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Tiirkiye’deki Universite Ogrencileri Arasinda Yalnizligin Yordayicilari:
Utangaglik ve Cinsiyet

Makale Bilgisi 0z

Bu g¢alismanin amaci, utangaglik ve cinsiyetin Universite 6grencilerinin yalnizlik
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diizeylerini ne derece yordadigini incelemektir. Veri toplamak amaciyla UCLA Yalnizlik

Makale Gegmisi: Olgegi, Gézden Gegirilmis Cheek ve Buss Utangaglik Olgegi ve kisisel bilgi formu
Gelis 22.02.2017 kullanilmigtir. Calismanin 6rneklemini Turkiye'deki bir devlet universitesinin farkli
Dizeltme 01.12.2017 bolimlerinde 6grenim goren 375 (242 kadin, 133 erkek) universite Ogrencisi
Kabul 17.12.2017 olusturmaktadir. Veri analizi igin Coklu Regresyon Analizi kullanilmistir. Sonuglar
Anahtar Kelimeler: utangaclik ve cinsiyeti iceren regresyon modelinin yalnizligin toplam varyansinin %
Yalnizlik, 33’Unu agikladigini gostermistir. Utangaghk yalnizligi anlamli diizeyde ve olumlu yénde
Utangaglik, yordarken, erkek katilimcilarin kadin katilimcilara kiyasla daha yiksek yalnizhk
Cinsiyet, dizeylerine sahip olduklari bulunmustur. Bu bulgulardan ortaya g¢ikan bazi sonuglar

Universite 6grencileri. galismada tartisiimistir.

Introduction

Being socially connected is a basic human need which has been found to be associated with
improved physical and psychological functioning (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Townsend & McWhirter,
2005). However, the inability to meet this need often results in the greater risk for poor mental health
(see Heinrich & Gullone, 2006, for a review). Defined as a discomforting experience that occurs when
people feel their social network is deficient, either quantitatively or qualitatively (Peplau & Perlman,
1982), loneliness is a natural consequence of the human need of being connected (Rotenberg, 1999).
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Loneliness has been contended as a basic fact of life that is experienced by everyone at some points in
their lives with different degrees (Heinrich & Gullone, 2006). Although it is a natural experience of
almost all people, it is not possible to underestimate its influence on individuals’ mental health since
loneliness has been found to be associated with greater adverse outcomes, from less severe outcomes
such as more negative emotions to severe outcomes such as less life satisfaction, higher anxiety, higher
depression, and even higher suicide risk (see Cacioppo, Grippo, London, Goossens, & Cacioppo, 2015;
Hawkley & Cacioppo, 2010; Heinrich & Gullone, 2006, for reviews). Despite the fact that every age group
experiences loneliness, the specific age groups of adolescence and young adulthood have been
concluded to be more vulnerable for developing loneliness (Brennan, 1982; Rubenstein & Shaver, 1982).
Consistently, Ponzetti (1990) highlighted the higher vulnerability of adolescents and young adults and
referred to loneliness as a common problem in university students in his review on the empirical
research concerning loneliness among university students. Therefore, it may be especially important to
study loneliness in this particular population of university students to identify the ones with higher
loneliness levels in order to provide necessary services before they may engage in adverse outcomes
linked to loneliness.

One variable that has been consistently linked to loneliness is shyness (Heinrick & Gullone, 2006).
Defined by the anxiety one experiences in social interactions and as the inhibition of interpersonal
behaviors due to the concerns related to interpersonal evaluations (Buss, 1980; Leary, 1986), shyness is
also an important factor for social relationships whose link with and prediction of loneliness was
confirmed in many studies across different cultures (e.g., Anderson & Harvey, 1988; Ashe &
McCutcheon, 2001; Bas, 2010; Bian & Leung, 2015; Cacioppo et al., 2000; Cheek & Busch, 1981; Erdzkan,
2009; Jones, Freemon, & Goswick, 1981; Qualter & Munn 2002; Zhao, Kong, & Wang, 2012). To
exemplify, Jackson, Fritch, Nagasaka and Gunderson (2002) found that although some mechanisms (i.e.,
self-presentation and social support) might partially explain the relationship between loneliness and
shyness, the two were strongly and directly associated with each other where shyness was a significant
predictor of loneliness, after controlling for these potential mechanisms in American university students.
Although consistent findings for loneliness-shyness link were found in Turkish adolescent samples (e.g.,
Bas, 2010; Erozkan, 2009), studies on this robust link between loneliness and shyness among Turkish
university students are scarce. Thus, investigating the loneliness-shyness link with a distinguished focus
on the predictor role of shyness among university students in Turkey may be especially worthwhile.

