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Abstract
Researcloverthe past decades has shown that procrastination is an instance of self
regulation failure with deleterious consequen&sprisingly, Chu and Choi (2005) have
coined a construct callexttive procrastinatioremphasizing that procrastination can lead
to pasitive outcomes despite the deferral of tasks on purpose until the last mimeite.
present studgxaminedhe construct validity of active procrastirati Usingimportant
antecedents (e.g., sefgulation intentionaction gap), correlates (e.g., sefficacy
beliefs, conscientiousness) and related outcomes of procrasti(@ggstress,
depressiopasidentifiedin the extantesearcHiterature,correlationaresults revealed
thatactive procrastinain has been mislabeled as a type of procrastindians more
appropriatelyconstrued apurposeful delaywith adaptive qualitiesThe presenstudy
failed to replicate the nomological network of active procrastinateanonstrated in
previous researcliLimitations associated witthe active procrastination construct
empirical evidencandthe correspondinmferencesn developimg the Active

ProcrastinatiorScalearediscussed.
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Construct Validity of Active Procrastination 1

The Construct Validity of Active Procrastination: Is it Procrastination or
Purposeful Delay?

Across the research literature over the past decade, it is recognized that
procrastination is a form of selégulation failure (e.g., Steel, 2007) that serves present
self as a form of shoterm mood repair at the expense of future self who must complete
the task with greater time pressure and perhaps stress (e.g., Sirois & PychylA2013).
such, procrastinators suffer negative consequengsgsagpoorer performance (e.g.,

Steel 2001), lower levels of subjective wieding (e.g.Tice & Bratslavsky, 200) and
even poorer health (e.g., Sirois, 2007).

Procrastination has its origin in the Latin tgopnocrastinuswherepro means

3t

postponi ng orcrastimusmfeawnsumodf @ oanmod r owo ( Kl e

3t

postponing to tomorrowo0 is the Latin root
procrastination, it is also important to consider the Greek term for procrastination known
asakrasiag which means delayg oftaska gai nst one 0 gFortegtar,t er | udg
2000). Collectively, as summarized by Steel (2007) in his-aesdysis, a complete
definition of procrastination i s daspite vol un
expecting to be worse défrthedelag (p. 66, emphasis added) .
review of the definition of procrastination, it is clear that procrastination might be

considered a weakness of will. It constitutes a complex mixture of lack afcselol

(e.g., Schouwenburgay, Pychyl, & Ferrari, 2004) and inner conflict in making

decisions for the present and future self (Sirois & Pychyl, 2013).

As Steel (2007) concluded in his metaalysis of the procrastination research,

AProcrastination i s umuassy bat mhetVver sbekp:
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summary statement captures the consensus in the literature, as the majority of the existing

research literature has revealed how procrastination contributes to poor outcomes and

diminished life satisfaction in a ndrar of ways. Steel (2007) and Van Eerde (2003), in

two separate metanalytic reviews, determined that procrastination is strongly related to

a whole host of negative outcomes such as lowcseifrol (Tice & Bratslavsky, 2000),

low conscientiousness (LayQ97; Watson, 2001), low sedfficacy (e.g., Tuckman,

1991; Van Eerde, 2003), low sedfsteem (e.g., Ferrarri, 1991; 1994), low achievement

motivationandseli-handicapping (e.g., Ferrari, 1992b; Ross, Canada, & Rauss, 2002)

poor performance (e.g., Tid&&Baumeister, 1997), as well as deleterious consequences

for health and mental welleing (e.g., Sirois, Meli&ordon, & Pychyl, 2003).

Procrastination was eveacently beerfiound to be a vulnerability factor for hypertension

and cardiovascular diseaser(fs, 2015). These correlates of procrastination elucidate

Steel s (2007) statemeifindthetpful@at procrastinat
Given how the extant literature is about procrastination as -aeggifation failure

and a negative form of delasyrprisingly, some researchers have conceptualized a

positive form of procrastination that they

Moran, 2009 Chu & Choi, 200%. In the broadest terms, active procrastination is defined

as a type of procrastination whehe decision to delay deliberately is made in the face of

urgency and the work is done closer to deadline to seek pressure and for motivation to do

the work. Thee researchers argued that active procrastination is not related to the

negative outcomes found in previous procrastination research, rather it is associated with

positive outcomes such as higher GPA, better performance, better health and mental well

beingand so on. Pychyl (2009) has argued Huive procrastinations an oxymoron,
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and that it is better understood and labeled as an alternative form of delay, not
procrastination at all.

The more encompassing concept ellayy can be used to shed lightlmoth
benefits and drawbacks of postponement. Strong empirical support for this has been
found by Haghbin (2015), who created types of delays into which active procrastination
may be understood as a form of purposeful delay, not procrastination per se.

Thus the purpose of my thesis research was to replicate and extend the research
conducted by Chu and Choi (2005) and Choi and Moran (2009) to demonstrate both the
logical and empirical flaws in their research and construct definition. The construct
validity of active procrastinatiowasinvestigated because it does not reflect the self
regulatory problem identified in the research literature of procrastination. Conceptually,
the similarities between active procrastinators andpronrastinators are too marand
the similarities between active procrastinators and procrastinators are tuodepport
the concl usi orna ¢thiarnt atiiacnt d vies p#&Replicgtipgghesef pr oc
studies using a different approach to the data analyssalso doain order to
demonstratéow active procrastinators are in fact quocrastinators who simply use
delay as part of their planning process.

My thesis begins with a review of the development of the construct of active
procrastination by Chu and Choi (20@s)d Choi and Moran (2009 this section, |
explain how they did their research and what they concluded. Then, | present the detailed
critiqgue of their research focusing on four key issues: 13¢h@antic argument about
active procrastinatigr?) constuct validity of their measureased on their findingsS)

active procrastination as a heterogeneous constructt)andthodological issues
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associated in developing this construct. Additionally, | compare the arguments and
conclusions established by ChadaChoi (2005) and Choi and Moran (2009) to the
findings of the existing procrastination reseaf@nally, | discuss evidence from recent
research arguing against the idea of active procrastination as a type of procrastination.
Based on the discrepancytiveen the existing procrastination literature and the research
on active procrastinatighthen discuss my own research for my thesis.
Active Procrastination and its Conceptualization

Chu and Choi (2005) and Choi and Moran (2009) have viewed procrastinati
from a perspective where they aimed to understand the positive side associated with
being a procrastinator. They argued that previous research on procrastination emphasized
the negative consequences omyg(, Blunt & Pychyl, 2005; Schouwenburg, 208teel,
2007; Tice & Baumeister, 199@nd ignored the positive connotation of procrastination,
which includes short term benefits such as less stress, better health and task performance.

To investigate the positive outcomes, they categorized procrassimatio three
groups, namelpassiveprocrastinators activeprocrastinatorsandnon-procrastinators
They describegassive procrastinatoras At r adi ti onal 0 procrast.
intention to complete a taghut engage in the task at the last minute due to
indecisiveness and low salbntrol They argue that passive procrastinatsesincapable
of managing their time to finish the task and consequently suffer negative consequences.
In contrastnonprocrastnatorsmake effective use of their time, are more organized and
engage in thorough planning to complete the task. Compared to passive and non
procrastinatorsactive procrastinatorfiave the quality of being good decision makers

who deliberately choose firocrastinate to experience time pressure, but they have the
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ability to produce satisfactory outcomes when deadlines apprGach & Moran, 2009

Chu & Choi, 200% These researchers also claimed that the deliberate act of delaying

tasks helps the actiyocrastinators to work under pressure with the chance to be

creative and increase their motivation to complete the task as they are under pressure.

Chu and Choi ( 2 0 0 &clive gracrastinatens a multitheetedd , i .

phenomenon that includeognitive (decision to procrastinate), affective (preference for

pressure) and behavioural (task completion by the deadline) components as well as

physical results and satisfaction with the

Using a student sample, Chu and Choi developedigefiPscale using factor

analysis to distinguish active and traditional procrastination based on four defining

characteristicd. summarize these below.

1) Preference for pressur€hu and Choi (2005) argued that active procrastinators tend
to do their work aithe last minute to experience the challenge while completing the
task before the deadline, with the time pressure acting as a motivating factor for them
to finish the task. An example for an ite
better under prasur e . 0

2) Intentional decision to procrastinatéccording to Chu and Choi (2005), active
procrastinators tend to move their attention from one task to another and do not create
a concrete plan to complete a task. Nwacrastinators, on the other hand, agyv
organized in planning and time management in order to complete a task on time.
Unlike nonprocrastinators, active procrastinators do not adhere to a rigid plan or

schedule; instead they reshuffle their schedule when needed even on short notice
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dependig on the change in external demands.
i ntentionally put off work to maxi mize my
3) Ability to meet deadline€hu and Choi (2005) speculated that active procrastinators
would differ from passive and neproaastinators with regard to meeting deadlines.
Chu and Choi argued based on previous findings that passive procrastinators fail to
complete their task on time gritence, produce unsatisfactory results (Ferrari, 2001)
due to the fact that procrastinatorsdd¢o underestimate the time needed to complete
the task (Tice & Baumeister, 1997). In contrast, active procrastinators have the ability
to determine the minimum amount of time required to complete a task and experience
the lastminute pressure to motivatieem. They assessed this feature by using items
such as ASince | often start working on t
finishing assigned tasks most of the ti me
items on this subscale.
4) Outcome satisfamn: Chu and Choi (2005) claim that unlike passive procrastinators,
active procrastinators are able to complete their tasks on time with satisfactory
outcomes despite their procrastinating behaviour. While both passive and active
procrastinators put offieir tasks to the last minute, only active procrastinators are
capable of utilizing their time efficiently with an end product of successful task
completion and personal outcomes. For this feature, Chu and Choi used items such as
Al feel thatfpubhtihgtwerkast minute does
also a reverse coded item, as were all items on this subscale.
In their study, Chu and Choi (2005) measured the level of academic

procrastination using two separate scales. They used a tstaligfms from the
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deci sional procrastination scale developed
(1995)procrastinatiorscale, as cited in Ferrari, Johnson, & McCown, (1995). When
examining the relation between active procrastination and acadesoragtination (as
measured by other scales), they did not find any significant relations between the two
constructs. Based on this result, they concluded that academic procrastination is
conceptually different from that of active procrastination.

In termsof establishing construct validit¢hu and Choi (2005) distinguished
active, passive and ngrocrastinators using a number of psychological characteristics
and correlatesnamely: time use and perception, sefficacy, motivational orientation,
stresscoping strategy, and personal outcomes. To identify the distinction between,active
passive and noRn procrastinators using these characteristics, Chu and Choi (@88%)y
two-step process.ifst, theyseparated procrastinators from Amocrastinators using the
decisional and academic procrastination scales where participants who scored lower than
4 on a #point Likert scale were categorized as fpvacrastinators and paripants with
scores greater than 4 were considered procrastinators. Procrastinators were then further
categorized into active and passive procrastisdiased on their scores on the Active
Procrastination &le. Chu and Choi used a cut off score of 4038stinguish active and
passive procrastinators on a Likert scale, where students who scored higher than 4.33
were categorized as active procrastinators and lower than 4.33 were categorized as
passive procrastinatorshey used this cut off scote havecomparable sample sizis
theactive and passiveprocrastinator groug What they found was that active
procrastinatortavestrongerself-efficacybeliefs canmake purposive use time, are

driven by both intrinsic and extrinsic motivatianduses proactive coping strategies to
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deal with stresike non-procrastinators and unlike traditional procrastinatdhgy also
foundthatactive procrastinatorsxperiencgositiveoutcomes such deetter performance
(i.e., high GPA andlife satisfactionand low stress and depression.

To further validate the active procrastination scale developed by Chu and Choi
(2005) and conceptualize active procrastination as a multidimensional construct, Choi
and Moran (2009) conducted another gtt@lemphasize the positive aspects of active
procrastination. Drawing on the four defining characteristics of active procrastination by
Chu and Choi (2005), Choi and Moran expanded the active procrastination scale into a
16-item scale loading on to theupdefining factors (i.e., outcome satisfaction,
preference for pressure, intentional decision to procrastinate and ability to meet
deadline) using exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis. It is important to note that
the items for outcome satisfamti, preference for pressure, and ability to meet deadline
were all reverse code@®ecause nearly all of their items for this construct were reverse
coded, this is a significant shortcoming in their scale methodologically. Problems
associated with reverseded items to develop a construct are discussed in the following
section.

Havingprovided a summary dhe work done by Choi and colleagues (Chu &
Choi, 2005; Choi & Moran, 2009) on this new construct called active procrastination, |
now turn to a discieson of the specific limitations associated with the conceptualization
of the active procrastination. | provide a detailed critique of their research in light of the
existing literature. Furthermore, | discuss the limitations pertaining tAdhee

ProcrastinationScale(APS)and the factors that were used in its development.
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Critique of Active Procrastination

The fundamental flaw associated with the definition of active procrastination is
that Chu and Choi (2005) have misconstrued purposifliberate delay as active
procrastination. | n f act andashey@lemsehaesrd Choi O
acknowledge in their writinghese individuals resemble nprocrastinators who
actively choose to delay their tasks to reach a scheduledhgoagh a pattern of
behavioural engagement where they reprioritize their tasks when necessary. Haghbin and
Pychyl (2015) argued that these researchers mislabeled this foletapés
procrastination. To a great extent, active procrastinators resembtsefuipdelayers
who engage in task postponement, an adaptive form of delay, leading to positive
outcomes (Haghbin & Pychyl, 2015). Based on this interpretation, | start my discussion
of limitations of active procrastination with the semantic issue asedaath this
construct arguing its strong resemblance to purposeful delay based on the research by
Haghbin and Pychyl (2015). Second, | discuss issues wifbsiahological
characteristics used by Choi and colleagues to compare-ap@égsive and non
procrastinatorsThird, | discuss problems associated with the heterogeneity of this
construct. Lastly, | discuss the methodological issues related to the conceptualization of
active procrastination.

Semantic issues related to active procrastinationClearly, the construct active
procrastination starts a semantic debate a
procrastinateGiven that one of theefining feature®f procrastination iselfregulation
failure (e.g., Tice & Bratslavsky, 2000; Schouwenburg, Lay, Pychyl & Ferrari, 20@4),

mighttrytophras€ hu and Choi 0 sasii(a2c0t0 5v)e gasderhdfti ronc tf ai |
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When expressed like this, it becomes obvious how active procrastination might b
considered an oxymoron, as Pychyl (2009) argues. The dictionary definigon of
oxymoron is fAa combination of contradictor
the name active procrastination not only contradicts the understanding of procrastinati
but it also increases the difficulty in understanding ifferénce between procrastination
and delay. Adding an adverb to express the positive aspect of procrastination is rather
misleading instigating an unproductive semantic debate (Haghbin & P2€i%). This
makes little sense compared to a term such as strategic delay, which is not procrastination
at all. Semantically, Chu and Choi (2005) have confused active procrastination with
purposeful, deliberate or strategic delay to reach a scheduéthgough a different
temporal pattern of behavioural engagement.

The basis for this distinction Bychylb €013) argmentt hat A al | procr a
i's delay but not aThisisanenpartgnt, basic distinctionrthetsst i n a t
often overlooked in both the popular and research literatareact, until very recently
(Hagbin, 2015), there has not been a specific studyegbsychology of delay. @awing
on the findingsrom this studyby Haghbin (2015) and review of procrastination
literature byKlingsieck (2013)it is clear thait is crucial to accurately conceptualize
procrastination as distinct from other forms of deBgth Haghbin and Klingsieck
incorporated a number of defining elements to differentiate procrastinatiorofn@m
behaioural constructs. They specifidide following features that are crucial to the
construct definitiorof procrastinationvoluntaryneedlesslelay,irrational belief,
intentionraction gap delaying despite therobablenegative consequengesddelay

accompanied by subjective emotional discomfort and poor outqéiagibin, 2015;
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Klingsieck, 2013)Based on this definition alone, it is apparent that what Chu and Choi
label as active procrastination is not procrastination at all, as active ginoatian is not
needless or based on irrational beliefs, there is no inteativon gap (only a delayed
intention to act until later), and the outcome is neither negative in terms of performance
nor subjective experience.

Delayhas been core to the defion of procrastinationlt is necessary, but far
from sufficient, agprocrastinaibn is defined by the voluntaghoice toneedlessly
postpone tasks, which is a maladaptive form of delay (e.g., Lay, 1986; Steel, 2007; 2010).
An intentionaction gapis another key element to defining procrastination. Both
procrastinators and neprocrastinators have the intention to complete a task with a
deadline, but a discrepancy between the intention to do the task and acting on it is evident
in procrastinators onlge.g., Blunt & Pychyl, 1998; 2005). To understand the intention
action gap, irptioraldeliefstowards iy they nieedlessly delay should
be also taken into account. This is because the inability to provide a rational reason for
their maladative delay could contribute to their procrastination behaviour (e.g., Lay,
1986; Steel, 2007; Van Eerde, 2003).

Haghbin (2015) and Klingsieck (2013) also highlighted that emotional aspects
should be considered in the definition of procrastination. Stigepsychological
problems like stress, depression and anxiety lead to personal discomfort and
dissatisfaction in procrastinators (e.g. Khazraei & Pychyl; 2014; Sirois, 1@elieon, &
Pychyl, 2003; Sirois, 2007) caused by their inability to take actiothkir intended tasks
as observed in previous research findings. Poor performance as a consequence of the

procrastinatory behavior, including poor course grades and low overall GPA (Tice &
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Baumeister, 1997; Van Eerde, 2003), are very commoytlaumngl aids in the
conceptualization of procrastination (Haghbin, 2015; Klingsieck, 2013). Lastly, multiple
studies have provided strong support towards the contribution of task characteristics in
procrastination. Specifically, task aversion plays a significastiroprocrastination

where the more people find a task to be aversive, the more likely they are to knowingly
delay the task despite the potential negative consequences (Blunt & Pychyl, 2000; Lay
1992; Solomon & Rothblum, 1984). Therefore, the types obtpsicrastingrs avoid

also contribute tthe understandingf procrastination (Haghbin, 2015).

Haghbin (2015) and Klingsieck (2013) explained that these defining elements not
only contribute to the conceptualization of procrastination, but they help differentiate
procrastination from other forms of delay. In a recent study, Haghbin (2015) articulate
the difference between adaptive and maladaptive forms of delays with strong empirical
evidence. He developed elaborate multidimensional scales specifically to assess two
types of problematic delays or procrastination, namely irrational and hedonisiys,czd
well as four types of adaptive delays: purposeful delay, arousal delay, inevitable delay
and delay due to emotional problems.

Purposeful delays the strategic use of time to prioritize tasks such that all tasks
can be completed on time withouteadting performanceArousal delayin contrast, is
the postponement of tasks to feel time pressure and thrill, and the delay acts as a
motivation without having to worry about their performance. Haghbin (2015) described
inevitable delayas postponement aftended tasks due to some unforeseen external
constraints that could not be avoided. Sit

taking care of siblings or working multiple jobs could result in delay of academic tasks



Construct Validity of Active Procrastination 13

forcing these delayers to wodkoser to deadlines. Generally, these delayers are not

happy about theirelaybehavior, but it is not truly a voluntary delay given their
commitment to equally value congruent amduablymore important alternative tasks.

Delay due to emotional probleragises from having to deal with psychological distress
(i.e., sudden death in the family, other extenuating situations, or endogenous mental
health issues such as depression). These individuals are towabld on their tasks
according to their origingdlan and are aware that their academic performance could
suffer as a result, but they are simply unable to act on their intentions due to their mental
health at the time.

In contrastjrrational delayor what we might think of
is characterized as voluntary needless delay without any external pressure, which results
in task incompletion or poor quality work typically accompanied by negative emotions.
The etiologies of such delay are lack of s&lhtrol, fear of failure, irratical beliefs (e.g.,
perfectionist thoughts), and taakersion, and where low conscientiousness and
neuroticism act as risk factotdedonistic delaylabeled by Haghbin (2015) as hedonistic
procrastination, includes features such as no or very weak imenti@o a particular
task, whicharenot enforced by others, followed by poor performance and dissatisfaction.
The causes of hedonistic procrastination are similar to procrastination as an irrational
delay with some additional causal factors such asdackerest, energy and motivation.
These individuals become bored easily and so they engage in immediate alternative
pleasurable activities to relieve themselves from boredom.

Given the conceptual and empirical distinction between these adaptive and

maladaptive delays, not surprisingly, the definition of purposeful delay coincides with the
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definition of active procrastination to a great degree questioning the construct validity of
active procrastination furtherensiMdaghbi nods
validation and ample evidence suppaytthe robustness of purposeful strategic delay and
its existence, but not for active procrastination, which he included in his work.

Construct validity of active procrastination. Both Chu and Choi (2005) and
Choi and Moran (2009) incorporated a limited set of factors obtained througleseit
guestionnaires to create the coust of active procrastination. These researchers simply
used factors such aecision to delay and use of delay to seek time pressure to describe
active procrastination, and then they highlighted the positive outcomes of such behaviour.
They also markedche negativity of passive procrastination by stating that these
procrastinatorbiave a weak sense of time and they are indecisive. The differentiation
between active procrastination from that of passive procrastination was poorly justified.
To accurately operationalize a construct, all the underlying causal factors should be taken
into account (Abelson, 1995). In this case, the distinction between positive and negative
delay was poorly justified lacking construct validity.

In addition, the major defining features of active procrastination, that is the
preference for pressure, wasetatined using a sefeport questionnaire of whether
people like to work under pressure or not. The problem being thaepelft measures do
not always capture the true motive as to why people may delay their tasks. As Haghbin
(2015) pointed out, theseported reasons for procrastination are possibly due to
irrational beliefs or the rationalization they hold about their procrastinating behaviour.

To elaborate on the issues of construct validity of active procrastination, | briefly
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summarize the problemmsn Chu and Choi 6s research i n de
characteristics of active procrastination below

Preference for pressure and its resemblance to arousal procrastinat©hu
and Choi (2005) argued that active procrastinators prefer to work under pressure and
hence, they tend to delay their work until the last minute to experience the prissure.
part, active procrastination shares definitional similarities with Férmari not i on of a
procrastination; that is, these individuals prefer to work under pressure and hence they
decide to postpone their tasks closer to deadlines. The time praasuirn, maximizes
their motivation to work. Only one study to date by Ber¢1992) provided evidence for
the existence of arousal procrastination. Ferrari assessed the construct and discriminant
validity of two procrastination scal&éshe General Procrastination scale (GP; Lay, 1986)
and the Adult Inventory for Procrastination (AIPg®own & Johnson, 1989). In this
investigation, he found that both the GP and AIP were related to task delay but only the
GP scale was related to sensation seeking. Using factor analysis, Ferrag) {0@B2r
showed that only GP loaded on the subscdlegmsation seeking but not the AIP scale.
Based on these resyltse concluded that the GP measures a different type of
procrastination called arousal procrastination and these procrastinators engage in task
delay to feel time pressure, which iscaiceof their motivation.

Arousal procrastination has been challenged and criticized in subsequent research
(e.g., Grunschel, Patrzek, & Fries, 2013; Simpson & Pychyl, 2009; Steel, 2010) due to
methodological shortcomings where the existence of arousal proatast could not be
validated using the General Procrastinasoasle. For example, Simpson and Pychyl

(2009) examined whether arouwbalsed personality traits (i.e., extraversion, reducing
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augmenting & sensation seeking) were actually related to theagtmation scores
measured using the GP scale. They also inv
why they procrastinate was related to their arecbaakd personality traits. Together, the
results did not provide evidence for the existence afsaigprocrastination. Arousal

based personality traits were not significantly correlated to the scores on the GP scale and
exploratory factor analysis further supported this result. Also, only 5.2% of the variance

i n part i c ibpsatbelief$cdrbutinguosp@ddrastination was accounted for by
arousalbased personality traits suggesting that these traits do not predict the-arousal
based beliefs in people motivating their procrastination. Instead, these researchers
speculated that these individsgrefer to work under pressure for heightened arousal and

to reduce boredom.

In conjunctionwith the findings of Simpson and Pychyl (2009), Haghbin and
Pychyl (2015) pinpointed high arousal to be the reason for arousal delay, a type of delay,
instead ofnvestigating types of procrastination. Active procrastination is yet another
construct, which incorporated time pressure with some additional dimensions to be
labeled as a type of procrastination offering positeesequences which seems tabe
combinaion of purposeful and arousal delay (Haghbin, 2015).

Intentional decision to procrastinate versus task prioritizatio@hu and Choi
(2005) argued that active procrastiors deae to delay their tasks when necessary and
thus do not follow a concrete plan. This allows them to reorganize their schedule when
they have to handle multiple taskshand and thus prioritize their tasks accordingly. The

problem with this characteristi¢ active procrastination is that these researchers are
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referring to task prioritization which active procrastinators utilize depending on how
many tasks they are required to complete in a given time.

