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Abstract

Emotionregulation perspectives on procrastination highligipthe primacy othort-
term moodregulationfocusmainly on negative affectPositiveaffect however hasreceived
much less attentigrand has not been considered wéhpect to social temptatiarigo address
this issuewe examinedowtrait procrastination was linked to positive and negative affect in the
conext of social temptations across two prospective studies. Action Control TRexsgnality
Systemdnteractions hieory, and a mood-regulation theory of procrastinatemed aguiding
conceptuaframeworks In Study 1 moderated mediation analyses revedltedlow positive
affect explainedhe link between trait procrastination ainde spent procrastinatiran academic
tasks over a 48-hour period in a student samile (L42), and this effect wasoderated by the
presence of social temptatiofarallel result$or goal enjoymenassessed at Timevzre found
in Study 2 with a&ommunity sampleN = 94) attempting to makatendechealthbehaviour
changes over a smonth periodOur findings indicate thairocrastinators are at risk for
disengaging from intended tasks when social temptations are present anve pasitelated

affect is low.

Keywords: Procrastination; social temptations; posit#fect; negative affectnotivation;

action control



Introduction

Procrastination is problematic and ubiquitéorsn of selfregulation failure thahas
importantnegativeconsequences across multiple life domains including acadefRaos|,
Parker, & Ware, 199Hen & Goroshit, 2014), work life (Ferrari, 1992an Eerde, 2000), and
health(Sirois, 2004, 2007). Whether conceived of as a situationally bound lapse in valiien
a chronic and traiike tendency, procrastinatios generally defined by researchers as the
voluntary delay of important, necessary, and interasdtidndespite knowing there will be
negative consequences tbis delay(Ferrari & Tice, 2000Sirois & Pychyl, 2013).
Behavioually, procrastination often takes the form of disengaging from intended tasks which
may haveimmediate costs (e.g., are difficult, boring or averspet)distant gaingp engagen
activities that are more immediately rewarding.

Recent theoretical models highlight the rofeemotions in procrastination. According to
mood regulation models of procrastination (Pychyl & Sirois, 2@l®is & Pychyl, 2013Tice
& Bratslavsky,2000) the temporal “tradeff” that occurs whepeopleunnecessarilgelay
intendedasksreflects the prioritization of short-term mood regulation over lemg goal
achievementlin short, choosing to engagepleasurablactivitiesrather than the intended task
helps to regulate negative, or less positigskrelatedmood (Sirois & Pychyl, 2013@r as
some researchers have suggested, “we give in to feel biod”& Bratslavsky, 2000).
Consistent with this view, researchers have noted that people tend to procrastiasks on t
perceived to be aversiyBlunt & Pychyl, 2000Pychyl, Lee, Thibodeau, & Blunt, 20Q@nd
that procrastination is associated with avoidant coping (Sirois & Kitner, 2015).

Thistheory and researdtighlight that procrastinationyhether it be momentary or
habitual, is underpinned by a focus on regulating immediate moach késearch has

documented thinks betweerprocrastinatiorandtaskrelated negative affe¢Eerrari, 1991



Sirois, 2016 Solomon & Rothblum, 1984), and task frustratiemparticular(Blunt & Pychyl,
2000, 2005McCown, Blake, & Keiser, 2012). Turning to positive emotions provides a novel
view point for understanding when and why people procrastifdte.limited research on
procrastination and positive emotions suggests that procrastination is linked toelosi®of
positive affect(Balkis & Duru, 2015Sirois, 2014b)Accordingly,when opportunity arises to
experience positive emotions, people prone to procrastination may opt for that sipegssesi
to thenegative emotions associatedh the intended task. Such processay be particularly
likely to occur the more people have the opportunity to engage in tempting actiMiiesiay
provide insight into how trait procrastination materializes in actual pratassty behaviour, as
a function of positive affect, particularly when temptation is present.

A key advance in understanding procrastination may be then to distinguish tbk role
negative and positive affect leading frequent procrastinators to procrastipabaviour. In the
presentesearch waimed toaddress this issu®y investigatinghow trait and behavioalr
procrastination are associated with positive and negative¢tstiked moodn the context of
positivetemptationsWe also examined whether the presence of social temptations, which are
opportunities to experience positive affect, would exacerbate the effect ¥gafiect in
motivating procrastinatory behaviour. In addition to Sirois and Pychyl’'s (28&8§)oralmood
regulation model of procrastination, our research was informed by Kuhl’'s (1984 Auxtintrol
Theory and Personality Systems Interactions theory (PSI; Kuhl, 2000), which sihggest
positive and negative affebave distinct but complementary roles in determining whether an
individual is successful in shielding intended actions from competing action terglsacieas
temptations.

