International Journal of Turkish Educational Studies,
2023, 11 (21), 427-457
https://doi.org/10.46778/goputeb.1218911

F Y
A

ISSN: 2148-2314

Investigation of Academic Procrastination Behavior of University Students

Based on Various Variables

Serpil Umuzdas? i Aysenur UstiinP i Hamza Ustiin© i Mehmet Serkan Umuzdasd ®

a Prof. Dr., Tokat Gaziosmanpasa University, State Conservatory, Tokat, Tiirkiye, sumuzdas@hotmail.com

b Phd Student., Tokat Gaziosmanpaga University, State Conservatory, Tokat, Tiirkiye, ayshenurustun@gmail.com

€ Assoc. Prof. Dr., Tokat Gaziosmanpasa University, Faculty of Education, Tokat, Tiirkiye, ustunhamza@gmail.com

d Prof. Dr., Tokat Gaziosmanpasa University, State Conservatory, Tokat, Tiirkiye, sumuzdas@yahoo.com

ABSTRACT

In the twenty-first century, researchers continue to investigate procrastination
behavior with curiosity. The study of procrastination gains a new dimension due to
changing parameters, including time perception, life uncertainties, psychological
disorders, evolving conditions, emerging opportunities, and advancing technology.
Although procrastination can be observed at all ages and under all conditions, it is a
common behavior among university students who are undergoing a significant
transition to adulthood. This study aims to investigate whether academic
procrastination in university students varies based on different variables. In the study,
a descriptive survey was conducted with quantitative data. The procrastination
behavior tendencies of 267 university students enrolled in the central faculties of a
state university in Turkey were examined. The Academic Procrastination Scale and
information form including demographic questions prepared by the researchers were
used as data collection tools. Since the data had normal distribution according to the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, the independent groups’ t-test and ANOVA were used to
determine whether there was a difference in the procrastination scores of the students
based on factors and total scores according to the variables. Findings showed that the
procrastination tendencies of the students differed in terms of gender, faculty,
department, duration of telephone use and telephone use purposes, interest in the
department, and perceptions of competence in the field. How students utilize
procrastination behavior is crucial when planning activities. Parameters should be
handled in accordance with age. In newer studies, causal and longitudinal studies can
be conducted by incorporating various variables into the research. Development or
intervention programs can be executed with repetitive studies.
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Introduction

In the life cycle, individuals often perform repetitive tasks. These tasks are sometimes postponed by
not being done at the specified time. Procrastination can also be described as postponing, delaying,
putting off until later, and neglecting. Individuals may exhibit such behaviors once or several times
throughout their lives, with or without planning. Knaus (1998) states that individuals generally tend
to procrastinate, but some may procrastinate relatively more, and most accept that they exhibit
procrastination behavior. Similarly, in Uzun Ozer's (2010) research, it is pointed out that
procrastination behavior can become a habit.

Procrastination might be a negative behavior when it is used as an excuse for individual-induced
delay (Balkis & Duru, 2010; Ferrari & Tice, 2000) and a positive behavior when it is used as a
motivating factor on the way to success due to time pressure (Chu & Choi, 2005; Konig &
Kleninmann, 2004; Sigall et al., 2000). The consequences of procrastination are significant when
questioning functionality. For example, procrastination may lead to adverse health consequences
(Tice & Baumeister, 1997) due to the high-stress level it creates in individuals. Giilebaglan (2003)
emphasizes that procrastination behavior is perceived relatively differently. In the first case,
behaviors that are postponed and left for a later time may be perceived as laziness or irresponsibility.
The expression "neglecting”" in Knaus’'s (1998) definition of procrastination suggests that
procrastination may be a kind of irresponsible behavior. Because the view in the source draws
attention to neglecting a prioritized task and leaving it for later. Opinions about procrastination
behavior may vary depending on the reasons and perspective of the behavior. Giilebaglan (2003),
mentions thata behavior that is procrastination for some may not be procrastination for others. Based
on this discussion, whether procrastination behavior is functional or not is questioned.

In the literature, it is seen that procrastination is analyzed in terms of its field of occurrence.
Procrastination is analyzed as general and academic procrastination (Cakici, 2003) and with asimilar
distinction as chronic and situational procrastination (Specter & Ferrari, 2000). General or chronic
procrastination refers to a general tendency that dominates the individual's life and that this
behavior is constantly present. In contrast, with situational or academic procrastination, inferences
can be made about the procrastination tendency in some situations, such as academic tasks. An
individual may have a general tendency towards procrastination behavior. General and academic
procrastination may be observed together or may occur only during the performance of academic
tasks for various reasons. Procrastination behavior is a frequently encountered situation especially
for university students (O'Brien, 2002; Uzun Ozer, 2010). This is because the academic tasks expected
of students during education and students' aspirations may not coincide.

Academic procrastination refers to postponing tasks such as preparing reports or homework,
studying for exams, and academic tasks disrupted by absenteeism (Solomon & Rothblum, 1984). It
is clear that this type of procrastination is the deliberate postponement of learning tasks, leading to
negative consequences such as anxiety, low performance or a sense of failure (Steel & Ferrari, 2013).
It has been observed even decades ago (Ellis & Knaus, 1977; Potts, 1987) that many students exhibit
procrastination behavior. Milgram and Tenne (2000) state that this may be a personality trait or a
behavioral predisposition to procrastination. In this case, procrastination behavior can be read as a
desire to avoid doing tasks and making decisions. Hence, procrastination is related to decisions or
tasks left for later, but the reasons may differ. For example, if there is a lack of information about the
decision that needs to be made or if there is a perception that the competence regarding
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the task is low, the individual is likely to procrastinate.

According to behavioral theorist (Lamba, 1999), procrastination is a short-term undesirable situation
and a learned behavior that provides pleasure. This suggests that procrastination is used as a kind
of coping strategy. This avoidance behavior can be seen in general or in certain areas of an
individual's life. According to this theory (Briody, 1980), how much students are interested in the
field they are studying and how competent they feel in it can affect their academic behavior. It is
reported that low interest and perception of competence may cause students to show procrastination
behavior. Procrastination may take the form of spending time with gadgets such as tablets and
phones. According to Turkish Statistical Institute (TUIK, 2022), the internet usage rate of individuals
in the 16-74 age group reached 85% in 2022, up from 82.6% in the previous year. It has been reported
that as the addiction to social media use increases, procrastination behavior also increases (Akbas
Cosar & Gedik, 2021). Hence the students who spend time on social media at the level of addiction
can postpone their tasks. According to the results of the survey conducted by the Pew Research
Centre (2015) in a multinational sample such as the United States of America regarding the
prevalence of use, especially among university students, it was revealed that almost half of
smartphone owners believe that they cannot live without their smartphones. Almost all young adults
of university age reported using a smartphone at least once during the study period due to a lack of
engaging activities. The literature cited in this study indicates that university students do not view
learning as exciting. Instead, smartphones are regarded as a device that fosters procrastination, a
behavior resulting from a lack of interest.

In the present study, variables selected based on behavioral theory were used in addition to the
demographic characteristics that define students. Trying to understand the issue of academic
procrastination behavior, which also concerns the disciplines of economics and medicine in terms of
its causes and consequences, can help to ensure that students lead healthy and productive life within
the system. This study and similar reports can be used in the educational process. While researchers
usually include students in their fields (AkbasCosar & Gedik, 2021; Balkis, 2007; Balkis & Duru, 2010;
Eksi & Dilmag, 2010; Gok & Tufan, 2009; Kandemir, 2016), this study invited students from many
faculties with different characteristics.

In this study, we aim to investigate whether there are differences in procrastination behaviors among
university students based on various factors. The sub-problems are as follows.

1. What is the level of academic procrastination behavior in students?

2. Isthere a significant difference between students' gender, faculty, field, grade level, duration
of phone use, purpose of phone use, level of competence perception, interest in the field and
academic procrastination behaviors?

Method

This research is a survey model study that examines students' academic procrastination behavior
with quantitative data according to various variables. In the survey model, the situation is
determined by collecting information from the mass and dealing with the sample's distribution of
individuals (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006).
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Participants

The study was conducted with 267 voluntary undergraduate students out of 6844 students enrolled
in the university where the research was conducted. The participants were from the State
Conservatory, Faculty of Dentistry, Faculty of Education, Faculty of Arts and Sciences and Faculty
of Sports Sciences. These students are studying at various departments at the undergraduate level.
The relevant information and distribution are given in detail in the finding’s tables.

Data Collection Tool

In the study, The Academic Procrastination Scale (Cakici, 2003) was used. This is a five-point Likert
scale with 19 items. It encompasses two dimensions: procrastination and regular study habits.
Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient for the whole academic procrastination scale is .92. In
addition, the Cronbach Alpha coefficient for the first factor of the scale was calculated as .89 and .84
for the second factor.

In addition to this, a demographic information form was used to collect information about the
student’s gender, faculty, field, grade level, proficiency level, interest in the field, duration of phone
use, and purposes of phone use.

Data Collection

In the data collection phase, the form containing the scale was shared in the WhatsApp groupsof the
students with the help of the academic staff that the authors had access to through their
communication networks. With these forms, informed consent and data were collected by informing
about the research.

Ethical Permission

With the permission of the Tokat Gaziosmanpasa University Ethics Committee dated 17/06/2022 and
numbered 168854, ethical permission was obtained with the notification that "it is to notify that the
research study has been decided to be ethically appropriate” and the research was completed in
accordance with the content within the scope of the specified permission.

Analyzing the Data

SPSS26.0 package program was used for the analysis of the data. Kolmogorov-Smirnov normality test
was used to understand whether the scores obtained from the scale showed normal distribution for
the whole scale and two factors. As a result of the results obtained, the results of the distribution of
the data throughout the scale were obtained (KS .082). The findings regarding the normality values
of the variables throughout the scale are shown in Table 1.

Table 1

Normality Test

Kolmogorov-Smirnov

Statistic Sd. p
Gender Woman .058 159 .200
Male .092 108 .024
Alana Interest Low 244 5 200
Centre .059 76 .200
High .060 186 .200
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CompetenceLevel Less 217 12 125
Centre .053 126 .200

Very much 064 90 .200

Full 119 39 175

Diary Telephone Less .078 76 .200
Duration Centre .058 111 200
Very much 110 80 .019

TelephoneUsage Homework-Project 169 9 .200
Purpose Social media 042 159 200
Communication .109 99 .006

After the normality tests, results below the significance value were found in some variables. The
kurtosis and skewness values of these variables were analyzed. The distribution meets the normality
assumption as the skewness and kurtosis values are between +-1.00. From this perspective, the
values for the related fields of gender, competence level, daily phone usagetime and purpose of
phone usage among the variables were analyzed. As a result of the measurements of the range of
skewness and kurtosis ratios, gender (female -.478/.112, male .081/.012), competence level (less -
.093/.014), daily phone usage time (less -.517/.197) and purpose of phone use (communication -.254/-
.744) results were obtained. It was determined that the data exhibited a normal distribution and
therefore parametric tests were applied. In order to determine whether there is a difference between
the mean procrastination scores of the students, t-test was used in the gender variable and One-Way
Analysis of Variance tests were used in other variables.

Findings

In this section, the findings related to the differences in university students' academic
procrastination levels according to their gender, faculty, field of study (department), grade level,
competence in the field, interest in the field and phone usage are presented.

Findings Related to the Level of Academic Procrastination Among Students

Table 2
Academic Procrastination Behavior Level
n Average Median Std. Variance Minimum Maximum
Deviation
267 3.44 3.42 .661 437 1.45 4.93

The first research question investigated is related to the level of procrastination behavior of the
students. The average procrastination score of the students found by dividing the total score
obtained from the scale by the number of items is 3.44. The lowest procrastination score of the
participants is 1.45 and the highest procrastination score is 4.93. Table 2 shows that the
procrastination behaviors of university students exist at various levels.