Previous empirical work on procrastination has cleighlighted that the root
cause of procrastination entails neither task prioritization (Pychyl, 2009) nor time
management (Pychyl, Morin, & Salmon, 2000). As explained previously, the appropriate
conceptualization of procrastination includes needless dsdtiregulatory problems,
intentiorraction gapemotion and avoidant coping strategies to escape theBask &
Pychyl, 2005Haghbin, 2015Steel, 2007;Van Eerde2003. Having to work on multiple
projectsoftenleads to rescheduling of tasks part of setting prioritiesvhich is not
procrastination, but a necessity to complete all the tasks on time within their respective
deadlines. In fact, Haghbin and Pychyl (2015) clearly demonstrated that purposeful
delayers engage in a rational deamsinaking process forioritize tasks and manage their
time. Also, the sequence in which the tasks are completed does not bear any emotional
value for these people who strategically manipulate their schedule to manage their time
effectively. These behavicailrcharacteristics have been demonstrated in individuals who
are nonprocrastinators engaging in purposeful delay, but not in procrastinators. This
specific feature to differentiate actiyg@assiveand non procrastinators, therefore,
seemingly contradts the definition of procrastination established thus far.

Time management issues and the ability to meet deadliri@su and @oi
(2005) speculated that active procrastinators have the abilitgtermine the minimum
time required t@womplete any task and hence, they can meet the deadlines for any given
task without facing any time management problem. They claimed the opposite is true for

passive procrastinators who have a weak sense of tichst®w time management issues
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when it comes to meeting deadlines. Here, Chu and Choi failed to take into account the
findings by Pychyl, Morin and Salmon (2000) where they showed that procrastinators, in
fact, do not differ from noiprocrastinators in tems ofthe accuracy of thestudy plans.
More specifically, both procrastinators and fsocrastinators are very accurate in
estimating their study time and do not demonstrate a planning fallacy. The planning
fallacy is the tendency to make an optimigtiediction that agsk can be completed in a
certain amount of time while failing to consider the past experience of not being able to
complete similar tasks in that estimated time (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). Interestingly,
procrastinators take into accduhe delay they might engage in when creating study
plans which allows for the accuracy in time estimation (Pychyl, Morin & Salmon, 2000).
Nevertheless, thegredictedstaring theirstudying for an exam later than rnon
procrastinatorand studying for lestime overallwhich results in the adverse effects of
procrastination (Lay & Burns, 1991; Pycletlal, 2000).

Instead of identifying procrastination as a time management issue, it is more
appropriate to think of procrastination as an emetamused oping problen(Sirois &
Pychyl, 2013)The central focus of the conceptualization of procrastination as an
emotionrfocused coping strategy is the priority of mood repa a hedonic need (Pychyl
& Sirois, 2016 which is best understood as an issue of @nagegulationTime
management as a defining feature to document the existence of active procrastination
does not hold true given the evidence from the extant literature. Ratlez, act
procrastination aligns with a type of delay used by-pmtrastinatcs where they
deliberately choose to delay their work, even if it is to work under pressure (e.g.,

purposeful delay, Haghbin, 2015) with no emotion regulation problems. In this respect,
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active procrastinators are demonstrating excellenttmaragement sks, and by Chu
and Choi 6s standards are certainly not Apr

No link between an intentioraction gap and active procrastinatioff.he notion
of an intentioractiongap plays an important role in procrastination and is one of the key
defining elements of procrastination (Haghbin, 2015; Steel, 200i&ye is a strong
consensus among researchbeg procrastination should be defined as a delay of an
intended task (HE & Knaus, 1977; Lay1995; Ferrari et al., 1995; Blunt & Pychyl,
1998). In order to complete a task, it is important to have the intention to do the task,
create a plan and finally implement the plan for successful task completion (Rachlin,
2000). Bothprocrastinators and neprocrastinators have the intention to start and
complete a task. However, for procrastinators, a large discrepancy exists between having
an intention and taking the action to implement that intention when they have enough
time for ask completionProcrastinatorgitend to start the task, but they delay needlessly
and fail to implement the intention they originally had, whereaspnoarastinators tend
to act on their original intention (Blunt & Pychyl, 1998; Dewitte & Schouwen20Q2;
Lay, 1995).Procrastinatorsften report thathe intended tasis overwhelming or more
aversive than alternative tasks (Lay, 20@4d the alternative (unintended) tasks then act
as an escape from the stressful tasks, helping in-shrartmood regir (Sirois & Pychyl,
2013).

Of course, tiis difficult to capture the true intentions of an individual, as they are
not directly observable through behaviour (Haghbin & Pychyl, 2015). Blunt and Pychyl
(1998; 2005) determined the intentiagtiongapin@ cr asti nati on using |

theory of Action Control. This theory says that there is a constant battle between
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intentional action and other competing actions. In order to complete the intended action,
this action must be strengthened using a proafeastion control. The functioning of this
action control process depends on two types of orientation: aatidnstateorientation.
Action orientation is the mode of control, which is changeable and helps people perform
the intended action with fully deloped plans, whereas statgentation is the
unchangeable control on tasks, which prevents people from initiating and maintaining an
ill-defined intended task. Findings from studies to date revealed a positive relation
between staterientation and proastination demonstrating the intentiaation gap in
procrastinators (Blunt & Pychyl, 1998; 2005; Haghbin, 2015).

In the case of active procrastination, Chu and Choi (2005) failed to show any
intentiontaction gap for these procrastinators and tyety persisted in labeling this
construct as a type of procrastination. Active procrastinatorsanhmore likely to be
purposeful delayers, do have the intention to do a task, but situations requiring immediate
response could result in a deliberateicado delay that task and engage in task
reprioritization (e.g., Haghbin, 2015). Therefore, such delay of intended tasks cannot be
labeled as procrastination, but rather are better understood as purposeful delay, because
the delay involves legitimate reass with no intentioraction gap. In fact, Haghbin
(2015) found purposeful delay to hegativelyrelated to state orientation. Thus, active
procrastinationpraslargue fipur poseful del ayo i s expecte
is, a negative relatioto stateorientation unlike procrastination.

Outcome satisfaction in active versus passive procrastinatidespite thdact
that active procrastinators deliberately delay theirkwontil the last minute to experience

the time pressure, Chu and Choi (2005) claimed that these procrastinators can actually
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complete the task successfully having positive outcorkesibrnprocrastinators, such as
better performance, health, psychologwall-being, an life satisfaction. This claim
contradicts past findings of procrastination, that is, poor performance and negative
outcomes are the consequences of engaging in procrastination. The reciprocal
relationship between procrastination and performance has been examined in several
studies andnetaanalyses where low GPA and course grades, poor quality work, and
missing deadlines are typical of procrastination (Tice & Baumeister, 1997; Steel, Brothen,
& Wambach, 2001; Van Eerde, 2003; Wesley, 1994). For instance, usingepsetf
procrastindbn measure, Steel and colleagues (2001) found a negative correlation
between course grade and procrastination. Van Eerde (2003), in heamabtsis,
demonstrated that procrastinators often miss their deadlines with the consequences of
poor grades and evall GPA.

In the context of health, profound psychological distress, a high level of anxiety,
depression, treatment delay, and lower life satisfaction are common strong correlates of
procrastination (Sirois, 2007; Sisp MeliazGordon & Pychyl, 2003; &bis & Pychyl,

2013). More recently, procrastination was found to be associated with hypertension and
cardiovascular disease (Sirois, 2015). Linking procrastination to positive outcomes by
adding the adverb fAactiveo (oHesealthfindings. 2015)
Therefore, it is problematic to have a construct named active procrastination with

outcomes that are positive given that procrastination is, as Steel (2007) summarizes,
Anever helpful. o Labeling layersinstead, wauldcr ast i

simplify and resolve the issue of incorrectly defining procrastination as an adagitiye d
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To further point out the I imitation 1in
procrastination leading to positive outcomes, it is crucial toudis the findings from
Haghbin (2015). Haghbin has clearly distinguished procrastination from purposeful delay
based on personal outcomes. He demonstrated negative performance and negative
emotions as two important defining elements of procrastinationghrbis findings. In
contrast, purposeful (adaptive) delay showed no relation to &fRfaositive not
negativerelations to psychological welieing. Together, these resustgpportthe
argumenthat purposeful delay was erroneously labeled as actbagstination by Chu
and Choi.

Big-five personality traitand active procrastination.Choi and Moran (2009)
argued that conscientiousnesglactive procrastinatiowould show a negative relation
because these procrastinators are less likely to be organized or maintain a planned
schedule for tasks. These imdiuals delay task® increas¢ime pressureand so they
are more prone to be disorganiz€h o i  a n d(2008p argamedtss in line with
contemporary research on procrastinatidrere studiebas repeatedly shown that
procrastination is strongly related to l@@nscientiousness among the-bige
personality traits as summarized in the rragtalyses by Van Ede (2003) and Steel
(2007). Because procrastination is related to low conscientiousness, procrastinators are
less likely to start their tasks on time and more likely to be irresponsible, neglectful in
meeting deadlines or completing tasks, disorganizddchahhealth conscious. High
conscientiousness) contrastis more pronounced in ngprocrastinators acting as a

resilience factor to protect them against needless delay (Lay, 1997; Watson, 2001).
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Although Choi and Moran (2009) expected conscientiousneisave a negative
relation toactive procrastinatiolike traditional procrastinatigmowever they failed to
find such relationTheytried tojustify this negligible relatiorbetween active
procrastination and conscientiousnbgsarguingthat sincehey founda positive relation
betweerconscientiousnesmdthe ability to meet deadlines, the expected relation did not
hold true. However, | interpret this differently arguingitthis finding further indicates
that active procrastination is not a type of procrastination. In the literature on
procrastination, conscientiousness has great predictive @ma&w conscientiousness
is argued to bene of the proximal causes @focrastination (e.g., Lay, 1997; Steel,
2007; Van Eerde, 2003fFailure tofind arelation between active procrastination éma
conscientiousness raises doubts about the defimiti@ther active procrastination should
be considered as a type of protirzaion as itdo not exhibitany characteristics of
procrastination.

In addition to conscientiousness, Choi and Moran (2009) argued that active
procrastinators need to be setinfident and emotionally stable with positive energy to
handle time pressured be able to multitask. Emotional stability and extraversion were
found to have a positive relation with active procrastinagigpporting their hypotheses.
Although the findings supported their claims, the problem with this result is that it
contradictgast findings where procrastination showed positive relations with
neuroticism and not emotional stability (e.g., Van Eerde, 2003; 2004). Similarly,
extraversion was found to have a small negative or negligible relation with
procrastination in multiple stlies as well as metnalyses (e.gHaghbin & Pychyl,

2015 Steel, 2007; Steel, Brothen, & Wambach, 2004n Eerde, 2004; Watson, 2001
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Consistent witlthe name of the construct, if these individuals are procrastinators, then
active procrastination should show a positive relation to neuroticism and not emotional
stability. It is plausible that the findings of Choi and Moran are showing a relation
betweeremotional stability and purposeful delay and not active procrastination per se.
Issues with inferences in distinguishing types of procrastinatioBwu and Choi
(2005) distinguished the active, passive andmacrastinators based on their time use
and gerception. According to these researchers, passive procrastinators have a weak sense
of time use, poor time perception and are unable to complete a task because they
aimlessly drift from one task to another. Unlike passive procrastinators, non
procrastinairs make good use of their time in planning for the tasks and successfully use
their time making it more purposive. Active procrastinators were expected to be
comparable to neprocrastinators on time use, perceived time structure and time control
but notwith passive procrastinators. Chu and Choi (2005) also distinguished the three
types of procrastination based on ssficacy beliefs Self-efficacy beliefs concern
whether people believe that they have the ability to control different situations or
compkte certain tasks (Bandura 1997). Bandura argued that strorajfeelty
expectations facilitate task initiation and greater task persistence; in contrast, task
avoidance and less persistence are more likely wheefielicy expectation is low.
Becausective procrastinators make deliberate decisions to postpone tasks depending on
task urgency and yet they feel that they have control over the tasks and the time to
complete if Chu and Choi (2005) reasoned thetivee procrastinatorsike non

procrastingors were expected to have stronger-séitacy beliefs than passive
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procrastinatorsTheir results supported this expectatibnportantly, ron-procrastinators
and active procrastinators didt differ on their seHefficacy beliefs.

The idea that active procrastinators make purposive use of time is very similar to
the definition of purposeful delay by Haghbin (2015; Haghbin & Pychyl, 2015).
Purposeful delay involves the deliberate postponement of some tasks over others when
multiple tasks need to be completed and thus, carefully and strategically using time to
complete tasks help to meet deadlines (Haghbin, 2015). Furthermore, previous studies
provided evidence for a strong negative relation between traditional procrastination and
selt-efficacy (e.g., Steel, 2007; Van Eerde, 2003), whereas purposeful delay showed a
positive relation to seléfficacy (e.g., Haghbin, 2015). If active procrastination is a type
of procrastination, then the same relation is expected for this construitréidgionab
procrastination, however, the opposite was true. Thus, it makes less sense to identify
active procrastination as a type of HAproecr
appropriate to classify this as delay.

Active procrastination as a heterogeneous constructit is important to note
thattheAct i ve Procrastination Scale items incl
pressuredo and Aintenti on adgeneoesA copsirumtis t o pr o
said to be heterogeneous when it includes features of two separate constructs under one
single constructEdwards, 200) In this case, the items of the Active Procrastination
Scale consist of two types délaybehaviour. On there hand, Chu and Choi (2005)
argued that active procrastinators intentionally delay their work to the last minute to feel
the time pressure and the challenge created as a result motivates them t@mgork m

effectively, meeting the deadlines and performaredl. On the other hand, the decision to
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deliberately procrastinate on certain tasks and not others allows active procrastinators to
prioritize work according to the external demands. The characteristic definition of active
procrastination is essentiallggaining to a combination @urposefulandarousal delay
which entails positivand negativeonsequencesespectivelydespite the tempalra
delay Opti mi zing oneds schedule by prioritiz
purposeful delay and delaying tasks to feel the time pressure which acts as a motivating
factor refers to arousal delay (Haghbin, 2015). Hence, the urge to comaskesa the
last minute to feel the pressure and high level of arousal, defined in active procrastination,
is actually arousal delay.

Empirically, Haghbin (2015) provided a clear distinction between purposeful
strategic delay and arousal delayerms oftheir own etiologes, consequences and
relations to different emotional experiencébis wasdemonstrated in multiple validity
studies as well as exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses. As such, these two types
of delay should not be combin&afether to create a mmgenous construct as in the case
of active procrastination. Purposeful delay does not include any internal need when
postponing tasks, but the reasons are external situational factors, which require people to
make rational decisiorend reprioritize their tasks as part of a imanagement strategy.
In contrast, arousal delay includes the internal need to experience high arousal, thrill and
excitement as a motivation and thus detathe last minuteln this case, no external or
situational factors are in effect to cause arousal delayers to complete theithtagkdo it
to maximize motiation as working under increasme pressure

In addition to the different antecedents, both types of delay relate to different

personality tras, welkbeing and personal outcomes. For instance, Haghbin (2015;
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Haghbin & Pychyl, 2015) found that purposeful delay had a positive relation with
conscientiousness, sabntrol and weHlbeing, whereas the opposite was true with

arousal delay. Purposefdélay showed no distinct relation with GPA, but arousal delay
had a negative relation (Haghbin, 2015). This further questions the conceptualization of
active procrastination as it includes only positive outcomes even though it includes
arousal delay in ¢t definition, which involves negative outcomes.

Methodological issues with active procrastinationln addition to the numerous
conceptual limitations summarized above, methodological issuesmpegteo the
development of active procrastination are other major concerns that need to be discussed.
This discussion further indicates why | am skeptical of the construct validity of active
procrastination. In this regard, | address three important omick) issuepertaining to
the psychometric properties of the Aet Procrastination Scale (APS); issues with
measuremertf traditional procrastinatiorgnd 3)issues with the scalesloptedo
measure other psychological construotthe studies by Chu and Choi (2005), and Choi
and Moran (2009). Taken together, these issues fyubgfied why | conducted the
present study to examine the construct validity of active procrastination.

Issues with the psychometric propertiesAdtive Procrastination ScaleThe
psychometric properties of Active Procrastination Scale (APS) were evaluated on how
the items were generated to finalize the aforementioned dacgsais. A key issue to
addresss that all the items for three of the factorgreference for pressure, ability to
meet deadlineandoutcome satisfaction are reverse code8&or example, for the factor
Apreference for pressure, o0 the items inclu

under upcoming deadlines, o0 2) Al oém upset a



Construct Validity of Active Procrastination 28

under pressure, 0 3) frhtevhendHhereis®womnuehtimen d cann
pressure on me, 0 and 4) Al 6m frustrated wh
these items more acaoaawaortke | uwn dcearp tpurreesss uirper e fa
Apref er en c eUsé da neverp@odakitems makesdt conceptually difficult to
interpret a construct (DeVellis, 2003). For instawe#h reversecoded items, it is
difficult to determine whether participants understood the queastmmectly or whether
the participants missed the reversofghe scaleWith reverse codingt is easy for
respondents to misinterpret phrases that include negation, and, more importantly, being
not unhappy does not mean that one is hafjspn, reversecoded items tend to load on a
separate factor than the eqbed factors (Weijters, Baumgartner, & Schillewaet, 2013).
In this case, it is plausible that these researchers were unable to find the desired result
with nonreverse coded items and thereby relied on reverse coded items for the analysis.
This brings inb question the credibility of the Active Procrastination Scale
psychometrically, and, therefore, the construct validity of active procrastination.
Issues with the scales used to measure procrastimatiGhoi and colleagues
(Choi & Moran, 2009Chu & Choi, 200pused the Decisional Procrastination Scale
(DPS Mann, 1982) and Schouwenburgodés (1995)
Johnson & McCown, 1995) to measure procrastination in studetdsal of 6 items
wereobta ned from these scales combined to mea:
procrastinationFor exampleChoi and Moran (2009) usdtems likein Even af t er |
decision | delay acti ng Hgwever,itismhobsuitabbe tome as ur

use the DPS to measure procrastination for a number of reasons.
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First, cespite the DPS being a weléveloped scale, there are some important
points warranting further discussion as to whether it is suitable to measure passive
procrastnation in this research. For instance, Sirois (2007) evaluated the DPS to be a well
validated scale, however she emphasizedttigddPS is suitable for measuriniglay due
to decision makingnd not so much for delay in task initiation and completon.
exampl e, Al put $etohd, threaDP$ do got measure prockastirsation
directly becauséhe DPS is strongly related to neuroticism, but not conscientiousness,
where neuroticism accounted for most of the variance in the(Mikgam & Tenre,

2000) It will be recallel that in the existing literature, low conscientiousness is a strong
predictor of procrastinatiorif DPSmeasures procrastination then it shahdwa link to
low conscientiousnegast like procrastinatiorBecaus®PS is notelated to
conscientiousnestjis scale is not suitable to measure procrastindtiastly, the DPS
do notcapture all the defining elements to conceptualize procrastindbomeasure
procrastination, a scale should be able to capture all the eleofi@mterastination
important for its conceptualizatio@efining elements likententionaction gap,
emotional distress and irrational beliefs identified by Haghbin (2848 )Iingsieck
(2013)based oralarge body of researdresimply not incorporateth the DPSThe
limitations associated with the DR8uld have been avoided by using a more-well
validated measures of procrastination

Issues with the scales to measure other related psychological consti@bts.
and Choi (2005) distinguished the thrgpds of procrastination on types of coping
strategies used, including taskmotional and avoidantoriented coping strategies.

Taskoriented coping strategies help individuals confront and take direct action on a
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problem. Emotiororiented coping stratégs help reduce distress due to a stressful event
by regulating emotions. Avoidanagiented coping strategies involve avoiding
threatening situations or problems (Carver, Scheier, & Weintraub, 1989; Taylor &
Stanton, 2007). Tasiriented coping strategiese used when an individual has the
capacity and resources to control the stressors. Ematnahavoidanceriented coping
strategies manifest when individuals feel they do not have the resources to control the
stressors (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985). Chd &Mmoi (2005) hypothesized that active
procrastinators and neprocrastinators would use taskented coping strategies,
whereas passive procrastinators would use either emoti@voidanceriented coping
strategies to deal with stressors. Chu and @@05) reasoned that similar to ron
procrastinators, active procrastinators hold highetkti¢acy beliefs and, therefore, they
believe that they have more control over stressful situations and are capable of handling
such situations. Results supportbdit hypothesis for tastariented and avoidance
oriented coping strategies but did not receive any support for erartemted coping
strategies.

A significant issue with their measurement of coping strategies involvesifee
of the AEmMoti onal Support Seekingd scale f
scale to measure emotiamiented coping strategies. The problem is that the Emotional
Support Seeking scale was created to meastineesupport seeking behaviour, igh
helps people in active problem resolution by seeking support from o@Gersnglass,
Schwarzer & Taubert, 1999urthermore, Greenglass et al., (1999) strongly advised
against using selective items from the subscales of the PCI, as such an apuutthch c

invalidate the psychometric qualities of the instrument. Despite the inappropriateness of
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the subscale and the caveat about item use, Chu and Choi (2005) selected only 3 items
from the AEmMoti onal Support Seebkdlatgd scal e
measure coping behaviour in their participants. Tiguse of the scale provides further
support fora reexamination ahe construct validity of active procrastination.
Research Critiqueing Active Procrcastination

Labeling adaptive delay as gty of procrastination mistakenly has not been
overlooked by researchers in the area, bulsasallybeen the focus cfome recent
studies. In factas | havepther scholars have argued thative procrastinations in fact
active or purposeful delay,hich possess the characteristics of adaptive forms oef self
regulatory processes (Corkin, Yu, & Lindt, 2011; Hensley, 2015). Corkin et al. (2011)
differentiated active (purposeful) delay from that of procrastination with respect to
motivational beliefs (i.e achievement goals and sefficacy), learning strategies (i.e.,
cognitive and metacognitive strategies) and task performance (i.e., course grades). To
measure active delay, Corkin and colleagues used titerhiGeltreportedActive
ProcrastinationScale developed by Choi and Moran (2009). Their results revealed a
negative relation between active delay and procrastination, with active delayers less
likely to hold maladaptive motivational beliefs, high sefficacy beliefs and higher
course grades pra¥ing a distinction between active delay and procrastination
challenging the existence attive procrastination

Similarly, Hensley (2015) examined active procrastination with respect to
motivational beliefs such as beliefs about the speed of knowledgesiion, self
efficacy and task value, and performance variables such as course grades. However, they

investigated the factor structure of active procrastination in relation to these variables. As
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discussed earlier, active procrastination consists offémiorsi intentional decision to
procrastinate, ability to meet deadlines, preference for pressueutcome satisfaction
(e.g., Choi & Moran, 2009). Using explorat
a threefactor model for active procrisation- intentional decision to procrastinate,

ability to meet deadlinemndoutcome satisfaction under pressutaterestingly, the

factor, flioutcome satisfaction under pressaadigned with the tendency to work ahead of

time. Hensley found that tHactor that corresponds to the procrastination aspect of active
procrastination (i.e., intentional decision to procrastinate) lacks adaptive features with

regard to these motivational beliefs. All of the other factors of active procrastination,

ability to meet deadlineandoutcome satisfaction under pressdesmonstrated only
adaptive properties in relation to these m
results were of a contradicting nature showing that active procrastination consists of both
problematic and adaptive dimensions, which warranteduitvestigation.

In summary, considering the abundant research conducted previously on
procrastination where the majority of findings point towards the downsides of
procrastination, the results obtained by Chu and Choi (2005) about the apparent
advantags of procrastinating seems equivocal at best and completely fallacious at worse.
| argue that the apparent benefits of active procrastination identified by Chu and Choi
(2005) are actually an outcome of mistakes in their methods and conceptualization of
procrastination, and their scale really lacks the necessary evidence to support their claims.
Given the many limitations and little empirical evidence to support its existence, |

investigated the construct validity of active procrastination and challeagethological
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network that Chu and Choi present to support their construct. In the following section, |
summarize my approach followed by my hypotheses.
The Present Study

Taken together, atif the limitations | summarized above make it clear that it is
important to reevaluate the construct validity of active procrastination and to determine
the credibility of this constructhe agedibility of a research claim can beestionedor
two different reasoni the claim is possibly based on poor methodology contradicts
previous conceptualizations, theoretical claims and even claims that are commonly
known to everyone (Abelson, 1995). In the case of active procrastination, | challenge the
credibility of this construct on the account of both methodologssaias and
contradicting claims made about procrastination.

