNS 77 2O R AR T o 2 A T g sz b R RS 1 L, 55 A A T RE TR DAV
A 1 8o 7 T X D 2 A e PR PSR AT o AT FER I s T AR ok 7 3 19X % s R FR) B X390 B 3 (Zhou
etal., 2017), XIZE 2 Q02D FUARI, 2 EAEBE BN TFEMR, SR EA, &
R AR AR 75 30, Wi ROR AR B PR A, A S T B 4 R

4.2. ZER TR T4 SRR M4 R R R0

SRR TR T SR BRI BRI AR 7 BER IR R J7 2035 5 1a] A ) 2% A
HAEREFERZ, X5HAMEF 7L RS (Fatima & Khalid, 2023). X AJ G852 K K4 Brab i) 42 1%
IRBRE7E B9 SR B , A0 R 5% B 1) ] DL G 9l RGP il b 5 7] FL BRI DA % 5k = AC BRI i B (Rajasekhar et al., 2023).
A, Kalaitzaki & Birtchnell (2014) 5 A2 REBER 7 20 A [ R 57 A8 0] R0 DX 288 A P 40 5 T 438 98 A 0 N B
RARFTENT, PO BT T7 200 K 2% AR n] v ) 28 48 F (R 2 e AL/ - Alonso-Stuyck (2019)
(R 3% B[] — SR BE (1) AL RE AT BB FE £ T BN R B K B BCRBCA R B3R 07 a0, Bl — APl Redezid 2
BT, XA RE S B BEHTR T UG R A 1) JE P 2 A F T R K &R
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4.3. LB JEIARF 4 EIRR M4 R R R

BV AR R SR AR AMATE B AR TS T4 g 0 H A B R SATHRFAE  RENR IR B o fe R AR A RS2,
T A A A 50RR BT SR AR AL F S (Zhang et al., 2022a) . ASHIFT R I, St AR S S A 0] K 2 A e 1]
RO ) 28 A5 FH A S 255 1 T ) TR A, BT T B0 R AR VS R 2, AT TR T e AR T R )
BAEH, 5 Fan 25201 8)FINFFE 45— 8. BhAh, AW 7R IR 150 K S48 1 el 01 0 48 1k A 2 35 1A IE
FTRIE A . thasadg HBEEL, A0, JCHRRZEN K T — @M OBEARE#E 7). g hE
NS SR, X EEROARRR, BERERNSALS, DM SRER S, X%
SR Z R, AR, UIEREE S . AL AC B S O FRURE f ) A, 3 15 45 R T FE ANS 45 R 1T 45
R, RPARA B )22 SRR 26, i 46 07 AR A NSRBI, B AE N
— PG AR B RS, 2 2h 8 FH ELIBC IR B PRI Bl A 56 A SR A, A NATT TR S 0085 T I 8% A1 R T
N FE T (Gong et al., 2021).

FE2 SR O G i T B AR I U S AL 1 35 B AR 37 (Zhang, 2021). AHBF R IAE 23
Fr5 I B AT R K R XA R RIS R E SRR Z, RAJUMEARH 230 RE
R 6] JEAE P 28 A5 AT 5 . — 0042 5 AN FEEEITT Y 2079 R AR A b R, AL 25
52 A R I R SRR R, At 4 SRR AN SCRR R JE 5 X 28 R A DG MEAS (R B (R AR R, i,
2015)0 HIR, O CRFMEEBON T, SRS ESCR . (EEKH . YRS 2 A7, AR
REARE FL O M — D7 TR BN R & 7 20, A P AR S K iR 22

4.4. NHREI3E XK A (B R 4 4% 55 FH B RN

PR — N RAMEE AT E AR TR, ©50HESENEGEREVINRR, JFFEBEEM
YFZ U TS 25 RS, 3T . AR, BB RIEE (Zhang, 2021) . ASHIE 7T & PR LR R 5 K2 A 1] 1 A
LA 2 IEAHDC, RO T 15 00 i (N S 25 2t B0 1) R D 2 4 P, X 5 DAAEAF 7245 R — Bl (Yan et all
2014; Zhou etal., 2021, #2257 FEE # e A AR LE TH 0 Sy PR3 A, 15 25 S B ZY, 28 5 B R 22 fl
R, IHLE TR SIS (Peng etal., 2019). WLEFRAL T — MR 22 AR AT EREE, ABATT AT DA 1k ik
PSR T URIR 28, M 0 RN %458 P 45 AT} 1] (Zhang, 2021). #2850 ) NATAT 5 R IR T 98, %o}
H OFABARN BB EAE, ARG I TR, AATTRT B i 78 W 2% b5 SR\ [RIRA et Bk R kb I
SEARTE AL o IR PR SR AT AR DA Ao A X2, 3 T S A ] A DX £ 48 FH (Liu et al., 2020)