Findings Related to the Difference Between Students' Academic Procrastination Scores and
Various Variables

Procrastination Tendencies of Students According to Gender

As displayed in the 3, there is a significant difference between the academic procrastination behavior
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levels of female and male students participating in the study (t: 2.53, p<0.05). As the averages of the
academic procrastination behavior levels of female (x: 3.53) and male (x:3.32) students are examined,
it is seen that the mean procrastination behavior scores of femalestudents are higher than those of
male students.

Table 3
Procrastination by Gender
Gender n X sd t p
Factor Woman 159 3.55 783 1.33 183
1 Male 108 3.42 .735
Factor Woman 159 3.50 .691 3.38 .001
2 Male 108 3.21 661
Total Woman 159 3.53 .660 2.53 012
Male 108 3.32 645

Procrastination Tendencies of Students According to the Faculty of Study

Procrastination behavior scores of students based on their faculties are shown in Table 4. The lowest
procrastination score among the faculties is in the Faculty of Dentistrystudents (X: 2.92) and the
highest score is in the State Conservatory students (X: 3.68).

Table 4
Postponement by Faculty
Faculty Factor 1. Factor 2 Total
n X ss X ) X SS
Dentistry 29 3.03 .79 2.83 .62 2.92 .66
Education 64 3.45 .76 3.49 .61 3.47 .59
Science and Letters 88 3.66 .76 3.49 77 3.58 .70
Sport Sciences 60 3.45 .66 3.28 .54 3.36 51
State Conservatoire 26 3.74 72 3.62 .65 3.68 .63

The groups between which the score differences were found are given in Table 5. There are
statistically significant differences between the procrastination behavior levels of the students
participating in the study according to the types of faculties they study (F: 4.91, p<.05). It is seen that
there is a difference between the students studying at the Faculty of Dentistry (x: 2.92), Education (x:
3.47), Science and Literature (X: 3.58), Sports Sciences (x: 3.36) and State Conservatory (X: 3.68). Based
on these findings, it can be said that the procrastination behavior scores of the students studying at
the Faculty of Dentistry are lower than the otherfaculties.
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Table 5
Faculty Differences Between Groups
Sum of squares Sd. Mean squares F p
Factorl Between groups 10.86 4 2.72 491 .001
In-group 145.10 262 .554
Total 155.99 266
Factor2 Between groups 12.79 4 3.20 7.29 .000
In-group 114.91 262 439
Total 127.71 266
Total Between groups 11.31 4 2.82 7.06 .000
In-group 104.96 262 401
Total 116.28 266

Procrastination Tendencies of Students According to the Department (History, Dentistry,etc.)

Procrastination behavior scores of the students according to their departments are shown inTable 6.
It is seen that the lowest procrastination score among the departments is in the Department of
Dentistry (x: 2.92) and the highest score is in the students of the Department of Turkish Language
and Literature (X: 3.68).

Table 6
Postponement by Department
Section Factor 1. Factor 2 Total
n X SS X ) X Ss
History 59 3.57 81 3.35 78 3.46 73
Turkish Language and Literature 29 3.86 .62 3.78 .67 3.82 .59
Dentistry 29 3.02 79 2.83 .62 2.92 .66
Classroom Teaching 38 3.5 77 3.48 .65 3.49 .60
Coaching Education 21 3.46 .63 3.25 .53 3.36 49
Music Education 26 3.39 76 3.51 .55 3.45 .59
Turkish Music 26 3.74 72 3.62 .65 3.68 .63
Physical Education and Sport 39 3.44 .68 3.3 .55 3.37 54

The differences between the procrastination behavior scores of the students according to their
departments are shown in Table 7. It shows that there is a statistically significant difference between
the procrastination behavior levels according to the departments (F: 5.01,p<.05). There is a significant
difference between the students of the Department of Dentistry (x: 3.02) and the students of the
Department of History (x: 3.57), Turkish Language and Literature (x: 3.86) and Turkish Music (X: 3.74),
and in the second factor,there is a significant difference between the students of the Department of
Classroom Teaching(x: 3.48), Music Education (X: 3.51) and Turkish Music (x: 3.68). On the overall
scale, there is a significant difference between the students of the Department of Dentistry (x: 2.92)
and all other departments except the students of the Department of Coaching (x: 3.36).
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Table 7
Section Differences Between Groups
Sum of squares Sd. Mean squares F p
Factorl = Betweengroups 12.73 7 1.81 3.28 .002
In-group 143.256 259 .553
Total 155.99 266
Factor2  Betweengroups 16.47 7 2.35 548 .000
In-group 111.242 259 430
Total 127.71 266
Total Betweengroups 13.88 7 1.98 5.01 .000
In-group 102.39 259 395
Total 116.28 266

Procrastination Tendencies of Students According to Class Level

Procrastination behavior scores of students according to their grade levels are shown in Table 8. It is

seen that the lowest procrastination score among the grade levels is in the 1st year undergraduate
students (x: 3.25) and the highest score is in the 3rd year undergraduate students (x: 3.51). There is
no differentiation in the procrastination behavior levels of the students. In other words, there is no

change in the academic procrastination behaviors of students according to their grade levels.

Table 8
Procrastination According to Class Level
Class Factor 1 Factor 2 Total
n X ss X ss X ss

1 27 3.26 .98 3.23 .78 3.25 .83
2 35 3.55 71 3.36 .73 3.46 .67
3 96 3.61 .72 3.41 .67 3.51 .63
4 109 3.45 .74 3.41 .67 3.43 .63

Students’ Procrastination Tendencies According to Phone Usage Periods

The procrastination behavior scores of the participants according to their phone usage time are

shown in Table 9. It shows that the lowest procrastination score is found in students who use their

phones for 6 hours or more (x: 3.28) and the highest score is found in students who use their phones

for 0-3 hours (X: 3.62).

Table 9
Telephone Usage Time and Postponement
Duration Factor 1 Factor 2 Total
n X Ss X Ss X Ss
0-3 hours 76 3.68 .75 3.56 .72 3.62 .69
3-6 hours 111 3.53 71 3.35 .67 3.44 .62
6 hours and over 80 3.29 .80 3.27 .65 3.28 .64

Information on the groups between which scores differ is shown in Table 10. It shows a statistically

significant difference between the phone usage time of the students participating in the study and
their academic procrastination behavior levels (F: 5.36, p<0.05). When the differences between the
groups were examined, a differencewas found in the procrastination scores of 0-3 hours of use (x:
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3.62) and 6 hours and over (X: 3.28) in the factors and the scale.

Table 10
Duration of Telephone Usage Differences Between Groups
Sum of squares sd. Mean squares F p
Factorl =~ Betweengroups 6.24 2 3.12 5.501 .005
In-group 149.751 264 567
Total 155.99 266
Factor2  Betweengroups 3.56 2 1.78 3.79 .024
In-group 124.147 264 470
Total 127.71 266
Total Betweengroups 4.54 2 2.27 5.36 .005
In-group 111.739 264 423
Total 116.28 266

Procrastination Tendencies of Students According to Purposes of Phone Use

Procrastination behavior scores of the students according to their phone usage purposes areshown
in Table 11. Among the purposes of use, the lowest procrastination score was found instudents who
used phones for social media (x: 3.25) and the highest score was found in students who used phones
for communication (x: 3.62). Information on which groups the scoredifferences are between is shown

in Table 12.
Table 11
Telephone Usage Purpose and Postponement
Objective Factor 1 Factor 2 Total
n ss X s X ss
Homework-Project-Training 9 3.63 .59 3.71 .80 3.67 .61
Social media 159 3.3 77 3.21 .66 3.25 .65
Communication 99 3.81 .65 3.64 .63 3.72 .57

According to Table 12, there is a statistically significant difference between the phone usage
purposes of the students participating in the research and their academic procrastination behavior
levels (F: 18, p<0.05). When the differences between the groups are examined, thereis a difference in
the procrastination scores of the students who use their phones for social media purposes (X: 3.25)
and the students who use their phones for communication purposes(x: 3.72).

Table 12
Purpose of Phone Usage Differences Between Groups

Sum of squares Sd. Mean squares F p
Factorl = Betweengroups 16.24 2 8.12 15.34 .000
In-group 139.747 264 529
Total 155.99 266
Factor2  Betweengroups 12.07 2 6.03 13.78 .000
In-group 115.643 264 438
Total 127.71 266
Total = Betweengroups 13.96 2 6.98 18 .000
In-group 102.323 264 .388
Total 116.28 266
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Procrastination Tendencies of Students According to Their Efficacy Perceptions

As seen in Table 13, the low scores (x: 2.55) of the students who consider themselves less self-
sufficient in the scores of university students' efficacy levels and procrastination behaviors draw
attention. It is understood that the highest value (x: 3.66) is the score of the students whoconsider
themselves fully competent.

Table 13
Qualification and Deferral
Competence Factor 1 Factor 2 Total
n X ss X SS X SS
Less 12 2.61 .79 25 .64 2.55 .69
Centre 126 3.48 74 3.31 .63 3.4 .61
Very much 90 3.55 72 3.52 .65 3.53 .61
Full 39 3.73 72 3.58 .75 3.66 .68

Information on the groups between which the score differences were realized is shown in Table 14. It
shows a statistically significant difference between the student’s competence levels participating in
the study and their academic procrastination behaviors (F: 10.372, p<0.05). When the differences
between the groups were analyzed, it was found thatthere was a difference in procrastination scores
between students with low efficacy levels (X: 2.55) and students with other efficacy levels.

Table 14
Competence Differences Between Groups
Sum of squares Sd. Mean squares F p
Factorl = Betweengroups 11.8 3.93 7177 .000
In-group 144.187 263 548
Total 155.99 266
Factor2  Betweengroups 13.25 3 4.41 10.154 .000
In-group 114.460 263 435
Total 127.71 266
Total Betweengroups 12.3 3 4.1 10.372 .000
In-group 103.981 263 395
Total 116.28 266

Procrastination Tendencies of Students According to Their Level of Interest in the Field of Study

Table 15 shows the procrastination behavior scores of the students according to their interestlevels in
the field of study. Among the interest levels, the lowest procrastination score was found in students
with low-interest levels (x: 2.78) and the highest score was found in studentswith high-interest levels
(x: 3.59).

Table 15
Level of Interest in the Field and Procrastination
Level of Interest Factor 1 Factor 2 Total
n X SS X ss X ss
Low 5 3.15 .79 2.42 .40 2.78 .55
Centre 76 3.18 .81 3.05 .70 3.12 .67
High 186 3.64 .70 3.55 .62 3.59 .59
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Information on the groups between which scores differ is shown in Table 16. There is a statistically
significant difference between the interest levels of the students participating in the study and their
academic procrastination behaviors (F: 18.696, p<0,05). When the differences between the groups
were analyzed, it wasfound that there was a difference in procrastination scores between students
with high interestlevels and students with other interest levels in the factors and scale.

Table 16
Interest in the Field Differences Between Groups
Some of Sd. Mean squares F p
squares
Factorl = Betweengroups 11.945 2 5.97 10.946 .000
In-group 144.046 264 546
Total 155.99 266
Factor2  Betweengroups 17.88 2 8.94 21.488 .000
In-group 109.837 264 416
Total 127.71 266
Total Betweengroups 14.427 2 7.21 18.696 .000
In-group 101.856 264 .386
Total 116.28 266

Discussion and Conclusion

The averages of the scores obtained from the scale used in the research show that the procrastination
tendencies of the students in the study are at a level that can be graded from medium to high. In the
present study conducted with university students, it was aimed to evaluate the procrastination
behaviors of the participants together with many other characteristics. Gender, faculty, the field of
study (department), class level, telephone use, competence in the field, and interest in the field were
included because of their relationship with procrastination behavior.