Gender and gender differences have always been an issue in loneliness research. Since loneliness
does not respect the gender boundary, loneliness is experienced by both females and males (Heinrich &
Gullone, 2006), but when it comes to identify the gender differences in loneliness, findings have always
been inconsistent. For instance, some studies conducted among university students presented no
significant difference among genders for loneliness level (Berg & Peplau, 1982; Green & Wildermuth,
1993; Jackson & Cochran, 1991; Kamath & Kanekar, 1993; Solano, Batten, & Parish, 1982). Consistently,
some of the studies with young adults and adults in Turkey reached the same result that there was no
significant difference of genders in loneliness (e.g., Bulus, 1997; Cegen, 2008; Duru, 2005; Eldeleklioglu,
2008; lzgar, 2009; ilhan, 2012). But in contrast, there are also findings in favor of males’ loneliness
levels. In other words, despite the commonly accepted conclusion that females are more likely to admit
to being lonely compared to males (Borys & Perlman, 1985; Schultz & Moore, 1986), a significant
amount of studies found males to be lonelier than females (Booth, 1983; Chen & Chung 2007; Ponzetti,
1990; Rotenberg & Morrison, 1993; Schultz & Moore, 1986; Schultz & Moore, 1988; Wiseman,
Guttfreund, & Lurie, 1995). Similarly, some studies in Turkey found significant gender differences in
loneliness as males were lonelier than females (Amil & Bozgeyikli, 2015; Atli, Keldal, & Sonar, 2015;
Demirli & Demir, 2014; Deniz, Hamarta, & Ari, 2005; Duyan et al., 2008; Erdzkan, 2004; Girgin, 2009;
Karaoglu, Avsaroglu, & Deniz, 2009; Yilmaz, Yilmaz, & Karaca, 2008). On the other hand, there are also
some studies which found females to be lonelier than males in both Turkish and other samples (Al
Khatib, 2012; Gurses, Merhametli, Sahin, Gines, & Acikyildiz, 2011; Kutlu, 2005). These inconsistent
findings have also observed in master’s theses and doctoral dissertations which were written in Turkey

247



Mine MUYAN-YILIK et al. — Cukurova Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 47(1), 2018, 246-259

between 1991 and 2014 (Pamuk, Atli, & Kis, 2015). According to Pamuk et al.’s (2015) meta-analytic
review of 38 studies, 24 of them found non-significant gender differences in loneliness, where 10 of
them found males to be lonelier than females and 4 of them found females to be lonelier than males.
Thus, as seen, neither international nor national (Turkish) research on loneliness provides consistent
findings about gender differences in loneliness. Given these inconsistent findings and the higher
possibility of depicting significant gender differences in loneliness starting from adolescence and young
adulthood (Koenig & Abrams, 1999), studying gender differences in loneliness in this particular group of
university students may contribute to international and national literature.

Considering the lack of evidence in Turkey for the consistent link found between loneliness and
shyness in university students, and the potential predictor role of gender in loneliness in university
students, the present study was conducted to examine the prediction of shyness and gender on
loneliness among university students in Turkey. Given the consistent findings for the loneliness-shyness
link (see Heinrich & Gullone 2006, for a review), we predicted shyness to be a significant predictor of
loneliness. Moreover, with the light of the studies that have referred to the significant gender
differences in Turkish university students’ loneliness, we predicted gender to be a significant predictor
of loneliness, as well. In particular, we expected to find males to be lonelier than females, based on the
previous findings (e.g., Amil & Bozgeyikli, 2015; Demirli & Demir, 2014; Deniz et al., 2005).

Method
Participants

The sample of this study consisted of 375 university students from a state university in Turkey.
Participants were chosen from different faculties of that university by the convenience sampling
procedure. Among the participants, 242 of them were female (64.5%) while 133 of them were male
(35.5%). Ages of the participants were ranged between 18 and 34 with the mean value of 21.66 (SD =
3.18).

Instruments

In the present study, the UCLA Loneliness Scale (UCLA), the Revised Cheek and Buss Shyness Scale
(RCBS), and a personal information sheet were used to collect data. The personal information sheet was
prepared by the researchers. The questions of age and gender were asked in the sheet.

The UCLA was developed by Russell, Peplau, and Cutrona (1980). It has 20 items with a 4-point scale,
ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (often) where higher scores refer to higher loneliness level. Russell et al.
(1980) reported the internal consistency coefficient for the scale as .94, test-retest reliability over 2
months as .73, and concurrent validity by the correlation with the Beck Depression Inventory as .62. The
Turkish version of the UCLA (Demir, 1989) was found to be internally consistent (r = .96), correlated to a
high degree with the Beck Depression Inventory (r = .77), and to have the 5-weeks test-retest reliability
of .94. In this study, the internal consistency was calculated with Cronbach alpha coefficient (a = .91).

The RCBS was developed by Cheek and Briggs (1990) for assessing dispositional shyness. It has 13
items with 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (very uncharacteristic) to 5 (very characteristic)
where higher scores refer to higher shyness level. The RCBS was reported to be internally consistent (a =
.90), along with the 45-day test—retest reliability coefficient of .88 (Cheek & Briggs, 1990). The RCBS
correlated to a high degree with the Social Avoidance and Distress Scale (Watson & Friend, 1969; r =
.77). The RCBS was adapted into Turkish by Koydemir and Demir (2005). In their study, it was reported
to have internal consistency (r = .91) and to be correlated with social anxiety (r = .77). In this study, the
internal consistency was calculated with Cronbach alpha coefficient (a = .90).

Data Collection Procedure

Before the instrumentation process, the necessary ethical permission was obtained from the
Institutional Review Board of the university. Along with the permission of the instructors and the
consent of the participants, all instruments were implemented in classroom settings. All of the
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participants were informed about the aim of the study, anonymity and confidentiality of the information
given by them, their right to exit the study whenever they wanted, and how they could reach the
researchers. The implementation of the instruments took approximately 10 minutes. Data were
analyzed by the Statistical Package Program for Social Sciences 23 (SPSS 23).

Result

Prior to the main analysis, data were cleaned and the correlation between loneliness and shyness
was calculated by Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient. According to the correlational
results, loneliness was found to be significantly and positively associated with shyness (r = .55, p < .05),
that is the students with higher shyness levels were also the ones with the higher loneliness levels.

