IS LONELINESS LINKED TO PROSOCIALITY?
A META-ANALYSIS OF 32 STUDIES WITH 42,353 PARTICIPANTS.
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INTRODUCTION RESULTS
The Evolutionary Theory of Loneliness 1. Main Effect
* Loneliness may motivate individuals to approach A significant weak negative correlation between loneliness and

others but also, paradoxically, increase focus on porosociality [r=-0.109, 95%ClI: (-0.183, -0.034), p=0.004] (see Fig. 2).

self-preservation and safety [1]. 2 Meta-Regression

e Loneliness may then negatively impact social

, Female ratio Identified as a significant meta-regressor
expectations, decrease trust toward others and

[3=0.008, 95% CI. (0.002, 0.015), SE=0.003, p=0.015].
3. Subgroup Analysis

Significant negative correlation between loneliness and:
e responding to help requests [r=-0.141, p<0.001];
e helping In emergencies [r=-0.202, p <0.001].

INncrease soclal threat monitoring resulting In
egocentric behavior [2].

Although the recent meta-analysis of behavioral
studies has shown a large effect on the attenuation
of prosocial behavior in response to being socially
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= S Figure 2. Forrest plot for the main meta-analysis (k=32; n =42,353).
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Figure 1. PRISMA 2020 Flow Diagram. Corresponding author: tukasz Okruszek (lukasz.okruszek@psych.pan.pl)