A Mood-Regulation Perspective on Procrastination



From the perspective aimood+epair concefualizationof procrastinationirois &
Pychyl, 2013)regulation of immediate mood is prioritized ovakinginstrumental action
towardsachievingdistal goals. Present self benefitsom the immediate mood repair by “giving
in to feel good” (Pychyl & Sirois, 201dice & Bratslavsky, 2000)whereas the future self
bears the burden okedless task deldgcausehe intended goal is not reached. Negative mood
is a common focus of this temporal trade-off; the source of this negative mood may, however,
vary.For example, negative affective states can drsge the anticipation of having to complete
an aversive tas{G. L. Flett, Stainton, Hewitt, Sherry, & Lay, 2Q1%0lomon & Rothblum,
1984), ormore generally from theaegative selevaluations and cognitions thae pervasive
with procrastination (A. L. Flett, Haghbin, & Pychyl, 2QMcCown et al., 2012Sirois, 2014c),
and which may become heightened in the context of having to corapletelesirable task.

In terms of positive mood, Sirois and Pychyl (20a8)uethat loss of positive mood
regarding the task nggoromote procrastination.@gentevidence fom a metaanalysissupports
this notion, with findings that suggdetv levels of state positive affect may narrow the temporal
perspective of procrastinators and make it difficult for them take into acdmuhittire
implications of their currerttehaviourchoices especially in the context of high levels of
negative affec{Sirois, 2014b)This finding is consistent witltheassertiorthatwhen we
procrastinatethe present self does not anticipate¢h®tionalconsequences to future self
(Sirois & Pychyl, 2013Tappolet, 2010). Aect-driven short-sightedness, combined with a
mindset that encourages becoming “absorbed in the momvéhtpleasurable distractioss a
means to escape from negative m@®ulois, 2014g)may therefordeighten procrastinators’
sensitivity and responsivendssgoatderailing situational temptationghis in turnpermit them

to make a hedonic shift from the negative affect associated with a task to thee@daiy they



expect to experience by giving in to such temptations (Pychyl & Sirois, 2016).
Action Control, Mood-Regulationand Procrastination

According to Kuhl's (1984) Action Control Theorsticcessfutranslationof an intention
into action depends on the contrstrategies used twolster the intention andhibit competing
action tendencie®dmong the different control processes involved in action contwolaffect
relatedaction control strategiereparticularlyrelevant for understanding the role of affect in
procrastination.The strategy ofmotivation contropromoting enjoyment of intended actions)
canbolster resistance to situational temptatibpsncreasing selinotivation for the intended
task viaincreased positive affedh contrasemotion contro(disengaging from negative
affective states that may interfere with acting on intentimsysited to improveesistance to
competing action tendencies bgntrollingthe negative states that can monopadizergy and
focus, andherebyreduce the allure ohood+epairingtemptations FromanAction Control
Theory perspective (Kuhl, 1984), poor motivation and emotion control can increase
susceptibility to distractions from competing action tendencies andhitaaten the successful
completion of intended action.

Theoretical and empiricalccounts support the notion that procrastinas@ssociated
with poor motivation and emotion control. According to Kuhl (19&%dividuals who aretate
oriented tend to become pre-occupied with past, present or future atategcordingljrave
difficulty controlling the negative emotions associated with a difficult.td3ks orientation
makes thenmore susceptible to giving in tess aversive or more enjoyalgi@mpeting action
tendenciesespeciallywhen motivation control is low (Kuhl, 2000). Not surprisingitgte
orientation is associated with trait procrastination and perceptions of taskramess (Blunt &

Pychyl, 1998, 2005). Indeeéxperimental evidence indicates thtdteoriented individuals tend



to delay or fail to initiate acting on intentions when levels of posiifect are low(Kazén,
Kaschel, & Kuhl, 2008)a finding that is consistent with PSI the@kuhl, 2000 and the
proposition that low positive affect is the main reason why sta¢sted individuals fail to enact
their intentionsThere is also evidendbat procrastinators become “absorbed in the moment”
with more pleasurable tasks a means to cognitively escape negative st8iess, 2014a).
Taken togethethis theory and researshipports our propositicimat procrastinatioomay be
linked to poor motivation and emotion control in the completion of intetesdd and
accordinglyincrease susceptibility to distractions from competing action tendencies

Extending Action Control Theory, Kuhl’'s (2000) PSI theory further proposes that biased
activation of affect can influence key cognitive processes, sucheasiam memories, and the
subsequent follow-through and implementation of intentions. From this perspective, positive
affect facilitates intentions and especially the maintenance of intentioregéhaitficult because
they cannot be carried out immediately, as well as their enactment. When fepadgioe affect
are low, it will therefore be difficult to followhrough with intentions that are difficuown-
regulation of negative affect is also critical for enacting intentions, as negdfect inteferes
with access to extension memory networks. These networks are proposed to help people make
connections between their goals and semantic networks that provide access to the
meaningfulness, options for action, and personal values associated with@afgoditate
flexible enactment under difficult circumstand&sihl, 2000). Thus, when negative affect is
high, people may find it difficult to find meaning in their goal, and have difficuttgifig
different ways to cope with goal obstacles.