In order to investigate the prediction of shyness and gender in loneliness, Multiple Regression
Analysis was conducted. Shyness and gender were assigned simultaneously as predictor variables where
loneliness was the outcome variable. Since the sample size was sufficient (N > 50 + 8 IVs, Green, 1991),
R’ value was used to identify total variance in loneliness explained by the model which included shyness
and gender. As seen in the Table 1, the model explained 33% of the total variance in loneliness among
university students in Turkey.

ANOVA Summary Table was examined to determine the significance of the model. According to the
findings, the model was significant, F (2, 372) = 93.35, p < .05. Thus, it was concluded that the model
consisted of shyness and gender significantly predicted loneliness in university students.

Table 1.

Regression Analysis Summary for Shyness and Gender Predicting Loneliness Level of University Students
Variable B SEB B t p

Shyness .53 .04 .54 12.59 .000

Gender 3.57 .85 .18 4.22 .000

Note. R’ = .33 (N = 375, p <.001)

In order to understand the unique variances of the variables, the Coefficient Table was checked.
According to the findings, shyness (b = .54) significantly and positively predicted loneliness. In other
words, when shyness increased loneliness increased as well. Similarly, gender (b = .18) significantly
predicted loneliness. To determine the gender difference in loneliness, mean scores of females and
males on loneliness were checked. Since the mean score of males (M = 35.68, SD = 10.82) was greater
than females’ mean score (M = 31.20, SD = 8.38), it was concluded that males were lonelier than
females in this particular sample. To determine how much variance was explained by each predictor,
squared semi-partial correlation coefficients values were calculated. According to findings,
approximately 29% of the total variance in loneliness was accounted for uniquely by shyness, and 3% of
the total variance in loneliness was accounted for uniquely by gender. Based on the findings, it was
concluded that shyness was a stronger predictor of loneliness than gender in this study.

Discussion & Conclusion

In this study, the prediction of shyness and gender on loneliness was investigated among university
students in Turkey. One of the important focuses of the current study was to investigate the relationship
between loneliness and shyness among university students in Turkey. Focusing this link is important
because both loneliness and shyness are social characteristics that have a huge influence on social life of
individuals. Although the link between loneliness and shyness was investigated before, there was
limited study investigating the link between loneliness and shyness in Turkish university sample.
Therefore, there was a need to conduct more research on investigating this link among university
students in Turkey. Considering the findings obtained in the study, shyness levels of university students
significantly predicted their loneliness levels. In other words, the increase in the shyness level of
students was associated with the increase in the loneliness level of students. This finding of the current
study is parallel with the findings of many studies showing the link between shyness and loneliness
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(Ashe & McCutcheon, 2001; Bas, 2010; Cheek & Busch, 1981; Erdzkan, 2009; Heinrick & Gullone, 2006;
Qualter & Munn, 2002; Zhao et al., 2012). Dill and Anderson (1999) describe shyness and loneliness as
interrelated because of their common preventive, etiological, and treatment characteristics and their
being causally related to each other. To exemplify this interrelation, shy individuals feel anxious about
social interactions and generally they illustrate poor social skills in social settings (Dill & Anderson,
1999). Thus, shy people may have difficulty about improving strong social relationships which in turn
may lead to increased risk of experiencing loneliness. Also, shy individuals tend to evaluate themselves
and others in a negative manner leading to avoid social interactions, and therefore they may experience
of a high sense of loneliness (Zhao et al., 2012).

Another point discussed in this study was whether gender was significantly related with loneliness.
Gender difference is a debatable question in loneliness research. Some research pointed out that there
was not a gender difference in loneliness (e.g. Green & Wildermuth, 1993; Jackson & Cochran, 1991;
Kamath & Kanekar, 1993), while some others suggested it was (Chen & Chung, 2007; Rotenberg &
Morrison, 1993; Wiseman et al.,, 1995). The findings of the current study showed that males were
lonelier than females in university students. This finding of the study was supported by many other
studies showing that males were lonelier than females (e.g., Amil & Bozgeyikli, 2015; Chen & Chung,
2007; Demirli & Demir, 2014). This finding can be associated with socialization of women and men.
Consistently, Knox, Vail-Smith, and Zusman (2007) explained their findings that college men were less
likely to involve in an emotional relationship and they were less likely to know how to make friends with
social learning theory’s suggestion that men have little socialization to value, initiate, nurture, and
maintain friendships. Similarly, Korkut (2005) found women to perceive their communication skills more
positively than men and indicated that the finding that women were better at communication skills can
be explained by socialization of women. Moreover, higher loneliness levels of male students can be
explained by gender roles in Turkish culture. To illustrate, the studies in Turkey showed that women
tended to open themselves more than men (Gultekin, 2001; Giindogdu, 2010). Therefore, women may
tend to engage in more communication than men, which may decrease the loneliness levels of women
in Turkish culture. Taken together, the differences among socialization of women and men and the
gender roles in Turkish culture may provide a basis for gender differences in loneliness.

Overall, the findings of the study not only point to the value of shyness to understand loneliness
experiences of university students in Turkey, but also provided further evidence for significant gender
differences in loneliness of this sample. Increasing awareness of loneliness and its connection with
shyness and gender have important implications for university students, researchers, and professionals
who work with university students. Considering severe problems lead by loneliness (e.g. depression,
suicide risk: Cacioppo et al., 2015; Heinrick & Gullone, 2006), university counseling centers may pay
more attention to the loneliness levels of students and its robust associate of shyness with the intent of
decreasing loneliness. Moreover, given the significant gender differences in loneliness in university
students in this Turkish sample, counselors may take gender into consideration while understanding the
loneliness experiences of university students and planning interventions for this sample. Furthermore,
universities can offer social settings and activities (student clubs, social events, etc.) that lonely students
may benefit from.