Abelson (1995) reasoned that arguments made about research outcomes are
essentially based on both statistical and conceptual analysis (p. 198). Based on this
important notion of the role afriticism in science, | argue that the methodological
strategies used to derive the construct of active procrastination are disputable and so is
the construct validity. Hence, | explored the construct validity of active procrastination.
Given the finding®f Haghbin and Pychyl (2015) on both maladaptive and adaptive form
of delays, | expected that active procrastination is actually purposeful d&layugh
aspects of this heterogeneous cormstnoay be captured bdyoth purposefulandarousal
delay

My investigation of the construct validity departed from the traditional tripartite
perspective on validity, which includes the three types of validity namely content,

criterion and construct validity (Furr, 2011). Instead, | focused on the contemporary view
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of validity, which has an emphasis on construct validity as the central issue, and other

types of validityareincorporated intahe construct validityargumente.g., Furr, 2011).
Incorporating this contemporary view, the American Educational Research #ssoci
(1999, 2014) defined validity of a scale a
support the interpretation of test scores
to the new conceptualization of validity, the categories of convergeetgeint, criterion,

and content validity should all be considered together to establish arguments and

facilitate interpretation of construct validity. For example, researchers can use

correlations between a new scale and other psychological variablggptotsan

argument and interpreting scores from a scale in a given context. From this contemporary
perspective on validity, five facets of evidence are relevant to the discussion of validity,

at the center of which is the construct validity. They inclugeths c al eds cont ent
internal structure, the psychological process used in responding to the scale, the
consequences of its use and the association among its scores and other variables

(American Education Research Association, American Psychologicatiagsa and

National Council on Measurement in Education, 2014).

In terms of scale content, the validity evidence that should be considered is the
match between the actual scale content and content that should be in the scale given the
conceptual and theetical definitions in the literature. A wedleveloped scale takes into
account all the content that accurately capture the intended construct (Furr, 2011).

Careful articulation and critical evaluation is part of the process in determining construct
validity completely and unambiguously. Internal structure of the scale focuses on whether

the theoreticallybased structure of a construct actually matches the structure of a scale



Construct Validity of Active Procrastination 35

measuring that construct. For example, a unidimensional construct should beetieas
using a scale with a unidimensional structure and a multidimensional construct should
use a multidimensional scale. The third facet, response processes, reviews whether
theoretical explanations concerning a construct have been taken into consiagnation
developing a scale to measure that construct.

The validity concerning the association between scores from a scale and measures
from other psychological variables help to establish further evidence towards the validity
of a construct (Furr, 2011). Suassociations are derived from the theoretical
underpinning of the construct implying which variables are really connected and which
are unrelated to the construct being measured. Moreover, it is important to be careful
when distinguishing convergent addcriminant evidence. This is because, when
evaluated, the score from a scale to measure a specific construct must be associated to
that construct only (convergent validity) and not other construct or variables
(discriminant). Researchers should pay aibento such validity issues when developing
and interpreting a construct (American Education Research Association, American
Psychological Association and National Council on Measurement in Education, 2014).

The construct of interest in Choiand colleag® ( Choi & CMic& an, 20/
Choi, 2009 studies, active procrastination, failed to demonstrate construct validity
considering the above discussion on validity. In order for this new construct to be called a
type of procrastination, it should demonstragsociations with the network of key
features that procrastination is associated with such as an intantion gap, self
control failure, irrational belief, low conscientiousness, poor personal outcomes, negative

emotions and so on (e.g., Blunt & Pychi®98 Haghbin & Pychyl, 2015; Ste€2007;
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Tice & Baumeister, 1997; Van Eerde, 2003). Some of these features were not included to
define active procrastination as a procrastination type (inteattban gap, irrational
belief, selfcontrol failure), wheeas certain other features were included (personal
outcomes, negative emotions), but were expected to show reverse sdtation
procrastinationcontrary to previous findings. The conceptual foundation used to develop
this new construct was not based on the theories and studies on procrastination conducted
by researchers in the past decades. Additionally, active procrastination shares similar
chalcteristics to two types afelays, purposeful and arousal deldi#mghbin, 2015)
discrediting it as an adaptive form of procrastination on account of poor convergent
validity, and indicating it is a combinati of two taskorientedtypes of delays. Therefe,
overalll argue that active procrastination is actually purposeful delay and not a type of
procrastination.

As recommended by Furr (2011), relations among the items and subscales were
used to empirically demonstrate the problems associated witbrisgwct validity of
active procrastination. Using antecedents (e.g-cselfrol, intentioraction gap),
correlates (e.g., se#fficacy beliefs, conscientiousness) and related outcomes (e.g.,
emotionalwell-being) of procrastination as laid out in pi@ys research (e.g. Haghbin,
2015), the goal was to demonstrate that active procrastination does not relate to the
correlates of procrastination as defined in the research literature.

To measure procrastination (i.e., procrastination intensity and prioatast
behaviour), | used the Multifaceted Measure of Academic Procrastination (MMAP). As
part of my replication of Chu and Choi 6s w

theDelay Questionnaire (DGimilar to the MMAPscale developed by Haghbinds).
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I also used Laybés (1986) Gener al Procrast.i
procrastinationn order tocompare the results between different measures of
procrastination and provide a more generalizable evaluation of the results to the previous
literature. In addition, purposeful and arousal delay were measured using the DQ. To
measure active procrastination, | used the Active Procrastination Scale (APS) developed
by Choi and Moran (2009). Below, | present the hypotheses for my study to explore the
construct validity of active procrastination with a brief explanation of why is it relevant to
test these hypotheses.
Hypotheses

A number of specific hypotheses were investigated in the present study. Many of
the arguments for these hypotheses have besemed throughout this paper, they
are summarized below tearly show the link between theory, previous research and my
argument regarding active procrastination.
H1) | hypothesized that active procrastination would show a moderate negzttien
with traditional procrastination measured in a number of ways, that is, measured as
irrational delay, procrastination intensity and general procrastination. Additionally, |
expected active procrastination to show a negligible orsignificant réation with
procrastination behaviouiThis is because active procrastination, with respect to its
definition, does not seem to qualify as a type of procrastination and, ieegpected to
show no relation to procrastination behaviaod negative relains to procrastination
measuredn contrast, active procrastination was expected to have a small to moderate
positive relation with purposeful delay as well as arousal d&lénpi and colleagues

(Choi & Moran, 2009Chu & Choi, 200pargued that active pcrastinators intentionally
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decide to delay their tasks such that they can manipulate their schedule to make purposive
use of time which is characteristic of purposeful delay as identified by Haghbin (2015). In
the process of delaying their tasks to tre# tainute, active procrastinators want to feel

the time pressure which acts as a motivating factor for them. This is characteristic of
arousal delay (Haghbin, 2015).

H2) Procrastination measured using irrational delay, procrastination intensity,
procrastnation behaviour and general procrastination would show a negative relation to
seltregulation, whereas purposeful delay and active procrastination would have a
positive relation to selfegulation.Since procrastination is essentially an instance of self
regulation failure €.g., Haghbin & Pychyl, 2015; Sirois & Pychyl, 2013; Tice &
Baumeister, 1997 it was presumed that this relation would be evident only for what Chu
and Choi | abel Atraditional procrasvwi nati o
procrastination and purposeful delay. Because active procrastination is very similar to
purposeful delay, they would both show positive relations withreglilation.

H3) A positive relation was expected between all measures of procrastination (i.e.,
irrational delay, procrastination intensity, procrastination behaviour, and general
procrastination) and state orientation (decision related state orientation and failure
related state orientation). In contrast, active procrastination and purposeful delal

show negative relati@to state orientationThe intentioraction gap is a key element in
defining procrastination (e.g., Haghbin, 2015; Klingsieck, 2013) thedeforeit is

important to understand whether active procrastination demonstratesdiacrepancy
between intention and action like procrastioat Previously, staterientation was found

to have positive relation to traditional procrastination (Blunt & Pyct808; 2005) and
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negative relation to purposeful delay (Haghbin, 20B®&cause active procrastination
resembles purposeful delaya great extent, | expected it would reveal a negative
relation to staterientation.

H4) Procrastination measured usimgational delay, procrastination intensity,
procrastination behaviour and general procrastinatwwauld show a negative relation to
seltefficacy beliefs, whereas purposeful delay and active procrastination would
demonstrate a positive relation to sefficacy.Choi and colleague<foi & Moran,

2009 Chu & Choi, 200 demonstrated a positive relation between-e#itacy and

active procrastination claiming that these procrastinators have good control on their time
use and as such they have high-séiitacy. In a recent study, Haghbin (2015) found a
small positive relation between selfficacy beliefs and purposeful delay. Based on this
finding, | argue that because active procrastinators are very similar to purposeful delayers
in definition, the relaon between active procrastination and-séficacy beliefs will be a
positive one.

H5a) Procrastination would demonstrate a negative relation to conscientiousness for all
measures of procrastination (irrational delay, procrastination intensity, procraisbn
behaviour, and general procrastination), whereas active procrastination veoutdlate
positively to conscientiousness, similarthe relation between conscientiousness and
purposeful delayResearch to date has demonstrated a moderate toéygeverelation
between conscientiousness and procrastination in individual studies ardnaktses

alike (e.g., Haghbin & Pychyl, 2015; Lay, 1997; Van Eerde, 2003). In contrast,
purposeful delay showed a positive relation to conscientiousness (H&Rhyl,

2015). Even thougprevious research (Choi & Moran, 2009) revealed a negligible
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relationbetweeractive procrastinatioandconscientiousness, | argue that a positive
relation between active procrastination and conscientiousness wdoldnokndicating
active procrastination is not an adaptive form of procrastindtigtrsimply delay.

H5b) A positive relatiorwas expected between neuroticiand procrastination
measured using irrational delay, procrastination intensity, procrastindismaviour and
general procrastination, whereas active procrastination and purposeful delay were
expected to have a negative relation to neuroticNeuroticism was found to be a risk
factor for procrastination in a number of studies and revealed a smadiderate
negative relation to procrastination (Haghbin & Pychyl, 2015; Van Eerde, 2003; 2004).
However, Choi and Moran (2009) found a positive relation between emotional stability
and active procrastination, which contradicts how procrastination isstaddr | argue
that this is evident for active procrastination as not a type of procrastination, but
purposeful delay. Neuroticism showed a negligible to small negative relation with
purposeful delay (Haghbin, 2015), and a similar result was expectectifar a
procrastination.

H6) Procrastination measured using irrational delay, procrastination intensity,
procrastination behaviour and general procrastination would hasgativerelations

with mental weHbeing constructsndicated by positive correlatiomgith measures of
depression and stress. The reverse is expected for both active procrastination and
purposeful delayContrary to the negative outcomes of procrastination researched for
decades (e.g., Ste@D07; Van Eerde, 2003proponents of active pcrastination

claimed thaglthoughactive procrastinatiors a positive type of procrastinatipih entails

positive outcomesThis contradicts the conceptualization of procrastination to date
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putting into doubthe construciof active procrastination. Bhconsequences of active
procrastination match the consequences illustrated for purposeful delayers (e.g., Haghbin,
2015) and, therefore, active procrastinators are likely to show the same result as
purposeful delayers and not procrastination with regashtotional outcome variables

further undermining the notion of an active procrastination

H7) Procrastination measured using irrational delay, procrastination intensity,
procrastination behaviour and general procrastination would demonstrate a positive
relation to avoidancéocused coping strategies as well as a negative relation te task
oriented coping strategy and emotional support seeking. The reverse was expected for
active procrastination and purposeful delay with these coping strategies due to its
similarity to purposeful delay to a great extent and not because it is a type of
procrastination.As discussed earlier, Chu and Choi (2005) intended to examine emotion
focused coping strategies which are maladaptive coping strategies that focus on the
emotbnal distress caused by stressirseduce the distress, but do not actively focus on
stressors that caused the distress. Howeve
Support Seekingodo scale from the Pfoousedt i ve
coping. The Emotion Support Seeking scale is a measure of active coping behaviour that
assists in coping with stressors by seeking support from others to solve the problem
(Greenglass et al., 1999). Chu and Choi (2005) misconstrued an active coping ssateg

a maladaptive coping strategy. Thwith the Emotional Support Seeking scale, more
specifically, | expected a positive relation with active procrastination and purposeful

delay, but negative relations with all the measures of procrastination.
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H8) To further establish the idea that active procrastination measures two separate
constructs, namely, purposeful and arousal delay under one construct, | also examined the
composition of purposeful and arousal delayers in the active procrastinatorsigroup
expected that the active procrastinators group would consist of purposeful and arousal
delayers but not procrastinator§he goal was to replicate the tvgtep process utilized

by Chu and Choi (2005) and Choi and Moran (2009) in their studies to sathen
procrastinators. In the first step, using the procrastination behaviour scale, procrastinators
and norprocrastinators were identified usingediancut-off scoresln the second step,
using the Active RPocrastiration Sale, procrastinators were egorized into traditional

and active procrastination. After determining the active procrastination group, the
composition of purposeful delayers, arousal delayers and procrastiwwatonsthis

groupwas investigated.

H9) In my last hypothesis, | examin#te relation of the four factors of active
procrastination scale (i.eoutcome satisfaction, preference for pressure, intentional
decision to procrastinatgndability to meet deadlingsvith purposeful delay, arousal
delay and all the measures of pemirnation mentioned abovehypothesized that the
factorsof outcome satisfaction, preference for pressure and intentional decision to
procrastinate would positively relate to arousal delay. In contrast, the factor, ability to
meet deadlines, would shapositive relation to purposeful delaghis is expected
because on the one hand, there are the definitional similarities between active
procrastination and arousal delay in terms of delaying tasks closer to deadlines to seek
pressure, which increase matiion to do work without suffering the negative

consequences. On the other hand, active procrastinators reprioritize their tasks when
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working on many tasks to ensure all tasks are completed within their respective deadlines.
With the measures of procrasdtion (i.e., irrational delay, procrastination behaviour,
procrastination intensity and general procrastination), only the factor, intentional

decision to procrastinate, was expected to show a positive relation.

Method

Participants

A total of 370 participants were recruitéar the present study. Participants were
undergraduate students enrolled in first and second year Psychology courses at Carleton
University. This study included only students because the studies by Choi and colleagues
(Choi & Moran, 2009;Chu & Choi, 2005) investigated procrastination in academic
settings exclusively. Because this is a replication study, it was important to be consistent
and be able to generalize the results to the student populaiiparticipants were ded
to complete a battery of online questionnaieesl theywereawarded).75% towards
their final grades in PSYC 1001, 1002, 2001 and 2002 cofms#weir participatioras
graderaising credit

After collecting data from this sampleconducted a migsg value analysis using
Littleds MCAR test for data 20Wefdhedatag pur po
missing on the measures used were excluded from the andlsesxcluded3
participants from the analysdaurthermorea criterion to participte in the study was to
have goodelf-ratedEnglish reading comprehension and writing ability. Two participants
were found to scoreerylow on both abilities and thus were excluded from the study.
The final analyses were carried out using data from 305 participants with valid responses.

Overall, the final data had less than 5% missing values in all measunésned and
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using ExpectatioMaximization (EM) algorithm in version 22 of SPSS data analysis
package, the remaining missing values were imputed.
Given that the present stuthcluded a number of varialdend the effect sizes
for these variablegariesfrom small to large effecis relation to procrastinatign
decided talo ana priori power analysi$o determine the number pérticipantsequired
to detecta small correlationr(= .2) andasmall effect(r? = .04) The final sample of
participants ll = 305) provided sufficient power (80%) for all the analyses conducted.
Among the 30%artidpants, there were 96 males, Z@éhales and Participants
preferrednot toprovide a gender choic&he mean age of participants were 19.8 years
(SD=3.27 ranging from 17 to 48 yeandd. Of the 305 participants, 165 completed less
than a year in university (54.3%), participantscompleted first year (17%), 47
participants completed second year (15.3%), 23 participants completed third year (7.3%),
10 partcipants completed fourth year (3%), 7 participants completed fifth year (2.3%)
and 2 participants competed more that six years (0Ré6jicipantsvho completedhird
yearor morewereincluded in the analyses becaeseludingthese participants from the
study did notffect the final resultdzurthermore, 68% of the participants identified
themselves as Caucasian with a European descent, 7% as East Asian, 6.7% as African
Canadian, 5.7% as South Asian, 5.3% as Arab, 1.7% dkeéasti Asian, 1.7% as West
Asian, 1% as Aboriginal, 1% as Latin American, 1.3% as othefa8d did not prefer to
answer.The najority of these participanidentified Englishas their primary languade

= 271) and only few spoke Frenah< 4) and othelanguagesn= 30).
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Procedure

This study incorporated only online questionngieesl participants were
informed about the study througie Experimental sigrup system of the Department of
Psychology (SONA) aCarleton University. Prior to testing, participants weguiredto
complete a onlineconsent forn{see Appendix A)Participants were given the choice to
accept or decline participation after readingittiermed conserdind thedescription of
the stug. When participants accepted the option to particjmatly then they could
proceed with completing the questionnaires.

The online questionnaires included demographic questions (i.e., gendsge,
academic backgroundee AppendiB); 2) measursof procrastinationncludingthe
Multifaceted Measure of Academic Procrastination (MMAP; Hagh®bii5; Appendi
C), andthe General Procrastination Sc4@PS; Lay, 1986; see Appendd); 3)
measurs of types ofdelays usingthe Delay QuestionnairéDQ; Haghbin, 2015;
AppendixE); 4) themeasure of active procrastination, (Choi & Moran, 2009; see
AppendixF); 5) aquestionnaire on sefegulation Carey, Neal, & Collins, 2004; see
AppendixG); 6) a measure cfelf-efficacy beliefs Ghen, Gully, & Eden, 200kee
AppendixH); 7) apersonality traitneasuref conscientiousness and neuroticishah(n
& Srivastava, 1999, as cited in John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008; see Apperadix
intentionraction gap measured usisate orientationuhl & Beckmann, 1994see
AppendixJ); 8) measures @motional distress such as depression (Radloff, 165&;
AppendixK) and stressGohen, Kamarck & Mermelstein,1983; Cohen & Williamson,
1988; see Appendik); and finally,9) measures afoping strategiesuch as proactive

coping, emotional support seeking ansbidance copin¢GreenglassSchwarzer &
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Taubert, 1999see AppendiM). After completing the questionnairgarticipants were
provided with a debriefing fornwhich included the contact information of the research
personnel if they lhfurther questiosabout the study. The debriefing form also included
information about services if participants felt any psychological discomfort in the process
of competing the questionnaires (see Append)x The length of the stydwas
approximately 75 minutes.

Quialtrics was used to collect all the data, which employs a secure system to
ensure privacy of data. All the data are stored in a Qualtrics server located in the United
States. To maintain security of the data, only pewoiie authorized access to a survey
accountwere able talownload the data from the server. Qualtrics employees do not have
access to the data thaérecollected without specific permission of the researchers. All
responses frorthe participantsvere kept confidential at all times. Data from Qualtrics
were downloaded and saved on a secure pasgwotelcted laptop only for the purpose
of analysis. Datavereonly shared with competent academic professionals during
analysis. Participants were infoed about the data collection process in the consent form
before they took part in the study (APA guideli@et4).

Measures

Demographicquestionnaire. This questionnaire included information such as
gender, age, ethnicity, first language or languag&espat homgand academic
background such adatus of registration, program of study and year of study (see
AppendixB). These date were collected to describe the sample. They were not used in

the analyses, as the sample sizes when broken down by demogaable were not
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large enough and because this approach remained consistent with the previous research
by ChuandChoi 20095 and Choi and Moran (2009)

Multifaceted Measure of Academic Procrastination (MMAP) First,
procrastination was assessed usinhg Haghbin
Multifaceted Measure of Academic ProcrastinatidMAP). The MMAP quantifies
problematic procrastination behaviour on many different aspects important for its
conceptialization including the associated emotions and cognitions in academic settings.
The MMAP consists of four main scales, includirige Procrastination Behaviour Scale
(PBS), the Perceived Negative Consequences Scale (PNCS), the Negative Emotions
Scale (NES), and the Procrastination Duration Scale (PDS). In the present study, intensity
of theprocrastination problem was measured Hguating an average of the PBS,

PNCS and a subscale of NES called 4dslay negative activating emotions. Higher

scores represent@imore severe procrastination probléerhe PBS consigof 10 items

( e . When acdtilemic tasks are assigned, | tell myisat | will not start them late, but |

end up delaying them without a good rea®pthe PNCS consistof 15 items (e.qg.,

fidelaying needlessly on academic tasks has made me a less successfd) stunditne
NESsubscale consisb f 5 i t whnfesl anf reedigssly deldying on an academic

task despite my i)Alliternsavere mpdasuned on & Likéypee | gui |t
scale ranging from beve) to 6 @lwayg. The MMAP scales were reported to have a

Cr o n b ax.90&M0owing excellent inteal consistency.

After the administration of the MMAP main scale, two sets of peripheral
guestions (MAPTPQ and MARPTRQ) were asked pertaining to academic tatke

purpose of the peripheral questions was to obtaingpskific knowledge (see Appendix
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C). Participants identified which academic tasks were most problematic fortingch
formed the basis for their responses on the MMiAdR, exam preparation, writing
assignmentassigned readings, writing term paper, essay writing, writing thesis, lab
report, illustration projects or drawing, problem sets, questions on readings or discussions,
presentation, practical project, group projeat)hough these data were not used in the
present analyses

General Procrastination Scale (GPS)Procrastination was also measureahgsi
the General Procrastinatioc&8e, GPS, developed by Lay (1986). Because the GPS is
one of the most frequently cited measures of trait or chronic procrastination to date, it
was concurrently used with MMAP in tipeesent study to assess procrastination. This
scal e consi st $gemefally delay before stesting(oe wogk | have fid do .
Each item was rated on afalée of mgto 5 ¢rue of mé Likert-type scale (see Appendix
D). Thisscalealsohasai gh | evel of intera=a89.consisten

Delay Questionnaire (DQ).The Delay Q@egionnaire(DQ) was developed by
Haghbin (2015)This is a new measure that captures six types of gldtagtional Delay
(IrD) or Anxious Procrastination (AP), Hedonistic DelayHmdonisticProcrastination
(HD or HP), Purposeful Delay (PD), Arousal Delay (AD), Inevitable Delay (InD), and
Delay due to Emotional Problems (DEP). The DQ inchalseries of stories assessing
thesesix types of delay where participants rate these storied.tked scale froml (not
like me at alj to 7 @most 100% like meThe DQ consists of two sectioriy:theDelay
Questionnaire Categorical (BQ) and2) theDelay Questionnair®rototype (DQP),
whichwereadministered together in this study. The categorical version of the DQ

includes one vignette for each typedelay From the fivevignettes, participants were
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asked to choose one vignette that best desdhieetype of delay they use sclool. The
DQ-C hel ped deter mi ne elaybdhavipuln contrasitpeB@R 60 s s p ¢
consists of 18 vignettes where each prototype of delay is measured using three vignettes
For example, one of the vignettes for Irrational delay.@enzokeeps putting off
wor king on his school work unti/l | ater and
wor k. He often tells himself he wondot do t
schoolwork he should be doing, he does all sorts @rdthngs instead, like watching TV,
text messaging, surfing the Internet, etc. Lorenzo is generally not happy about his study
habits and would like to find away tochangeit The pr ototdglage scores
behaviours were measured by calculating the mefathe ¢three stories under each
prototype. The vignettes were randomly ordered when administered to the participants in
the online questionnaire (see Appen)x

Active Procrastination Scale (APS)Active procrastination wasieasured using
the Active Procrastination Scal@PS) developed by Choi and Moran (2008he APS is
comprised of 16 items that measures four dimensions of active procrastination:
preference for Ittiome rpraed yurae p@e .ngf,ori me t o

deadlines ) ,entional decision to procrastinate (elgntentionally put off work to

maximize my motivation, abi | i ty t o lofteeefailtocaecantplish goadss ( e . ¢
thatl setformysalf) , and out c o mey gedormarscé tandstto safier ( e. g. ,
when | have to race againstdeadlines . Each di mensi on Als asses

items were rated on apbint Likert scale ranging from hét at all trug to 7 {very true
see Appendi¥). For three of thesdimensions preference for time pressuiaility to

meet deadlines, and outcome satisfactiatl items were reversed codékhe level of
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active procrastinatiowas measurely calculatinganaverageof all items for the four
factorsseparatelyor each participant where higher scoregresented higir levels of
active procrastination. Th earahdebbetwees.70r epor t
and .83.