The present study’s findings show that female students are more likely to engage in procrastination
behavior. A similar study (Washington, 2004) indicates that femalesprocrastinate more than males. It
is understood that different findings may emerge specific to the participant in the analyzed studies.
The research indicates a notable difference in study habits between male and female students, with
female participants displaying a tendency to postpone academic activities more frequently than
males due to less regular study patterns. Among the previousstudies on academic procrastination
conducted with students; some studies examining genderand procrastination behavior have found
that males are more prone to procrastination (Aktas, 2021; Balkis et al., 2006; Gok & Tufan, 2009;
Dogan et al., 2017). On the other hand, some studies found that gender is not a variable directly
related to procrastination behavior (Dikmen, 2021; Effert & Ferrari, 1989). There may also be a
gender-related perception difference regarding the characteristics related to procrastination.
Similarly, Akbay and Gizir (2011) reported that the most vital variable predicting academic
procrastination behavior of male students was academic self-efficacy belief, that males made
relatively more optimistic markings on scales related to self-efficacy, and that this may also be the
case in situations such as procrastination.

As a further result of the study, it was observed that the tendency of students to procrastinate differed

437



Serpil Umuzdas ® Aysenur Ustiin ® Hamza Ustiin ® Mehmet Serkan Umuzdas

according to the faculty in which they were studying. The study participants were fromfive different
units: Dentistry, Faculty of Sports Sciences, Faculty of Education, Faculty of Science and Letters, and
State Conservatory. Here, it is seen that the procrastination tendenciesof Dentistry students are lower
than in all other units. In other words, the unit with the lowest procrastination tendency at
Gaziosmanpasa University, where the study was conducted, is the Faculty of Dentistry. It can be
thought that the unit requires regular study discipline relatively more because it is an application-
oriented faculty. However, when the findings of the same study are analyzed, similar low levels are
not observed in the scores of the State Conservatory, which is also practice-oriented. Dikmen (2021)
found that health-related educational institutions do not tend to procrastinate as much as other
departments. In additionto obtaining findings consistent with the health literature, it is not an
expected result that Conservatory students tend to procrastinate. Because, as an applied discipline,
art education requires regular study habits (Seker & Saygi, 2013). In this case, the fact that the
profession of dentistry is a more vital field than art and the student’s awareness and perceptionof
this may be explanatory.

In this study, it is understood that students show procrastination behavior at varying rates according
to their grade levels, but this difference is not significant. According to the mean value, it is seen that
procrastination behavior gradually increases in the first three levels of the undergraduate degree. At
the same time, this tendency decreases in the fourth-year students. A similarfinding regarding the
decrease in procrastination tendency with the approach of the transition to the profession is also
found in the study of Gok and Tufan (2009). Studies (Cao, 2012; Doganet al., 2017), in which a
significant difference was found between grade level and procrastination behavior, also showed that
procrastination behavior increases as the gradelevel increases. Cao (2012) reported that students try
to make career-oriented plans as they approach graduation. This situation can be explained by the
expectations about the target approaching the profession.

In this study conducted with university students, it was understood that procrastination behaviors
differ according to the duration of daily phone usage. It shows that students' phone usage times are
not in the same direction as their procrastination levels. This findingsuggests that the phone is not
an avoidance behavior tool. The phone’s purpose is crucial for a broad view of this situation.
Students use the phone for social media and tasks such as communicating or doing
homework/research. Studies investigating the direction and cause of the relationship between
academic procrastination and problematic mobile phone use are essential. Studies examining
mediating variables can explain the relationships between mobile phone use and task completion.
For example, Li et al. (2020), who investigated the relationship between smartphone use and
academic procrastination with the mediating role of self-efficacy and found a positive correlation,
stated that if individuals believe that they are competent in a field or task, they can complete the task
without showing a tendency to procrastinate. The frequency of phone use by such individuals does
not seem to be at a level that can interfere with their tasks. In this case, the literature makes it
necessary for procrastination behavior researchers to deal with the self-efficacy variable. In the
current study, which examined the procrastination levels of students, it was found that
procrastination behavior differed according to the variables of self-efficacy and interest in the field.
Although it is not a correlational finding, it is seen that procrastination tendency is also low in
students with low self-efficacy perception. It is understood from the mean scores of the students
with relatively high self-efficacy perception levels that they tend to procrastinate. In general, in the
literature (Klassen et al., 2008; Wu & Fan, 2017), a negative correlation exists between self-efficacy
and procrastination behavior. Although students with high self-efficacy resist working for a long
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time (Akgay et al., 2021) and this situation can positively affectstudents who feel sufficient in terms
of study habits, the opposite can also be seen. In relation to the finding of the current study, it can
be thought that students who think they are insufficient in their field of study tend to study regularly
and on time, probably to eliminate this situation. In contrast, students who feel competent tend to
postpone theiracademic tasks. Behaviorist theory explains the tendency to procrastinate with the
phenomenon of motive. Accordingly, students may tend to procrastinate unless there are motivating
forces such as being interested in the task or a gain/gain to be obtained at the end of the task, a sense
of success. In other words, the individual may choose to do tasks in a fieldin which he/she is
interested and confident instead of the task he/she postpones (Briody, 1980). In this case,
procrastination behavior can be seen as an activity to reduce pain or to be in a good mood for a while
(Sirois & Pychyl, 2013). The university students where the research was conducted are interested in
the field they are studying above the medium level. However, students with high procrastination
scores are also interested in the field. It can be thought that having interest, which can provide
motivation, does not motivate the participant students to study.

As a result of the findings of this study, it is clear that women have a stronger tendency to
procrastinate than men and the students of the Faculty of Dentistry, which is related to health
sciences, have a relatively low procrastination tendency. In contrast, the students of the
Conservatory, which is related to the arts, have higher procrastination scores. Differences related to
class level were not significant. Students who have a high level of interest and perception of
competence in thefield they are studying also tend to procrastinate. When the significant difference
between theprocrastination scores of the students and their phone usage is examined, it suggests
that phone usage is not a problematic behavior in the direction of procrastination for this study.

When the current study and previous studies are considered as a whole, it is seen that studentsmay
experience procrastination behavior in different forms and levels in their academic life.
Procrastination behavior, which is described as a behavioral disorder (Ferrari, 1991; as cited in
Girilti, 2016), is a tendency that is generally not preferred. So much so that over 95% of
procrastinators want to reduce it (O'Brien, 2002). Because this behavior has been reportedto cause
"serious academic failures and significant problems in relationships" (Sweitzer, 1999),stress (Tice &
Baumeister, 1997) and anxiety (Aydogan, 2008; Eksi & Dilmag, 2010). In contrastto these findings, it
has been stated that procrastination, even if it is sometimes short-term (Tice & Baumeister, 1997),
may also have positive results in terms of motivating others to work (Chu & Choi, 2005; Konig &
Kleninmann, 2004; Sigall et al., 2000). The issue of accordingto which parameters the procrastination
behaviors of the students studying in different departments of the university where the study was
conducted differ may provide ideas that may be functional for current and future research. The fact
that the field was the institution where the researchers worked provided a relatively accessible
research area. In addition to this advantage, the number of volunteer participants in the study and
the regionalism factor limited the generalizability of the findings. Due to some findings incompatible
withthe literature, new causal studies are planned and proposed. In new studies, causal and
longitudinal studies can be conducted by adding different variables.

How students utilize procrastination behavior is crucial when organizing activities. As mentioned
in the study, it may be necessary to rethink the parameters by age. Development or intervention
programs can be put into practice by conducting studiesrepeatedly.
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OZET

MAKALE BILGISi

Yirmi birinci yiizyilda arastirmacilar, erteleme davranisini arastirmaya merakla
devam etmektedir. Davrarnusla ilgili oldugu diisiiniilen parametrelerin zaman iginde
degisim ve doniisiim gostermesi, yasadigimiz ¢agdaki; zaman algisi, yasamdaki
belirsizlikler, artan psikolojik rahatsizliklar, degisen kosullar, yeni olanaklar, gelisen
teknoloji gibi olgular “erteleme” caligmalarina yeni bir boyut kazandirmaktadir.
Erteleme, her yasta ve kosulda goriilebilse dahi yasamin belirgin yetiskinlik dénemini
yasamakta olan iiniversite 6grencilerinde en sik karsilasilan davranislardan biridir.
Bu arastirma, iiniversite 0grencilerinin akademik erteleme davranislarinin gesitli
degiskenlere gore farklilik gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla yapilmistir.
Arastirmada, nicel verilerle betimsel tarama yapilmistir. Tiirkiye'de bulunan bir
devlet iiniversitesindeki merkez fakiiltelere kayitli 267 iiniversite 6grencisinin
erteleme davranisi egilimleri incelenmistir. Veri toplama araci olarak, Akademik
Erteleme Olgegi ve aragtirmacilarin hazirladig1 demografik sorular igeren bilgi formu
kullanilmistir. Fark testlerinden 6énce Kolmogorov Smirnov testi ile verilerin normal
dagihm sagladigl anlasilmis, parametrik testlerin kullanimina karar verilmistir.
Ogrencilerin erteleme puanlarinda degiskenlere gore faktor bazinda ve toplam
puanda farklilik olup olmadig1 bagimsiz gruplar t testi ve Anova ile anlasilmistir.
Arastirma sonucunda; 0grencilerin erteleme egilimlerinin cinsiyet, fakiilte, boliim,
telefon kullanma siireleri ve telefon kullanma amaglari, boliime ilgi, alanda yeterlik
algilarina gore farklihik ve orta diizeyde etki biiyiikliigii gozlenmistir. Erteleme
davranisinin 6grencilerce nasil kullanildigl, etkinliklerin planlanmasinda onemli
goriilmektedir. Parametreleri ¢aga uygun olarak ele almak gerekir. Yeni calismalarda
farkli degiskenler eklenerek nedensel ve boylamsal arastirmalar yiiriitiilebilir.
Caligsmalar tekrarli bigimde yapilmasiyla gelistirme ya da miidahale programlar
uygulamaya konulabilir.
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Giris

Yasam dongiisii icinde bireyler, cogunlukla tekrarli gorevler yerine getirirler. Bu gorevler bazen
belirlenmis olan zamanda yapilmayarak ertelenir. Erteleme; 6teleme, geciktirme, sonraya birakma,
ihmal etme ifadeleri ile de betimlenebilmektedir. Bireyler, bu tiir davranislar1 yasamlar1 boyunca bir
veya birkag¢ kez planlayarak ya da planlamayarak gosterilebilmektedir. Knaus (1998), bireylerin
genelinin erteleme egiliminde olabildigini ancak kimilerinin gorece daha fazla erteleyebildigini,
bireylerin biiyiik cogunlugunun, erteleme davranigi sergiledigini kabul ettigini belirtir. Uzun Ozer
(2010)'in arastirmasinda da benzer sekilde, erteleme davramisinin aliskanlia doniisebildigine
dikkat ¢ekilmektedir.