This study is a cross sectional study. To investigate the link between loneliness and shyness across
time, longitudinal research designs can be used in future studies. Additionally, convenient sampling
procedure was used in this study. In further studies, random sampling procedure with a larger sample
can be used to enhance generalizability of the findings. Furthermore, other variables such as
attachment, self-presenting (e.g. Jackson et al., 2002), and family environment may play a significant
role in the link between loneliness and shyness. Thus, these variables can be controlled in future studies.
Lastly, theoretically derived path models can be used to enlighten the relationship between loneliness,
shyness and gender in future studies.
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Tiirkge Siirimui

Giris

Sosyal bag kurma, fiziksel ve psikolojik islevsellikle olumlu yénde iliskili olarak bulunan temel bir
insani ihtiyactir (Baumeister ve Leary, 1995; Townsend ve McWhirter, 2005). Ancak bu temel ihtiyaci
karsilayamama, ¢cogunlukla psikolojik saglik sorunlari yasama riskini arttirmaktadir (Heinrich ve Gullone,
2006). Var olan sosyal iliski aginin nitelik ve/veya nicelik agisindan eksik olmasindan kaynaklanan sikinti
verici bir deneyim olarak tanimlanan yalnizlik (Peplau ve Perlman, 1982), insanlarin bag kurma
ihtiyacinin dogal bir sonucudur (Rotenberg, 1999). Yalnizligin yasamin bazi noktalarinda herkes
tarafindan farkli derecelerde deneyimlenen temel bir olgu oldugu sonucuna varilmistir (Heinrich ve
Gullone, 2006). Ancak her birey tarafindan deneyimlenen dogal bir yasanti olmasina ragmen yalnizhigin
bireylerin psikolojik saglgi (izerine olumsuz etkilerini azimsamak miimkiin degildir. Oyle ki yalnizlik, daha
fazla olumsuz duygulanim gibi olumsuz sonuglardan disik yasam doyumu, yuksek kaygi, yiksek
depresyon ve hatta yiksek intihar riski gibi bircok ciddi olumsuz sonuglara uzanan bir yelpazede pek ¢ok
olumsuz degiskenle iliskili bulunmustur (Cacioppo ve ark., 2015; Hawkley ve Cacioppo, 2010; Heinrich ve
Gullone, 2006). Her yas grubunun yalnizhgi deneyimledigi gercegine ragmen, 6zellikle ergenlerin ve geng
yetiskinlerin yalnizigi deneyimlemeye daha vyatkin olduklar ileri strilmistir (Brennan, 1982;
Rubenstein ve Shaver, 1982). Tutarh olarak, Ponzetti (1990) Universite 6grencileri arasindaki yalnizlk ile
ilgili ampirik arastirmalar inceledigi calismasinda, ergenlerin ve geng yetiskinlerin bu konuda daha
savunmasiz oldugunu vurgulamis ve vyalnizhga (niversite o6grencilerinin ortak bir sorunu olarak
deginmistir. Bu ylzden, yalnizligi bu yas grubunun belirgin bir 6rnegi olan lniversite 6grencileri arasinda
calismak, yiksek yalnizliga sahip Ogrencilerin belirlenmesi ve yalnizlikla iliskili olan ciddi olumsuz
sonuglara siriiklenmeden bu 6grencilere gerekli hizmetlerin sunulmasi agisindan oldukga énemli olabilir.

Yalnizlikla iligkisi tutarli olarak ortaya konan degiskenlerden birisi utangagcliktir (Heinrick ve Gullone,
2006). Sosyal durumlarda/iliskilerde yasanan kaygi ve bireyler arasi iliskilerde degerlendirilmeye dayali
cekincelerden kaynaklanan, kisilerarasi iliskilerden kaginma olarak tanimlanan utangachk (Buss, 1980;
Leary, 1986), yalnizlik gibi sosyal iliskiler agisindan ¢ok 6nemli bir degisken olup yalnizlikla iliskisi ve
yalnizligl yordamadaki roli bir¢ok kiltirdeki calismalarla ortaya konulmustur (6rn., Anderson ve Harvey,
1988; Ashe ve McCutcheon, 2001; Bas, 2010; Bian ve Leung, 2015; Cacioppo ve ark., 2000; Cheek ve
Busch, 1981; Erdzkan, 2009; Jones ve ark., 1981; Qualter ve Munn 2002; Zhao ve ark., 2012). Ornegin,
Jackson ve arkadaslari (2002), Amerikan Universite 6grencilerinden olusan 6rneklemlerinde, bazi
mekanizmalarin (6rnegin kendini sunma ve sosyal destek) yalnizlik ile utangaglik arasindaki iliskiyi
kismen agiklayabilse de bu mekanizmalar kontrol edildikten sonra bile utangaghgin yalnizligin yordayicisi
oldugu ile bu ikilinin birbirleriyle giicli bir sekilde ve dogrudan iliskili oldugunu bulmuslardir. Yalnizlik ve
utangachk arasindaki bu tutarli iliski, Turkiye’deki ergenler 6rnekleminde (¢ogunlukla lise 6grencileri ile)
desteklenmesine ragmen (e.g., Bas, 2010; Erozkan, 2009), bu iliskinin Tirkiye’deki lniversite 6grencileri
arasindaki durumunu ortaya koymayi hedefleyen c¢alismalar yok denecek kadar azdir. Bu dogrultuda
yalnizlik ve utangaglik arasindaki iliskinin, utangaghgin yalnizhg Tirkiye’deki Universite 6grencileri
arasinda ne derecede yordadigi 6zelinde arastirilmasi 6zellikle 5nem tasiyabilir.