Short SelfRegulation Questionnaire (SSRQ)Self-regulation was measured
usingthe Short SelfRegulation Questionnaire (SSRQarey,Neal, & Collins, 2004
This version of th&sSRQ is a shoet version of selregulation measure initially
developed byrown, Miller, & Lawendowski, (1999)The SSRQ contains 31 items
measuringself egul at i on lwusughakeep tragk of ngroggess,towdirds my
goalso Il ®m abl e to accompd) s hAlgloailtsenls sweér & ormra
(strongly disagreedo 5 (strongly agreg Likert-type scaleScores from all items were
summed togethdor each participanb assess each participadesel of self-regulation
(AppendixG). Higher scores reflect more sedfgulationability. This scale hasxcellent
internal consistency as reported by Carey and colleagues (2004) in their study
Cronba=x.02) s

New General SeHEfficacy scale(NGSE). To measure sekfficacy,the New
General Selefficacy NGSE) scale developed by Ghen, Gully and Eden (2Q0@13s
administered. Thisscale measuse$s ndi vi dual 6s ability to per
achievement situations successfullile NGSE consists of 8 items measured onpont
Likert-type scale (1 strongly disagre¢o 5 =strongly agreg Items included in this
scale consist of statemesisch asil will be able to achieve most of the goals that | have
set for mysetf a Inmill befable to successfully overcome many challemgesA n

average score ac®all items of each participamere determined where higher scores
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mean higler self-efficacy belie§. All the items of this scale are presented in Appeitlix
This scalealsodemonstrats ahighinternal consistencydr o n b a=<.88) s

Big-Five Personality Inventory (BFI). The Bg-Five Personalitynventory (BFI)
includes a totabf 44 items to determine five personality traggtraversion,
agreeableness, neuroticistonscientiousness and openness to experi@tde John &
Srivastava, 1999; John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008jhe present studgnly two traits
were measured.&Nur ot i ci sm was me aslseeeyselftassomegne8 it e
whocanbetensgandcamm sci enti ousness was meseesured usi
myself as someone who does a thorough) jal items were measured on gbint
Likert-type scale (1 disagree stronglyo 5 =agree stronglysee AppendiX). The items
included both direcand reverse coded statements. All the reverse coded items for both
neuroticism and conscientiousn@gsrerecoded to calculate a mean score of each
personality trait separately for each participant. Higher scores represeatt high
neuroticism and conscieatisnes®n their respective subscales. The BFI has
demonstrated a satisfactory internal consistency as well as convergent and divergent
validity (John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008).

Action Control Scale (ACS24). TheAction Control ScaleACS) developed by
Kuhl & Beckmann (1994yvas used to determiribeintentiorraction gap, that is, the
discrepancy in intending to complete a task and actual goal enactment. This scale consists
of 24 items and each item consists of two responses: atatectiororiented regonses.
The ACS is divided into two subscales each consisting of 12:itexrfalure-related
action orientation (AOF) vs. failureelated state orientation (preoccupation, SOF),2and

decisionrelated action orientation (AOD) vs. decisiarated statergentation



Construct Validity of Active Procrastination 52

(hesitation; SOD)Each item in all subscales describes a particular situation with two
alternative options (A or B). The alternative options represented eithercstation
orientation(see Appendix). In the original scale, statand actiororientationare
determined by calculating the sum of scores for each subscale separately for each
participant where higher scores reflect actoorentation and lower scores represent state
orientation. Because ¢hgoal of the present study was to assessategetation, the SOF
and SOD were reverse scored such that higher sapessent staterientation. Kihl
and Beckmann (1994) reported the Cronbach's alpha above .70 for the two subscales.
Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale (CEB scale).To
measure st udent heCESD(Radleffs1977) This is & widely wesed
measure of depression designed to assess deprestieg@émeral populationThe CES
D is a 20item selfreport quesbnnaire which assesses depressive symptoms in the past
we ek . However, in the present study, I ana
past mo rDuring tilegpasgmonth iwas bot hered by things t
bother me) Ddiring the @mst montH had trouble keeping my mind on what | was
doingd). This modificationwas specifically made for the purpose of the present study to
capture andssesgarticipant® |l & depression before deadlinies exams,
assignments derm papersluring a semesteParticipants were specifically asked to
state how many weeks within the past month thiydepressedlheyrated their level of
depression on a scale oflégs than 1 we¢ko 3 (3-4 weekssee AppendiX). A sum of
scores for each participant across all items was calculated where higher scores
representedhore frequentlepressive symptoms. The -@ff points of CESD considered

to be helpful to determingepressive symptonsbetween 15 and 2@hile scaes
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between 2229 have been identifietb be optimal cubff points fordepressior{Mojarrad
& Lennings, 2002)The CESD scale demonstrated satisfactory-tesest reliability
according to Radloff (197%yith good content and criterion validity basedather self
report measures and clinical ratings, and good construct validity. The internal consistency
of the items in this scale ranged between .85 and .90.
Perceived Stress Scale (PS3)sing 10 itemgorm thePerceived Stress Scale
(PSS, participans [evel of stress was assesg€dhen, Kamarck & Mermelsteia983;

Cohen & Williamson, 1988 The measure employs gobint Likerttype scale (where 0

=neverto 4 =very oftensee Appendix) wi t h i tletheslastsnorthhhova s
often have you bearpset because of something that happened unexpe@tedlyain d A
the Il ast month, how oftenohS8vergouactedssnel

were summed to get a single score for each participant \ulgder scores meant higin
levels of stressA satisfactory levebf reliability for research purposegs reported for
PSS Cr o n b a=.n30nsth good construct validity (Cohen & Williamson, 1988).
Proactive Coping Inventory (PCI). | usedthe Proactive Coping Inventor§PCl)
developed bysreenglass, Schwarzer and Taubert (1999) to assess the coping strategies
used by participantdhe PCI consists &feven subscales. In the present research, | used
three of the seven subscales namelyithe o act i ve copiahsgppatcal e, 0 0
seekings cal e, 6 and f av darticipants wereaskgditomrage the tens am . 0
a 4point Likerttype scale where 1ot at all trueand 4 =completely trueThe

suts cal es i ncl uldma iake enarge psrspoddthéis kelpfine feel cared

for, andiiWwhen | have a problem, | like to sleep ain(gee AppendiM). The PCIl was
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foundto havermi nt er nal consi s tammgnyfrowi7ttd.85Garaln b ac h o
subscales using Canadian stotdgample.
Results

Preliminary Analyses

Prior to the main statistical analyses (correlations), | carried out some preliminary
analyses to identify any potential outliers and to determine whether the assumptions of
my parametric analysémdbeen met. Presence of possible outliers wasidiestified
using visual tools such as index plots and boxplots. Index plots were constructed using
studenti zed del eted residualsQutiersderepar ti ci p
detected for some of the variables udimgseindex plots. Withthe boxplots, multiple
outliers were observed ftine majority of the variabledut no extreme outliers were
detected. To furthezxplorethe presence of outliers, | examirtbé global (using
standardized DFFITs) and local (using standardized DFBETA) influencddanine the
presence of multivariate outliers. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2014),
standardized scores in excess of 1.96 for local and global influence is a common method
to detect multivariate outliers. Following this process, | detected fivavauidite outliers.
Beforesimply excluding the outliers, | ran correlations between all independent and
dependent variables both in the presence and absence of the outliers to determine whether
these outliers altedthe magnitude of correlations as wedlthe normality of the data.
Results showed that batihe magnitude of the correlations and normality were affected
by the presence of teeoutliers and as such the decision to delete the outliers was taken.

After deleting the outliers, local and globafluences were evaluated again to determine
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whether deleting these five outliers resulted in other problematic outiefarther
outliers were detected.

Next, | examined whether the assumptions for correlation analysis (i.e., linearity,
normality, homosedasticity and multicollinearityyeremet. For the purpose of testing
these assumptions, procrastination scores (measured using Multifaceted Measure of
Procrastination, MMAP and General Procrastination Score, GPS), irrational delay,
purposeful delay androusal delay (measured using DQ) and active procrastination
(measured using Active Procrastination Scale, APS) idergified asdependent
variables. Variables such as sedfjulation, sekefficacy, conscientiousness, neuroticism
and stateorientation failure-related versus decision related) were used as independent
variables. Using scatterplots, the assumption of linearity of the relations between the
independent and dependent varialasexamined. To check for linearity, bdgtlines,
as well asubic and quadratic curvesere fitted on the scatterplots to determine whether
any of the relations demonstrated departure from linearity showing a curvilinear relation.
The assumption of linearity between all variables was preserved as no curvilinear
relations were detected.

Thedatawerealso inspected for homoscedasticity using scatterpldtseof
standardized residuals plotted agathststandardized predicted values. This assumption
was met for all variables as the variance of the standardized resiéisaisnilar at each
level of the standardized predicted values for each variable confirming homoscedasticity.

In determininghe possible presence miulticollinearityamong the variable$
used tolerance statistics to examine whether any of the predictor vaviaoésghly

correlated. According to Field (2012), multicollinearity is a concern only when the
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tolerance value is 0.1 or lower. Results demonstrhizdhe tolerance values for all
predictor variablesvashigher than 0.1 suggesting multicollinearntgsnot a cacern.
Lastly, to examine the normality of the datescores of skew and kurtosis of all
variables were calculated. Using this statistical procedueelata were found to be
skewed and kurtotic for a number of variables such as procrastination scores (measured
using GPS), purposeful and arousal delay;msgtilation, conscientiousness and
depressionThe large sample size allowed for the use of graptocdd like histograms
and QQ plots to further evaluate the normality of all the variables. Using histograms,
low levels of nomormalitywereobserved for all the variables except for arousal delay.
Using QQ plots, all variables demonstratetbw level of non-normality except for
arousal delay, sellegulation and conscientiousness, which shoales-moderate level
of nonnormality. Given the assumption of normality for my analyses, | began to reflect
on why these data were noormal.A possibility far the skewed and kurtotic nature of
these variables is that participant recruitment was not initiated at the beginning of the
semester and as a resuakarer the end of termore procrastinators were recruited
compared tamonprocrastinators. Collectingath across the entire semester allows for
recruiting a representative sample, that is, the ratio of procrastinators-to non
procrastinators recruitadight bemore representative of the ratio in the population,
which was not achieved in the present st&iyilarly, the distribution of tharousal
delayscoreswvas found tdoe skewed possibly becauséthe same reasoMy data
probablyoverrepresented the people who enjoy waiting until last minute to do their work
and/or whodid not selfregulateor are less conscientiotscomplete their task earlier

However overall,given the nature of arousal delayhich incorporates sensation seeking
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and delayof work for the thrill and motivation, my data reflebe samplingvell enough
In the end, decided that the nenormal distributions of the variables noted were not an
issue for my analyses beca@seording tadhe central limit theorem, whethe sample is
fairly large(n > 30), the sampling distribution is normal even if the population is not
(Field, 2012 Tabachnick & Fidell, 204 The sample size in th@esent studis large
enough tacontinue the analyses despite tliernormality observed for certain variables
Main Analyses

For my main analyses, Pearson proelmciment correlations weralculated
between all the variables of inter@sbrderto examine the construct validity of active
procrastinationThat is, | investigatethe hypothesized relations between active
procrastinatiorand psychologically relevant variablesch aselfregulation, intention
adion gap, seHefficacy andconscientiousnesé number of hypotheses were
constructedor this purposeThese hypothesesflectedthe argumenthatactive
procrastinatiorwould sharesimilar relatiors to thesamportantvariablesand that the
pattern of relations would be very similar to those foundifarposeful delay However,
at the same time, threlation between active procrastination dmelsevariablesvould
differ from the relatios these variables shawéth fitraditionab procrastinatioror simply
Aprocradtinati on

As mentioned previousltraditional procrastinatianasdefinedby Chu and Choi
(2005) was examineid a number of waysmcludingprocrastination intensity,
procrastination behaviour, irrationalldg and general procrastinationsidgmultiple
procrastination scalethe goal was tdetermine whether the results remegmsistent

despite theypes of procrastination measuresed.| examinedprocrastination intensity
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and procrastination behaviousingthe MMAP intensity scoreand the MMAP
procrastination behaviour scale (PBS), respectivaigtional delayvasmeasured using
theDQ, and general procrastinatiovasmeasured usinthe GPS.Both purposeful and
arousal delay were measured udingDQ.

The scale reliabilityoefficientsof all the MMAP measuresverevery high to
excellentwith Cronbach alphas ranging from .84 to .95. LikewiseDQ subscaleslso
demonstrated internal consistencies between items of each prototype ranging from .78
and .85. Finallythe GPS showedery highscale reliability with a Cronbach alpha 09€.8
All other measures demonstrated adequaéxtellentscale reliability where the
Cronbach alphas ranged form .64 to .92. Thus, none of these measures were excluded
from this study.

H1) Active procrastination in relation to other types of delag. Given that
active procrastinatiohas been defined as a positive fornpadcrastination(Choi &

Moran, 2009Chu & Choi, 2003, | expected that active procrastination wolbél
negatively associatlevith other measures of procrastination, namietgtional delay,
procrastination intensitgndgeneral procrastinatioth also expected that active
procrastination would show a negligible or msignificant relation tgrocrastination
behaviourln addition given that Chu and Cho2Q05 defined active procrastinators as
deciding to procrastinate because they preferred the stimulation-ofitage effort, |
also expected thaictive procrastination woulde positively relatel to purposeful and
arousal delay.

Consistent withthenotion of a positive formadi pr o c r adattiven at i on

procrastination was found to have a significant moderate negative relation with
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procrastination intensity with a small to moderate eféexs r(298) =-.41,p < .001.
Active procrastinaon also showed significamegative andgmall tomoderate relations
with general procrastination(298) =-.26,p <.001, and irrational delay(298) =-.24,p
< .001.In contrastactive procrastination demonstratesignificant small positive
relation with purposeful delay(298) = .20p <.001, and a moderate relation with
arousal delayr(298) = .38p < .001.As expectedthe correlatioral analysis showed that
active procratination ha no significantrelation to procrastination behaviou(298) =-
0.09,p = .104(see Table )1 Failing to demonstrate a relation with procrastination
behaviour and negative relation to all other procrastination measures, together, strongly
suggest that active procrastination is not a type of procrastimhtit a combination of
two forms of delay namely purposeful and arousal delay as identified through the positive
relatiors.

H2) Active procrastination in relation to self-regulation. Since seHregulation
failure is adefiningfeature of procrastinatiofe.g., Sirois & Pychyl, 2013; Steel, 2007)
hypothesized that irrational delay, procrastination intgngeneral procrastinatioand
procrastination behaviour would show a negative relation teesglfiation consistent
with previous findings (e.g., Haghbin, 2015; Tice & Baumeister, 1997). In contrast,
purposeful delay and active procrastinatiegreexpected to show a positive relation
with seltregulation as thegeflect reasoned delaypna failure of selregulationcausing
delay.Consistentvith the past research and supporting this hypothesis, | found that
general procrastination(298) =-.66,p < .001, procrastination intensjty(298) =-.53,p
<.001, and irrational delay(298) =-.35,p < .001, were negatively correlated with self

regulation showing moderate to large, small to moderate, and smalsefésgtectively.



Construct Validity of Active Procrastination 6C

Alternatively, purpogful delay was found to have a moderate positive relation with self
regulation similar to the findings by Haghbin (20,1%298) = .42p <.001 Not

surprisingly,like purposeful delayactive procrastination demonstrated a similar

magnitude of correlatiowith selfregulationr(298) = .35p <.001. It is important to

note that procrastination behaviour showesdlativelylarge negative correlation with

selfregulation r(298) =-.48,p < .001, which is the opposite of the relation demonstrated

for active procrastinatioms illustrated in Figure.All correlations are presented in Table

1. Active procrastinationdwving a positive relation to salégulation unlike

procrastination behaviour or any of the other measures of procrastjpaiboites

further supportfot h e ar g u actve proctadtireatiani si not Apr ocr ast i |

all. Thepattern of relations revesthat it may be better understood as a purposeful delay
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Figure 1.The magnitude of relati@betweerself-regulationand the types of delay

measuredh this study
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Note PBS = Procrastinatiobehaviour MMAP-int = Procrastination intensity; IrD =
Irrational delay (or procrastination); GPS = General procrastination; PD = Purposeful
delay; APS= Active procrastinatioAll correlatiors were significant.

H3) Active procrastination in relation to intention-action gap Given thatan
intentionraction gap is mother importantiefining element of procrastination, it is
important to investigate whether active procrastinators show such discrepancy in
behaviour . Kuhl 6s (1985) Action Control Th
dependent on the underlying processes ofreglilation that can help or prevent taking
the necessary action to complete the task in the presence of alternative competing
distractions. According to this theory, people can be acr@nted or stateriented.
Action-oriented individuals are able torm a weltlintended plan to complete a task

whereas stateriented individuals fail to take action on a given task due to their initial
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weak intention to work on the task. There are three subscales tasii@ction

orientation. Previous findings praed ample evidence that stabeientation plays a role

in procrastination, with findings emphasizing two subscales: faikleged state

orientation (SOF) or preoccupation, and decisiated state orientation (SOD) or
hesitation (Blunt & Pychyl, 1998005 Haghbin, 2015). In SOF, stateiented

individuals are more preoccupied with intrusive thoughts when they are suppose to take
action for a goal that they intendexldo. Similarly, in SOD, stateriented individuals

engage in prolonged decistomaking process resulting in hesitation in the enactment of

an intended action. The longer an individual hesitates, the likelihood of engaging in other
competing actions increases (Kuhl, 1985; 1994).

Because Chu and Choi claimed active procrastination jseadfyprocrastination,
and | argue otherwise, | hypothesized that both purposeful delay and active
procrastination would show a negative relation to failetated and decisierelated
state orientation given the conceptual similarity in the definiticact¥e procrastination
to puiposeful delay. In contrastexpected that irrational delay, procrastination intensity,
general procrastination and procrastination behaviour would show a positive relation to
failure-related and decisierelated state orieation.

Consistent with past findings (e.g., Haghbin, 2015), irrational delay showed a
significant positive relation to state orientation having a small relation tQ IS298)
=.22,p<.00], and a large relation to SQB298) = .44 p < .001. Results for
procrastination intensitwereal so consi stent with Haghbinods
significant moderate positive relation to S@298) = .30p <.001, and a large positive

relation to SODr(298) = .53p < .001. For General Prastination, a small positive but
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significant relation with SO (298) = .21p < .001 and a significant large relation with
SOD, r(298) = .58p < .00], was found. Similar correlations were also observed for
procrastination behaviour (SOR298) = .13p = .022; SODr(298) = .49p < .001).
Contrary to these findings, active procrastination showed a negative relation to
stateorientation,as didpurposeful delaysupporting my hypothesis. Purposeful delay
and SOF were found to have a significant smegjative relatioyr(298) =-.14,p = .018
and a moderate relation with SOI298) =-.41,p < .001. Likewise, active
procrastination showed a significant correlation with SQI98) =-.28,p < .00 and a
moderate negative correlation with SQI298) =-.35,p < .001, refuting the idea that
active procrastination is a type of procrastination, as tif@eerastinatorddo not
display any intentioraction gap which is important for the conceptualization of
procrastinationAll results of correlabnsfor failure-related and ecisionrelated state
orientationwith respect talelay typesare graphically presented in Figurardalso

presented in Table 1
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Figure 2. The magnitude of relatiorfer failure-relatedand decisiosrelatedstate

orientationwith respect to théypes of delays measuredthis study
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Note PBS = Procrastination behaviour; MMAIR = Procrastination intensity; IrD =
Irrational delay (or procrastination); GPS = General procrastination; PD = Purposeful
delay; APS= Ative procrastinationAll correlations were significant.

H4) Active procrastination in relation to selfefficacy. In terms of seHefficacy,
Chu and Choi (2005) found a positive relation betweerefBtfacy and active
procrastination as they argutithtthesefiprocrastinatoshave purposive control over
time use despite being procrastinators. | expected the same result would be true, however
| argue thathese active procrastinators would demonstrate these qualities because they
arenonprocrastinatrs, like purposeful delayersind not procrastinator®n the basis of
this reasoning), hypothesized that procrastination behaviour, irrational delay,
procrastination intensity and general procrastination would have negative ieation
self-efficacy, whereas active procrastination and purposeful delay would show positive

relatiors to selfefficacy. Similar to previous findings, procrastination behavio(#98)
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=-.15,p = .011, procrastination intensji(298) =-.29,p <.001, and general
procrastinationr(298) =-.38,p < .001, showed significant small to moderate negative
correlatiors with selfefficacy (see Haghbin, 2015; Hensley, 20130ly irrational delay
demonstrate a nonsignificantrelation to seHlefficacy, r(298) = .11p = .055. However,
active procrastinatign(298) = .21 p <.001, and purposeful delay(298) = .27 p <.001,
demonstrated a significant small positive relation to-e#i€acyas hypothesize(see
Figure3 & Table 2.

A test of significance between the correlations of purposeful delay and active
procrastination with respect to selfficacy showed that theorrelatiors did not
significantly differfrom each otherz(298)=-.75,p = .23.Indeed, the residtwere
similar to what Chu and Choi (200faund,that is, active procrastinatidrasa positive
relation to seHefficacy.However, the relation it shared with sefficacy isno different
thanthe relatiorbetweerpurposefuldelay and seHlefficacy. This demonstratethe flaw
in the inferences drawn Wyhoia n d ¢ o | Chei& §larans2609Chu & Chol,
2005) claining active procrastination is a type of procrastination. Instead, the adaptive

nature of active procrastination like purposeful delay is revigent.
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Figure 3. The magnitude of relations between s&ficacy and the types of delays

measuredh this study
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Note PBS = Procrastination behaviour; MMAR = Procrastination intensity; IrB
Irrational delay (or procrastination); GPS = General procrastination; PD = Purposeful
delay; APS= Active procrastinatioAll correlations were significant excefar the
relationbetween Ird and seéfficacy.

H5a) Active procrastination in relation to the personality variable,
conscientiousnesreviousmetaanalysehiave documented strong negative relation
between procrastination and conscientiousness$teel, 2007; Van Eerde, 2003).
Based on thid, expected irrational delayprocrastination intensity and general
procrastination would have a negative relation to conscientioysmesseas purposeful
delay and active procrastination were expected to have positive relations to
conscientiousness. Moderate to large significanatieg correlations between
conscientiousness and irrational delg298) =-.27,p < .001, conscientiousness and

procrastination intensity (298) =-.43,p < .001, and conscientiousness and general



Construct Validity of Active Procrastination 69

procrastinationr(298) =-.62,p < .001, were observeth my datasimilar to past findings.
Furthermore, when procrastination behaviouyparticular wasconsidered, ialso
revealeda significant large negative relation with conscientiousness similar to other
studiesy(298) =-50,p< . 001 (e. g. , Haghbin, 2015) . Cor
result, purposeful delay showed a significant modgrasgtiveassociation with
conscientiousnesg(298) = .48p < .001. Similarly, active procrastination demonstrated
a significant smalld moderatgositiveassociation with conscientiousngeg298) = .23,
p< . 001, contr ar y -significar result obtainkd betweaemtheSestwon o0 n
variablegsee Figurel & Table 2. The significant positive relation of active
procrastination wh conscientiousnessimilar to purposeful delay and unlike
procrastinatiorbehavior,as well asvith other procrastiagion measuredurther
demonstrates the lack of construct validityofi e fact i Voenmeasweasitast i nat
bears no resemblant@measures gbrocrastination.

H5b) Active procrastination in relation to the personality variable,
neuroticism. Another important personality trait thlaés been identified as a correlafe
procrastination is neuroticismhereneuroticism was found teearisk factor for
procrastinatior{Steel, 2007Van Eerde, 2003). | hypothesized that irrational delay,
procrastination intensity, general procrastination tendencies and procrastination
behaviour would negatively relate to neuroticjsvhile the opposite would be true for
both active procrastination and purposeful delay in relation to this personality trait. This
hypothesis was also supported in the present study. Indeed, irrational (B98y = .28,
p <.001, procrastination intensjty(298)= .34,p < .001, and general procrastination

r(298) = .26 p < .001 showed positiverelation to neuroticisiin contrastthe relation
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between active procrastination and neuroticism was found to be significamégauive

r(298) =-.39,p < .001, similar to purposeful delayd neuroticisnr(298) =-.20, p

=.00%, but even of higher magnitude than purposeful datagiepicted in Figure 4 and

presented in Table 2 test ofsignificance on the difference betwdéese two

correlations revaeda significant resultz(298)= 2.55 p = .011 Examining the relation

between procrastination behaviour and neuroticism revealed a positive rel&8d)
=.12,p=.041. Again, an opposite relation and of different magnitude of correlations

with neuroticism compared to procrastination behaviour showed that active
procrastinatiorshouldnotbe considered type offiprocrastination asthe pattern of

relations of actie procrastination with key variables such as personality are actually

opposite to that which is found in relation to various measures of procrastihatsom,

active procrastination scores are highly negatively correlated with neuroticism scores

indica i ng that individuals who mighd &ree char a
guite emotionally stable. This is certainl

in general.
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Figure 4. The magnitude of relatiorfer the personality variabke conscientiousnesnd

neuroticismwith respect tahe types of delays measured in this study.
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Note PBS = Procrastination behaviour; MMAR = Procrastination intensity; IrD =
Irrational delay (or procrastination); GPS = General procrastination; Pirposeful
delay; APS= Active procrastinatioAll correlations were significant.