Erteleme, birey kaynakli gecikme icin bahane olarak kullanildiginda olumsuz (Balkis ve Duru, 2010;
Ferrari ve Tice, 2000), zaman baskisindan dolay1 basariya giden yolda motive edici bir unsur olarak
kullanildiginda olumlu (Chu ve Choi, 2005; Konig ve Kleninmann, 2004; Sigall ve digerleri, 2000) bir
davranis olabilir. Ertelemenin doguracagi sonuglar, islevsellik sorgulamasinda olduk¢a énemlidir.
Ornegin; erteleme davranigi, bireylerde yarattigi yiiksek diizeyde stres nedeniyle saglik durumunda
olumsuz sonuglar (Tice ve Baumeister, 1997) dogurabilmektedir. Giilebaglan (2003), erteleme
davranisinin goreceli olarak farkl algilandigini vurgular. Birinci durumda; ertelenen, daha ileri bir
zamana birakilip Otelenen davraruslar, tembellik veya sorumsuzluk olarak algilanabilir. Knaus
(1998)"un erteleme tanimindaki “ihmal etmek” ifadesi; ertelemenin, bir tiir sorumsuzluk davranisi
olabildigini diistindiiriir. Clinkii kaynaktaki goriis, onceligi olan bir isi ihmal ederek sonraya
birakmaya dikkat ¢eker. Erteleme davranisi hakkindaki gortisler, davranisin gerekgelerine ve bakis
agisina bagli olarak degisebilmektedir. Giilebaglan (2003), kimilerine gore erteleme olan bir
davranisin bagkalarina gore erteleme olmayabileceginden bahseder. Bu tartismanin temelinde
erteleme davranigmin islevli olup olmadig1 sorgulanmaktadir.

Literatiirde ertelemenin, goriilme sahasi bakimindan kesimlenerek incelendigi goriilmektedir.
Erteleme; genel ve akademik erteleme (Cakici, 2003) olarak ve benzer bir ayrimla kronik ve
durumsal erteleme (Specter ve Ferrari, 2000) olarak incelenir. Genel ya da kronik ifadesiyle;
erteleme davranisinin bireyin yasamina hakim olan genel bir egilim oldugu ve bu davranisin siirekli
olarak varhg diistiniiliirken, durumsal veya akademik erteleme ifadeleri ile akademi gorevleri gibi
bazi durumlarda goriilen erteleme egilimine dair ¢ikarimlar saglanabilir. Bireyin erteleme
davranisina genel bir egilimi olabilir. Genel ve akademik erteleme egilimi birlikte gozlenebilir ya da
cesitli nedenlerle sadece akademik gorevleri gerceklestirme sirasinda ortaya c¢ikabilir. Ogzellikle
iiniversite 6grencileri i¢in erteleme davranisi siklikla karsilasilan bir durumdur (O’'Brien, 2002; Uzun
Ozer, 2010). Ciinkii 8grenim siiresince 6grencilerden beklenen akademik gdrevler ile dgrencinin
arzulari ortak olmayabilir.

Akademik erteleme; rapor veya O0dev hazirlama, sinava calisma gibi isleri erteleme, derslere
devamsizlik yapmayla aksatilan akademik gorevleri igerir (Solomon ve Rothblum, 1984). Bu
erteleme tiiriiniin, egitim gorevlerini kasitl olarak geciktirmeyi igerdigi, kaygi, diisiik performans
veya basarisizlik duygusu gibi olumsuz sonuglara yol agtig1 (Steel ve Ferrari, 2013 ) anlasilmaktadir.
Ogrencilerin biiyiik oranda erteleme davranigini gdsterdikleri bundan on yillar dncesinde (Ellis ve
Knaus, 1977; Potts, 1987) bile goriilmektedir. Milgram ve Tenne (2000) bu durumun kisilik 6zelligi
veya davranigsal olarak geciktirmeye yatkinlik ta olabilecegini belirtir. Bu durumda erteleme
davranigsi, gorevleri yapmaktan ve karar vermekten uzaklasma istegi olarak okunabilir. Anlasildig:
iizere erteleme sonraya birakilan kararlar veya gorevlerle ilgilidir ancak gerekgeleri farkh
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olabilmektedir. Ornegin alinmasi gereken kararla ilgili bilgi eksikligi varsa ya da gorevle ilgili
yeterlik diizeyinin diisiik oldugu algisi hakimse bireyin erteleme egilimi gostermesi olasidir.
Davranis kuramcilarina gore (Lamba, 1999) erteleme; istenmeyen bir durumdan kisa stireli kagis ile
haz saglayan 6grenilmis bir davranisa yonelmesidir. Bu durum ertelemenin, bir tiir basa ¢ikma
stratejisi olarak kullanildigini diisiindiirmektedir. Bu kaginma davranisi bireyin yasaminin
genelinde ya da belli alanlarinda goriilebilir. Bu kurama gore (Briody, 1980); 6grencilerin 6grenim
gormekte olduklar1 alana ne kadar ilgi duyduklar1 ve kendilerini alanda ne kadar yeterli
hissettikleri, akademik davranislarin1 etkileyebilir. Burada, diisiik ilgi ve yeterlik algisinin
Ogrencinin erteleme davranisi gostermesine neden olabildigi bildirilmektedir. Erteleme eylemi;
tablet ve telefon gibi araclarla vakit gecirmek biciminde olabilir. Tiirkiye Istatistik Kurumu (TUIK,
2022), 16-74 yas grubundaki bireylerin bir onceki yil %82,6 olan internet kullanim oranmin 2022
yilinda %85e ulastigini belirtmektedir. Sosyal medya kullanimiyla ilgili bagimlilik arttikca erteleme
davramisinin da arttigr bildirilmistir (Akbas Cosar ve Gedik, 2021). Buradan; sosyal medyada
bagimlilik diizeyinde vakit gegiren Ogrencilerin gorevlerini erteleyebildikleri anlasilmaktadir.
Ozellikle {iniversite 6grencilerinde kullamim yaygmhgiyla ilgili, Pew Arastirma Merkezi'nin (2015)
Amerika Birlesik Devletleri gibi ¢ok uluslu bir orneklemde yiiriittigii anketin sonuglarina
gore; akill telefon sahiplerinin neredeyse yarisinin akilli telefonlar1 olmadan yasayamayacaklarina
inandiklar1 ortaya g¢ikmustir. Universite ¢aginda olan geng yetigkinlerin tamamina yakini, ilgi
duyacag1 bir aktiviteye yonelemediginden 0grenme siiresi boyunca en az bir kez akilli telefon
kullandigimi beyan etmistir. Literatiirdeki bu aragtirmada verilen beyanatlar, {iniversite
ogrencilerinin 6grenme isini ilgi ¢ekici bulmadiklarini diistindiirmektedir. Burada; akilli telefonlar,
ilgi duymama gibi bazi nedenlerle egilim gosterilen erteleme davranisina yonelmede bir araci olarak
goriilmektedir.

Mevcut arastirmada, 6grencileri tanimlayan demografik 6zelliklerin yani sira davraniggr kuram
temelinden segilen degiskenler kullanilmistir. Nedenleri ve sonuglar1 bakimindan ekonomi ve tip
disiplinlerini de ilgilendiren akademik erteleme davranisi meselesini anlamaya galismak, sistem
icinde 6grencinin saglikli ve verimli bir hayat siirdiirmesini saglayamaya yardimc olabilir. Boylece
bu ve benzer raporlar egitim siirecinde ise kosulabilir. Arastirmacilar, genellikle (Akbas Cosar ve
Gedik, 2021; Balkis, 2007; Balkis ve Duru, 2010; Eksi ve Dilmag, 2010; Gok ve Tufan, 2009; Kandemir,
2016) kendi alanlarindaki 0grencileri kapsama dahil ederken, bu ¢alisma ile birbirinden farkl
ozellikteki birgok fakiiltenin 6grencisi ¢alismaya davet edilmistir.

Mevcut calisma; {iiniversite Ogrencilerinin erteleme davraniglarnin cesitli degiskenlere gore
farklilasip farklilasmadigini belirlemek amaciyla yapilmistir. Alt problemler asagidadir.

1. Ogrencilerde akademik erteleme davranisi ne diizeydedir?

2. Ogrencilerin cinsiyet, fakiilte, alan, smif diizeyi, telefon kullanim siiresi, telefon kullanim
amaci, yeterlik alg1 diizeyi, alana ilgi ile akademik erteleme davranislar1 arasinda anlamli bir
fark var midir?

Yontem

Bu arastirma; 6grencilerin akademik erteleme davramisin gesitli degiskenlere gore nicel verilerle
inceleyen tarama modeliyle yapilan bir calismadir. Tarama modelinde genellikle, 6rneklemdeki
bireylerin dagilimi ile ilgilenerek kitleden bilgi toplanarak durum tespiti yapilir (Fraenkel ve Wallen,
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2006).
Katilimcilar

Calisma; arastirmanin yapildig: tiniversiteye kayith olan 6844 6grenciden goniillii 267 lisans
ogrencisi ile yiirtitiilmiistiir. Katilimailar; Devlet Konservatuvari, Dis Hekimligi Fakiiltesi, Egitim
Fakiiltesi, Fen Edebiyat Fakiiltesi ve Spor Bilimleri Fakiiltesi'ndedir. Bu 6grenciler lisans diizeyinde
gesitli boliimlerde 6grenim gérmektedir. lgili bilgi ve dagilim, ayrmtili olarak bulgu tablolarinda
verilmistir.

Veri Toplama Araci

Calismada Akademik Erteleme Olgegi (Cakici, 2003) kullamilmistir. Bu 6lgek; begli likert tipinde
olup, 19 maddeden olusmaktadir. Olcek erteleme ve diizenli ders ¢alisma aligkanlig1 olmak iizere
iki faktorden olusmaktadir. Akademik erteleme Slgeginin biitiinii icin Cronbach Alpha giivenirlik
katsayis1 .92'dir. Ayrica 6lgege ait birinci faktor i¢in Cronbach Alpha katsayisi .89; ikinci faktor igin
ise .84 olarak hesaplanmustir.

Ayrica, 6grencilerin cinsiyet, fakiilte, alan, sinif diizeyi, yeterlik diizeyi, alana ilgi, telefon kullanim
siiresi, telefon kullanim amaglarma dair bilgilerini iceren demografik bilgi formu kullanilmistir.

Verilerin Toplanmasi

Verilerin toplanma asamasinda, 6lgegin bulundugu form; yazarlarin bireysel iletisim aglar ile
erisim sagladiklar1 akademik personeller yoluyla, 6grencilerin whatsapp gruplarinda paylagilmigtir.
Bu formlar ile bilgilendirilmis onam, arastirma hakkinda bilgilendirme vyapilarak veriler
toplanmustir.