10 TN 5 R 27 A ) R X 24 A ) 2 W 3 TEAH G R R o RE TP R MR A Db, oy
B, BZ RO, W AWERE, ARG . m MR AT, A1 2l b
AR R 7 NG B A7 v, AFERCE . BRI, R AR I AR U ) R (¥ U ¥ (Kuang et al.,
2020), AATIFEDLSE I N BRACAE o B B A S il NV IE A HE N 25, 2022), A ATT AT A8 BE A5 ) i
Tob X 28 33X — A T S 44 RS 29 PR A5 SR 2 B U 7R R, B S S rh (A LSS TR M, 3 1T 25 5 ok AR P 4%,
S ) R P 2 5

FEMRPE A 5 R RS E R E R R, X EHE Q0195 MIHF T4 R —5 . Witk AMS R &
i, TEHEAGESEMA CHES. aIE, B LFASTEAARY) G OB BRI, A5 Xk a it A BiF AN
AR, RS Y OAEZE S RBUR AN 22 AR R B (7K e 7545, 2023), SRR A AMSRHIE I A B4 55 R T )
25 PR AU o R R A AN AR T B A Do 286w B T B 1 L) B SE AR BRI, A AT T mT R i g 4
SRR S A TP I AR, B E SRR . A, PR AN T RETE 25 5 AE L SR
TEPRIE H CRE RN R, X R R R RR 000 K I 2% RO ) 2 [B] V50 B 2 1 BB R
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HMETE NS5 ] AL 2 TG R R R, X 5 MHR(2018) 58 HIB Fu 25 R — 2. AMuitE =48 A 1L
R B R R T U ) A SRR N o AT ) NG R 3 T AR RS L TR IR TT B(Zhou et al., 2021). #R1MT,
KRS R ROF A B — N AN B R 5 ML U, TR 2 N Ak 24 I N BT 2%, #5H
AT RE BN R (AR, 2019).

4.5. MERTRER R K F 4 BRI M4 6 R KR

BV 48 A A UL SR A AR IR (1 SN, RBIONAERE . AR, JIOMURR . ok, B9k, B
A IX B HAE AN A A e . A TR, AT A BE A N 45 N2 5 IO B () REL R A
JJpi(Zhang et al., 2022b). A EEEFRAN ASTRIBERIG (1) 7T BE 23 pR ) fE B sl s T 7 A2 R k. A2
PSS AR TR 1) B2 28 TG 4IRS (Cai et al, 2021) 0 HPEEBEIL 9 SAPETE S8R4T NGRS, BAETCHE R, U8
L PR, SR AR SR (Lietal., 2019b). MU Fig AN 4 2238 43 17 28 DA K 5 SEBR /KT 2
) [ 22 BE BT 51 RS — R SR T 1S 25 (Wang et al., 2023). ABFFUR I, F2EE . FIARFIPIMERS) B 25 1F 1m) T oK
24 1) R P 2 15

FEREIEH 55X OSBRI I RO 00 AL AR EE SR UL, R A AT AR RRRE A A 3 R T
REB At N B AL AL A I B ] BB R 2L R, (R, At It a) T8 4158 3 & (Asher et al., 2017), ¥4
FRMLEALAE o SR, TX 0 R 25 A A2 I P AR o] Rt — D IR AR B, TR BUBMEIG IR . HAT A% 0 R AIE
FGRTE . SRR R ABRR . P4 18 T RN e — P B DOTRI 26 A 75 1 22 56 [
Fmg(Lietal.,2019a). MZEHRAE T — AN ERIIAEE, RIS, AN A AT AR 2| — L] H (145 B 8L
BARERIR, 60T LLE Bt 4> SRR B AT S R . X AR 2 S AT DA R OB OR, AR IO EE
WL, AT HAREE R ™ 8, AT TSR O T ARS8 (0 55 SRR IE 1), AH REHb, A AT 1 i 0 DX 26 R R R
PR = (Yue et al., 2021). I NPFIEAL: 6h = 5% 0 R FEUE BIIUm, St =448 W2 5350022
PH(Gu et al., 2023)0 IR R B Z A0S R SANILIR),  JIUBRER R A2 AT REAE P 4% |- 5K 1
TSR], S Ao 75 5K )36 A2 PT REASEAAT Y SE DD ARSI 2% T AL 22 ISR P ik = Fo v — A N R I gk
B A T AT e R A X — 5B 43 B AL A P 2% (Yanguas et al., 2018), MIZGIRALT —/Na] PLBER FE ML 5 fth A A2 R
P&, AEFIIU IR R 5 A T8 25 5 TR T I 245 4158 (Tsai et al., 2020).

A X 23 A SRR LRI L R B T LS R R B A R 2 i AT SR 4 . W R Ak RSk i)
FBt(Kardefelt-Winther, 2014). MZIIRI A FERE, GRS nT DL AL A o) @ Do 28 4 R IR, o s
58 EL I I A 40 AR 1 SR T 46 8 B bR I #ME24T N(Elhai & Contractor, 2018). &4 15 BiRiAA, 154
J2 AT S SR A R 22 S R [, T 870 TR 1 28 42 1l vl S IR AN 2 7= 2E (1) (Simonov, 2013). AT 3RS
M5 B =, AMA R 7OE T 2 Bk ™ B YA 7 SR 15 203 2 (B = rT S BORT, AN = A i
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