Yalnizlik Gzerine yuritilen galismalarda, cinsiyet ve cinsiyet farkliliklari siklikla ¢alisilan bir konu
olmustur. Yalnizlik cinsiyet ayrimi goézetmedigi icin hem kadinlar hem de erkekler tarafindan
yasanmaktadir (Heinrich ve Gullone, 2006). Ancak yalnizlik yasamadaki cinsiyet farkliliklarini belirlemeye
gelince bulgular genellikle tutarsiz olmustur. Ornegin, Universite dgrencileri arasinda yapilan bazi
calismalar yalnizlik diizeyinde cinsiyetler arasinda anlamli bir fark sunmamistir (Berg ve Peplau, 1982;
Green ve Wildermuth, 1993; Jackson ve Cochran, 1991; Kamath ve Kanekar, 1993; Solano ve ark., 1982).
Tutarll olarak, Turkiye’deki geng yetiskinler ve yetiskinlerle yapilan galismalarin bazilari da yalnizhk
deneyiminde cinsiyete gore anlaml farkhlik olmadigina dair benzer sonuca ulagsmistir (6rn., Bulus; 1997;
Cecen, 2008; Duru, 2005; Eldeleklioglu, 2008; lzgar, 2009; ilhan, 2012). Fakat bu bulgularin tersine,
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erkeklerin yalnizhk dizeylerinin yuksekligi lehine bulgular da vardir. Baska bir deyisle, kadinlarin
erkeklere kiyasla yalniz olduklarini daha ¢ok kabul etmelerine dayanan genel kabul gérmis ¢ikarima
ragmen (Borys ve Perlman, 1985; Schultz ve Moore, 1986), énemli sayidaki g¢alismalar, erkeklerin
kadinlardan daha yalniz oldugunu bulmuslardir (Booth, 1983; Chen ve Chung 2007; Ponzetti, 1990;
Rotenberg ve Morrison, 1993; Schultz ve Moore, 1986; Schultz ve Moore, 1988; Wiseman ve ark., 1995).
Benzer sekilde, Tirkiye’de gerceklestirilen bazi calismalar erkeklerin kadinlara oranla daha yalniz
olduklari seklinde anlamli cinsiyet farkhliklarina isaret etmislerdir (Amil ve Bozgeyikli, 2015; Atli ve ark.,
2015; Demirli ve Demir, 2014; Deniz ve ark., 2005; Duyan ve ark., 2008; Erdzkan, 2004; Girgin, 2009;
Karaoglu ve ark., 2009; Yilmaz ve ark., 2008). Diger yandan hem Tiirkiye 6rnekleminde hem de diger
orneklemlerde kadinlarin erkeklere oranla daha yalniz olduklarini bulan bazi ¢alismalar da vardir (Al
Khatib, 2012; Girses ve ark., 2011; Kutlu, 2005). Sonuglardaki bu degiskenlik, 1991 ile 2014 yillar
arasinda Tirkiye’de yazilan yiksek lisans ve doktora tezlerinde de gozlemlenmistir (Pamuk ve ark.,
2015). Pamuk ve arkadaslarinin (2015) meta-analiz ¢alismalarinda inceledigi 38 ¢alismanin, 24’Gnde
anlaml cinsiyet farkina rastlanmazken, 10 calisma erkekleri kadinlara gére daha yalniz bulmus ve 4
¢alisma da kadinlarin erkeklere gore daha yalniz oldugu sonucuna varmistir. Goriildigu gibi ne ulusal ne
de uluslararasi alanyazin yalnizlik agisindan cinsiyet farkina iliskin tutarh bir bilgi sunmaktadir. Bu
dogrultuda, alanyazindaki tutarsiz sonuglar ve bu yas grubu Ozelinde anlamli cinsiyet farklarinin
bulunmasinin yiiksek olasiligl dusinaldiginde (Koenig ve Abrams, 1999), yalnizlik Gzerindeki olasi
cinsiyet farklarinin Turkiye Universite 6grencileri arasinda ¢alisiimasi ulusal ve uluslararasi bilgi birikimine
katki saglayabilir.

Uluslararasi alanyazinda tutarli bir sekilde ortaya konan yalnizlik ve utangaclk baginin Tarkiye’deki
Universite Ogrencileri arasindaki durumuna iliskin kanitlarin yetersizligi ile cinsiyetin Universite
ogrencileri 6rnekleminde anlamli bir yalnizhk yordayicisi olabilecegi disiiniilerek, bu galismanin amaci,
Tarkiye’deki Universite 6grencileri arasinda utangaglik ve cinsiyetin yalnizligi ne derecede yordadigini
incelemektir. Yalnizhk utangaclik baglantisina dair tutarli bulgular géz ontine alindiginda (Heinrich ve
Gullone 2006), utangachgin yalnizligin anlamli bir yordayicisi olabilecegi beklenmektedir. Ek olarak
Tirkiye'deki Universite 6grencilerinin yalnizlik deneyimlerindeki anlamli cinsiyet farkliliklarina atifta
bulunan calismalar 1siginda cinsiyetin yalnizligin anlamli bir yordayicisi olabilecegi ongoérilmektedir.
Onceki bulgulara dayanarak (érn., Amil ve Bozgeyikli, 2015; Demirli ve Demir, 2014; Deniz ve ark., 2005),
erkeklerin kadinlara oranla daha yiksek yalnizlik diizeyine sahip olabilecegi beklenmektedir.