Etik izin

Tokat Gaziosmanpasa Universitesi Etik Kurulunun 17/06/2022 tarih ve 168854 sayili izni ile
“Arastirma ¢alismasimin etik agidan uygun olduguna dair karar” bildirimi ile etik izin alinmis ve
aragtirma tamamlanmaistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Aragtirmada verilerin analizi ve ¢dziimlenmesi i¢in SPSS 26.0 paket programindan yararlanilmigtir.
Olgekten alman puanlarin Slgegin tamami ve iki faktdrii igin normal dagilim gosterip
gostermedigini anlamak amaciyla Kolmogorov-Smirnov normallik testinden yararlanilmistir. Elde
edinilen sonuglar neticesinde 6lgek genelinde verilerin dagilim sonuglarina ulagilmistir (KS .082).
Degiskenlerin 6l¢ek genelinde normallik degerlerine iliskin bulgular Tablo 1'de gosterilmektedir.
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Tablo 1
Normallik testi
Kolmogorov-Smirnov
Statistic sd. p
Cinsiyet Kadmn .058 159 .200
Erkek 092 108 .024
Alana Diisiik 244 5 .200
Mgi Orta .059 76 200
Yiiksek .060 186 .200
Yeterlik Az 217 12 125
Diizeyi Orta .053 126 .200
Cok 064 90 .200
Tam 119 39 175
Giinliik Az 078 76 .200
Telefon Orta .058 111 .200
Stiresi Cok 110 80 .019
Telefon Odev-Proje 169 9 .200
Kullanim Sosyal medya 042 159 .200
Amaci Haberlesme .109 99 .006

Yapilan normallik testlerinin ardindan bazi degiskenlerde anlamlilik degerinin altinda sonuglara
ulagilmistir. Bu degiskenlerin basiklik ve carpiklik degerleri incelenmistir. Carpiklik ve basiklik
degerlerinin +-1.00 degerleri arasinda olmasiyla dagilim, normallik varsayimini karsilamaktadir.
Buradan hareket ile, degiskenler arasinda yer alan cinsiyet, yeterlik diizeyi, giinliik telefon kullanim
stiresi ve telefon kullanim amacmin ilgili alanlarina yonelik degerler incelenmistir. Gergeklesen
carpiklik ve basiklik oranlarmin araligi olglimleri sonucunda, cinsiyet (kadin -.478/.112, erkek
.081/.012), yeterlik diizeyi (az -.093/.014), giinliik telefon kullanim siiresi (az -.517/.197) ve telefon
kullanim amaci (haberlesme -.254/-.744) sonuglarina ulasilmistir. Bu sonuglar neticesinde verilerin
normal dagilim gosterdigi ve calismaya parametrik testler ile devam edilmesi gerektigi sonucuna
varilmigtir. Ogrencilerin erteleme puanlarinin ortalamalari arasinda farklilasma olup olmadigina
yonelik olarak cinsiyet degiskeninde t-testi diger degiskenlerde Tek YOnlii Varyans Analizi testleri
kullanilmigtir. Anlamli bulunan degerler, Cohen ve Eta degerleriyle etki biiytikliigii hesaplanarak
degerlendirilmistir.

Bulgular

Bu boliimde, {iniversite 6grencilerinin akademik erteleme diizeylerinin; cinsiyet, fakiilte, 6grenim
goriilen alan(boliim), smif diizeyi, alanda yeterlik, alana ilgi ve telefon kullanimi ile ilgili
Ozelliklerine gore farkliliklarina iliskin bulgular verilmistir.

Ogrencilerde Akademik Erteleme Diizeyi ile lgili Bulgular
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Tablo 2
Akademik Erteleme Davranis: Diizeyi
n Ortalama Medyan Std. Sapma Varyans Minimum Maksimum
267 3.44 3.42 661 437 1.45 4.93

Aragtirmanin amacina yonelik olarak belirlenen ilk arastirma sorusu, oOgrencilerin erteleme
davramigi diizeyi ile ilgilidir. Olgekten alinan toplam puanin madde sayisina béliimii ile bulunan
ogrenci ortalama erteleme puani 3.44'tlir. Katihmailarin en diisiik erteleme puani 1.45, en yiiksek
erteleme puam 4.93'tiir. Tablo 2’de; iiniversite Ogrencilerinin erteleme davranislarinin gesitli
diizeylerde var oldugu goriilmektedir.

Ogrencilerin Cesitli Degiskenler ve Akademik Erteleme Puanlari Arasindaki Fark ile Tlgili
Bulgular

Ogrencilerin Cinsiyetlerine Gore Erteleme Egilimleri

Tablo 3’e gore arastirmaya katilan kadin ve erkek &grencilerin akademik erteleme davranislar:
diizeyleri arasinda toplamda anlamli bir farklilasma vardir (t: 2.53, p<0,05). Kadin (x: 3.53) ve erkek
(Xt 3.32) Ogrencilerin akademik erteleme davrarnis diizeylerine iliskin ortalamalar incelendiginde,
kadin 6grencilerin erteleme davranis puan ortalamalarmin erkek 6grencilerin puanlarindan ytiksek
oldugu gortilmektedir. Etki biiytikliigii orta diizey (d= 0,428) olarak hesaplanmustir.

Tablo 3
Cinsiyete Gore Erteleme
Cinsiyet N Ortalama ss t P
Faktor Kadin 159 3.55 .783 1.33 183
1 Erkek 108 3.42 .735
Faktor Kadin 159 3.50 .691 3.38 .001
2 Erkek 108 3.21 .661
Toplam Kadin 159 3.53 .660 2.53 .012
Erkek 108 3.32 .645

Ogrencilerin Ogrenim Gordiikleri Fakiilteye Gore Erteleme Egilimleri

Ogrencilerin fakiiltelerine gre erteleme davranig puanlari Tablo 4'te gdsterilmektedir. Fakiilteler
arasinda en diisiik erteleme puanin Dis Hekimligi Fakiiltesi 6grencilerinde (X: 2.92), en yiiksek
puanin ise Devlet Konservatuari (x: 3.68) 6grencilerinde oldugu goriilmektedir.

Tablo 4
Fakiilteye Gore Erteleme
Fakiilte 1. Faktor 2. Faktor Toplam
n X ss X ss X ss
Dis Hekimligi 29 3.03 79 2.83 .62 2.92 .66
Egitim 64 3.45 76 3.49 .61 3.47 .59
Fen Edebiyat 88 3.66 76 3.49 77 3.58 .70
Spor Bilimleri 60 3.45 .66 3.28 54 3.36 51
Devlet Konservatuvari 26 3.74 72 3.62 .65 3.68 .63

Puan farklhiliklarinin hangi gruplar arasinda oldugu Tablo 5'te verilmistir. Tablo 5'te goriildigi
lizere, arastirmaya katilan Ogrencilerin erteleme davranis gosterme diizeylerinin 6grenim
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gordiikleri fakiilte tiirlerine gore istatistiksel olarak anlaml farkliliklar bulunmaktadir (F: 4.91,
p<.05). Dis Hekimligi fakiiltesinde (X: 2.92) 6grenim goren 6grencilerin, Egitim (x: 3.47), Fen Edebiyat
(x:3.58), Spor Bilimleri (X: 3.36) ve Devlet Konservatuvarindaki (x: 3.68) Ogrenciler arasinda
farklilasmanin oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu bulgulardan hareketle Dis Hekimligi fakiiltesinde
O0grenim goren Ogrencilerin, diger fakiiltelere gore erteleme davranis puanlarinin daha diisiik
oldugu soylenebilir. Eta degeri (n2) .06 oraninda bulunmus olup, orta derecede etki biiyiikliigiinden
bahsetmek miimkiindyir.

Tablo 5
Fakiilte Gruplar Aras: Farklar
Kareler toplam1 sd. Kareler ortalamasi F p
Faktor Gruplar arast 10.86 4 2.72 491 .001
1 Grup ici 145.10 262 554
Toplam 155.99 266
Faktor Gruplar aras1 12.79 4 3.20 7.29 .000
2 Grup ici 114.91 262 439
Toplam 127.71 266
Toplam Gruplar arasi 11.31 4 2.82 7.06 .000
Grup ici 104.96 262 401
Toplam 116.28 266

Ogrencilerin Ogrenim Gordiikleri Boliime(Tarih, Dis Hekimligi vb.) Gore Erteleme Egilimleri

Ogrencilerin boliimlerine gore erteleme davranig puanlari Tablo 6'da gosterilmektedir. Boliimler
arasinda en diigiik erteleme puanin Dis Hekimligi boliimii 6grencilerinde (X: 2.92), en yiiksek puanin
ise Tiirk Dili ve Edebiyat1 boliimii (x: 3.68) ogrencilerinde oldugu goriilmektedir. Etki bliytikligii
hesaplandiginda eta degeri ()2) .08 oraninda oldugu goriilmektedir. Eta kare smir degerleri goz
oniine alindiginda orta derecede etki biiyiikliigii oldugu sdylenebilir.

Tablo 6
Boliime Gore Erteleme
Boliim 1. Faktor 2. Faktor Toplam
n X SS X sS X SS
Tarih 59 3.57 .81 3.35 .78 3.46 .73
Tiirk Dili ve Edebiyati 29 3.86 .62 3.78 .67 3.82 .59
Dis Hekimligi 29 3.02 .79 2.83 .62 2.92 .66
Sinf Ogretmenligi 38 3.5 77 3.48 .65 3.49 .60
Antrenorlitk Egitimi 21 3.46 .63 3.25 .53 3.36 49
Miizik Ogretmenligi 26 3.39 .76 3.51 .55 3.45 .59
Tiirk Miizigi 26 3.74 72 3.62 .65 3.68 .63
Beden Egitimi ve Spor 39 3.44 .68 3.3 .55 3.37 .54

Ogrencilerin 6grenim gordiikleri boliime gore erteleme davrams puanlari arasindaki farkliliklar
Tablo 7’de gosterilmektedir. Tablo 7’ye bakildiginda; boliimlere gore erteleme davranis diizeylerine
bakildiginda gruplar arasinda istatistiksel anlamli farklilasmanin oldugu goriilmektedir (F: 5.01,
p<.05). Birinci faktorde Dis Hekimligi boliimii (X: 3.02) 6grencilerinin, Tarih (x: 3.57), Tiirk Dili ve
Edebiyat1 (x: 3.86) ve Tirk Miizigi (X: 3.74) bolimii ogrencileri ile, ikinci faktorde ise Siuf
Ogretmenligi (3.48), Miizik Ogretmenligi (x: 3.51) ve Tiirk Miizigi (xX: 3.68) boliimii 6grencileri
arasinda anlamh fark oldugu goriilmektedir. Olgek genelinde bakildiginda ise, Dis Hekimligi
boliimii 6grencileri (x: 2.92), Antrenérlitk (x: 3.36) boliimii 6grencileri disinda kalan diger tiim

447



Serpil Umuzdas ® Aysenur Ustiin ® Hamza Ustiin ® Mehmet Serkan Umuzdas

boliimler ile anlaml bir farklilik olusturmaktadir. Etki biiyiikliigii hesaplandiginda eta degeri (n2)
.11 oraninda oldugu goriilmektedir. Eta kare sinir degerleri goz oniine alindiginda orta derecede
etki biiytikliigii oldugu soylenebilir.

Tablo 7
Béliim Gruplar Aras: Farklar
Kareler toplami Sd. Kareler ortalamasi F p
Faktor Gruplar aras1 12.73 7 1.81 3.28 .002
1 Grup ici 143.256 259 .553
Toplam 155.99 266
Faktor Gruplar arast 16.47 7 2.35 5.48 .000
2 Grup igi 111.242 259 430
Toplam 127.71 266
Toplam Gruplar aras1 13.88 7 1.98 5.01 .000
Grup i¢i 102.39 259 .395
Toplam 116.28 266

Ogrencilerin Stmif Diizeylerine Gore Erteleme Egilimleri

Ogrencilerin smnif diizeylerine gore erteleme davranig puanlart Tablo 8'de gdsterilmektedir. Sinif
seviyeleri arasinda en diisiik erteleme puanin lisans 1. smif ogrencilerinde (x: 3.25), en yiiksek
puanin ise lisans 3. smif (X2 3.51) dgrencilerinde oldugu goriilmektedir. Ogrencilerin erteleme
davranis diizeylerinde farklilasma bulunmamaktadir. Bir baska deyisle, Ogrencilerin simuf
diizeylerine gore akademik erteleme davraniglarinda bir degisiklik goriilmemistir.

Tablo 8
Simif Diizeyine Gore Erteleme
Sinif 1. Faktor 2. Faktor Toplam
n X Ss X ss X ss
Lisans 1 27 3.26 .98 3.23 .78 3.25 .83
Lisans 2 35 3.55 71 3.36 73 3.46 .67
Lisans 3 96 3.61 72 341 .67 3.51 .63
Lisans 4 109 3.45 74 3.41 .67 3.43 .63

Ogrencilerin Telefon Kullanim Siirelerine Gére Erteleme Egilimleri

Katilmailarin  telefon kullanim = siirelerine gore erteleme davranis puanlar1 Tablo 9'da
gosterilmektedir. Tablo 9’da en diisiik erteleme puanin 6 saat ve {istii telefon kullanan 6grencilerin
(X: 3.28), en yiiksek puanin ise 0-3 saat (x: 3.62) araliginda telefon kullanan 6grencilerde oldugu
goriilmektedir.