H6) Active procrastination in relation to depression and stressMultiple
studies have demonstrated that the problemateythehaviour of procrastinators results
in poor mental wetbeing such as depression and stress (Steel, 2007; Van Eerde, 2003)
thereforel expected that irrational delay, procrastination intensity, procrastination
behaviour and general procrastination wdwdde gpositiverelation to depression and
stresswhereas the opposite relatgonereexpected with active procrastination and
purposeful delay due to the adaptive qualitiethisf type of delayResults provided
support for this hypothesi$he orreldion between depression and procrastination
behaviour was found tieea small significant positive relatiom(298) = .22p < .001.

With procrastination intensity, irrational delay and general procrastination, depression
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demonstrated a moderat€298) = .41p < .001, smallr(298) = .21p < .001 ancsmall
to moderater(298) = .25p < .001 relation,respectivelysee Figuré& and Table 2
Analysis further demonstrated a moderate positive relagbmneen thé&IMAP Negative
EmotionDue toTaskDelay scale and depressjo(R98) = .42p < .001.Purposeful
delay did not show a significant relation to depressi(#98) =-.09, p = .107, however
active procrastination demonstrated a significegativerelation to depression with a
moderateeffect, r(298) =-.27,p < .001 The relatiorthatactive procrastination
demonstratesvith depressionvas opposit¢o the relatiorobserved betweetepression
andall procrastination measures and most importantly, the procrastination consequence
scale.These resulteevealactive procrastinatods a b iconird tlgeireimotions
indicatingtheyarebest understood a®n-procrastinatrsrather than procrastinators.

In relation to stress, general procrastination and procrastination intensity showed a
significant large relation with moderate effstze(general procrastination(298) = .52,
p < .001; procrastination intensity(298) = .50p < .001). Comparably, irrational delay
and procrastination behaviour showed a positive relation to stress with a moderate
magnitude (irrational delay(298) = .37 p < .001; procrastination behaviou(298)
=.29,p<.001).Resultsalsorevealed a largpositive relation betweethe MMAP
Negative Emotion Due To Task Delagale and stresg298) = .49p < .001.

In contrast, purposeful delay and active procrastination showed significant
negative relations to stregmurposeful delay had a small to moderadation r(298) =-
.25,p < .001, and active procrastination had a moderate relat{@38) =-.43,p < .00},
indicating the similaritiegn terms of emotional stabilityetween purposeful delay and

activeprocrastinationGiventhe negative relationsutlarge magnitude for active
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procrastination| conducted a test of significance between these two correlaResslt

showed thathesetwo correlationsaresignificanty differentfrom each otherz(298) =

2.49,p = .013. Thisindicatesthatactive procrastinato@reeven less stressed than those

who might be characterized by their purposeful delay. Combined with the results for
neuroticism, we might conclude that Aactiyv
emotional stability and low stress, which is very uncharatieof the defining features

of procrastinationThe correlationsirepresented in Tabl2 as well agraphically

presented in Figurg.

Figure 5.The magnitude of relations for the emotional consequence variables, depression

and stresswith respect to the types of delays measured in this study.
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Note PBS = Procrastination behaviour; MMAIR® = Procrastination intensity; IrD =
Irrational delay (or procrastination); GPS = General procrastination; PD = Purposeful
delay; APS= Active proastination All correlations were significant except for the
relation between PD and depression.
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H7) Active procrastination in relation to coping strategies Chu and Choi
(2005) argued thdt a ¢ procrastinatorandnon-procrastinatorsvould usetask
orientedc o pi ng st r a tragitohaépsocrastinatoosyauld usémotional or
avoidance focusecbping strategietd deal with a taskThey foundsupport for only task
and avoidancefocused coping strategiésit not emotiorfocused copingThis is
becausemotionrfocusedcopingis a strategyhat isusedt 0 ma n a emtiomah e 0 S
distresdy focusing on the emotiorausedy uncontrollablestressas and not the
problematic situation itselAlthough Chu and Choi intended to determamaotior:
focused coping strategidbey usedhe scale A Emot i onal fomphp or t
Proactive Coping InventorfPCI) whichis actuallyatype ofactive copingoehaviour
which promotegmotional seHreguation by seeking support frontters(Greenglass, et
al., 1999. Thus, largued thaproactiveand emotioal support seekingoping strategies
as measuredsing theProactive Coping Inventomyould have positive relatiagto
purposeful delay and active procrastinatiout negative or egligiblerelatiors with
avoidancecoping strategiegAlternatively, | argued thaavoidance orientedoping
strategiesvould have positive relati@to procrastination behavioupyocrastination
intersity, irrational delay and general procrastinatibatnegative or no relatioto
proactive and emotional support seeking strategies

Resuls showed thapurposefuldelay hasignificantpositive relatios to
proactivecoping strategies(298) = .30p < .001landemdional support seekingoping
strategiesr(298) = .15p = .01, but no relation t@avoidance copingtrategiesr(298) =
-.06, p = .309 Active procrastination showed a significant positive relation witactive

copingonly, r(298) = .22p < .00], and no relation to emotional suppseeking

See
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behaviourr(298) = .09p = .12 or avoidance coping strategje$298) =-.01, p = .897
Fortheprocrastination measurdberesultswere in the expected directians
Procrastination intensity showed a positive relation to avoidance cof98) = .23p
<.001, and negative relations to proactr(@98) =-.32,p < .001, and emotional support
seekingy(298) =-.15,p = .008, coping behaviour. Irrational delaycontrastonly
showed a positive relation to avoidance coping strat€g99) = .24,p < .001, but no
relation to either proactive(298) =-.06,p = .322, or emotional support seekicmping
strategiest(298) = .03 p = .555.General procrastination had a significant positive
relation to avoidance coping strateg§298) = .27 p < .001, a significant negative
relation to proactive coping strateg{298) =-.40,p < .001, and no relation to emotional
support seeking behaviouw(298) =-.03,p = .652.Lastly, procrastination behaviour
showed a positive relation to avoidanceingpr(298) =.25, p < .00], a negative relation
to proactive coping (298) =-.24, p < .001, andnorelation toemotional support seeking
behaviouyr(298) =-.07, p =.214 Together, the results supported thigothesigsee

Figure6 & Table 3)
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Figure 6. The magnitude of relatiorfer proactivecoping, emotional support seeking,

andavoidancecoping strategiewith respect tahe types of delays measured in this study.
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Note PBS = Procrastination behaviour; MMAR = Procrastination intensity; IrD =
Irrational delay (or procrastination); GPS = General procrastination; PD = Purposeful
delay; APS= Active procrastinatioAll correlations were significant except for the
relations betweeproactive coping with IrD, emmtn support seeking with PBS, IrD,
GPS and APS, avoidance coping with PD and APS.

H8) Assessing composition of purposeful and arousal delayers in active
procrastination group. In addition to testing thaboverelationalhypothesesd,
examined the composition of adaptilelayers in thactive procrastination group.
expected that the group of active procrastinators woutddstly composed of
individuals who scored higher grurposeful and arousal delay, but not procrastinators as
defined by the various measures of procrastinafitve goal was to replicathetwo-step
processdy Chu and Choi (2005) ar@hoi and Moran (2009p screen active

procrastinators as discussed earkenst, | distinguished procrastinators from non

procrasinators using a procrastination measéihough Chu and Choi (2005) and Choi
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and Moran (2009itilized DecisionalProcrastinatiorScaleto screen the procrastinatprs
| usedthe MMAP ProcrastinatiorBehaviouralScale(PBS)to distinguishprocrastinators
from non-procrastinatorsThe rest of the procedure wie sames theiresearchusing
the median cubff score, | differentiated between procrastinators andproarastinators
where participants scoring higher than the median scorela®kedas procrastinators
and participants who scored lower than the median l\abededas norprocrastinators
much as Chu and Choi (2005) h&adlthe group of procrastinators, participants who
scored higher thaB.88on theActive ProcrastinatiorScale werdabeledas active
procrastinators and those who scored lower were identifisddiionalpassive
procrastinatorsChu and Choi (205) used cut off scoref 4.33 to obtaircomparable
sample sizes fdiactived andfitraditionab procrastination groups. Following the same
process] used 3.88 aa cutoff to have comparablgample sizein theactive and
traditional procrastination groups.

A total of 83 participants wer@entifiedas active procrastinators after this
screening proces$henl determined whether these participamitize purposeful or
arousal delay to complete ta$iithin these 83 participant8josewho scoredigher
than themean purposefuldelayscorewerelabeled as purposeful delayers and those who
scored higher thameanarousal delagcorewere categorized as arousal delayers.
Participants who scored lngr tharbothmeanpurposefuldelayandmeanarousal delay
scoredused both purposeful and aroudakys.The composition of active procrastinators
was then examined as depicted in Figure 7 afdh&resuls revealedhat83%(n = 69)
of the active procrastina®mwere either arousal delayegpsyposeful delayers or a

combination of botlpurposeful and arousal delayesadonly 17% (n = 14) could not be
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categorized as either purposeful or arousal delayers (see Figfethg.83%37% (n =
31) of the active procrastinatovgere in factarousal delaysy 16% (n = 13) were
purposeful delayersgnd30% (nh = 25) were a combination of purposeful and arousal
delayerqsee Figure 8Based orthesedata,it is clear that thenajority of theactive
procrastinators are either purposeful delayers or arousal delaygensibinationof both.
Theseresults suggest activprocrastinatomgarereally non-procrastinatorandmay best

be understood as another typeshtegicdelay

Figure 7.0Overall @mposition(in %) of purposeful, arousal and combination of both
delayers in thactive procrastination group comparison téhosewho could not be

categorized as either purposeful or arousal delayers
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Figure 8. Breakdown of omposition(in %) of purposeful, arousal and combinatian

both delayers in the active procrastination group
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Note PD = Purposeful delay; AB Arousal delay.

H9) Examining the factors of Active Rocrastination Scale in relation tothe
other forms of delays Lastly, | examined the relation of the four factors of the active
procrastination scale (i.eoutcome satisfaction, preference for pressure, intentional
decision to procrastinate and ability to meet deadljiveish purposeful delay, arousal
delay, procragnation behaviour, procrastination intensity, irrational delay and general
procrastinationAs discussed previouslyugposeful, arousal and irrational dedayere
measured usinthe Delay QuestionnairéDQ), procrastination beaviour was measured
using heProcrastination Behaviour Scale (PB&m theMMAP, procrastination
intensity wasmeasuredisingthe MMAP intensity scale argkneral procrastination was
measured usinthe General Procrastination Scale (GR8)pothesizedhat the factors

outcomesatisfaction, preference for pressuamdintentional decision to procrastinate
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would show a positive relation to arousal deldyle ability to meet deadlinesould

show a positive relation gourposeful delaywith all the procrastination measures, |
expectedonly the factorintentional decision to procrastingt® havea positive relation
The results revealed thdt factors ofthe Active ProcrastinatiorScale showed a
significantsmall to moderatpositive relatios to arousal delayoutcomesatisfaction
r(298) = .39p < .00% intentional decision to procrastingtg298) = .41p < .00%, and
preference for pressuye(298) = .27 p < .001. A small significant negative correlation
was found fobility to meet deadlinesnd arousal delay(298) =-.12,p = .033.Finally,
only ability to meet deadlindsad a significant moderate positive relation to purposeful
delay r(298) = .38p < .001.

These results indicate that active procrastinators resemble arousal delayers to a
certainextent as arusal delayers postpotigeir tasks deliberately untihelast minute to
seek pressurdhe direction of the correlatisietween individual factors and arousal
delaysupporsthis ideaA moderate positive correlation betweabe APS factor ability
to meet deadlinegand purposeful delay, ur t her emphasi zes active
resemblance to purposeful delay because purposeful delayers reprioritize their tasks to be
able to meet deadlisewhich has been incorporated as a feature for active prioertash.
Together, these results establish the pointithéite scale construction attive
procrastination, Choi and MoraBQ09 incorporatedtems from two distinctanstructs
constituting two types of delaypaking it a heterogeneous constract not a type of
procrastination.

Looking at the relation between procrastination measurethamakctors of active

procrastinatiorscale all measures demonstrated a significant moderate to large negative
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relation toability to meet deadlinand smalto moderataegativerelation topreference
for pressurgsee Tablel). The factorputcome satisfactiorshowed a small negative
relation to procrastinaih intensity only. As expectednlyintentional decision to
procrastinateshowed a significant small positive relation to all the procrastination
measures except irrational del@ge Tablel). Giventhatthe only positive relation
demonstrated is betweanintentional decision to procrastinassmdthe procrastination
measuresit seems likely that using this factomly, Chu and Choi (2005) and Choi and
Moran (2009) tried to reason that active procrastination is a type of procrastination

excluding all theotherdefining characteristics of procrastination.
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Discussion

The main purpose of the present research was to investigate the construct validity
of active procrastinationChu and Choi (2005) and Choi and Moran (2009) argued that
active procrastination is defin@genhanced motivation bgtentionally seeking pressure
through task delay while remaining confident that positive outsovoeld be achieved
These scholamneasoned that active procrastinators could engage in the same level of
procrastination as fAsirm@mpl y i idmm@d chpumtd tctirhaesyt o m
possess positive characteristics that protect them from the negative consequences of this
procrastination andnstead, experienaesirable outcomas terms of performance and
overall task satisfactiomhe results oftte present study provided substantial evidence to
argue against the idea tlaadtive procrastinatiois a positive type of procrastination with
adaptive qualities. Instead, active procrastination is comprised of adaptive qualities
becausdt shares featuseconsistent witlthe wellvalidated construct callgourposeful
delay, which is an adaptive form of delay. | demonstrated these similarities using
important key variables such as safulation, intentioraction gap, personality variables,
and emotionatonsequences that are crucial to defining procrastinaiidive
procrastingdbn relatel to all these variables i very similaimmanner as purposeful delay
Given these statistical associatiorg nomological network of active procrastination
developedy Chu and Choj2005) and Choi and Moran (20083sically indicatethat
this construct ipurposeful delayHence,l argue that active procrastination should be
identified simply as purposeful delay and not procrastination.

To make theassertiorthatactive procrastination is a form pfocrastinationa

basic requirement would be thatelates to the behavioural characteristics of
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procrastinationThe present correlational findings showed that active procrastination, in
fact, has no relation to prstination behavioutnterestingly, Chu and Choi (2005), in

their study, also did not find any relation between active procrastination and measures of
procrastination, but they did not provide a clear explanation i®n#égligible relation

despite claming the similarities between these two construetsthermoreresearchers

for decades have demonstrated procrastinas@negativeand dysfunctionalorm of
delay(e.qg., Lay, 1986; Sirois & Pychyl, 2013; Steel, 2007; Van Eerde, 2B@8re, a

simple explanatiofor the lackof relation betweeactive procrastinatioand

procrastination behavious thatactive procrastinatiois nota type of procrastinatioas
supported by the results of the present study.

Taken bgether, myesuls cast doibt on the construct validity @ictive
procrastinationThe maj or i ssues with Choi and coll e
procrastination pertains to the methodology used to derive this construct as well as how
these researchers misinterpreted their results to wela@hseemed to libeir desired
conclusionsnot onclusions that emerge clearly from their ddtaus, the
conceptualization of active procrastination, both theoretically and empirisaligwed,
andboth theory and the empirical eviderare key tany discussion.

| beginmy discussion by explainindpé resuls of theinvestigation of the
construct validity of active procrastinatiddere,l describesach definingeature of
procrastinationn relation totraditionalprocrastinationdr simply fiprocrastination),
active procrastinatioand purposefullelay The goalis to show howactive
procrastination relates #il these key variabless doegpurposefuldelaybutnot like

procrastination. In explaining my resyliglso presenthelimitations associated with the
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theories usetly Chu and Chg{2005) and Choi and Moran (200@ndthe inferences
they drew based on their resultsdevelopthe construcof active procrastinatiohen |
turn toadiscussiorof active procrastinatioes a heterogeneous constrwehich consists
of two separate constructs, purposeftl arousatlelay, and explain the problems
associated witlthis with respect to the findingsom Haghbird €015)researchFinally,
| discuss the implicatigof my study followed byan acknowledgment of some of the
limitations ofthis work as well
I nvestigationof the Construct Validity of Active Procrastination

To evaluate the construct validity of active procrastination, | exantireed
statisticalrelatiors of the Active Procrastination Scalgh: 1) important efining
elementof procrastinatiorfe.g., seHregulation failureintentionaction gap, 2)
emotionalconsequenceypically associated with procrastinati@g. depressiqrstresy,
and3) theoretically relevant variables (e.g., personality varialtkeg)have been
identified as important in the conceptualization of procrastination (e.g., Blunt & Pychyl,
1998; 2005; Haghbin, 2015; Steel, 2007; Van Eerde, 2003). Among the important
defining characteristics of procrastination, Choi and colleagues (Chmr&n, 2009;
Chu & Choi, 2005) did not assess the role of-sagjulation failure antheintention
action gap in the validation process of active procrastinationr&gltation failure, for
instance, has received significant attention in procrastmagigearch because the
breakdown of volitionaaction isan important antecedent to this problemdgtay(e.g.,
Haghbin, 2015; Tice & Baumeister, 1997; Van Eerde, 2003). Although Chu and Choi
(2005) acknowledged in their study that gelfulation failue plays a role in

procrastination, nonetheless, they did not investigate its link with active procrastination
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even though thelabeled their construetsa form of procrastinatiohus,l began my
examination othe construct validity of active procrasttion by assessirtgerelation
betweeractive procrastinatioandself-regulation.
Active Procrastination and SelfRegulation Failure

Consistentvith past findingsthe present results showed a considerably strong
relation between procrastination aself-regulation failure irrespective of the
procrastination measures used. Procrastination behaviour, in particular, had a large
negative relation to setegulation illustrating how selegulation failure plays an
important role in procrastinatioRrocmastinators fail to control themselves from engaging
in unimportant tasks and focus more on the immediate gratification they would achieve
from these tasks. To these individuals, shenn benefits look more attractive than
future, longterm gains from th&asks with deadline§ice & Baumeister, 1997)
According to Tice and Bratslavsky (2000), sedgulation failure arises because
procrastinators focus on emotion regulation in the short textending this ide®ychyl
and Sirois (2016)easonedhat procrastination can be conceptualized as an emotion
regulation problem, which results in the sefulation deficits that cause a breakdown of
longerterm goal pursuitsThese researcheexplairedthat procrastinators hold the
mistaken belief thahey can improve their shetérm emotional state by pursuing
hedonic needs while avoiding their important ldagn goalsThey are so focused in
gratifying the present self with immediate rewards of positive mood that they abandon the
greater success tlfigture self could have accomplished (Sirois & Pychyl, 20G8)en
thestrong link between lack of selfregulationand procrastinatigrone would expect

active prerastination teshow a similar relatioto selfregulation failure.flactive
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procrastinatiordoesnot showsucha relation to selfegulation failurethen active
procrastination, by definition, cannot be called a type of procrastination.

Contrary to tle negative relation between procrastination andrseglfilation the
relation béween active procrastination and sedfjulationwasrevealedo bein the
opposite direction and similar to the relation between purposeful delay amdgéHtion.
Thisis not surprisingbecause active procrastination has been desdjp&hu and Chio
(2005)as a deliberate strategic delay where these delayers make purposeful use of their
time, and when necessary, they also reprioritize their tasks to meet deadlivees
description certainly does not pertain to problematiayl but is more oriented towards
the adaptive aspect of delay like purposeful delay. As Pychyl (2009) argued, active
procrastination is a setfontradictory construct because it combines strategic reasoned
delay that serves in meeting deadlines with-ssgtlation failure that entails
procrastinationand the results of the present study provided strong support for this rather
logical argument through empirical evidendepositive relatiorbetweerselfregulation
and active procrastinatiaiucidateshow theproponents of active procrastination failed
to distinguish adaptive from problematic delays.

In defining purposeful delay, Haghbin (2015) explained thairseffilation does
not lead to purposeful delgyut people with high selfegulation engage in pooseful
delay to ensure they are able to complete multiple tasks successfully before the deadlines.
The definitionalsimilarities between active procrastination and purposeful delay, as well
as the positive relation between active procrastination andegglfation, strongly

suggesthat active procrastinators are purposeful delayers.
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Active Procrastination and an Intention-Action Gap

Another important antecedent of procrastination that Choi and Moran (2009) did
not take into account in validating actipeocrastination as a type of procrastinatioans
intentionaction gap Researchers have demonstrated that both procrastinators and non
procrastinators have the intention to do a,thsk the important difference is that
procrastinators do not follow througim theirintention. The needless delay impairs their
ability to bridge the gap between intention and taking necessary action. Consequently,
they fail to implement their plan for antended task resulting in poor performance (e.g.,
Beswick & Mann, 1994; Blunt & Pychyl, 1998; 2005; Lay 199%g.discussed
previously,hi s di screpancy in intention and act:.i
theory of Action ControlKuhl explains thawhen taking actions to compledgask
oftenthere is the choice for attractive, alternative tasksch can set barriers for the
intended taskTwo underlyingselfregulatory processeteterminevhether a intended
taskwill be completecbr notwhen onfronted with alternativeptions Theseprocesses
arestateorientationand actiororientation. Actiororiented individuals are able to take
the necessary step to mésintended deadlinesnd ignoreother irrelevant tasks; state
oriented individuals armore likely to focus otheirrelevant tasks oveahe intendedask
because the irrelevant tasks receives precedence over the important intenéled goal
these individuals

Research has demonstratkdt stateoriented individuals are more likely to
procrastinate due to the intentiantion gap (e.g., Blunt & Pychyl, 1998; 2005). More
specifically, two important subscales of stateentation, Decisiomelated State

Orientation (SOD) or hesitation, @ffrailurerelated State Orientation (SOF) or
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preoccupation were investigated with respect to procrastination in these studies. The SOD
dimension is concerned with a prolonged decisi@aking process that can increase the
likelihood of delaying on taking &ion on the intended task and increases the chance for
alternative tasks to take over (Kuhl, 1994). Previous results showed that procrastination
having a small positive relation with this dimension (e.g., Blunt & Pychyl, 1998; 2005;
Haghbin, 2015). Likewis, SOF dimension explains that the inability to detach oneself
from interfering tasks or thoughts can prevent oneself from taking the necessary action
for a task (Kuhl, 1994) and past findings showed a moderate positive relation of this
dimension to procsdination (e.g., Blunt & Pychyl, 1998; Haghbin, 2015).

The present resditid not differ in terms of the magnitude or direction of the
results in relation to any of the procrastination measures sholmahgnintentionaction
gap was evidenh procrasination But no such discrepancy was obseri@dctive
procrastinationBoth active procrastination and purposeful del@yenegativéy relaied
to both subscales of stabeientationrevealingthe resemblance between these two
constructs. A negative relation between purposeful delay andostaitgation is justified
given the positive nature of this delay type. Purposeful delayers engage in strategic
postponement of a certain task above ottmprortant taskbased orpractical reass) to
ensure they can complete all tasks within their respective deadlines (Haghbin, 2015).
Additionally, as observed earlier, negative relations to all procrastination measuees and
positive relation to selfeguldion resonatewith the idea that those purposeful delayers
are less likelytobe stater i ent ed i ndividuals. This 1is

(2015) findings and how he defined purposeful delay based on his findings.
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Thus, Choi aGha &Mooah, 2602CHhweChd, 2005) argument
of active procrastination as a positive form of procrastination does not hold true given
that in allrespectst resembles purposeful delay. In describing this construct, Choi and
colleagues mentioned that activepr r ast i nat ors fAfrequently po
activities, they are |Iikely to be more sen
make fApurposive use of timeo (Choi & Moran
basically reiterating thdefinition of purposeful delay, which is a wethlidated construct
that generated consistent results across multiple studies. Based on the similarities and
present findings, it is more logical to say that active procrastinators actually have the
intentionto complete the tasks and they take the necessary actions to complete them
either through reprioritizing, making plans to accomplish their goaksllocating enough
time to complete the taskalbeit later as they tend to complete tasks closer to the
deadline Active procrastinatorare not indecisive when taking actions and are able to
prevent other possible interfering thoughts or tasks from taking place. Together, Choi and
coll eaguesd defi ni ti othepresentresultdabdefnityer ocr ast
discrepancy in intention arattionindicates that it is morappropriate to label active
procrastination as an adaptive form of delay.
Active Procrastination and SeltEfficacy

In developing active procrastination as a construct of pogjtiadities, one of the
selfrelated variableChu and Choi (2005) includedasself-efficacy. These researchers
expected active procrastinators to demonstrate higieBelacy unlike traditional
procrastinators showing low sedfficacy, andtheir resultssupportedhis hypothesis.