There areseveral points of convergence betwaar\ction Control and PSI theomrew

(Kuhl, 1984; 2000pnda mood-regulatioperspectivgSirois & Pychyl, 2013pf



procrastinationEachhighlightsa role forpositive and negative affective stabes
procrastindon, and support the notigdghatmisregulation of mood, whether by failing to
upregulate positive affect or dowagulate negative affect, can increassceptibility to goal
derailing temptationddowever, a mood regulation model of procrastination also sugbests
temporal perspective is needed to more fully underdtaidtra-personal processemderlying
the prioritization of immediate mood over the consequences for the fututeagelharacterize
procrastination (Sirois & Pychyl, 2013 effect,the disengagement from intended tasks which
serves as a means to correct or improve immediate progdles only temporary relief that can
contribute to a continued cycle of making poor intertemporal choices with réspecipting
activities.Moreover,thehigh levels of negative and low levels of positive afeesgociated with
procrastination may contribute a presenbtrientated biagSirois, 2014b). Thus, botheneral
and task specific affective states may mpk@rastinators more susceptible to choosing positive
activities over intended tasks.
Procrastination and Positive Social Temptations

From the perspective of a mood-regulation theory of procrastin&iomg & Pychyl,
2013),competing action tendencjes temptationsservea moodregulating function that
providesimmediaterelief from negative states associated with a challenging or aversive task. A
necessary quality of these temptations, therefore, is that they offer atunjtydo alter mood
eithe by providing escape or relief from current negative mood or by possibly providing a
chance to experience a more positive mood than what is associated with the inténdedhas
former situation, such temptations are consistent iggbkarch suggesting thzople “give in to
feel good as a means to regulate negative mobidd & Bratslavsky, 2000Tice, Bratslavsky,

& Baumeister, 2001 )whereaghe latter instanceeflects the notion that peoplgite in when



feeling less good”Although this distinction may appear arbitrary, from an Action Control
perspectivéKuhl, 1984) “giving in to feel good” is consistent with poor emotion control,
whereas “giving in when feeling less goaday reflect poor motivation control to the extent that
the individual is unable to evoke positive, motivating feelings for engagiag @ction
tendency. From a PSI theory perspective (Kuhl, 2000), low positive mood maintain®mtenti
memoryand maked difficult to take action to fulfill the intention, thus increasing susceptibility
to intuitive behaviour control, such as conditioned respotesesternal cuesgi.e., temptations),
whereas high negative mood interferes with finding meaning and value in ongoicgjtdiff
goals, making alternative activities that provide more immediate meaning (i.e., teng)tation
more attractiveFrom a temporal mood regulation perspective (Sirois & Pychyl, 2013), both
instances reflect prioritization of immediate mood at the expense of the fufure se

The limited research available suggests an importanftantemptation in
procrastination. Dewitte and Schouwenburg (2002) found that although academic
procrastinators did not intend to study less or postpone studying until just beforg &éxay
nonetheless did, and the primary reason was a susceptibility to temptationsllggpese of a
social nature. Other researdsidocumented that procrastinators tend to use social media such
as Facebook as a means to disengage from the negative affect associated withintngdbas
(McCown et al., 2012). However, in one study trait procrastination levels weratedré
resistane to temptations among students (Schouwenburg & Groenewoud, 2001), suggesting that
there may be boundary conditions that limit the association between prociast@amat
temptations
The Current Research

Collectively, current theory and researtlggesthat affective states play a central role in
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explaining why procrastinators have difficulty following through with anndéal task (Blunt &
Pychyl, 2000Kuhl, 1984, 2000Sirois, 2014a, 2014lsirois & Pychyl, 2013), and that
procrastinators are susceptible to gatailing temptationfDewitte & Schouwenburg, 2002).
What is missing from extant researclaisore completanderstanding of how procrastinators’
affective states, and especially positive affective statag,contribute to delaying an intended
task particularly in the presence @mpting positive social alternative&ction Control Theory
(Kuhl, 1984)suggestshatthe mood-regulatiodifficulties that characterize procrastination are
reflective ofpoor emotion and motivation control, and that shielding action tendencies from
goatderailing temptationwill be compromised under such circumstan&s. heory (Kuhl,
2000) further suggests that failure to nggrulate positive affect and dowegulate negative
affect can interfere with enacting intentions, and especially those thdiamhfficult because
they cannot be immediately acted up8milarly, amood-regulation model of procrastination
highlights the cyclic nature of poor intertemporal choices that are drivdrelprioritization of
present mood over future outcomes (Sirois & Pychyl, 2013). However, these perspettives
role of positive and negative affect in procrastination have not been previously tekted w
respect tdothtrait and situational procrastination.