Tablo 9
Telefon Kullanim Siiresi ve Erteleme
Stire 1. Faktor 2. Faktor Toplam
n X Ss X Ss X Ss
0-3 saat 76 3.68 75 3.56 72 3.62 .69
3-6 saat 111 3.53 71 3.35 .67 3.44 .62
6 saat ve Ustii 80 3.29 .80 3.27 .65 3.28 .64

Puan farkliliklarinin hangi gruplar arasinda olduguna iliskin bilgiler Tablo 10’da gosterilmektedir.
Tablo 10’da goriildiigii tizere arastirmaya katilan 6grencilerin telefon kullanim stireleri ile akademik
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erteleme davranislar1 diizeyleri arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilasma vardir (F: 5.36,
p<0,05). Gruplar arasindaki farkliliklara bakildiginda, faktorlerde ve Olgek genelinde 0-3 saat
kullanim siiresi (X: 3.62) ile 6 saat ve {istii (X: 3.28) kullanima ait olan erteleme puanlarinda fark tespit
edilmistir. Etki biiytikliigii hesaplandiginda eta degerinin (n2) .04 oraninda oldugu goriilmiistiir.
Eta kare sinur degerleri goz oniine alindiginda orta derecede bir etkiden s6z etmek miimkiindyir.

Tablo 10
Telefon Kullamm Siiresi Gruplar Arast Farklar
Kareler toplam1 sd. Kareler ortalamasi F p
Faktor Gruplar arast 6.24 2 3.12 5.501 .005
1 Grup igi 149.751 264 567
Toplam 155.99 266
Faktor Gruplar aras1 3.56 2 1.78 3.79 024
2 Grup i¢i 124.147 264 470
Toplam 127.71 266
Toplam Gruplar arasi 4.54 2 2.27 5.36 .005
Grup ici 111.739 264 423
Toplam 116.28 266

Ogrencilerin Telefon Kullanim Amaclarina Gore Erteleme Egilimleri

Ogrencilerin telefon kullanim amaglarina goére erteleme davranig puanlari Tablo 11'de
gosterilmektedir. Kullanim amagclarmin arasinda en diisiik erteleme puanin sosyal medya amaciyla
telefon kullanan 6grencilerin (x: 3.25), en yiiksek puanin ise haberlesme (x: 3.62) amaci ile telefon
kullanan 6grencilerde oldugu goriilmektedir. Puan farkliliklarinin hangi gruplar arasinda olduguna
iliskin bilgiler Tablo 12"de gosterilmektedir.

Tablo 11
Telefon Kullanim Amact ve Erteleme
Amag 1. Faktor 2. Faktor Toplam
n X Ss X Ss X Ss
Odev-Proje-Egitim 9 3.63 .59 3.71 .80 3.67 .61
Sosyal medya 159 3.3 77 3.21 .66 3.25 .65
Haberlesme 99 3.81 .65 3.64 .63 3.72 57

Tablo 12"ye gore arastirmaya katilan 6grencilerin telefon kullanim amaclari ile akademik erteleme
davraniglar1 diizeyleri arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilasma vardir (F: 18, p<0,05).
Gruplar arasindaki farkliliklara bakildiginda, faktorlerde ve 6lgek genelinde sosyal medya amaci ile
kullanan 6grenciler (x: 3.25) ile haberlesme amaci ile kullanan (X: 3.72) 6grencilere ait olan erteleme
puanlarinda fark tespit edilmistir. Eta degeri (n2) .10 oranindadir. Eta kare sinir degerleri goz oniine
alindiginda orta derecede etki biiyiikliigtinden bahsetmek miimkiindiir.
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Tablo 12
Telefon Kullanim Amaci Gruplar Aras: Farklar
Kareler toplami1 Sd. Kareler ortalamasi F p
Faktor Gruplar arast 16.24 2 8.12 15.34 .000
1 Grup ici 139.747 264 .529
Toplam 155.99 266
Faktor Gruplar arasi 12.07 2 6.03 13.78 .000
2 Grup ici 115.643 264 438
Toplam 127.71 266
Toplam  Gruplar aras1 13.96 2 6.98 18 .000
Grup ici 102.323 264 388
Toplam 116.28 266

Ogrencilerin Yeterlik Algilarina Gore Erteleme Egilimleri

Tablo 13'te goriildiigli tizere; liniversite 6grencilerinin yeterlik diizeyleri ile erteleme davranislar
puanlarinda kendini az yeterli goren Ogrencilerin puanlarimin distikligt (X 2.55) dikkat
cekmektedir. Kendini tamamen yeterli goren 6grencilerin puaninin en yiiksek (x: 3.66) deger oldugu
anlasilmaktadir.

Tablo 13
Yeterlik ve Erteleme
Yeterlik 1. Faktor 2. Faktor Toplam
n X Ss X SS X Ss
Az 12 2.61 .79 2.5 .64 2.55 .69
Orta 126 3.48 74 3.31 .63 34 .61
Cok 90 3.55 72 3.52 .65 3.53 .61
Tam 39 3.73 72 3.58 .75 3.66 .68

Puan farklhiliklarimin hangi gruplar arasinda gergeklestigine iliskin bilgiler tablo 14’de
gosterilmektedir. Tablo 14’e gore aragstirmaya katilan 6grencilerin yeterlik diizeyleri ile akademik
erteleme davranislar1 diizeyleri arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlaml bir farklilasma vardir (F: 10.372,
p<0,05). Gruplar arasindaki farkliliklara bakildiginda, faktorlerde ve Olcek genelinde yeterlik
seviyesi diisiik olan 6grenciler (x: 2.55) ile diger yeterlik diizeylerine sahip Ogrenciler arasinda
erteleme puanlarinda farklilik tespit edilmistir. Etki biiyiikliigii hesaplandiginda eta degerinin (1)2)
.10 oldugu goriilmiis, boylece orta derece etki bulgulanmustir.

Tablo 14
Yeterlik Gruplar Arasi Farklar
Kareler toplam Sd. Kareler ortalamas: F p
Faktor Gruplar arasi 11.8 3.93 7177 .000
1 Grup ici 144.187 263 548
Toplam 155.99 266
Faktor Gruplar arast 13.25 3 4.41 10.154 .000
2 Grup ici 114.460 263 435
Toplam 127.71 266
Toplam Gruplar arasi 12.3 3 4.1 10.372 .000
Grup ici 103.981 263 .395
Toplam 116.28 266
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Ogrencilerin Ogrenim Gordiikleri Alana 11gi Diizeylerine Gore Erteleme Egilimleri

Ogrencilerin dgrenim gordiikleri alana yénelik ilgi diizeylerine gore erteleme davranis puanlar
Tablo 15'de gosterilmektedir. lgi diizeyleri arasinda en diisiik erteleme puanin diisiik ilgi diizeyine
sahip 6grencilerin (X: 2.78), en yiiksek puanin ise yiiksek ilgi diizeyine (x: 3.59) sahip 6grencilerde
oldugu goritilmektedir.

Tablo 15
Alana 1lgi Diizeyi ve Erteleme
ﬂgi Diizeyi 1. Faktor 2. Faktor Toplam
N X ss X ss X Ss
Diistik 5 3.15 .79 242 40 2.78 .55
Orta 76 3.18 .81 3.05 .70 3.12 .67
Yiksek 186 3.64 .70 3.55 .62 3.59 .59

Puan farkliliklarmin hangi gruplar arasinda olduguna iligkin bilgiler Tablo 16’da gosterilmektedir.
Tablo 16’ya gore arastirmaya katilan O6grencilerin alana ilgi diizeyleri ile akademik erteleme
davraniglar1 diizeyleri arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlaml1 bir farklilasma vardir (F: 18.696, p<0,05).
Gruplar arasindaki farkliliklara bakildiginda faktorlerde ve 6lgek genelinde ilgi diizeyi yiiksek olan
ogrenciler ile diger ilgi diizeylerine sahip 6grenciler arasinda erteleme puanlarinda farklilik tespit
edilmistir. Etki biiytikliigli hesaplandiginda eta degeri (12) .12 oraninda oldugu goriilmektedir. Eta
kare smir degerleri goz oniine alindiginda orta derecede etki biiyiikliigtinden bahsedilebilir.

Tablo 16
Alana 11gi Gruplar Arast Farklar
Kareler toplami sd. Kareler ortalamasi F p
Faktor Gruplar arasi 11.945 2 5.97 10.946 .000
1 Grup ici 144.046 264 .546
Toplam 155.99 266
Faktor  Gruplar aras1 17.88 2 8.94 21.488 .000
2 Grup i¢i 109.837 264 416
Toplam 127.71 266
Toplam  Gruplar arasi 14.427 2 7.21 18.696 .000
Grup igci 101.856 264 .386
Toplam 116.28 266

Tartisma ve Sonug

Arastirmada kullanilan 6lgekten alinan puanlarin ortalamalari, arastirmaya katilan 6grencilerin
erteleme egilimlerinin ortadan yiikse§e dogru derecelendirilebilecek bir diizeyde oldugunu
gostermektedir. Universite dgrencileri ile yiiriitilen mevcut calismada; katilimcilarin erteleme
davraniglarini diger bir¢ok Ozellikle birlikte degerlendirmek amaglanmistir. Burada; cinsiyet,
fakiilte, 6grenim goriilen alan(bodliim), simf diizeyi, telefon kullanimi, alanda yeterlik, alana ilgi gibi
Ozellikler erteleme davranisi ile iligkileri nedeniyle kapsama alinmustir.

Mevcut ¢alismanin bulgulari, kadin 6grencilerin erteleme davranisini daha ¢ok gergeklestirdiklerini
gostermektedir. Kadinlarin erkeklere oranla daha fazla erteleme egiliminde olduguna dair benzer
bir calisma (Washington, 2004) mevcuttur. Incelenen calismalarda katilimci 6zelinde farkl
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bulgularin ortaya ¢ikabildigi anlasilmaktadir. Arastirmanin, ¢alisma aliskanlig: faktoriinde ¢ikan
anlamli fark; katiimei olan kadin 6grencilerin diizenli ¢alisma aliskanliklarinin daha az olmasiyla,
akademik faaliyetleri erkek oOgrencilerden daha fazla ertelediklerini diisiindiirmektedir.
Ogrencilerle yapilan akademik ertelemeyle ilgili dnceki ¢alismalardan; cinsiyet ve erteleme
davranisini inceleyen bazi ¢alismalar erkeklerin ertelemeye daha yatkin oldugu bulgulamistir
(Aktas, 2021; Balkis ve digerleri, 2006; Gok ve Tufan, 2009; Dogan ve digerleri, 2017). Diger taraftan
cinsiyetin erteleme davranigi ile direk iligkili bir degisken olmadigin1 bulgulayan ¢alismalar da
mevcuttur (Dikmen, 2021; Effert ve Ferrari, 1989. Ertelemeyle ilgili olabilecek 6zelliklere iliskin
cinsiyete bagh bir alg1 farklilig1 da s6z konusu olabilir. Buna benzer sekilde Akbay ve Gizir (2011),
erkek Ogrencilerin akademik erteleme davramisini yordayan en giliclii degiskenin akademik
ozyeterlik inanci oldugunu, erkeklerin Ozyeterlikle ilgili Olceklere nispeten daha iyimser
isaretlemeler yaptiklarmi ve bu durumun erteleme gibi durumlarda da s6z konusu olabilecegini
bildirmistir.