They reasoned that making purposive use of time requires the ability to control time such
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that more important tasks can be completed first compared to the less urge@hones.
and Choi reasoned thagh selfefficacy assistsn building confidence helpinipe active
procrastinatorso complete all the tasks.

In the present study, | obtained the same results, thetoses on thactive
procrastinatiorscale wergositively related to sekéfficacy belies. Notwithstandinghe
similarity of the findings, | argue thale positive relation was evident not because active
procrastinators are procrastinators as the name impliebecause they are adaptive
delayers. Results showed that high-gdlicacy belies wererelated tdoboth active
procrastination and purposeful delay conveying the adaptive qualities of both constructs
as well as their similaritieglowever,with all procrastination measures, reciprocal
associations were obtained where low-sdficacy was strongly relatl to these measures.
These results are congruent with past regbléghbin, 2015; Tuckman, 199Steel,

2007; Van Eerde, 2003; Wolters, 200Bpr exampleVan Eerde (2003) explained this
relation in her metanalysis by saying tharocrastinators anafluenced by fear of

failure and have setloubts about their ability to complete a task (that is, low self
efficacy), and low conscientiousness which prevent them from engaging in certain tasks.
Similarly, Steel (2007) explained that facing obstacleswherking on a task is very
common but when procrastinators face such difficulties or perceive obstacles in a task,
they are more likely to postpone the task or givelmgontrastnon-procrastinators are

able to handle such challenges or difficulteesthese individuals perceive themselves to
be efficacious in the tasks at hand.

Haghbin (2015) providedmpleevidence for this reasoning by showing that-non

procrastinators like purposeful delayers hold high-s#itacy beliefs, which allow them
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to optimize their schedule by prioritizing tasks at hand and fud@lthose tasks. In the
case of active procrastinators, Chu and Choi (2005) used a very similar idea to describe
the high seHefficacy beliefs in this groyghowevertthe issue being thagterpretedtheir
resuls asconsistent with the behaviour of npnocrastinatorandyet called them
procrastinators. have taken issue with this conclusioechuse active procrastination did
not show any relation to procrastination behaviour and insteadeshawositive relation
to both purposeful delay and selfficacy beliefs irthe currenstudy Theseresults
strongly suggest that active procrastination is purposeful delayher words,hlese
individuals arenon-procrastinators who areery much in control of their situation and
makepurposive use of tim& herefore, itmakes little sens® have a group called active
procrastinators who share nothing in common whtcharacteristics of procrastinatprs
but are being categorized as gnastinators.
Active Procrastination and Personality Traits

The importance of personality traits in understanding procrastination has been the
focus of several studies to develop a nomological network for this construct in addition to
the other importantariables (e.g., Lay, 1997; Watson, 2001). Aagohe bigfive
personality traits, low conscientiousness and high neuroticism play an important role in
procrastination as summarized in the rraatalyses by Steel (2007) and Van Eerde
(2003). The other persality traitsi extraversion, agreeableness and openness to
experience showed either neignificant or small negative relatisto procrastination
(e.g., Steel, 2007Although Choi and Moran (2009) neglected important psychological
constructs like selfegulation failure and intentieaction gapjn an attempt to build a

nomological network for active procrastinatioiney tried to understand active
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procrastination in relation to personality trafBven thesignificantroles that both
conscientiousnesand neuroticisnplayin procrastinationl replicatedCh oi  and Mor an
work in relation tathesepersonality traitsn the present study.

Active procrastination and conscientiousnessn examining active
procrastination in relation tconscientiousnes§hoi and Moran (2009) expected a
negative relation between active procrastination and conscientiousness because they
expected active procrastinators to be less organized and disciplined than non
procrastinators. However, they found no relation betweercemi®usness and active
procrastination. They justified this lack of relation basethe positive relation they
found between the factor of active procrastinataiility to meet deadlinesnd
conscientiousness. Cont r adsypportiog M@ hypothesss,n d Mo
| found active procrastinatiaio havea positive relationvith conscientiousness. The
result was similar to the positive relation found between purposeful delay and
conscientiousness. A positive relation was expected becetisge @rocrastinators are
like purposeful delayers in mangspectge.g., seHregulation, intentioraction gap). So,
it is plausible that these individuals are organized;distfiplined and have high self
control who can create plans and implement thdowever,when faced with
unfavourable situations, these individuals can make rational decisions and strategically
delay their workperhaps to the last minute,accomplish all tasks within their given
deadlines.

| also found a strong negative relatioetween conscientiousness and traditional
procrastination measured through different procrastination measures in this study

Researcharhave demonstrated and reasoned that procrastinators show low self
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discipling and their inability to maintain disciple is manifested through the failure to
follow-throughon the plans they have created for themselves (e.g., Costa, McCrae & Dye,
1991). Certainlythe results of the current study did not contradict past results showing a
strong link between procrastinatiand low conscientiousness. However, it also provided
evidence why active procrastination should be considered as purposeful/strategic delay. If
active procrastinatiors a type of procrastinatigthenactive procrastination should show
the sameelationwith important personality variablgsst like traditional procrastination
and not purposeful delay. Nonetheless, the opposite was found to be true dismiting th
aspect of active procrastination.

Active procrastination and neuroticism. In assessingeuroticism, Choi and
Moran (2009) described active procrastinators to be emotionally stable indiyahls
the resuls of the present study did not differ from their findsnglowever, aditional
analysesn the present study revealttht this relations a lot like the relation between
purposeful delay and low neuroticisRerhaps most surprisingctive procrastinators are
exceptionally low on neuroticisneven more so than purposeful delayers. Comparatively,
traditional procrastinators are high orungicism, which is in agreement with past
findings (e.g., Steel, 2007; Van Eerde, 2003; Watson, 2001) including findings from Choi
and Morandés (2009) study.

AlthoughChoi and Morarfound a positive relation between active
procrastination and neuroticisthe inference drawn from these results for the conceptual
understanding of this construct can be challenged. That is, it is not logical to describe
these individuals as procrastinators given that they are not worried in delaying tasks when

the delay is @lannedone These individuals are able to stay calm when they are
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organizing and prioritizing certain tasks that need to be comp¢tbelast minute
because thechoose to do so or tis#uation necessitates Rerhaps one of the more
interesting fimings in my study is thaush emotional stability displayed by these
delayers (or s@alled active procrastinators) characterizes them to be distinct in terms of
their purposeful delay and adaptive abilityf fHacti ve procrastinator
way, it may well be their high emotional stability that allows them to work at the last
minute and be successful. Nevertheless, this planful delay that is afforded by their low
neuroticism is still best understood as a purposeful delay, not as a typerafsgnation.
There is no resemblance with procrastination because of the absence of dysfunctional
tendencie®r irrationalityin active procrastination.
Active Procrastination and Emotional Consequences

The emotional stability of active procrastinators was furtiiestratedwhen
mental wellbeing asaconsequence of engaging in this behaviour was investigated. But
this stability was observed due to the increased possibility that tHayerdeare skilled
in their strategic delay but not in procrastination. For instance, active procrastiwaison
related withlow level of depression and stress even lower than purposeful delay
illustrating the emotionadtability associated with this type of deldy contrat,
procrastinatiorfmeasured in a variety of way®lated to high levslof depression and
stress in the same manner as studies have demonstrated previousheiead,,1991;
Khazraei& Pychyl, 2013; Sirois, 2013; Stead, Shanahan, & Neufeld, 20M6re
specifically, with the procrastination consequences scale of MMAP (i.e., Negative
Emotion Due to Task Delay scale) the relation was found to be stribvagethedifferent

procrastination measurebhis further illustrates thahe procrastinators def the
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adverse outcometie to their irrational delalgy rushing around tasks at the last minute
but this is not the case for active procrastinators.

It is noteworthy that mresults are consistent with tlogic and empirical
findingsresearchers hay@esented in distinguishingocrastination from strategic delay
based omental weltbeing and consequendgsg., Haghbin, 2015; Klingsieck, 2013)
Conceptuallypastresearch documented two important features based on extensive
literature reviews. Oneis that procrastinators engage in needless delay despite knowing
the negative consequences associated with this delay, whereas purposeful/strategic
delayers do not engage in needless delay to suffer such conseq&enoed, engaging
in procrastination asses subjective discomfpltut this is not the case for purposeful
delay (Haghbin, 201%lingsieck, 2013). Epiricaly, Haghbin (2015provided strong
supportfor these important distinguishing features separating problematiadaptive
delay On the lasis of these arguments and findirgdive procrastinatioreflectsan
adaptive delay and nattype of procrastinatigiecausdt failed to show any negative
consequences or subjective discomfort associated with it.

Similar to the resudtof this stug, evenChu and Choi (2005) found evidence for
low stress and depression among the active procrastinatotey reasoned that these
individuals are procrastinators with adaptive qualities who are required to be emotionally
stable to be able to multitagnd reprioritize tasks while actively procrastingto seek
pressurAnotivation Therefore, the positive consequences are expessedemonstrated
theoreticdly, this argument isnaccurateand he drawbacks associated withow the
relation was interpreted by these researchers as was in the case of neuroticism. In order to

label active procrastination as a type of procrastinatias niécessary to demonstrate
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relations with other variables that define procrastination, w@icu and Choi have not
done, and which | could not demonstrate in this replication and extension of theirawork
more feasible explanation for the positive outcoassociated with active procrastination
is the active procrastinataiyability to delay stategically in adverse situations and being
able to handle all tasks. Perhaps, their emotional stability helps them to delay without
stress when needed and at the same time they can take the pressure of last minute efforts
in unfavourable situations.
Active Procrastination and Coping Srategies

In their research, Chu and Choi (2005) also made an effort to distinguish active
procrastindbn from traditional procrastinain in terms of coping strategies to place
further emphasis on the positive aspects of active procrastination. Chu and Choi (2005)
claimed that to deal with stressors causing the stress and discomfort in active
procrastinators because of the task delay, thesgastinators are more likely to use
taskoriented coping strategies like nprocrastinators. Thee scholarargued that active
procrastinators are least like procrastinators in this regard because procrastinators focus
on their emotional distress (etran-oriented coping) or avoid the task altogether
(avoidanceoriented coping) instead of directly taking care of the tasks-(tashkted
coping).They measured these coping behawasingthe Proactive Coping Inventory
(PCI), andthey foundpartial suport for their hypothesis where activ&raditionat and
non procrastinators differed in tasé&nd avoidanceoriented coping but not on emotion
oriented coping strategiedowever, Chu and Choi (2005) did not provideeasonable

explanation for this lek of difference.
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As noted previouslyeven thougtChu and Choattempted to measure emotion
oriented coping, they basically measuaambping strategyhatinvolves emotional
support seeking that helpsactively deal with stressors and finding soluttmthe
problens. They used the AEmMoti onal Support Seel
|l nventory (PCl), which was developed to as
emotions when facing adverse stressors by seeking support from closdathers
Greenglass et al., 1999)nlike traditional emotiotiocused coping (e.g., Folkman &
Lazarus, 1980), this is a positj\&ctive coping strategy wheamindividual seek
feedback from others to resolve the problem actively instead of simply trying to reduce
emotional distresSheA Emot i onal Support Seekingo scal e
proactive coping and attitudes, as well as-s#fltacy (Greenglass, et al999). It is
clear that Chu and Choi (2005) selected a scale that does not measure what they intended
to measure, that is, traditional emotifmcused coping. Furthermore, developerthef
PCI have strongly advised against modification or removal ofsiteom the subscales of
the Proactive Coping Inventory (cf. Greenglass et al., 199®)Chu and Choi (2005)
selected only a few items from the subscales that seemed suitable for their hypothesis.

The present dademonstrated similar results Chu andC h o (2@0S)findings
where active procrastination and purposeful delayerelated to tastoriented coping.
That is, both active procrastinators and purposeful delagershis coping strategy to
actively work on thie problem and derive solutions ftreir problems. In terms of
emotioral support seeking (which wasistakenlylabeled as emotieariented coping by
Chu and Choi)purposeful delay showed a positive relatiorereasactive

procrastination showed no relatidifith maladaptive copingtrategeslike avoidance
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coping,bothactive procrastination arglrposeful delay showetkgligiblerelatiors.
Given that active procrastinators are emotionally stable individers® more than
purposeful delayers, my results are logical in the sense that these individuals do not
require support &m others becaugbey are actively able to take care of their deadlines
despite dealing with thetast minute in certain casds.cortrast, traditional
procrastination either did not or showed a small negative relatemational support
seeking stratagsdepending on the procrastination measures uskke Chu and Chd s
(2005)findings Yet, consistent with past research findingk procrastinatioomeasures
relatedpositivelyto avoidance copingnd negatively to proactive copibghaviouin
the present studyeven in their use of coping strategigss apparenthatactive
procrastinators anmore similar to purposeful delayers lmety different from
procrastitors.Thereasa for these dissimilaritieis rathersimple, that is, active
procrastinators are not procrastinators
Active Procrastination: A Heterogeneous Construct

In addition to he issue of construct validity, the active procrastination research
involves further limitations in terms of scale construction. Some procrastination
researcherg.g., Hensley, 2015; Klingsieck, 201&8gued for the possibility théte
proponents of acte procrastination are trying to measure both strategic and problematic
delay using a single scadad single construcEor example, Hensley (2018howed that
the four defining factors associated with active procrastinatiedriven by different
motivational sourcesLow selfefficacy predictedntentional decision to procrastinate
whereas high sekfficacy predictegbreference for pressurability to meet deadlines

andoutcome satisfactiofHensley, 2015). Reviewing the definition of active
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procrastination, it seems likely that the factotentional decision to procrastinatgpm
the Active Procrastination Scalegas considered as the only problematic behaviour that
led to the idea thadhis construct measures procrastination.

As a matter of factny results showed thattive procrastinatiois not canposed
of procrastination and strategielay, but two types afelays.Since | originally proposed
my researchiHaghbin (2015) haprovided substantiakvidence tdhelp make sense of my
findings. He distinguished problematic delay from adaptive delay using multiple validity
studies None ofhis prototypes of delay incorporat@roblematic delay with positive
psychological features and cogsences; problematic delaasdistinct from adaptive
delay. Each delay type was found to has@nique psychological properties as well as
etiologies and consequences and was categorized as such. Based on his findings, Haghbin
(2015) reasoned active mrastinations a heterogeneous construas the definition of
active procrastination entails reprioritizing multiple tasks and strategically delaying some
tasks to meet deadlines whichpisrposeful delayas well aseeking excitement and
pressure to qoplete tasksvhichis arousal delay Supporting these finding#)eresults
of my thesis resear@dhowed active procrastinatiashaving negative relations to all the
procrastination measures and positive relations to finaghosefulandarousal delay
Together, these findings emphasized that the positive connotations of active
procrastination can be justified not because it is procrastinatidrebatiset is a
comlhination of twotypes ofdelays. In reality,the Active Procrastination Scale is
comprisedf content from two empirically distinct constructghich leads to serious

doubts abouits validity.
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When the relation of each factor from the active procrastination scale and types of
delay (both problematic and adaptive) were examined, the restiftsrfprovided strong
support for the idea that active procrastination is a heterogeneous construct. With the
factorsoutcome satisfaction, preference for presamdintentional decision to
procrastinate arousal delay showed positive relatipnwbereas prposeful delay showed
a positive relation to the factability to meet deadlinest is not surprising that arousal
delay positively related to three of the factors of active procrastination because the
definition of arousal delay comprises intentionasiponement of tasks until last minute
to seek pressurand these individuals are not concerned about the consequences of their
delay. Similarly, a positive relatioof the factorability to meet deadlinesith purposeful
delay makes sense, as these iigials are able to metteir deadlinesiue to their
strategicuse ofdelay. This further confirms that active procrastination entails two
constructs, whichverefound to be two separate constructs in the study by Haghbin
(2015).

Although the evidence fdhe heterogeneous nature of this construct indicates that
active procrastination is really a product of two distinct adaptive detagsalso
important to note that all procrastination measures in this study showed a positive relation
to the factointentional decision to procrastingtenly. These findings are similar to the
findings by Hensley (2015Yhus it allows for a coherent argument that Choi and
colleaguesChoi & Moran,2009 Chu & Choi, 200pexpected active procrastination to
resemble traitional procrastination based on this one factor neglecting other important

defining features of procrastination (e.g., intend@mtion gap, selfegulation failure)
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| also examined the composition of purposeful and arousal delayers in the active
procrasination groupto further demonstrate that active procrastination is a heterogeneous
construct. After identifying the active procrastinators following the steps from the active
procrastination researchg,, Chu & Choi, 200} | found thathe majority ofactive
procrastinators were either purposeful delayers, arousal delayetsvadtuals who
utilize both types of delays to complete their task®wing that a single construct is
measuring two types of delay.
It is not logical to combine two construetsth different qualities together to form
one construct. A more reasonable solution would be to keep these constructs separate for
two reasons. First, both theory and strong empirical evidence showed that purposeful and
arousal delay are different congttsi(e.g., Haghbin, 2015). Second,Haghbin (2015)
explained purposeful and arousdelays are not mutually exclusive and so, an individual
can engage in more than one type of delay. For certain tasks, a person might think
purposeful delay to be more suitable whereas for other tasks, arousal delay could be more
appropriate according thé same persoithus, by measuring these constructs separately,
a more accurate assessment of peopleds del
with a single fAactive procrastinationd con
In determiningts composition, two important limitaties of active procrastination
researclwere identified whicharealsoworthy of discussionOne is the use @median
split in distinguishing procrastinators from nprocrastinators (measured using
Decisional Procrastination Scale). A major disadvantdgleis procedure is that it
involves considerable | oss of participants

dichotomizing data into two groups leads to a significant loss of variance (approximately
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1/5 to 2/3 variance) accounted for by the original varidbde.instance, usingmedian
cut-off score it is not possible to determine that those who score higher than the median
are in factfiprocrastinators 0 thoeedvho score below the median cannot be
guaranteed to bnonprocrastinatore. Therefore, it ismportant to have a cutff score
based on some theoretically or empirically derived standard, not simply statistical
convenienceSecond it i s i nappropriate to use an ar
and Atraditional 0 pProceastiaaion Scalea Chuaml Clmin t he A
(2005) used a score of 4.33 to distinguish these two grbupgheir main purpose of
using this score was to obtain samples of comparable sizes for activ/&aditional
procrastinators. It is imperative to detémmamore meaningfutut-off score instead of a
relativelyarbitrary onesothat we can accurately screen procrastinators from other types
of delayers to develogppropriaténterventions. For instance, Haghbin (2015) provided a
cut-off score of 3.61 foMMAP scale to screen individuals with significant
procrastination problemThis optimal cut off score was derived usthg Receiver
Operating Characteristics (ROC) curve, sensitivities, and specificities stastiedl as
multiple criterion variablegnportant forthe conceptualizatiof procrastinationln sum
it is important to obtain a meaningful eoftf score, which is valid to make important
distinctionbetween delay typeanlike the use@ median split or random scores to screen
procrastinatas, which is arbitrarytheoretically speaking
Implications of the Present Research

The most important implication of the present study was the demonstration of
problems with the nomological network presented by Choi and Moran (2009). The results

ofmyt hesi s research challenges the construct
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Active Procrastination Scale used to measure it. The results of my research provides
evidence showing thaictive procrastinatiolacks an adequattheoretical basisandthe
interpretation of thempiricalfindings inthedevelopmenof the Active Procrastination
Scale was inconsistent with the existing literattifee proponents of active
procrastination (Chu & Choi, 2005; Choi & Moran, 2009) made an attempt to create a
nomological network for this new type of procrastinatiout theyneglecedto discuss
some key variables that characterize procrastination (e.greseiiation failure,
intentionaction gap). With othamportantvariables such as personality traitslf-s
efficacy,emotionalconsequences, their clasiwereweak and inaccurate in
differentiating active procrastination from traditionahd norprocrastinationHowever,
from my examination othe construct validiy of active procrastinatign found thatthe
nomological network of active procrastinatioould not be established in relationalb

the important variables that characterize procrastination. Insteafindings strongly
suggest thathis construct actually measures purposeful delayhasden mislabeled as
procrastination by scholars researching active procrastin@farourse, translating goals
into actions are difficult (Gollwitzer, 1999%utactive procrastinatorsan successfully set
goals and take actions to accomplish their gbatsause they are ngmocrastinators.
These individuals are purposeful delayers who can multitask, are emotionally stable, can
handle stress and use actoaping strategies in dealing with stressdwhen work needs
to be taken care @it thelast minutethese individuals can afford to make a strategic
move without being stresseaind, lecause of their unique abilities do this they do not

worry about the consequences.
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Given these findingst is advisable that active procrastination be simply labeled
as purposeful delayhis ishecause it is of great importance to appropriately
conceptualize procrastination in order to develop interventions and take preventative
measures that will be most beneficial to peopi® are negatively affected by the self
regulation failure of procrastinatioActive procrastination has been framed as a
behaviour that is adaptive for lotgrm functioning however, in reality, it is misleading
and potentially harmfuls it falsely justifies form ofprocrastination as arstegic
coping mechanisnit remains clear that procrastinationngactanemotionfocused
avoidance strategy associated with poor academic performance, increased stress, anxiety
and depression, decreased life satisfaction leading to overall podreieil

Thesecondmplication of this study concerns the reproducibility of results
generated by Chu and Choi (2005) and Choi and Moran (2009). Most recently, Nosek
(2015), in collaboration with Open Science, investigated the reproducibility of 100
experinental and correlational studies published in psychology utilizing paytered
designs. These studies were compiled from threekmelvn journals. Among these 100
studies, 97% of the studies showed statistically significant results when it was originally
carried out. Surprisingly, after replicating these studies using the original designs, only
37% of the results were found to be statistically significant, and less than half of the
effect sizes were found to be in the 95% confidence interval.

Based on th&e empirical findings, Nosek (2015) argued that research in
psychology, like other scientific experiments, suffers feopublication bias where
journals publishing these studies are focusing mostly on the positive results supporting

the hypotheses resebers provided in their studies. Nosek (2015) further argues that
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researchers are employing problematic practices where selective analysis and the
selective reporting of findings are becoming common practice. Thejsargroviding
insufficient theoreticabackground and partial information about the specific

experimental designs used. These biased findings are then published falsely attempting to
answer questions about human psychology. As such, replication of 100 studies with poor
reproducibility, by andarge, threatens the credibility of the empirical findings in the field

of psychology at present.

Given this demonstrated publication bias and problem with sscihtific
researchit was imperative to replicate tiséudies on active procrastination by Chu and
Choi (2005) and Choi and Moran (2009). Indeed, the findings of the active
procrastination research showed positive results supporting the hypotheses presented in
these studies. Yet, the credibility of theseds#a was questionable due to both poor
theoretical background and numerous limitations as discussed throughdiesisand
demonstrated through the findings of thigdy.

The replication of the active procrastination research was also importamt due t
theresemblancéhis construct sharesith arousal procrastination (e.g., Ferrari, 1992a)
which furtherbrings into question the construct validagd credibilityof active
procrastinationAs discussed previoushhe idea of arousal procrastinatiohatype of
procrastination has been rejected gii@blemswith replicatingF e r r a r {(Stmpsorw o r k
& Pychyl, 2009 Steel, 201 Given these findingst is simply more appropriate to
understand arousal procrastinatas arousal delays Haghbin (200)5has explicitly
provided evidence for this prdype of delay The same argument holds for active

procrastinationas it lacks the irrational delay component in its measurementtiBsth
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Multifaceted Measurement of Academic Procrastination scale (MMAdP)reDelay
Questionnaire (DQ) used in this study includes irrational/needless delay along with the
other key defining features of procrastination. The fact that negative or no relation was
determined between active procrastination and thesgastination measures, the same
problem arises again as was in the case of arousal procrastination. Based on the present
data, active procrastination is an even more problematic constitict@sporates two
constructs, one of which o adaptive nare andeferred tat asa type of

procrastination.