The aim of the current research wagxtend theory and research on the role of affect in
procrastination byesing these hypotheses across fvospective studiesf procrastination of
intended tasks using Kuhl's (1984) Action Control The®$! heory(Kuhl, 2000),and a
mood-regulation view of procrastination (Sirois & Pychyl, 2013) as guiding conteptua
frameworls. In both studies we examined the potential explanatory roksationand
motivation control in procrastinatias a function of the presence of positive social temptations

with tests of the indirect effects of trait procrastination on situational ptoaasn through
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positive affect (motivation control) and negative affect (emotion control; geee-l).
Consistent with previous researcle expected that trait procrastinatiwould be associated
with high negative affedi.e.,poor emotion control), andw positive affect (i..poor
motivation control) particularly when the presence of positive so@alptations is increased.
We hypothesised that this poor action contradhmeface of temptatiomvould explain
procrastination in ancademiaontext over a period of 24 hoy&tudy 1) andin a health
behavioural change contester 6 months in a commiiy sample(Study 2).These predictions
align with Action Control Theory (Kuhl, 1984), PSI theory (Kuhl, 2000), atefrgporalmood-
regulation model of procrastination (Sirois & Pychyl, 2013), which suggest that thaqaede
situational temptationgould strengthen the proposed associations of trait procrastination with
poor motivation and emotion control, and therefore contribute to a greater tendency to
procrastinate on intended tasks. In accord with previous research on protoaséind
temptationgDewitte & Schouwenburg, 2002)e testedhe moderating role of positive social
temptations for the links between procrastination and affect.
Study 1 - Academic Procrastination

In Study 1 we assessed the roleg@fherabpositive and negative affect as outlined by our
model (see Figure Idr procrastination of a shotermtask. The prolific rates of procrastination
among student populatioasd for academic taskStee| 2007) make this an appropriate
population for examining thele of affect inprocrastination. Examining our hypothesized
modelswith respect to an academic task provided several advantages. Academic taskbdaend to
shorter in duratiorhave an expéed timeline to assess delay, and can be considered necessary
and important tasks with negative consequences if delayed. This latter pointialspe

important for distinguishingituational procrastinatioinom other forms of strategic delay
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(Pychyl, 2013). In accord with a temporal mood-regulation modelaairastinatior(Sirois &
Pychyl, 2013)we examined general negative and positive affeetah are proposed to narrow
the temporal focus of procrastinators (Sirois, 2014b), and thus encourage making poor
intertemporal choices with respect to engaging in intended aaskeesisting temptations.
Methods

Participants and procedure.After receiving ethical clearance for the data collection
from the Institutional Review Board, 15#udents were recruited to participate in this st&dy (
percent male; mean age 2P, SD = 4.08 Participants were asked to recall the most recent time
they delayed working on a project/task to do something else for more than 15 nvutes a
describe this event in an open-ended format. Following this description, particdpariketed
closedended items pertaining to the event they had just described. Participantemtanted
approximately 36-48 hours following their completion of the original questionnaiesnazl
and were asked to complete a short online survey, which included a measure thatldsses
procrastination during the day following their participatin the first part of the study.

Measures Descriptive information for each of the scales appear in Table 1.

General procrastinationGeneral procrastination was assessed using the Lay
procrastination measu(&PS; Lay, 1986)a 2Gitem scale that assesses global tendencies
towards procrastination across a variety of tasks (e.preparing for some deadlines, | often waste
time by doing other thingsParticipants rated their agreement with each item op@rg Likert
scale (1 sstrongly disagred¢o 5= strongly agreg The itemsareaveragednto a singlescore
with high values indicating a higher tendency to procrastinate. The GPS has tlatedigood
internal consistency previously (alpha = 0.82; Lay, 1986).

Positive and negative affe@tate positive and negative affect were assess using the
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PANAS scalgWatson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988)enadjectves were used to assess positive
affect (e.g., Enthusias)i@and 10 adjectives were used to assess negative affect (e.g), Upset
Participants ratéthe items on a 5 point Liketype scale (1 ot at allto 5=extremely. The
items were averaged to create measures of positive and negative affect. Greatar@alues
indicative of a greatanomentarypositive and negative affect.