Bu calismanin diger bir bulgusu olarak; 6grencilerin erteleme egilimlerinin 6grenim gordiikleri
fakiilteye gore degistigi goriilmiistiir. Arastirmaya katilan 6grenciler; Dis Hekimligi, Spor Bilimleri
Fakiiltesi, Egitim Fakiiltesi, Fen Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, Devlet Konservatuvari olmak {izere bes farkl
diisiik oldugu goriilmektedir. Diger bir deyisle; calismanin yapildi$i Gaziosmanpasa
Universitesinde en diisiik erteleme egilimi gosteren birim Dis Hekimligi Fakiiltesi’dir. Birimin,
uygulama agirlikli bir fakiilte olmasi nedeniyle diizenli ¢alisma disiplinini nispeten daha ¢ok
gerektirdigi diistintilebilir. Ancak ayn1 calismanin bulgular: incelendiginde; yine uygulama agirhikh
olan Devlet Konservatuvari puanlarinda buna yakin diisiik diizeyler gozlenmemektedir. Dikmen
(2021), saglhkla ilgili egitim kurumlarmin diger boliimler kadar erteleme egilimi gostermedigini
bulgulamistir. Saglik alaniyla ilgili literatiirle uyumlu bulgu elde edilmesinin yami sira
Konservatuvar 6grencilerinin erteleme egiliminde olmasi beklenen bir sonug degildir. Ciinkii,
uygulamali bir disiplin olarak sanat egitimi diizenli ¢calisma alisgkanlig1 gerektirir (Seker ve Saygi,
2013). Bu durumda dis hekimligi mesleginin, sanata gore daha hayati bir alan olmasi ve buna iligkin
ogrenci farkindalig: ve algis1 aciklayici olabilir.

Bu calisma ile; 6grencilerin bulunduklar1 smif diizeylerine gore degisen oranlarda erteleme
davranisi gosterdigi, ancak bu farkin anlamli olmadig1 anlasilmaktadir. Ortalama degere gore ise;
lisansin ilk {i¢ diizeyinde erteleme davranisinin giderek arttig1, dordiincii sinif 6grencilerinde ise bu
egilimin azaldigr goriilmektedir. Meslege gecis siirecinin yaklasmasiyla erteleme egiliminin
azalmasina dair benzer bir bulguya Gok ve Tufan (2009)'1n ¢alismasinda da rastlanmaktadir. Sinif
diizeyi ile erteleme davranisi arasinda anlamh farkin saptandigi calismalar (Cao, 2012; Dogan ve
digerleri, 2017) ile de erteleme davranisinin smif diizeyi yiikseldikge arttig1 anlasilmaktadir. Cao
(2012) 6grencilerin mezuniyete yaklastikca kariyer odakli planlar yapmaya ¢aligtiklarmi bildirmistir.
Bu durum; meslege yaklasilan bu siirecte, hedefle ilgili beklentiler ile agiklanabilir.

Calismada; tiniversite 0grencileri ile yapilan bu arastirmada, giinliik telefon kullanim kullanma
siirelerine gore erteleme davraniglarinin farklilik gosterdigi anlagilmistir. Ogrencilerin telefon
kullanim siirelerinin erteleme diizeyleriyle ayni yonde olmadigimi gostermektedir. Bu bulgu
telefonun bir kaginma davranis: araci olarak kullanilmadigini diistindiirmektedir. Bu duruma genis
bir bakis igin telefonu kullanma amaglar1 da oldukg¢a onemli goriilmektedir. C)grenciler sosyal
medya amach kullandiklar1 telefonu, iletisim kurmak veya 6dev/arastirma yapmak gibi gorevler
icin de kullanmaktadir. Burada, akademik erteleme ile sorunlu cep telefonu kullanimi arasindaki
iligkilerinin yonii ve nedenini c¢alisan c¢alismalar 6nemli goriilmektedir. Araci degiskenlerin
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incelendigi calismalar cep telefonu kullanmak ve gorevleri tamamlama arasindaki iligkileri
aciklayabilmektedir. Ornegin; akilli telefon kullamimi ile akademik ertelemenin iliskisini dzyeterlik
araci rolii ile aragtirarak pozitif korelasyon bulgulayan Li ve digerlerinin (2020) belirttigi gibi;
bireyler, bir alana ya da goreve dair yeterli olduklari inancini tasiyorlarsa erteleme egilimi
gostermeden gorevi tamamlayabilmektedir. Bu tiir bireylerin telefon kullanim siklig1 da gorevlerine
engel olabilecek diizeyde goriinmemektedir. Bu durumda literatiir, erteleme davranis
aragtirmacilarma dzyeterlik degiskeni ile ilgilenmeyi gerekli kilmaktadir. Ogrencilerin erteleme
diizeyleri incelenen mevcut calismada da erteleme davranismn oOzyeterlik ve alana ilgi
degiskenlerine gore farklilik gosterdigini bulgulanmistir. Iliskisel bir bulgu olmamakla birlikte,
ozyeterlik algisinin diisiik oldugu oOgrencilerde erteleme egiliminin de diisiik seyrettigi
goriilmektedir. Ozyeterlik alg1 diizeyi nispeten yiiksek olan &grencilerin ortalama puanlarindan;
erteleme egilimi gosterdikleri anlasilmaktadir. Genel olarak literatiirde (Klassen ve digerleri, 2008;
Wu ve Fan, 2017) Ozyeterlik ve erteleme davranisi arasinda negatif bir korelasyon mevcuttur.
Ozyeterligi yiiksek 6grencilerin uzun siire calismaya dayanikh olmalarina (Akgay ve digerleri, 2021)
ve bunun, yeterli hisseden 6grencileri ¢aligma aliskanliklar1 bakimindan olumlu etkileyebilecek bir
durum olmasina karsin aksi haller de goriilebilmektedir. Mevcut calisma bulgusu ile; 6grenim
gordiigii alanda yeterli olmadigin diisiinen 6grencilerin, muhtemelen bu durumu bertaraf etmek
amaciyla diizenli ve zamaninda c¢alisma egilimi gosterdigi, diger taraftan kendini alaninda yeterli
hisseden ogrencilerin ise akademik gorevlerini erteleme egiliminde oldugu diisiiniilebilir.
Davranisg1 kuram; erteleme egilimini temel olarak giidii olgusu ile agiklamaktadir. Buna gore;
goreve ilgi duymak ya da gorev bitiminde elde edilecek olan bir kazanim/kazang, basar1 duygusu
gibi gilidiileyici glicler olmadig: siirece 6grenci gorevlerini erteleme egiliminde olabilir. Diger bir
ifade ile, birey; erteledigi gorev yerine ilgi duydugu, kendine giivendigi bir alandaki gorevleri
yapmays1 segebilmektedir (Briody, 1980). Bu durumda erteleme davranisi bir tiir aciy1 azaltma ya da
bir siire icin iyi bir ruh hali iginde olmay1 saglama etkinligi olarak goriilebilmektedir (Sirois ve
Pychyl, 2013). Arastirmanin yapildig1 tiniversitenin 6grencileri, 6grenim gordiikleri alana orta
diizeyin iizerinde ilgi duymaktadirlar. Ancak erteleme puanlar1 yiiksek 6grenciler yine alana ilgi
duyan 6grencilerdir. Giidiillenmeyi saglayabilecek olma o6zelligi olan ilgi duyma durumunun,
katilimc1 6grencilerde galisma motivasyonuna doniismedigi diistintilebilir.

Sonug olarak; bu ¢alismanin bulgulariyla, kadinlarin erkeklerden daha ¢ok erteleme egiliminde
olduklari, saglik bilimleriyle ilgili olan Dis Hekimligi Fakiiltesi 6grencilerinin nispeten diisiik
erteleme egilimi gosterirken sanatla ilgili olan Konservatuvar 6grencilerinin daha yiiksek erteleme
puanina sahip olduklari goriilmiistiir. Stmf diizeyine iliskin farklar anlamli degildir. Ogrenim
gordiikleri alana yiiksek diizeyde ilgi ve yeterlik algisina sahip 6grenciler ayni: zamanda erteleme
egilimi gostermektedirler. Ogrencilerin erteleme puanlari ile telefon kullanimlari arasindaki anlamli
fark incelendiginde, bu ¢alisma igin telefon kullaniminin erteleme yoniinde sorunlu bir davranis
olmadigini diisiindiirmektedir.

Mevcut ¢alisma ve taranan 6nceki ¢alismalar bir biitiin olarak ele alindiginda, 6grencilerin akademik
yasaminda erteleme davramisimi farkli bicim ve diizeylerde yasayabildigi goriilmektedir.
Davranigsal bir bozukluk olarak nitelendirilen (Ferrari, 1991; akt. Giiriiltii, 2016) erteleme davranisi,
genel olarak tercih edilmeyen bir egilimdir. Oyle ki erteleyenlerin %95'inden fazlasi bunu azaltmak
istemektedir (O'Brien, 2002). Ciinkii bu davranisin, “ciddi akademik basarisizliklara ve iliskiler
icinde 6nemli problemlere” (Sweitzer, 1999), strese (Tice ve Baumeister, 1997) ve kaygiya (Aydogan,
2008; Eksi ve Dilmag, 2010) neden oldugu bildirilmistir. Bu bulgulardan farkli bigcimde, bazen kisa
vadeli de olsa (Tice ve Baumeister, 1997) ertelemenin, ¢alisma motivasyonunu saglayabilecegi
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yoniinde olumlu sonuglarinin da olabilecegi (Chu ve Choi, 2005; Koénig ve Kleninmann, 2004; Sigall
ve digerleri, 2000) belirtilmektedir. Calismanin yapildig tiniversitenin farkli boliimlerinde 6grenim
goren Ogrencilerin erteleme davraniglarinin hangi parametrelere gore farklilik gosterdigi konusu,
mevcut ve ilerideki arastirmalar i¢gin islevsel olabilecek fikirler verebilir. Sahanin, arastirmacilarin
gorev yaptig1 kurum olmasi, nispeten ulasilabilir bir aragtirma alani imkani vermistir. Bu avantajin
aynu sira ¢alismada goniillii katilimcilarin sayisi ve bolgesellik unsuru, bulgularin genellenebilirligi
konusunda kisit getirmistir. Literatiirle uyumlu olmayan bazi bulgular nedeniyle nedensel yeni
calismalar planlanmakta ve onerilmektedir. Yeni ¢alismalarda farkl: degiskenler eklenerek nedensel
ve boylamsal arastirmalar yiiriitiilebilir.

Erteleme davranisinin Ogrencilerce nasil kullaruldigl, etkinliklerin planlanmasinda o6nemli
goriilmektedir. Calismada deginildigi gibi, parametreleri ¢aga uygun olarak tekrar ele alarak
diisiinmek gerekebilir. Calismalar tekrarli bicimde yapilmasiyla gelistirme ya da miidahale
programlar1 uygulamaya konulabilir.

Etik Kurul Onay1: Tokat Gaziosmanpasa Universitesi Sosyal ve begeri bilimler arastirmalar: etik
kurulu 17.06.2022 tarihli 09 oturum 09.08 karar say1l1 izni.

Arastirmacilarin Katki Orani: Arastirmanin tasarlanmasi giris, yontem, bulgular, tartisma ve sonug
kisimlar1 1. (%40) ve 2. (%30) yazar tarafindan saglanmistir. 3. (%15) ve 4. (%15) yazar verilerin
toplanmasi ve istatistiki bilgilerin agiklanmasinda katki saglamislardir.

Catisma Beyanu: Yazarlar potansiyel bir ¢ikar ¢atismas: olmadigini beyan ederler.