It is also worthy to note that scholars studying active procrastination not only
labeledthis construcas a positive form of procrastinatidsut they also claimed that
working last minute under timegssure helps generate more creative ideas. It is
detrimental to describe procrastination as a creative medium to reach goals and encourag
people to engage in this problematic behaviour. My results demonstrated that active
procrastination is actually puspeful delay in altespects and it should be labeled this
way. Purposeful delaywhichis used by nomprocrastinators, perhaps serves to incubate
ideas enhancing their creative abilitihese delayers are giving themselves enough time,
which benefits thenm thinking through their projects or goals and attaining them (e.g.
Pychyl, 2016)Conversely, procrastinators are more likielyise seHdeceptive strategies
to rationalize their irrational delay while trying to reduce the cognitive dissonance
betweertaking action versus inaction (Pychyl,138). Evidence from onstudy fFernie &
Spada, 2008showed that procrastinators hold both positive and negative metacognitive
beliefs about procrastination, which in turn regulates their cogaiéiod negative

emotons. Positive metacognitive beliefs pertain to accepting procrastination as useful
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whereasegative metacognitive beliefseassociaté with the disadvantage of
procrastination. As such, some procrastinators are more prone to thimiing
procrastinatia facilitates their creative thinking to achieve a positive emotional state
(Fernie & Spada, 2008). Hence, relating procrastination to creativity is not meaningful
is problematicand even more so when it is linked to a construct like active
procrastimtion, which is not procrastination. The overarching logic of my thesis together
with the findings demonstrated the poor construct validity of active procrastination and
support the statement that AAIIl dewtley 1 s n
di fferenceo (Pychyl, 2016). Hence, active
creativity, as it is misleading. The findings of this study help clear this confusion by
showing that purposeful delayers, who have been mistakenly labeled as active
procrastinators, are making use of their creative abilities in their goal pursuit

In addition to the issue of mistaking purposeful delay for procrastindébeling
procrastination as an adaptive behaviour where one can be creative and have desirable
outcomesdespite delaying until the last minute copldvidepeople with thenoral self
license to justify their procrastination. Selicensing is a phenomenon which explains
that increased setfonfidence in oneself can make an individual worry less abeturt t
future immoral behaviour and the consequencescadsd with it (Merritt, Effron&
Benoit, 2010). Thus, when active procrastination is incorrectly posed as a positive
behaviour, people are more likely to be confident in thinking that they can take the last
minute pressure in completing a task atill have positive outcomes. It pralds them
with the authoritative license teedlessly delayrhe repercussion of this, in reality, is

that it prevents people from understanding the prevalent nature and deleterious
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consequences of procrastination. The present findings hielpalify this
misconception that procrastination can be adaptive by showing active procrastination is
actuallypurposeful delay and in fact, should be phrased as purposeful delay.
Limitations and Strengths of the Present Research

Despite the careful investigation asttlong evidence obtained to demonstrate the
poor construct validity of active procrastination, the present stadyome limitations,
which need to be discussed. One limitai®thatthe recruitment process was not
commenced at the beginning of the sstar which increased the possibility of a less
representative sample of npnocrastinators in the populatiddtudents who score lower
on measures of procrastination are more likely to volunteer for studies early in the term,
whereas those who we mighat ¢ | Aprocrastinatorso may | eav
in the termRecruiting participants throughout the semester alfowa more
representative sample where the ratio of procrastinators tpnocrastinators in the
populationmight bereflecedmore accurately in the collected data. Despite these
limitations, the present study generated results that matched findings from the study by
Haghbin (2015)who collected data throughout all terms across multiple ybatis in
terms of the percentagebprocrastinators and other types of delayers in the total sample
as well as the magnitude of correlations obtained for the types of delayationto the
important psychological constructs used in this study.

Another limitation of this study was thength of the survey. There is a possibility
that participants experiencéatigue, which might have affected their response in
completing the survey. The beginning sections of the survey included questionnaires on

traditional and active procrastinationgelay measures and important variables such as
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selfregulation failure, intentioiaction gapandself-efficacy. The latter section included
guestionnaires otine personality variables, variables assessing mentabeliyand
coping variablesA fatigueeffectwas more likely to have taken place in completing the
latter section of the survey. | did not randomize the presentation of the measures to the
participantgo control for this effectHowever, the inclusion of all these measures in the
survey wagrucial in evaluating the construct validity of active procrastination. This is
because | chose the most important variablesatigaimportant in the conceptualization
of procrastination andiould contribute in accurately examining the validityaofive
procrastinationlt would be interesting to examine the validity of this construct in a
shorter version of this study to see whether same results can be obtained while avoiding
any possibldatigueand ordeeffecs.

A potential limitation that is also leed to the questionnaires is tiiais study
was entirely based on sedportmeasuresThe problem associated wiself-report
measuress thatthere is a possibility for socialgesirablerespondingrom participants,
which was not controlled for ithis study.In a future study, a measure to assess social
desirability might be incorporated to address this limitation.

Lastly, it is important to note that the entire study relied on correlational research.
The issue witttorrelatioral researchs thatit is not possibléo establish causality among
the tested variables. However, the variables used in this study are theoretically relevant to
procrastination and all fadings are consistent withe pastfindingsfrom both individual
studies as well as rteeanalyses. Thus, causality canrbasonably inferred based the
results with significant relationtgheories angbreviousresultsfrom procrastination

research
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Despite all the limitations, a strength of my stwdyich is worthy of discussiois
thatl used the Multifaceted Measure of Academic Procrastination (MMAP)rend
Delay Questionnaires (DQ) developed by Haghbin (2015) to assess procrastination and
the prototypes of delay respectivelyln developing these scales, extensive literature
review was employed to select both conceptual and empirical defining features of
procrastinatiorand distinguish it fronother types of delay8ecause procrastination is a
multifaceted construct, a systematic approach, both qualitative and quantitative, was
adopted to include behavioural, emotional and cognitive aspects of procrastination in its
measurement scal€hus, both scales have advantagesr past measures of
procrastination as they capture the multidimensional aspect of procrastination compared
to pastunidimensionameasuresWhereas evious procrastination measures assessed
only the procrastination behaviour of individuatie MMAP incorporates a
comprehensive measure of procrastination using procrastination behasgiogl| as the
perceived negfive consequences and negative emotional consequences associated with
procrastination. Together, these subscales allow for measuring the procrastination
problem or intensitywhich previous scalesould not measurd-urthermore, research to
date has notaleloped a scale that can be used to differentiate problematic delays from
other types of adaptive delayeDQ is the first scale to accurately distinguish
prototypes of delay and provided specific causes and consequences associated with each
type of déay. Both the MMAP and the DQ helpetlistinguish procrastingin from
adaptive delaylike purposeful or arousal delaythe present studgnd thus,contributed

strongly in assessing the construct validity of active procrastination.
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Conclusion

In thescientific literature, pcrastination i€onceptualize@s a dysfunctional
form of delaycaused by selfegulation failureand by engaging in this problematic delay,
procrastinatorsypically experience number ohegative consequenc@sg., poorer
pefformance, stress, decreased viaing) In fact, e maladaptive nature of
procrastination has beatthe center of numerous studies for many decades (e.g., Lay,
1986; Haghbin, 2015; Sirois, Melfaordon, & Pychyl, 2003; Sirois, 2013; 2014; 2015
Tice & Baumeister, 199%/an Eerde, 2003 Despite the clear setfefeating nature of
this selfregulation failure some researchensive misappropriatetyakenanadaptive
perspectiven procrastinatiorwith the creation of the constru@ta ct i ve procr ast i
The numerous limitations associated with active procrastinegsearchiormed the basis
for this studyin anexamiration ofthe construct validity of active procrastinati@iearly,
the dichotomy of active and passive procrastination has been oversimplified (Hensley,
2015) and is contributintp nothing but a semantic debate (Haghbin & Pychyl, 2015).
Therefore] argued that active procrastinatiatas conceptualized withowtferenced
the defining features essential to twastructof procrastinatiordefined in previous
researchand the present study provided strong evidence for this argument. Simply stated,
this study demonstradeéhat both active procrastination anarposeful dedy involve the
strategic use of tim® meetdeadlines withousufferingany negative consequencts.
seems more likelthatChu and Choi (2005) and Choi and Moran (2009) identdied
unique group of purposeful delayers who are emotiowalty stable andre confident
erough to handle laghinute tasks witbutthe negativeutcomegypically associated

with procrastination or laghinute efforts
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Overall, based on my findingsconclude thathe proponents of active
procrastination have misinterpretdut tdifference b&teen procrastination and delay.
Certainly, delay can bring positive or negative outcqresit is important to know the
differences between adaptive and problematic delays. As Pychyl (2013),aljued
procrastination is delay bubt al delay isprocrastination. Indeethekey differences
between adaptive and problematic delays have been ignored in active procrastination
researchand features from separate counsts have been combined togetteeidentify a
new type of procrastinatio Rationalizing procrastination with a positive connotation is
detrimentain everyday life as wellksit may everprovideindividualswith the license to
procrastinag without realizingthe consequenced this problematidoehavior (e.g.,
Anderson2016) My investigationof the construct validity of active procrastination
clarifiesthis issugas | foundno empiricalsupport for the nomological netwook active
procrastinatiorpresented bZhoi and Morar{2009).Rather, ny studyprovides clear
evidencehat active procrastination shoudd simply conceptualized aspurposeful

delay and noas anadaptiveform of procrastination
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Appendices
Appendix A

Informed Consent
The purpose of an informed consent is to ensure that you understand the purpose of the
study and the nature of your involvement. The informed consent is intended to provide
sufficient information, such that you have the opportunity to determine whethetsfou
to participate in the study.
This study has received clearance by@aeleton University Research Ethics Board B
(161 035). The ethics clearance for this study will expire oriG2016.

Study Title: Reconceptualization of Active ProcrastinatiagitiReally Procrastination
or Purposeful Delay?

Research Personnel
Shamarukh Chowdhury (Principal InvestigatoiMastersStudent
Shamarukh.Chowdhury@carleton).é@m Carleton University

Dr. Tim Pychyl (Facultymembey Tim.Pychyl@carleton.caphone: 1 6135202600 ext.
1403 from Carleton University.

Contact in case of concernsShould you have any ethical concerns about this study then
please contaddr. Shelley Brown (Chair, Carleton Unnsity Research Ethics Boa#l
(CUREB-B), 1 6135202600, ext. 1505; Shelley Brown@carleton.ca). For any other
concerns related to this study please corgtgts@carleton.ca

Purpose and Task RequirementsThe general purpose of this study is to investigate
delay in academic tasks (such as exam preparation, writing assignments). You will be
asked to think about academic tasks and answer questions relating to how you delayed
and/or worked on these tasks agimed. You will also be asked to answer some
guestions regarding your thoughts and emotreteted to anylelay your academic tasks.
The guestionnaires for this study should take about 75 minutes to camplete

Potential Risk and Discomfort: We do not antipate any psychological or physical risk
to participants. However, keep in mind that you may skip questions or discontinue the
survey at any time without any penalties.

Compensation:You will receivea 0.75% grade increasetoward your introductory
psychology or secongear statistics (in psychologfipal grade for completing this
guestionnaire.

Anonymity/Confidentiality: The data collected in this experiment eoafidential In
potential publications of this research, onlgeegated data (means and correlations) will
be reportednd not the data from individual participamsmonymousaggregatedata


mailto:Shamarukh.Chowdhury@carleton.ca
mailto:ethics@carleton.ca
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might be shared with trusted colleagues. Anonymous electronic data files will be retained
on secure, passwoftotected computs for 7 years after publication of the data. We
collect data through the software Qualtrics, which uses servers with multiple layers of
security to protect the privacy of the data (e.g., encrypted websites and password
protected storage). The data will kept on the Qualtrics account for 3 years before being
deletedFor your information, the Qualtrics server is located in the U.S. The United
States Patriot Act permits U.S. law enforcement officials, for the purpose of an anti
terrorism investigation, teeek a court order that allows access to the personal records of
any person without that person's knowledge.

Right to Withdraw: Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary. At any point

during the study you have the right to not complete certain questions or to withdraw with

no penalty whatsoever. If you decide to withdraw from the study at any point you will

still recave full compensation for your participation. We ask that if you detciadirop
outfromthestudy#tny ou press fAnext o and read the Det
study.

| have read the above description of the study conceetay in academitasks The

data collected will be used in research publications and/or for teaching purposes. My
endorsement indicates that | agree to participate in the study, and this in no way

constitutes a waiver of my rights

If you agree to the above descriptiongple e ¢ | YIES, BtartoSnrvefi

| f you do not wi sh NaDeplinertd Partcipgteadt e t hen c | i
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Appendix B
Demographic Questionnaire

Instruction The following questions include contact and background information. All
information provided will be kept strictly confidential. The contact information will be
used only for matching datasets and/or communication with you for a fafpostudy if

you agre to participate. The background information will be used only for data analyses
(e.g., correlation) and group comparisons (e.g., gender differences). Your name or other
identifying information will be coded in the final dataset and will not be assomatied

the data you provide on the questionnaires.

1.Are you a Carleton University student?
o Yes,
o No,,

2.Please provide your name and email.
First Name: Last Name:

3.Email:
(If Carleton studet, please provider your Carletemailaddresy,

4. Student Number (Only Carleton students):

5.How did you hear about the study?
SONA system

In class announcement

My friends,

My professors

Email

Procrastination.ca

Donét Delay weblog (Dr. Pychyl s webl og)
Internet (other websites)Please specify:

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0

6.What is your current registration status?
0 B.A. or B.Sc. Studen

0 B.A. or B.Sc. Honours Student

How many years have you completed of pgetondary education?
Less than 1 year

1 year

2 ye
3. .ye
4 ye
5. .ye
6 ye

===
OO DYDY
_~ = = = =

S or mor e
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Less

.Y €
.Y €
.Y €
.Y €
.Y €
y e
ot

—( m— — — — — — —( [0'e)

ZoOoUAWNPR

DO DYDY YYD

r

r
r
r
r
r

S or

9.What is your gender?

o0 Male,_
o Female

o Transgendered

How long have you been a psychology student?

than 1 year

mor e
pplicabl e

10How old are you? 8 6 0 0 years

11What is your current grade point average (GP&)® 6 6 o

12 What language do you speak most often at home? (choose one)

I English I

(Pleasersmetify [

Ot her )

13How would you rate your English reading comprehension?

131

1

2

3

4

Beginner

Intermediate

Advanced

Superior

Native

14.How would you rate your writing skills in English?

1

2

3

5

Very low

Low

Medium

High

Very High
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15Please indicate which options best represent your ethnic background: (Select all that

Ot her
Pr e toanswen o t

apply)

|l White /European

I Aboriginal ( N oMeétistor Irither i can | ndi an,

I Arab (e.g., Saudi, Egyptian, Iraqi, Leba
I Black (e.g., African, African American,
I East Asian (e.g., Chinese, Japanese, Kor
I Latin_American

| South Asian (e.g. |l ndi an, Pakistani, Sri
I Southeast Asian (e.g. Bur mese, Cambodi an
Thali, Vietnamesg)

I West Asian (Afghan, Ar meni an, Il rani an, I
I

I

We do a lot of research in the Procrastination Research Group at Carleton University that
might interest you or your family/friends. Are you interested in receiving information
and/or invitation for future procrastination studies?

o Yes, oNo,

You have answered yes in the questions related to participation in the future studies then
please ensure that you provide your emaljllhis question will be shown only to the
participants who have not provided contact information but indicated thiirast in
participating in future studies or receiving incentives]

Email:
(If Carleton studet, please provide your Carletemailaddres}k
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Appendix C

Multifaceted Measure of AcademicProcrastination (MMAP)

Instruction This questionnaire asks about delay in your academic life. It may be very
frequent, or you may almost never delay anything. We are interested in your thoughts and
emotions when you do delay on academic tasks such asngfddr exams, writing
assignments (e.g., essays, reports, thesis), or assigned readings.

Please note the following before answering:

1 There are no right or wrong answers. We are only interested in how often you delay
academic tasks and how it affectsiyo

1 Some questions may seem similar to each other. Your answers to all questions are
important for our study.

1 In answering the questiondease consider the major academic tasks and what you
have typically done in the recent past (current semester oast semester),
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MAP-PBS

Instructions: Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
Response options:

1=Never

2= Almost never

3=0Occasionally

4=0ften

5=Very often

6=Always

ltems:

1. When academic tasks are assigned, | tell mytsa&dfi will not start them late, but | end
up delaying them without a good reason.

2. I dondt intend or plan to work on acade
3. | keep putting off academic tasks until later without any rational reason.

4. | amnot interested in starting academic tasks ahead of time because | would
rather do more enjoyable things instead.

5. I needlessly delay working on academic tasks despite the fact that | know I will
not be happy about doing so later.

6. | intentionally fillmy time with a lot of fun and exciting activities as opposed to
planning and working on school tasks on time.

7. Despite my intention to start and finish academic tasks on time, | engage in other
unnecessary activities instead.

8. | choose to do academasks at the last minute so | leave more time for fun stuff
instead.

9. When | receive academic tasks, | plan to work on them ahead of time, but |
needlessly delay starting them.

10. I am focused on fun and enjoyable activities and do not bother myself wit
academic tasks until the last minute.
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MAP-PNCS

Instructions: Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
Response options:

1=Never

2= Almost never

3=0Occasionally

4=0ften

5=Very often

6=Always

ltems:

1. Delaying needlessly aatademic tasks has made me a less successful student.

2. My needless delay on academic tasks has caused me to not enjoy my life.

3. |l dondét | i ke my habitual delay of acade
4. There are negative effects on my health when | delay working on acadsks.

5. My needless delay on academic tasks is one of the factors that has negatively affected
my grades.

6. My needless delay on academic tasks does not allow me to fully enjoy social activities.
7. 1 am not happy with my needless delay on acadesiks ta

8. Repeatedly postponing academic tasks until the last minute has had a negative impact
on my health.

9. The quality of my work has suffered from my delay on academic tasks.

10. My needless delay on academic tasks has affected my personal lifgatiaeneay.

11. I really would like to learn how to avoid needless delay on academic tasks.

12. There are negative effects on my wading when | delay working on academic tasks.

13. As a result of delaying academic tasks, my professors are not satittfi¢ae

quality of my work.

14. When | have delayed working on academic tasks, it has led me to not be at my best in
my personal relationships.

15. In general, my needless delay on academic tasks bothers me.
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MAP -NES Instructions:

The following questions are about the feelings that one may experience at different stage
of dealing with academic tasks. It is important that you answer these quéstsaason

what you have actually felt or experiencedt similar situations in recentreesters,

NOT what you believe that you should ideally feel in the future

Response options:
1=Never

2= Almost never
3=0Occasionally

4=0ften

5=Very often

6=Always

ltems:

1. Whenever | am about to start working on academic tasks, | feel anxious.

2. Whenever | am about to start working on academic tasks, | feel hopeless.

3. Whenever | am about to start working on academic tasks, | feel bored.

4. Whenever | am about to start working on academic tasks, | feel guilty.

5. Whenever | am about to start waorffion academic tasks, | feel sluggish or sleepy.

6. Whenever | am about to start working on academic tasks, | feel emotional distress.
7. Whenever | am about to start working on academic tasks, | feel one or more of the

following emotions: relaxed, conteot calm.

8. Whenever | am about to start working on academic tasks, | feel one or more of the
following emotions: attentive, active, joy, excited, hopeful or enthusiastic.

9. While | am needlessly delaying on an academic task despite my initial plah, | fe
anxious.

10. While | am needlessly delaying on an academic task despite my initial plan, | feel
angry.

11. While | am needlessly delaying on an academic task despite my initial plan, | feel
hopeless.

12. While | am needlessly delaying on an acadersic daspite my initial plan, | feel

bored.

13. While | am needlessly delaying on an academic task despite my initial plan, | feel
guilty.

14. While | am needlessly delaying on an academic task despite my initial plan, | feel
sluggish or sleepy.

15. Whilel am needlessly delaying on an academic task despite my initial plan, | feel
emotional distress.

16. While | am needlessly delaying on an academic task despite my initial plan, | feel one
or more of the following emotions: relaxed, content or calm.

17. Whie | am needlessly delaying on an academic task despite my initial plan, | feel one
or more of the following emotions: attentive, active, joy, excited, hopeful or enthusiastic.
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MAP-PDS
Instructions:

In the following questions, we ask about when you started habitually delaying on-school
related tasks and when you started experiencing negative consequences of this delay.
Please think of your past experiences since elementary school, as far as you can
remember, and answer items by choosing one of the time frame options presented in front
of the statement if applicable.

Response Options

1.Elementary Schoql
2.Early High Schoaq]
3.Late High Schoq
4. Starting University
5.More Recently
6.Not Applicable,,

ltems:

1. Starting school tasks near the deadline despite planning to start earlier is something that
| have typically done since..;..
2.Repeatedly postponing school tasks until the last minute has hurt my grades since.....
3.Needlessly putting off school taststhe last minute has bothered me since.....
4.Saying that | will start working on the school task tomorrow is something that | have
.. often done since..,..
5.Now that | think about my past, the quality of my work has often suffered from my
delay, onschool tasks since.,..
6.1 have often felt some negative emotions (e.g., anxious, angry at myself, guilty,
ashamed or irritable) during my habitual delay on school tasks since.....
7Putting off school tasks to tdmesintea,st mi nu-
8.1 have not been good at meeting deadlines for school tasks since.....
9. Habitually delaying on school tasks has often led to emotional distress in my life

11.Frequent delay on school tasks has often negatively influenced my school
performance since....,

12.Wasting a lot of time on trivial matters before starting school tasks is something |
have done since...,.
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MAP -Peripheral Sections:
MAP-TPQ

TP_Q1) Below is a list of important and common tasks in school setting. What major
academic tasks do you typically do in your courses? (Choose ALL that apply)

0 Exam preparation (studying for exams)
o Writing assignment

0 Assigned readings

o Writing Term paper

0 Writing Essay

o Writing Thesis

o Lab report

o lllustration projects or drawing

0 Problem sets

0 Questions on readings or discussions
o Presentatign

o Practical projects (e.g., software or game development; programming)
o Group project

o Other:

TP_Q2) On which task do you delay more? (Only choose ONE TASK even if you delay
many)

0 Exam preparation (studying for exams)
0 Writing assignment

o Assigned readings

0 Writing Term paper

o Writing Essay

0 Writing Thesis

o Lab report

o lllustration projects or drawing

o Problem sets

0 Questions on readings or discussions
o Presentatign

o Practical projects (e.g., software or game development; programming)
o Group project

o Other:
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MAP-TRQ

TR-Q1) When you were answering the questions related to delaying on academic task(s),
which task(s) did you have in mind? (Choose all that apply)

0 Exam preparation (studying for exams)
o Writing assignmept

0 Assigned readings

o Writing Term paper

o0 Writing Essay

0 Writing Thesis

o Lab report

o lllustration projects or drawing

o Problem sets

0 Questions on readings or discussions
o Presentatign

o Practical projects (e.g., software or game development; programming)
o Group project

o Other:

TR-Q2) When you were answering the questions related to delaying on academic task(s),
which task were you thinking about the most? (Only choose ONE TASK)

0 Exam preparation (studying for exams)
o Writing assignment

0 Assigned readings

o Writing Term paper

0 Writing Essay

o Writing Thesis

o Lab report

o lllustration projects or drawing

o Problem sets

0 Questions on readings or discussions
o Presentatign

o Practical projects (e.g., software or game development; programming)
o Group projet

o Other:
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Appendix D
General Procrastination Scale
On a scale of 1 (False of me) to 5 (True of me) please indicate to what extent each of the

items below describes you. No two statements are exactly alike, so please consider each
statement carefully before responding. Answer as honestly as possible.

1 2 3 4 5
False of me Not usually Sometimes | Mostly true for| True of me
true for me true/false for me
me

1.1 often find myself performing tasks that | had intended to do days before.
21 often miss concerts, sportarqunytodbwiegnt s, o0
tickets on, time.
3.When planning a party, | make the necessary arrangements well in agvance.
4.When it is time to get up in the morning, | often get right out of ped.
5.A letter may sit for days after | write it before | mail it.
6.1 geneally return phone calls promptly.
7.Even with jobs that require little else except sitting down and doing them, | find they
seldom get done for days.
8.1 usually make decisions as soon as possible.
9.1 generally delay before starting on work | have tg do
10.When travelling, | usually have to rush in preparing to arrive at the airport or station
at the  appropriate time.
11.When preparing to go out, | am seldom caught having to do something at the last
minute,,
12.In preparing for some deadlines, | often veasine by doing other things.
13.1f a bill for a small amount comes, | pay it right away.
141 uswually return an fAR.S.V.P.0O request sh
15.1 often have a task finished sooner than necessary.
16.1 always seem to end up shopping for e gifts at the last minute.
17.1 usually buy even an essential item at the last mipute.
18.1 usually accomplish all things | plan to do in a day.
191 am continually saying daléll do it tomor
20.1 usually take care of all the tasks | have to do befsedtle down and relax for the
evening,
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Appendix E

Delay Questionnaire (DQ)

Delay is an inevitable part of life. In this questionnaire, we ask you about delay in your
life. There are different forms of delay, and people may delay for various reasons. For
example, sometimes we see delay as necessary or even wise; at other times, we might
engage in needless delay. The Delay Questionnaire has two parts:

Part 1: Below are descriptions of 5 different forms of delay that students often report.
Please read eaclescription and then choose the one that you think best describes you or
is closest to the way you generally act in school.

Lorenzo keeps putting off working on his schoolwork until later and late
unt il itdéds too | ate toeproduicms ¢
this again, but it seems like whenever he has schoolwork he should be
he does all sorts of other things instead, like watching TV, text messag
surfing the Internet, etc. Lorenzo is generally not happy about his study
habits and would like to find a way to change it.