Yontem
Katilimcilar

Bu calismanin 6rneklemini Tirkiye’deki blylk bir devlet Gniversitesinde 6grenim gérmekte olan 375
Universite oOgrencisi olusturmaktadir. Katihmcilar, ilgili Universitenin farkh fakiltelerinden uygun
ornekleme yoluyla calismaya dahil edilmislerdir. Katiimcilarin 242’si kadin (% 64,5), 133’G erkektir (%
35,5). Katihmcilarin yaslari 18 ile 34 yaslari arasinda degismekte olup yas ortalamasi 21.66’dir (SS = 3.18).

Kullanilan Veri Toplama Araglari

Calismada veri toplamak amaciyla UCLA Yalnizhk Olgegi (UCLA), Gdzden Gegirilmis Cheek ve Buss
Utangaghk Olgegi (RCBS) ve kisisel bilgi formu kullanilmistir. Kisisel bilgi formu arastirmacilar tarafindan
hazirlanmistir. Bu formda yas ve cinsiyet bilgileri sorulmustur.

UCLA, Russell ve arkadaslari (1980) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Olcek yiiksek puanlarin daha yiiksek
yalnizlik dlizeyine isaret ettigi 1 (hig) ile 4 (sik sik) arasinda degisen 4 puanlik 6lcekli 20 maddeden
olusmaktadir. Russell ve arkadaslari (1980), 6lcegin i¢ tutarlik katsayisini .94, iki ay arayla yapilan test-
tekrar test glivenilirligini .73, ve es zamanli gegerligini Beck Depresyon Envanteri ile (r = .62) iliskili olarak
raporlamislardir. UCLA'nin Tirkge versiyonunun (Demir, 1989), i¢ tutarliliga sahip oldugu (r = .96), Beck
Depresyon Olgegi ile yiiksek oranda iliskili oldugu (r = .77) ve 5 hafta arayla test tekrar test giivenirliginin
.94 oldugu bulunmustur. Bu ¢alismada 6lg¢egin i¢ tutarhihg Cronbach alfa katsayisi ile hesaplanmistir (a =
.91).
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RCBS (Cheek ve Briggs, 1990), utangachk egilimini degerlendiren 13 maddeden olusmaktadir. Bu
Olcek, yiiksek puanlarin daha yiksek utangaglik seviyesine isaret ettigi 1 (bana hi¢ uygun degil) ile 5
(bana ¢ok uygun) arasinda degisen 5 puanli Likert tipi bir 6lgektir. RCBS'nin, i¢ tutarhiliga sahip oldugu («
=.90) ve 45 glnllk test tekrar test glvenirlik katsayisinin r = .88 oldugu bulunmustur (Cheek ve Briggs,
1990). RCBS, Sosyal Kaginma ve Siddet Olcegi ile yiiksek bir iliski gdstermektedir (Watson ve Friend,
1969; r = .77). RCBS' nin Tiirkge formu, Koydemir ve Demir (2005) tarafindan uyarlanmustir. i¢ tutarliliga
sahip oldugu (r = .91) ve sosyal kaygiyla yiiksek oranda iliskili oldugu (r = .77) bulunmustur. Bu ¢alismada
Olgegin i¢ tutarliigi Cronbach alfa katsayisi ile hesaplanmistir (a = .90).

islem

Veri toplama siirecinden énce, ilgili tiniversitesinin insan Arastirmalari Etik Kurulu’ndan gerekli etik
izinler ahinmistir. Olcekler, &gretim Uyelerinin izinleri ve katilimcilarin génilliligt dahilinde sinif
ortaminda uygulanmistir. Tam katihmcilar ¢alismanin amaci, verdikleri bilgilerin gizliligi, ¢alismadan
istedikleri anda ayrilabilecekleri ve isterlerse arastirmacilara nasil ulasabilecekleri konusunda
bilgilendirilmislerdir. Olgeklerin doldurulmasi yaklasik olarak 10 dakika siirmistir. Veriler, Sosyal Bilimler
icin istatistik Paket Programi 23 (SPSS 23) araciligi ile analiz edilmistir.

Sonuglar

Ana analizden 6nce veri seti temizlenip yalnizlik ve utangaclk arasindaki iliski Pearson Momentler
Carpimi Korelasyon Katsayisi Analizi ile test edilmistir. Korelasyon analizi sonuglarina goére, yalnizlik ile
utangachgin anlaml diizeyde ve olumlu yonde iliskili oldugu yani utangaclk diizeyleri daha yiksek olan
ogrencilerin yalnizlik diizeylerinin de daha yliksek oldugu bulunmustur (r = .55, p < .05).

Utangachgin ve cinsiyetin yalnizligi yordamadaki rolii ise Coklu Regresyon Analizi araciligiyla test
edilmistir. Yalnizlik bagimh degisken olarak atanirken, utangaclik ve cinsiyet eszamanli yordayici
degiskenler olarak atanmistir. Orneklem biyiikligi yeterli oldugu igin (N > 50 + 8 IVs, Green, 1991),
utangachk ve cinsiyeti iceren modelin yalnizhigin igindeki agikladigi toplam varyansi belirlemek igin R
degeri kullanilmistir. Tablo 1’de géruldigi gibi, utangaclik ve cinsiyetten olusan modelin, yalnizligin
toplam varyansinin % 33’ini anlamli bir sekilde agikladigi saptanmistir.