Social temptationsSocial temptations were assesaedime 2using 3 items (I avoided
schoolwork to spend time with friends; | avoided schoolwork to party with frienasjded
schoolwork to soialize online (e.g., FacebopkParticipants rated their agreement with each
item on a 7point Likert scale (E strongly disagre¢o 7= strongly agee. The items were
averaged to create a measure of social temptations. Greater values are indigatiageof
experienced social temptations.

Situational procrastinationAt Time 2 participants completed a grid that divided their
day in 20minutetime intervals. Participants then were asked to indicate what they wege doin
during each interval. Once completed, participants were presented with theaiindorand
asked to indicate if at that time they were delaying or avoiding doing som#étkiigad
intended to do. These 20 minute interwaése counted as procrastination intenaatsl summed
into an index reflecting the number of minugpentprocrastinating.

Analyses
12 ases missing 20 percent or more on any of the key variables were remongd

listwise deletion prior to analyseBhus,the final sample analysed was 14Correlation

1 we conducted a pcibe power analysis to determine 1 — 8 (power) for a multiple regression model as a function
of a, population effect size parameter and the sample size. o was set at 0.05. We estimated the effect size parameter

by reviewing previous research examining the relationship betweeproaiastindbn and procrastinatory
behaviors (e.g., Lay & Schouwenburg, 1993), as well as trait prowatsti, affect and procrastinatory behavior
(e.g., Sirois, 2004; Sirois, 2014). Past research suggested a raffpeiogizes falling generally within the lower
and upper boundaries of what is typically considered medium effect sized bn Cohen (1988). Thus, we selected
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analyses were first conducted to assess the interrelationships ametnglthariables. To
investigate the role of emotional statesunderstanding the link between trait procrastination
and situational procrastinatioas well as the moderating influence of temptatests of the
indirect effects through positive affgghotivation control) ansegative affec{emotion control)
were conducted following the Preacher and Hayes (2008) procedure. The moderatthmedi
analyses were conducted using 8f#SSnacro PROCESS (Hayes, 2013) with 10,000
bootstrapping resamples, bias corrected 95 percent confidence intervals, aridgcefad
continuous variables.

Results

Descriptive results.Correlation analyses revealed thrait procrastination was
significantly associatedith spending more time procrastinating and reporting a greater number
of social temptationésee Tabld). Both trait and situational procrastination were associated
with lower levels of positive affect, but neither were significantly reltdetegative affect. The
orthogonality of positive and negative affe@salso demonstrated by their neignificant
correlation.

Moderated mediation. The test of the mediation model found that higher general
procrastination scores at Time 1were significantly associated with lewadslof positive affect,
which in turn was associated with a greater amount of time spmaraptinating at Time 2 (see
Table 2). However, general procrastination was not significantly linked tslef/akegative
affect. Negative affect was also not associated with the time spent procnagtiridie test of

the indirect effects of generalgarastination on situational procrastination through positive

a medium effect size; specificallfz= 0.15 in line with Cohen (1988). As a reminder number of predictors to test
the moderatednediation vis 5. Results of the analysis suggested a 1 — 8 (power) estimate of 0.9568.
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affect and negative affect, was significant for positive affect, but noefyative affect (see
Table 2). The direct effect of general procrastination on situational pro@tasti was not
significant after accounting for the contributions of the mediators10.99, SE = 6.93, 95 %
Cl: -2.72, .24.70), supporting mediation via positive affect.

For the moderator, social temptation, scores were not significantly assomitt either
positive affect or negative affect (Table 2). However, the interaction efrggorocrastination
and social temptations was significant for positive affect butanategative affect (see Tablg 2
This indicated that as perceived social temptations increased, the associateenlgeneral
procrastination and low positive affect increased.

Estimates for the conditional indirect effects of general procrastinatigituational
procrastination through positive and negative affect by the degree of so@#tiem (-1SD,
mean and +1SD) were generated using bootstrapping (10 000 resamples) with tHeSSROC
macro (Hayes, 2013). The significance of the conditiorthtect effects was assessed with the
index of moderated mediation (IMM; Hayes, 2015). The IMM for the conditional incifmatts
of general procrastination on situational procrastination was significant foivpasdfect, IMM
=4.69, SE = 1.94, [1.64, 9.67], but not for negative affect, IMM = -.55, SE = 1.23, [-4.94, .66].