References

Akbas Cosar, H., & Gedik, H. (2021). Ogretmen adaylarmin sosyal medya bagimlilig1 ve akademik
erteleme davranigslari arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesi [Examination the relationship between
teacher candidates' social media addiction and academic performance] Bayterek Uluslararas:
Akademik Arastirmalar Dergisi, 4(1), 32-65. https://doi.org/10.48174/buaad.932899

Akbay, S., & Gizir, C. (2011). Cinsiyete gore tiniversite 6grencilerinde akademik erteleme davranisi:
akademik giidiileme, akademik 6zyeterlik ve akademik yiikleme sitillerinin rolii [Academic
procrastination behavior in university students by gender: the role of academic motivation,
academic self-efficacy and academic attribution styles]. Mersin Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi
Dergisi, 6(1), 60-78.

Akcay, S. O., Sen, U. S., & Sen, Y. (2021). Self-efficacy beliefs of vocational music education students
on instrument performance, International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific
Researches, 6(15), 1571-1609. http://dx.doi.org/10.35826/ijetsar.368

Aktas, H. (2021). Ilahiyat fakiiltesi dgrencilerinin gelecek zaman algisi ile akademik erteleme
davranisi arasindaki iligki: Giimiishane Universitesi ornegi. [The relationship between
perception of future time and academic procrastination behavior of theology faculty
students: an example of university of Gumushane]. Giimiishane Universitesi [lahiyat Fakiiltesi
Dergisi, 2(20) 271-299.

454


https://doi.org/10.48174/buaad.932899
http://dx.doi.org/10.35826/ijetsar.368

Universite Ogrencilerinde Akademik Erteleme Davranigmin Cesitli Degiskenlere Gore Incelenmesi

Aydogan, D. (2008). Akademik erteleme davranmsimin benlik saygisi, durumluluk kayg: ve 6z yeterliligi ile
aciklanabilirligi [ Explanation of academic procrastination behavior with self-esteem, state anxiety and
self-efficacy]. [Unpublished master thesis]. Gazi University.

Balkis, M. Bulus, M., Duru, E., & Duru, S. (2006). Universite ogrencilerinde akademik erteleme
egiliminin gesitli degiskenler agisindan incelenmesi. [An investigation of the academic
procrastination among university students in related to various variables]. Ege Egitim Dergisi,
2(7), 57-73.

Balkis, M. (2007). Ogretmen adaylarinin davranislarindaki erteleme egiliminin, karar verme stilleri
ile iligkisi [The relationship between the procrastination tendency of teacher candidates'
behaviors and their decision-making styles]. Pamukkale Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi,
21(1), 67-83.

Balkis, M., & Duru, E. (2010). Akademik erteleme egilimi, akademik basar: iliskisinde genel ve
performans benlik saygisinin rolii. [The role of general and performance self esteem in

relation academic procrastination and academic achievement]. Pamukkale Universitesi Egitim
Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 27(27), 159-170.

Briody, R. (1980). An exploratory study of procrastination. [Unpublished doctoral dissertation].
Brandeis University.

Cao, L. (2012). Differences in procrastination and motivation between undergraduate and graduate
students. Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning. 12(2), 39-64.
https://doi.org/10.14434/josotl.v12i2.2018

Chu, A. H. C, & Choi, J. N. (2005). Rethinking procrastination: Positive effects of "Active"
procrastination behavior on attitudes and performance. Journal of Social Psychology, 145(3),
245-264.

Cakicy, D. €. (2003). Lise ve iiniversite d3rencilerinde genel erteleme ve akademik erteleme davramslarinin
incelenmesi. [Investigation of general procrastination and academic procrastination behaviors in high

school and university students]. [Unpublished master thesis]. Ankara University.

Dikmen, M. (2021). Universite 6grencilerinin gelecek beklentileri ile akademik erteleme egilimleri
tizerine bir arastirma. [A research on university students' future expectations and academic
procrastination].  Frrat Universitesi Sosyal  Bilimler ~ Dergisi,  31(2), 731-743.
https://doi.org/10.18069/firatsbed.869090

Dogan, T., Kiirtim, A., & Kazak, M. (2017). Kisilik 6zelliklerinin erteleme davranisini yordayicilig
[Predictability of personality traits on the procrastination behaviour]. Baskent University
Journal Of Education, 1(1), 1-8.

Effert, B. R., & Ferrari, J. R. (1989). Decisional procrastination: examining personality correlates.
Journal of Social Behavior and Personality, 4(1), 151-161.

Eksi, H., & Dilmag, B. (2010). Universite Ogrencilerinin genel erteleme, karar vermeyi erteleme ve

akademik erteleme diizeylerinin siirekli kayg: agisindan incelenmesi [An examination of
general procrastination, decisional procrastination, and academic procrastination with
respect to trait-anxiety among a group of college students]. Uludag Universitesi Egitim
Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 23(2), 433-450.

Ellis, A., & Knaus, W. ]. (1977). Overcoming procrastination. Signet Books.

Ferrari, ]. R., & Tice, D. M. (2000). Procrastination as a self-handicap for men and women: A task-
avoidance strategy in a laboratory setting. Journal of Research in Personality, 34(1), 73-83.

Gok, M., & Tufan, E. (2009, September, 23-25). Miizik 6gretmeni adaylarinin genel ve akademik
erteleme egilimlerinin gesitli degiskenler agisindan incelenmesi [Examination of general and

455


https://doi.org/10.14434/josotl.v12i2.2018
https://doi.org/10.18069/firatsbed.869090

Serpil Umuzdas ® Aysenur Ustiin ® Hamza Ustiin ® Mehmet Serkan Umuzdas

academic procrastination tendencies of music teacher candidates in terms of various
variables]. [Conference presentation]. Samsun, Tiirkiye.

Giilebaglan, C. (2003). Ogretmenlerin Isleri Son Ana Erteleme Egilimlerinin Mesleki Yeterlilik Algilars,
Mesleki Deneyimleri ve Branglar: Bakumindan Karsilastirilmasina Yonelik Bir Arastirma [A Study
on the Comparison of Teachers” Tendency to Postpone Jobs to the Last Moment in terms of Professional
Competence Perceptions, Professional Experiences and Branches]. [Unpublished master thesis].
Ankara University.

Gurtlti E. (2016). Lise dgrencilerinin sosyal medya bagimhliklar: ve akademik erteleme davraniglar:
arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesi [Examining the relationship between high school students’ social
media addictions and academic procrastination behaviors]. [Unpublished master thesis]. Marmara
University.

Kandemir, M. (2016). Akademik erteleme davranisini agiklayici bir model [An explanatory model
of academic procrastination behavior]. Pegem Egitim ve Ogretim Dergisi, 4(3), 51-72.

Klassen, R., M., Chong, W., H.,, Huan, V., S, Wong, I, Kates, A.,, & Hannok, W. (2008).
Motivation beliefs of secondary school teachers in Canada and Singapore: A Mixed Methods
Study. Teaching and Teacher Education, 24, 1919-1934. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2008.01.005

Knaus, W. ]J. (1998). Do it now! Break the procrastination habit. New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Fraenkel, ].R. & Wallen, N.E. (2006). How to design and evaluate research in education. McGaw-Hill
International Edition.

Konig, C. ], & Kleninmann, M. (2004). Business before pleasure: No strategy for procrastinators?,
Personality and Individual Differences, 37, 1045-1057. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2003.11.013

Lamba, G. (1999). Effect of gender-role and self-efficancy on academic procrastination in college
students. [Unpublished master thesis]. Truman State University.

Li, L., Gao, H., & Xu, Y. (2020). The mediating and buffering effect of academic self-efficacy on the
relationship between smartphone addiction and academic procrastination. Computers &
Education, 159, 104101. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2020.104001

Milgram, N., & Tenne, R. (2000). Personality correlates of decisional and task avoidant
procrastination, European Journal of Personality,14(2), 141-156.

O’Brien, W. K. (2002). Applying the transtheoretical model to academic procrastination. [Unpublished
doctoral dissertation]. Houston University.

Pew Arastirma Merkezi (2015). App vs. web for surveys of smartphone users.
https://www.pewresearch.org/methods/2015/04/01/app-vs-web-for-surveys-of-smartphone-
users/

Potts, T. J. (1987). Predicting procrastination on academic tasks withself-report personality measures.
[Unpublished doctoral dissertation]. Hofstra University.

Seker, S. S., & Saygy, C. (2013). Egitim fakiiltesi giizel sanatlar egitimi boliimii resim-is egitimi ve
miizik egitimi anabilim dallarinda okumakta olan 6gretmen adaylarinin akademik erteleme
egilimlerinin gesitli degiskenler agisindan incelenmesi [Investigation of academic
procrastination tendencies of pre-service teachers studying in the departments of fine arts
education at the faculty of education in terms of various variables.]. Electronic Turkish Studies,
8(12), 1219-1227. http://dx.doi.org/10.7827/TurkishStudies.6040

Sigall, H., Kruglanski, A., & Fyock, J. (2000). Wishful thinking and procrastination. Journal of Social
Behavior and Personality, 15(5), 283-296.

456


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2008.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2003.11.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2020.104001
https://www.pewresearch.org/methods/2015/04/01/app-vs-web-for-surveys-of-smartphone-users/
https://www.pewresearch.org/methods/2015/04/01/app-vs-web-for-surveys-of-smartphone-users/
http://dx.doi.org/10.7827/TurkishStudies.6040

Universite Ogrencilerinde Akademik Erteleme Davranigmin Cesitli Degiskenlere Gore Incelenmesi

Sirois, F. M., & Pychyl, T. (2013). Procrastination and the priority of short-term mood regulation:
consequences for future self. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 7(2). 115 — 127.
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12011

Solomon LJ, & Rothblum ED (1984). Academic procrastination: frequency and cognitive behavioral
correlates, J. Couns. Psychol, 31(4), 504-510.

Specter, M. H., & Ferrari J. R. (2000). Time orienttations of procrastinators: focusing on the past,
presen tor future?, Journal of Behavior and Personality, 15 (5), 197-202.

Steel, P., & Ferrari J.R. (2013). Sex, education and procrastination: An epidemiological study of
procrastinator's characteristics from a global sample, European Journal of Personality, 27(1), 51-
58. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.1851

Sweitzer, N.G. (1999). Fiddle-dee-dee, i’ll think about it tomorrow: overcoming academic procrastination in
higher education. [Unpublished master thesis]. Biola University.

Tice, D. M., & Baumeister, R. F. (1997). A longitudinal study of procrastination, performance, stress,
and health: The cost and benefits of dawdling. Psychological Science, 8(6), 454-458.

TUIK (2022). Hane halkt bilisim teknolojileri kullanim arastirmast [Household ICT usage surveyl.
https://data.tuik.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=Hanehalki-Bilisim-Teknolojileri-(BT)-Kullanim-
Arastirmasi-2022-45587.

Uzun Ozer, B. (2010). Ertelemenin Yol Analizi Modeli ile Incelenmesi: Biligsel, Duygusal ve Davranigsal
Bilesenlerin Sinanmasi, [Examining Procrastination with the Path Analysis Model: Testing
Cognitive, Emotional and Behavioral Components,]. [Unpublished doctoral dissertation].
Bayburt University.

Washington, J. A. (2004). The Relationship Between Procrastination and Depression Among Graduate and
Professional Students Across Academic Programs: Implications for Counselling. [Unpublished
doctoral dissertation]. Texas Southern University.

Wu, F., & Fan, W. (2017). Academic procrastination in linking motivation and achievement-related
behaviours: a perspective of expectancy-value theory. Educational Psychology, 37(6), 695-711.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2016.1202901

457


https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12011
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.1851
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2016.1202901