Utangaclik ve cinsiyetten olusan modelin yalnizhg yordamadaki anlamlilik diizeyini belirlemek igin
ANOVA Ozet Tablosu incelenmistir. Sonuglara gére, model anlaml bulunmustur, F (2, 372) = 93.35, p <
.05. Bu nedenle, utangaclik ve cinsiyetten olusan modelin Turkiye’deki liniversite 6grencilerinin yalnizlik
diizeylerini anlamh diizeyde yordadigi sonucuna varilmistir.

Tablo 1.

Universite Ogrencilerinin Yalnizlik Diizeyinin Utangaclk ve Cinsiyet Tarafindan Yordanmasina iliskin
Regresyon Analizi Ozeti

Degisken B SEB B t p
Utangachk .53 .04 .54 12.59 .000
Cinsiyet 3.57 .85 .18 4.22 .000

Not. R’ = .33 (N = 375, p < .001)

Degiskenlerin bireysel olarak yordayici rollerini anlamak icin Katsayl Tablosu (Coefficient Table)
kontrol edilmistir. Bulgulara gore, utangachigin yalnizhgi anlamli diizeyde ve olumlu yonde yordadigi (b =
.54) gorilmistlr. Bir baska deyisle, bu calismanin 6rnekleminde utangachk arttikga yalnizligin da arttigi
gozlemlenmistir. Benzer olarak cinsiyetin de bireysel olarak anlaml bir yordayici oldugu (b = .18)
gorulmistur. Yalnizlik diizeyindeki cinsiyet farki, kadin ve erkek katilimcilarin yalnizlik diizeylerine ait
ortalama degerleri araciligiyla incelenmistir. Bu 6érneklemde erkeklerin ortalama degeri (M = 35.68, SD =
10.82) kadinlarin ortalama degerinden yiksek oldugu igin (M = 31.20, SD = 8.38) erkeklerin kadinlara
oranla daha yalniz oldugu sonucuna varilmistir. Degiskenlerin bireysel olarak acikladigl varyanslari
belirlemek icin yari-kismi korelasyon katsayilarinin kareleri (squared semi-partial correlation coefficients)
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hesaplanmistir. Bulgulara bakildiginda yalnizli§in toplam varyansinin yaklasik olarak % 29’unun tek
basina utangachk tarafindan agiklandigi gorilirken, % 3’Uniin de tek basina cinsiyet tarafindan
aciklandigr bulunmustur. Sonuglardan yola gikilarak bu ¢alismada utangaghigin cinsiyete gore daha giicli
bir yordayici oldugu sonucuna varilmistir.

Tartisma ve Oneriler

Bu calismada, utangaclik ve cinsiyetin yalnizhig yordamadaki roll Tirkiye'deki Gniversite 6grencileri
arasinda incelenmistir. Mevcut ¢alismanin  6nemli odaklarindan biri, Tirkiye’deki Universite
ogrencilerinde yalnizlik ve utangaghk arasindaki iligskiyi arastirmaktir. Bu iliskiye odaklanmak énemlidir
¢inkd hem yalnizhk hem de utangaglik, bireylerin sosyal hayati Uzerinde buyiik etkisi olan sosyal
ozelliklerdir. Yalnizhk ile utangaghk arasindaki iligki daha 6nce arastiriimis olsa da Turkiye Universite
ogrencileri 6rnekleminde yalnizhk ile utangaglk arasindaki baglantiyi arastiran sinirli sayida calisma
vardir. Bu nedenle, Tlrkiye'deki Gniversite 6grencilerinde bu baglantiyi inceleyen daha fazla arastirma
yapmaya ihtiyac¢ vardir. Calismada elde edilen bulgular goz 6niline alindiginda, tniversite 6grencilerinin
utangachklari yalnizlik dizeylerini 6nemli Olgiide yordamaktadir. Bir baska deyisle, 6grencilerin
utangachk dizeyindeki artis, 6grencilerin yalnizlik diizeyindeki artis ile anlamli diizeyde ve olumlu yonde
iliskilidir. Calismanin bu bulgusu birgok ¢alismanin da elde ettigi anlamli utangaglik-yalnizhk iliskisine dair
bulgu ile paralellik géstermektedir (Ashe ve McCutcheon, 2001; Bas, 2010; Cheek ve Busch, 1981;
Erdzkan, 2009; Heinrick ve Gullone, 2006; Qualter ve Munn, 2002; Zhao ve ark., 2012). Dill ve Anderson
(1999) utangaclik ve yalnizhgi, paylastiklari ortak 6zellikler olan 6nleyicilik, etiyolojik ve tedavi 6zellikleri
ile birbirlerine nedensel olarak bagh olmalarindan kaynakh olarak bu iki degiskeni birbirleriyle karsilikh
iliskisi olan degiskenler olarak tanimlamistir. Bu karsilikli iliskiyi 6rneklemek gerekirse, utangag bireyler
sosyal etkilesim konusunda kendilerini kaygili hissederler ve sosyal ortamlarda genellikle zayif sosyal
beceriler sergilerler (Dill ve Anderson, 1999). Bu nedenle utangag bireyler giiglii sosyal iliskiler
gelistirmekte zorluk ¢cekmektedirler ki bu durum da onlarin yalnizlik deneyimi icin daha ylksek riske
sahip olmalarina yol acabilir. Ayni zamanda, utangac bireyler kendilerini ve baskalarini olumsuz olarak
degerlendirmeye egilimlidirler ki bu da sosyal etkilesimden kaginmaya yol acgabilir ve bu nedenle bu
bireyler ylksek diizeyde yalnizlik yasayabilirler (Zhao ve ark., 2012).