As can be seen in Table 3, positive affect mediated the effect of general prodoastinat
on the time spent procrastinating only when perceived social temptation levelsigleand
moderate, but not when social temptation was low. The largest effects werenseelewels of
social temptation were high. However, the indirect effects of gépewcrastination on
situational procrastination were not significant at any level of social tempatio

Study 2 —Health Behaviour Procrastination

In this study we sought to replicate and extend the findings from Stundseleral ways.
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First wetestedour hypothesized models withskspecificpositive and negativaffective states
— enjoyment and frustrationrather than the general negative and positive affect we examined in
Study 1. From the perspective of Action Control Theory (Kuhl, 1984} gpecific affect is
particularly important in understanding whether intended actions are shieddeddmpeting
distractions through the processes of emotion control (reducing negativg afideotivation
control (enhancing positive affect for th@anded goal). We also focused on a |tergp goal
rather than a short term task by examininggteerastination of intended health behavsoaver
a sixmonth period in a community sample. Health behaviour procrastination at Time 2 was
therefore operadhalised as failing to successfully folldiwough with the intendeldealth
behaviourstated at Time 1. Healthehaviourchangesre goalghat peopleeommonly
procrastinate oasdemonstrated by the poor rates of adherence teasetfiet and exercise goals
(Dishman, 1991Kné&uper, Cheema, M., & Borten, 2005). Moreover, trait procrastination is
consistently linked to the practice of fawealthpromoting behaviow(Sirois, 2004, 2007
Sirois, MeliaGordon, & Pychyl, 2003)making healthbehavious a very relevant focusr
testng our model. Although Study 1 did not find support for the role of negative affect in
procrastination of a shotérm task, we expected that the context of a longer term goal, which
from a PSI theoryKuhl, 2000 perspective necessarily involvesacting difficult intentions
negative affect may be more disruptive to goal completlaraddition, failure to engage in
healthpromoting behaviours may lmeore threatening than failure to engage in academic tasks,
and therefore make negative affect more disruptive to goal completion.
Methods

Participants and procedure.A total of 210 adults (67 % female) aged 16 to 73 (Mean

age = 34.2, SD = 14.3) were enrolled intive-partstudy at Time 1. See Tabld@ a complete
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listing of the demographic characteristics of those who participated atifnetipoints, as well as
those who did not complete the follow-up study. Participants were recruited usireisroe
samplingfrom the community with flyers, newspaper ads, and a recruitment booth set up at the
local mall. Recruitment continued until a minimum of 200 participants had been screened and
enrolled in the study, to account for possible attrition at tink&lcal clearance for the data
collection was obtained from the Institutional Review Board prior to data ¢otlethe data
analysed in this study was part of a larger research study examiningignedi health
behaviours. Only the measures relating toatlpeiori hypotheses are listed.
Procedure

Potential participants wefest screenedo ensurehat they werglanning on making
one or more health behaviour changes in the next six months, that they had ngtsédmead to
make these changes, and that they were local resideiiggle participantsvere given anail-
in survey package (by mail or in person depending on the point of initial contact). Ted Tim
(T1) surveyincluded questions about the participants’ intended healthy changka measure
of trait procrastinationParticipants who returned the survey packagd aeceiveda $15 mall
gift card.Those whandicated afl 1 that theywere interested in beirgpntacted foa possible
Time 2 participation were contacted approximately 6 months later.

For the follow-up study, 94 peopégreed to participateA post hoc power analysis
using the T2 sample with an expected medium effect size (see Study 1 ratiombe), an
predictors for the moderated mediation maggkested a 1 — S (power) estimate of 0.9813.
Reasons for noparticipation included contact ddsachanging due to moving, and non-
responseThe Time 2(T2) measures were completed either in person via interview and survey,

or by mail survey in the event that a mutually convenient participation time coube not
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arranged, or if the participant had moved out of town. The survey includasures of social
temptations, goal-specific emotions, and participants were interviewed akiostutitess in
making their intended healthy changes. Those who participated in persondec&B@ gift card
and those who participated by mail survey received a $20 gift card.

MeasuresTable5 provides an overview of the measure descriptives and psychometric
properties.

Health procrastination.At Time 1 participants listed up to three different health
behaviour changes that they intended to make in the next six montren&edithese
behaviours from most important (1) to least important (3). At Time 2 participantshmated
success in making the healthy changes they had listed at Time Llikamtetype scaleranging
from 1 fornot at all successfub 10 forvery successfuln index was created by taking the
mean of the success ratings across the three healthy chaogease of interpretation this score
was reverse keyed such tiégher values indicatesgbsssuccess in making the intended healthy
changes and thereforeflectedhealth+elatedprocrastination.This operationalisation of health
procrastination is consistent with current definitions of procrastination tHatdhgthat
procrastination is not simply delay or lack of success, but rather failingdw fttirough with an
intendedmportant tasKFerrari & Tice, 2000Steel, 2007). Because the health behaviour
changes were ones that the participants’ themselves stated that they intendedeondthin
the 6-monthtime frame of the sidy, failing to follow-through with them can be considered
health procrastination.

