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Table 1 Sample demographic characteristics
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Table 3 Correlation analysis between online social preference and loneliness
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Table 4 Regression analysis of the effect of online social
preference on lonelines
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A Study on the Relationship Between Online Social
Preference and Loneliness among Young Students

Xue Ying
Lingnan Normal University, Zhanjiang

Abstract: To examine the relationship between online social preference and loneliness among young students, this
study used questionnaire data from 1,215 young students to investigate differences in online social preference and
loneliness, and further analyzed the predictive effects of online social preference and its dimensions on loneliness. The
results showed that, first, students at different educational stages differed significantly in perceived online disinhibition,
perceived benefits of online social interaction, perceived controllability, real-life social competence, total online social
preference, and total loneliness, indicating that educational stage is an important factor influencing students’ online
social experience and loneliness. Second, total online social preference was significantly and positively correlated with
loneliness. Perceived online disinhibition, perceived benefits of online social interaction, and real-life social competence
were also significantly and positively correlated with loneliness. Third, regression analysis showed that total online
social preference had a significant positive predictive effect on loneliness. Among the four dimensions of online social
preference, real-life social competence had the strongest explanatory power for loneliness. The findings suggest that
online social preference among young students is not merely a media-use habit, but a psychosocial phenomenon
closely related to real-life social adaptation, emotional expression, and access to social support. To reduce loneliness
among young students, it is necessary not only to guide online social behavior appropriately, but also to strengthen the
cultivation of real-life social competence and the development of supportive interpersonal relationships.

Key words: Online social preference; Loneliness; Real-life social competence
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