Bu calismada tartisilan bir diger nokta ise, cinsiyetin yalnizlik ile anlamli dizeyde iliskili olup
olmadigidir. Cinsiyet farki, yalnizlik arastirmalarinda tartismal bir konudur. Bazi arastirmalar, yalnizlikta
cinsiyet farkhihginin olmadigini belirtirken (Green ve Wildermuth, 1993; Jackson ve Cochran, 1991;
Kamath ve Kanekar, 1993), bazilari anlamli farkliliklara isaret etmislerdir (Chen ve Chung, 2007;
Rotenberg ve Morrison, 1993; Wiseman ve ark., 1995). Mevcut arastirmanin bulgulari, erkek Universite
ogrencilerinin kadin Gniversite 6grencilerine oranla daha yalniz oldugunu géstermistir. Arastirmanin bu
bulgusu, erkeklerin kadinlardan daha yalniz oldugunu gosteren birgcok arastirma bulgusuyla tutarhdir
(6rn., Amil ve Bozgeyikli, 2015; Chen ve Chung, 2007; Demirli ve Demir, 2014). Bu bulgu, kadin ve
erkeklerin sosyallesmeleri ile iliskilendirilebilir. Benzer sekilde, Knox ve arkadaslari da (2007) erkek
Universite 6grencilerinin kadin 6grencilere oranla daha az duygusal iligskilere sahip oldugu ve nasil
arkadas edinebileceklerini daha az bildikleri konusundaki bulgularini sosyal 6grenme yaklasiminin
erkeklerin arkadashklara deger verme ile arkadaslik baslatma, gelistirme ve siirdiirme konularinda daha
sinirli bir sosyallesme sirecine sahip oldugu cikarimiyla agiklamistir. Ayni sekilde, Korkut (2005)
kadinlarin kendi iletisim becerilerini erkeklere kiyasla daha olumlu algiladiklarini bulmus ve kadinlarin
iletisim becerilerinde daha iyi olduklari yoniindeki bulguyu kadinlarin sosyallesme siregleri ile
aciklanabilecegini belirtmistir. Ek olarak, erkek o6grencilerin daha yiksek yalnizlik dizeyleri Tirk
kiltiriindeki cinsiyet rolleri ile agiklanabilir. Ornek vermek gerekirse, Tiirkiye'deki ¢alismalar kadinlarin
erkeklere oranla kendilerini daha fazla agma egiliminde olduklarini gostermistir (Gultekin, 2001;
Gindogdu, 2010). Bu nedenle, kadinlar erkeklerden daha fazla iletisim kurmaya egilimli olabilirler, bu da
kadinlarin Turk kiltriindeki yalnizlik diizeylerini daha aza indirebilir. Birlikte ele alindiginda, kadin ve
erkegin sosyallesme stireclerindeki farkhliklar ile Turk kiltirindeki toplumsal cinsiyet rolleri, yalnizliktaki
cinsiyet farkliliklarina temel olusturmus olabilir.
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Genel olarak, bu galismanin bulgulari, yalnizca Turkiye'deki Universite 6grencilerinin yalnizhgini
anlamada utangaghgin 6nemine deginmemis, ayni zamanda yalnizhgl anlamada anlamli cinsiyet
farkliliklarina dair ek kanitlar ortaya koymustur. Yalnizhga ve onun utangaclk ve cinsiyetle iliskisine dair
farkindahgi arttirmak, Gniversite Ogrencileri, arastirmacilar ve (Universite Ogrencileri ile c¢alisan
profesyoneller igin 6nemlidir. Yalnizlhktan kaynaklanan ciddi sorunlar (6rn., depresyon, intihar riski:
Cacioppo ve ark., 2015; Heinrick ve Gullone, 2006) g6z 6nline alindiginda, Universite danisma merkezleri,
yalnizligl azaltmak amaciyla 6grencilerin yalnizlik dizeyleri ile yalnizlikla tutarl sekilde iliskili bulunan
utangachga daha fazla dikkat edebilir. Ayrica, bu 6rneklemdeki anlamli cinsiyet farkhliklari gbz 6niine
alindiginda, psikolojik danismanlar Universite 6grencilerinin yalnizlik deneyimlerini anlamlandirirken ve
bu 6rneklemde mudahale planlarken cinsiyeti de géz 6nliinde bulundurabilirler. Bunlara ek olarak,
Universiteler, yalniz 6grencilerin yararlanabilecegi sosyal ortam ve aktiviteler sunabilirler (6grenci
kultpleri, etkinlikler vb.).

Bu calisma kesitsel bir calismadir. Yalnizlik ve utangaclik arasindaki iliskiyi zaman igerisinde
arastirmak icin, gelecek arastirmalarda boylamsal arastirma desenleri kullanilabilir. Ayrica, bu ¢alismada
uygun érnekleme ydntemi kullaniimistir. ileriki calismalarda, bulgularin genellenebilirligini artirmak igin
daha biyuk bir érneklem ile segkisiz 6rnekleme ydntemi kullanilabilir. Bunun yaninda, yalnizlik ve
utangacghk arasindaki iliskide baglanma, kendini sunus (6rn., Jackson ve ark., 2002) ve aile ortami gibi
diger degiskenlerin de rolii olabilir. Bu degiskenler ileriki ¢alismalarda kontrol edilebilir. Son olarak,
yalnizlik, utangachk ve cinsiyet arasindaki iliskiyi aydinlatmak icin gelecekteki calismalarda kuramlara
dayali Uretilen yol modelleri kullanilabilir.
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