Trait procrastination At Time 1 participants completddy’s General Procrastination
scale(GPS; Lay, 1986)

Intentions for healthy changAt Time 1participants rated the strength of their intentions
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to m&e each of their healthy changes on@ott scale from 1No intention, not likely at all
that | will follow through to 9 (Very strong intentions, | am certain that | will follow throjgh
Each of the three intention ratings was thgaragd to form anoverall mean healthy change
intention score which was contretifor in the analyses.

Positive scial temptationsPositive gcialtemptations relevant to making healthy
changes were assessed at Time 2 with a scale adapted from the Situational Tremptatio
Inventory (STI; Velicer, Diclemente, Rossi, & Prochaska, 199. STl measures temptations
during smoking cessation attempt# has also been successfully adapted to assess temptations
associated with dietary chang@®ssi efal., 2001). For the purposes of this study we adapted
four items fromoneof the three STI subscales relevant for general health behaviours and related
to the source of temptations, positive social temptations, to reflect temptations tdiecou
encountered while making healthy changes in general rather than being spsaifaking
behaviour. All items begin with the stem “While trying to make my healthy betaghange(s),
| am tempted...” followed by specific situations related to positive social situatiief I'm
out having a gootime celebrating with friends”Response options range from 1 ot at all
temptedo 5 forextremely tempted.

Taskspecific emotionddow participants felt about the healthy changes they were trying
to make were assessed at Time 2 using Lit{lk983)Personal Project rating mitr
Participants listetheir three healthy change projects and assigned each a scorehootzm
ranging from O (if they did not feel the emotion at all), to 10 (if they felt the ematign
strongly). \e were interested ithe ratings for twaaskspecific emotions that corresponded to
Kuhl's (1984) Action Control Theory: a negative emotidrustration(emotion control), and

positive emotion enjoyment(motivation control) An index for each was created éyeraging
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the ratings for all three projects.
Analyses

Prior to conducting the main analyses, potential differences betwe&mtae
responders and non-responders on the demographic variables and trait proorasiarati
conducted usin§isher's Exact test, 2ded, independent samphests, and Pearson etguare
test, 2 sided, as appropriate. Correlational analyses were again conductestodytivariables.
To investigate the role of action control for understanding the link between traiagtioation
andhealthprocrastination, tests of the indirect effects through task enjoyment (mativatio
control) and task frustration (emotion control) were conduictibolving the same procedures
used in Study 1. For this study, howewle Time 1 intentions to makhe healthy changes
index was added as a covariate in the momet®ntrol for potential differences in goal
intentions, as differences in intentions can account for differences in headibehaviour
changegAjzen, 1998). Moderation of the action path between trait procrastination and goa
enjoyment and frustration were each tested using the etierated mediatioapproach
(PROCESS model 7; Hayes, 20HE3)in Study 1 with Time goalintentions added as a
covariate.
Results

Preliminary analyses.Analyses to determine if those who agrézg@articipate at Time
2 differed from those who did not participate found no significant differences on amgy of t
demographic characteristjas with trait procrastinatio(see Table ¥

Participants listed a variety of intended healthy changes, tjogitpaf which focused
on two related themes: eating healthier and becoming more physically a&tsreall number of

participants also listed quitting smokiag their health goal
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Descriptive results Correlation analyses revealed the expeptesitive associations
between trait procrastination, health procrastination gaadispecific frustration (see Tablg.5
Procrastination was also negatively correlated wasispecific enjoyment, which was in turn
negatively correlated with health prastination, positive social temptations, and tssé&cific
frustration.The behavioural intention indewasnot significantly correlated with any of the other
study variables. Nonetheless, it was retained as a covariate in the models tested

Moderated medation. Consistent with our hypotheses, higher trait procrastination
scores at Time 1 were significantly associated with lower levels of goahesjoyand higher
levels of goal frustration at Time 2, which in turn were each associatied \greater degree of
procrastination on a sedlelected heath goal at Time 2 (see Table 6). The tests of the indirect
effects of trait procrastination on health procrastination through goalreefayand goal
frustration, controlling for Time 1 goal intentions, were significant for batdiators(Table 6)

In addition, the direct effect of trait procrastination on health procrastmats not significant
after accounting for the contributions of the mediatorsly = .28, SE = .27, 95 % CI: -.25,
.82), supporting mediatiovia goal enjoyment and goal frsutration

With respect to the moderator, social temptation, scores at Time 2 were negatively
associated with goal enjoyment at Time 2, but were not significarstbciased with goal
frustration at Time ZTable 6) Accordingly, the interaction of trait procrastination and social
temptations was significant for goal enjoyment, ot for goal frustration (Table 6), indicating
that as perceived social temptationsr@gased, the association between trait procrastination and
lower goal enjoyment increased.