Even though Lisa makes plans and works hard, she gets to the end of
with lots of things (e.g., school work) left to do. In addition to school, sh
has two parttime jobs and is doing volunteer wiorkmprove her resume.

She also has to help care for her older brother, who has special needs,
feels bad about putting off school work, but it seems like important derm
t hat she candét control al ways cc¢

Dimitri has been postponing doing his assigned readings and lab repor,
a while now. It seems like something more fun always comes up. He ki
his grades are not as good as t#H
t hat s what heghthnewal |y cares abol

Professor Johnson assigns a term paper that is due in two weeks. Pete
at his schedule, which is already quite full with ongoing commitments a
deadlines, to find an optimal time to write the first draft and a revision. |
of thetime, Peter can schedule time to work on his assignments ahead
deadline, but someti mes he has t
deadline to make the best use of his time and/or to be able to fulfill his

commi t ment s. Evlégensylanmaed angl getsmon® acdorelin
to his schedule.

Sabrina intentionally postpones working on her school assignments. Sk
finds it kind of exciting to come face to face with a deadline. Some of h¢
friends get all stressed out when they haveotavdrk at the last minute, bu
Sabrina is satisfied with her wg
postponing her assignments.
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Part2.Ei ght een studentsodo stories that describ
this section of the Dela@uestionnaire. Please rate each story/description according to

the extent to which you think it describes you or is close to the way you generally act in

school. There are no right or wrong answers. Some of the descriptions might seem similar,

but please mswer all of them.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not like | Alittle bit | Somewhat Moderately| Very like Very Almost
me at all like me like me like me me much like | 100% like
me me

1 Lorenzo keeps putting off working on his schoolwork until later and lateriuntild s t o o
|l ate to produce his best work. He often t
seems like whenever he has schoolwork he should be doing, he does all sorts of other
things instead, like watching TV, text messaging, surfing the Internet,a@tmzo is
generally not happy about his study habits and would like to find a way to change it.

2 Even though Lisa makes plans and works hard, she gets to the end of the day with lots
of things (e.g., school work) left to do. In addition to school,hs®etwo partime
jobs and is doing volunteer work to improve her resume. She also has to help care for
her older brother, who has special needs. She feels bad about putting off school work,
but it seems | ike i mport antcombepiagetdns t hat
the way of her plans.

3 Colin says that he doesn't care about school work as much as the more enjoyable
aspects of campus | ife. He often doesnot
tasks on time. Colin enjoys havingtimeteaed and doesndét see the
himself to get an early start on studying and assignments.

4 Kevin was generally able to focus on his school tasks and complete his work in a
timely fashion. However, at this point of his life, Kevin is feeling aad depressed
and feels he may need help to overcome his depression and other negative emotions.
Due to his emotions he is having trouble staying focused on the tasks at hand for
school, and finds it hard to get motivation to work on assignments. He khatvs
putting off his school work will hurt his grades, but he has difficulty to bring himself
to get any work done.

5 Professor Johnson assigns a term paper that is due in two weeks. Peter looks at his
schedule, which is already quite full with ongoingreoitments and deadlines, to
find an optimal time to write the first draft and a revision. Most of the time, Peter can
schedule time to work on his assignments ahead of deadline, but sometimes he has to
choose a time thato6s dathetbastuselofdis #mera/ort he d
to be able to fulfildl his other commit men
gets done according to his schedule.
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6 Sabrina intentionally postpones working on her school assignments. She finds it kind
of exciting to come face to face with a deadline. Some of her friends get all stressed
out when they have to do work at the last minute, but Sabrina is satisfied with her
work and doesndt feel any negatjve effect

7 Andrea is aboutp start studying for her exam, but she tells herself she will start after
she checks her email. But after she checks her email, she finds herself checking the
news, then Facebook, then taking a break for lunch, and before she knows it, the day
isoverad s he hasndét studied at all. Another
found herself cleaning the house, calling her friends, and organizing her desk. She
keeps postponing her school work until the last minute. She feels stressed about
having to rushad believes her work is not as good as it could be if she could get
started earlier or put more time intq_it.

8Martha is the type of st ud-stoptwithmitimetos a b u:
waste. Her schedule is crazy busy with no room for angtéxtra, but she still tries
to find time if someone important to her asks for something. In terms of school work,
she sometimes changes her initial plans again and again to meet other important
commitments, and therefore postpones some of her schoolwtirkear the
deadline. She is generally not satisfied with the way she does her school tasks and her
busy lifestyle,,

9 Dimitri has been postponing doing his assigned readings and lab reports for awhile
now. It seems like something more fun always coapedie knows his grades are not
as good as they could be, but heds having
about right now,

10 James has a midterm exam and an assignment due in 2 weeks. He knows that he
needs to do the work to pass the courgéhbihas a difficult time to focusing on his
work due to his mental health condition. He has suffered from this condition for some
time. This has affected his performance in school and often led him to delay his work.
James generally does not postpondds&s when the symptoms of his mental illness
are under contra].

11 Professor Johnson assigns a writing assignment that is due in two weeks. Joe looks at
his calendar and realizes that the bestdiroe maybe the only tinde for him to work
onthe assignments t he two days before itbds due.
the paper until the last minute for unnecessary reasons or activities; but because he
has to travel for his sport team on the weekend and he has two other assignments due
before this pagr. He knows that the optimal time for him to focus on that assignment
is 2 days before itdés due, and he knows t
This is how Joe organizes his time and activities. He has a reasonable number of
commitments and t&s and generally makes good use of his time. He schedules some
tasks well ahead of the deadline and others close to the deadline. He is usually able to
stick to his schedulg.
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12 Devon gets a kick out of working under pressure, so he intentionally pwtsitirify
papers and studying for exams. Last semester, he wrote two essays and a lab report in
three days on very little sleep, then had less than a w eek to catch up on his readings
and study for his exams. He ddoerglitdt t hink
exciting to rush at the last minuge.

13 Although Alex usually intends to get his school work done ahead of time, he ends up
wasting time on things he knows are less important. He ends up having to rush to
finish his school work at the last minutehich causes him to be stressed out. He
thinks he would do better in school if he could break this habit.

14 Adam tends to have lots of demands on his time from work, school, family and
friends. For example, Adam has a lot going on this semester; lknig &afull course
load, has a patime job, is involved in extracurricular activities and also has to put
some time aside for his family and friends. Adam wants to work on his school tasks
ahead of the deadline, but he often has to put them off td GiHiér commitments.
Adam sometimes feels emotional distress when has to postpone academic tasks and is
generally not happy about his delay.

15 Others (e.qg., Professors or parents) say that Tina should put more time and effort into
her school work. But theuth is, she prefers to hang out with her friends and
download music. Generally she likes to do things that are fun and interesting, and
school work doesndét qualify. As a result,
deadline and does not get veryodarades. Tina does not see her behaviour or grades
as a problem.

16 Marta usually plans to work on her school tasks ahead of time and is able to
accomplish most of her tasks on time, according to her plan. However, recently she
suffered a loss of someowery close and has a hard time concentrating on anything.
She is grieving and therefore cannot focus on her school work. She knows that the
delay will likely have a negative effect on her academic performance, considering she
will need to catch up on atlof stuff.

17 Claire always makes plans and is good at prioritizing various tasks. Even though she
is very busy and has a full schedule of activities, she always manages to get things
done. This semester, she has 4 midterms and a lab report due alhieeknas well
as her usual patime job and other commitments. She chose some tasks to begin
working on early while leaving the rest to start right before the deadline. This
sometimes causes her some stress but she generally manages to follow heglamitial
and complete all of her assignments on time.

18 Anna does most of her assignments right before the deadline, sometimes staying up
all night to get something handed in on time. This is a pretty intense experience, but
she doesndét mi nsdurewrofack Annagelt she actially aphieeed
better results when she did her assignments and papers right before they were due.
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Appendix F

Active Procrastination Scale (APS)

Please read the following statements carefully. Now, on a scale of 7 hod nataithem.
Here 1 (not at all true) to 7 (very true).

Factors Items
Outcome 1) My performance tends to suffer when | have to race against deadli
satisfaction (R)..
2)1 dondét do wel l if I _have to 1
3) If I put things offuntiithd ast moment , l 6m no
outcomes (R).
4) | achieve better results if | complete a task at a slower pace, well &
of a deadline (R).
Preferencefor (1) | t 6s really a pain for me to
pressure 2) 1 6m uprseltuatnant to act when 16
(R),.
3)I feel tense and cannot concenrn
on me (R).
)1 6m frustrated when | have to
Intentional 1) To use my time more effianly, | deliberately postpone some tasks.
decision 2) | intentionally put off work to maximize my motivatign.
3) In order to make better use of my time, | intentionally put off some
tasks.
4) | finish most of my assignments right before deadlines because | ¢
to do ®.
Ability to meet | 1) | often start things at the last minute and find it difficult to complete
deadlines them on time (R).
2) | often fail to accomplish goals that | set for myself (R).
3,1 06m often running | ate when g
4) | have difficulty finishing activities once | start them (R).

Note. (R)=reverseoded items.
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Appendix G
Short SelfRegulation Questionnaire (SSRQ)

Instructions:

Please answer the following questions by choosing the response that best describes how
you are. If you STRONGLY DISAGREE with a statement, select 1. If you DISAGREE
select 2. If you are UNCERTAIN or UNSURE select 3. If you AGREE select 4, and if

you STRONGY AGREE select 5. There are no right or wrong answers. Work quickly

and don't think too long about your answers.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Unsure Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree

1. I usually keep track of my progress toward my goals

2. | have troublenaking up my minds about things

3. | get easily distracted from my plans

4 I dondt notice the effect of my actions
5. | 6m able to accomplish goals | set for
6. | put off making decisions

7 I'tds hard f orenowngh (atcahol food sSweeess) when | 6ve

8. If | wanted to change, | am confident that | could do it

9. When it comes to deciding about a change, | feel overwhelmed by the choices

10. I have following through with things o
111 donét seem to |l earn from my mistakes

12. | can stick to a plan that is working very well

13. I usually only have to make a mistake one time in order to learn from it

14. | have personal standards, and try to live up to them

15. As soon as | see problemchallenge, | start looking for possible solutions

16. | have a hard time setting goals for myself

17. I have a lot of willpower

18. When | am trying to change something, | pay attention to how | am doing

19. | have trouble making plans to help me regahls

20. | am able to resist temptation

21. | set goals for myself and keep track of my progress

2 2. Most of the time | dondét pay attention
2 3. |l tend to keep doing the same thing, e
24. | can usually find severdifferent possibilities when | want to change something

25. Once | have a goal, | can usually plan to reach it

26 . I f | make a resolution to change somet
27. Often | dono6ét not i calsitmmupdttentodé m doing un
28. | usually think before | act

29. | learn from my mistakes

30. I know how | want to be

31. | give up quickly
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Generalsele f f i cacy

New General SeHefficacy (NGSE)

Appendix H

rel at es

t o

147

successfully in a wide variety of achievement situations, or to how confident one is that

she

or

he

can

perform

effectively

acr oss

Below are eight statements with which you may agree or disagree. Usingbthe. 1
scale below, indicate your agreement with each item by placing the appropriate number

on the line preceding that item. Please be open and honest in your responding.

1) 1will be able to achieve most of the goals that | have set for myself.

1

2

3

4

5

Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

2) When facing difficult tasks, | am certain that | will accomplish them.

1

2

3

4

5

Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

3) In general, | think that | can obtain outcomes that are important to me.

1

2

3

4

5

StronglyDisagree

Strongly Agree

4) | believe | can succeed at almost any endeavor to which | set my mind.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
5) I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

6) | am confident that | can perform effectively on many different tasks.

1

2

3

4

5

Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

AonePpeaformst i mat e

d
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7) Compared to other people, | can do most tasks very well.

1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

8) Even when things are tough, | can perform quite well.

1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
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Appendix |
Big-Five Personality Inventory (BFI)

Questions:

For each of the 44 characteristics listed below, rate how descriptive each characteristic is
of you using the scale from 1 (disagree strongly) to 5 (agree strongly). | see myself as
someone who...

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree a little| Neitheragree | Agree a little | Strongly agree
disagree nor disagree

1) Is talkative,

2) Tends to find fault with others

3) Does a thorough jgb

4) Is depressed, blye

5) Is original, comes up with new ideas
6) Is reserved

7) Is helpful and unselfish to others

8) Can be somewhaareless

9) Is relaxed, handles stress well

10)Is curious about many different things
11)Is full of energy.

12)Starts quarrels with others

13)Is a reliable worker

14)Can be tense

15)Is ingenious, a deep thinker
16)Generates a lot of enthusiasm
17)Has a forgiving natre,

18)Tends to be disorganized
19)Worries a log

20)Has an active imaginatign
21)Tends to be quiet

22)lIs generally trusting

23)Tends to be lazy

24)1s emotionally stable, not easily upset
25)Is inventive

26)Has an assertive personality
27)Can be cold and aloof
28)Persevereantil the task is finished
29)Can be moody

30)Values artistic, aesthetic experiences
31)Is sometimes shy and inhibited
32)Is considerate and kind to almost all
33)Does things efficiently
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34)Remains calm in tense situations
35)Prefers work that is routine

36)ls outgoing sociablg

37)Is sometimes rude to others
38)Makes plans and follows throygh
39)Gets nervoys

40)Likes to reflect, play with ideas
41)Has few artistic interests
42)Likes to ceoperate with others
43)Is easily distracted

44)1s sophisticated in art, music, literature
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Appendix J
Action Control Scale (ACS24)

Choose the one of the possible answers (A or B) that is most like you and give an answer
for every question on the supplied answer sheet. Please don't make any marks on this
guestionnaire.
1. When lhave lost something valuable and can’t find it anywhere:

() A) I have a hard time concentrating on anything else.

() B) Idon't dwell on it.

2. When | know | must finish something soon:
() A) I have to push myself to get started.
() B) Ifind it easy to get it done and over with.
3. When I've worked for weeks on one project and then everything goes completely
wrong:
() A) It takes me a long time to get over it.
() B) It bothers me for a while, but then | don’t think abbanymore.

4.  When | don’t have anything in particular to do and | am getting bored:
() A) I have trouble getting up enough energy to do anything at all.
() B) I quickly find something to do.

5. When I'm in a competition and lose every time
() A)Ican soon put losing out of my mind.
() B) The thought that I lost keeps running through my mind.

6. When | am getting ready to tackle a difficult problem:
() A) It feels like | am facing a big mountain that | don’t think | can climb.
() B)Ilook for a way that the problem can be approached in a suitable manner.
7. If I had just bought a new piece of equipment (for example, a laptop) and it
accidentallyfell on the floor and was damaged beyond repair:
() A) I'would get over it quickly.
() B) It would take me a while to get over it.
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8.

10.

When | have to solve a difficult problem:

() A)lusually get on it right away.

() B) Other things go through my mind before | can get down to working on the
problem.

When | have to talk to someone about something important and, repeatedly, can’t

find her/him at home:

() A)lcan’t stop thinking about it, even while I'm dogsmgnething else.

() B) I easily forget about it until | can see the person again.

When | have to make up my mind about what | am going to do when | get some

unexpected free time:

() A) It takes me a while to decide what | should do.

() B) I can usually decide on something to do without having to think it over

very much.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

When I've bought a lot of stuff at a store and realize when | get home that | paid
too much- but | can’t get my money back:

() A) I can’t concentrate on anytig else.
() B) I easily forget about it.

When | have work to do at home:
() A) ltis often hard for me to get started.
() B) lusually get started right away.

When | am told that my work has been completely unsatisfactory:
() A)ldon'tlet it bother me for too long.
() B) I feel paralyzed.

When | have a lot of important things to do:
() A) Il often don’t know where to begin.
() B)Ifind it easy to make a plan and stick with it.

When I'm stuck in traf€ and miss an important appointment:
() A) Atfirst, it’s difficult for me to start doing anything else at all.
() B) I quickly forget about it and focus on something else.

When there are two things that | really want to do, but | canbotio of them:
() I'quickly begin one thing and forget about the other.
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

(

15¢

) It’s not easy for me to put the thing that | couldn’t do out of my mind.

When something is very important to me, but | can’t seem to get it right:

(
(

) A) | gradually lose heart.
) B) I just forget about it and go do something else.

When | have to carry out an important but unpleasant task:

(
(

) A) | do it and get it over with.
) B) It can take a while before | can bring myself to do it.

When something really gets me down:

(
(

) A) | have trouble doing anything at all.
) B) I find it easy to distract myself by doing other things.

When | am facing a big project that has to be done:

(
(

) A) | often spend too long thinking about where | should begin.

) B) I don’t have any problems getting started.

When several things go wrong on the same day:

(
(

) A) | dondét know how
) B) I just keep on going as thougbthing had happened.

When | have a boring assignment:

(
(

) A) | usually don’t have any problem getting through it.
) B) | sometimes just can’t get moving on it.

t

(0]

deal

When | have put all my effort into doing a really good job on somethiddhan
whole thing doesn’t work out:

(
(

) A) | don’t have too much difficulty starting something else.
) B) | have trouble doing anything else at all.

When | have an obligation to do something that is boring and uninteresting:

(
(

) A) | doit and get it over with.
) B) It usually takes a while before | get around to doing it.

wi t h
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Appendix K
Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale (CES)

Below is a list of the ways you might have felt or behaved. Mark how often youdiave
this way during the past week.

During the past week

Rarely | Some or| Occasionally] Most or

ornone | alittle |ora all of

of the of the moderate the time
time time (- | amountof | (57
(less 2 days) | time (34 days)
than one days)

day)

=

| was bothered by things that
usually donodt

2. 1did not feel like eating; my
appetite was poor.

3. | felt that | could not shake off
the blues, even with help from
my family or friends.

4. | felt | was just as good as othel
people.

5. I had trouble keeping my mind
on what | was doing.

o

| felt depressed.

7. | felt that everything | did was at
effort.

. | felt hopeful about the future.

8
9. |thought my lifehad been a
failure.

10.1 felt fearful.

11.My sleep was restless.

12.1 was happy.

13.1 talked less than usual.

14.1 felt lonely.

15. People were unfriendly.

16.1 enjoyed life.

17.1 had crying spells.

18.1 felt sad.

19.1 felt that peoplaisliked me.

20l coul d not ge
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Appendix L
Perceived Stress Scale (PSS)
Instructions: The questions in this scale ask you about your feelings and thoughts during
the last month. In each case, you will be asked to indicate by circling how often you felt

or thought a certain way.

0 = Never 1= Almost Never 2 =Sometimes= Fairly Often 4 = Very Often

1.In the last month, how often have you been ypsetause of 0/1|2(3|4
something that happened unexpectedly?

2.In the last month, how often have you felt that you were unable ([0 |12 3|4
control the important things in yourd?

3. I n the | ast mont h, how oft|0|1]|2|3|4

4. In the last month, how often have you felt confident aboutyour| 0| 1|2 |3 |4
ability, to handle your personal problems?

5. In the last month, how often hayeu felt that thingsweregoing |0|1|2 |3 |4
your way?

6. In the last month, how often have you found that you couldnot| 0|12 |3 |4
cope with all the things that you had to do?

7. In the last month, how often have you been able 0|1(2|3|4
to control irritations in your life?

8. In the last month, how often have you felt that you wereontop| 0|12 |3 |4
things?.,

9. In the last month, how often have you been angdredause of 0|1|/2|34
things that were outside of your control?

10. In the last month, how often have you felt difficulti@gere piling (01|23 |4
up so high that you could not overcome them?

Please rate the degree of stress that you have experienced in the past two weeks
1=alittle............ 10=extremely

Please rate the degree of stress that you have experienced in the past 6 months:
1=alittle............ 10=extremely
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Appendix M
The Proactive Coping Inventory (PCI)
Instructions: The following statements deal with reactions you may have to various
situations. Indicate how true each of these statements is depending on how you feel about

the situation. Do this by checking the most appropriate box.

Respondents are presented with four alternatives : "not at all true", "barely true”,

"somewhat true”, '‘@mpletely true."”

In scoring responses, 1 is assigned to "not at all true, 2 to "barely true”, 3 to "somewhat
true" and 4 to "completely true".

The Proactive Coping Scale

1) | am a "take charge" person.

2) | try to let things work out on their owr)(

3) After attaining a goal, | look for another, more challenging one.
4) | like challenges and beating the odds.

5) | visualise my dreams and try to achieve them.

6) Despite numerous setbacks, | usually succeed in getting what | want.

7) | try to pinpoint what | need to soeed.
8) | always try to find a way to work around obstacles; nothing really stops me.
9) | often see myself failing so | don't get my hopes up too high. (

10) When | apply for a position, | imagine myself filling it.

11) |turn obstacles into positivexperiences.

12) If someone tells me | can't do something, you can be sure | will do it.
13) When | experience a problem, | take the initiative in resolving it.

14)  When | have a problem, | usually see myself in awrosituation. §)

(-) means reverse coded item
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Emotional Support Seeking Scale

1) If | am depressed | know who | can call to help me feel better.

2) Others help me feel cared for.

3) | know who can be counted on when the chips are down.

4) When I'm depressed | get out and talk to others.

5) | confide my feelingsn others to build up and maintain close relationships.

Avoidance Coping Scale

1) When | have a problem | like to sleep on it.

2) If I find a problem too difficult sometimes | put it aside until I'm ready to deal with it.
3) When | have a problem | usually lesitnmer on the back burner for a while.
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Appendix N
Debriefing Form

Study Title: Reconceptualization of Active Procrastination: Is it Really Procrastination
or Purposeful Delay?

Thank you for completing #se questionnaires on delay in academic tasks

What are we trying to learn in this research?

Academic procrastination is a prevalent prohlamich underminesur learning
performance and achievememslarge number of studies on procrastination have clearly
showedhat procrastination leads to negatconsequences such low grades, poor
performance, poor mental and physical viing.

Contrary to theséndings, someesearchers argued that there is a type of procrastination
calledactive procrastinationvhere individualgieliberatelypostpone thie tasksuntil the

last minute These researchers argue that peopleaaBee procrastinatioto motivate
themselvesto work on their taskslhese researchers also claimed tlocéitva
procrastinatorsan meet the deadlines for all the&skseven thouglthey work on them

last minuteand experience positive outcomes such as better performance, better mental
health and so on.

We contend that active procrastination has bemstabelbdas a type of procrastination
This is because the description of acfivecrastination is very similar to purposeful
delay.Purposeful delays an adaptive behaviour where individustisategically prioritize
their tasks to ensure that they can complete all their tasksiigiven deadlines. As a
result these individualexperience positive outcomasd perform well

The purpose of the present study is to clarify this misconception that active
procrastinations a type of procrastinatio Instead itvould be meaningful to understand
it as a form of delay, not procrasiion at all, because procrastination is a form of self
regulation failure, not a strategic decision to delhe various questionnaires you
completed examined variables such asefitrol, selfefficacy,time management,
personality, performance amgll-beingwhich will be used to assess this prediction.

Why is this important to scientists or to the general public?

For decades, procrastination research showed that procrastination is a problematic
behaviour and only leads to harmful consequenidas.study will helpclarify the

mistaken beliethatprocrastinatiortan take positive forms with positive aspetise
findings of this studwvill benefit both studens and general populatiobecause it will
prevent them from using procrastination aseaciseto needlessly delay on important
tasks and protect thefrom the drawbackef procrastination such as profound health and
psychological problems.
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What are the hypotheses?
We expect that the active procrastination measure scores will correlat@evith
purposeful delay measure and not with other variables typically related to procrastination.

Contact Information

For additional questions or comments, please contact the principal Investifatus
project:

Shamarukh Chowdhury (Masters Studshamarukhchowdhu@cmail.carlebn.ca) or
Dr. Tim Pychyl(Faculty memberTim.Pychyl@carleton.ga

In case of ethical concerns about this study, please cdntaShelley Brown Chair,
Carleton University Research Ethics Boc&{CUREB-B), 1 613520-2600,ext. 1505;
Shelley_Brown@carleton.ca). For other concerns regarding this study please contact
ethics@carleton.ca

Where can | learn more?

For geneal information as well as current research on procrastingtiease vidithe

website of the Procrastination Research Grewxyaw.procrastination.ca. This is a

research website which includes free access to blog and podcast about procrastination.
There is even a blog post related specifically to the notion of guthegastination
https://www.psychologytoday.com/blog/dealay/200907/activ@rocrastnation
thoughtsoxymorons

Is there anything | can do f | found this experiment emotionally upsetting?

If you feel anxious or distressed after participating in this study, please feel free to
contact the Carleton University Health and Counselling Services a6&818674, or the
Ottawa Distress Centre at$2383311.

Thank you for your participation!

This study has received clearance by@agleton University Research Ethics Board B
(161 035).

To ensure maximum confidentiality, please

bottom of this page.
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