Estimates for the conditional indirect effects of trait procrastination on health

procrastination through goal enjoyment and goal frustration as a function oftlee dé
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perceived social temptatiorllSD, mean and +1SD) were generated using bootstrapping (10
000), using the Hayes (2013) macro PROCESS. Results revealed a significamf index
moderated mediation (IMM), IMM =.17, SE = .10, [.03, .40], for goal enjoyment. The
coefficients for the conditional indirect effects revealed that low goayergot mediated the
effect of trait procrastination on health procrastination when perceived soujatiation was

high and moderate, but not when social temptation wagdew Table 7), with the largest effects
for high levels of social temptation.

For goal frustration (see Table 7), at high and moderate levels of soquatiems, the
indirect effects of trait procrastination on health procrastination werdisagm. However, the
IMM for goal frustration was not significant, IMM = .07, SE = .06, [-.01, .24], indicatagthe
indirect effects through goal frustration did not differ significantly acogydo the level of
social temptation.

Following the guidelinesrpposed by Simmons and colleagues (Simmons, Nelson, &
Simonsohn, 2011fpr redudng the rate of false positive findings, the above models were also
run without the covariate, goal intentioriBhe results were similar to those that included the
covariate. The indirect effects through goal enjoyment remained significan.27, SE = .07,
95 % ClI: -.41, -.14), whereas the indirect effects through goal frustration wesignidicant p
=-.27, SE =.07, 95 % CI: -.41, -.14). The interaction between procrastination and social
temptations also remained significabtH-.69, SE = .29, 95 % CI: -1.27, -.11). The test of
moderated mediation was significant for goal enjoyment, IMM =.19, SE = .10, [.04, .#4htbu
for goal frustration, IMM =.05, SE = .05, [-.01, .22].

Discussion

Acrosstwo prospective studiesxamining diffeéent types of procrastination over different
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periods of timesywe replicated our expected patterns of reshlislow positive affecimediates
procrastinatorsuinnecessargelay of inteded short-term and lontgrm tasksin Study 1trait
procrastination was associated with low levels of positive affect fardetkstudy related tasks,
and theséow levels of positive affeavere associated withreateamount of time spent
procrastinating among studsenin Study 2, lack of enjoyment in making intended health
behaviourchanges explained why procrastinators were less successful in making health
changesver a six-month period. More importantly, both studies @gealedhat the presence
of social temptations, which enhantlee opportunity to experience positive affect for a task
other than the intended one, moderated the effect of positive difesteplicatedinding
providesa clear pattern of results supporting the notion that people will “give in whengeeli
less god”. This finding is consistent withmood-regulation perspectivé procrastination
(Sirois & Pychyl, 2013), Action Control Theory (Kuhl, 1984), and to some degren@&@it
(Kuhl, 2000), and to the best of our knowledge, demonstrates for the firdhabsocial
temptations may be a particular threat to task completion for procrastin&enspasitiveaffect
for a task is low. This research expands on other conceptualisations of procosstiaatn
irrationaldecisional trad®ff focused on thaetility of immediateversus distal reward#inslie,
1975 Steel, 2007)by highlightingthe additionalimportance of affe¢tand positive affect in
particular,for understanding procrastination.

With respect to positive and negative affect, our findengsin accoravith the proposed
role of affective states in action control (Kuhl, 198#)d in facilitating/inhibiting access to
cognitive networks involved in assessments of meaning (Kuhl, 200@)levels of positive
affect, whether in general or specifically related to an intended task, npaytlmilarly

problematic for procrastinators possibly hesathe allure of competing activities may be that
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much brighter when it is difficult to find something enjoyable or meaningful abouk &htats
needs to be completelth this regargdprocrastination may be understood not just as an instance
of “giving in to feel good” when negative affect is high (Tice & Bratslavsky, 2d0@)also as
“giving in when feeling less good” when task positive affect isrelative to other more
positive activitiesIf we consider also that the selfotivation needed to ugegulate positive
affect isitself an executive function, and that temptation can impair executive functioning
(Hofmann, Friese, & Roefs, 2009), then this may also explain why the links between
procrastination and affect were stronger under conditions of high social temphkitnetheless,
each of thesperspectives reflect the shaerm mood regulation difficulties proposed to
contribute to pocrastination(Sirois & Pychyl, 2013), although our findings suggest a more
prominent role folow positive affect than high negative affect in task completion.

There are several reasons wiggative affect explainegituational procrastinatioim Study
2, but did not in Study 1. One interpretation is that there are potential boundary conditions under
which poor emotion control may contribute to procrastination. The findings from Study 2
suggest that difficulty regulating task&lated frustration in particulaas opposed toegative
affect more generall{Study 1), may be key for understanding the roleeagfative affectand
thus, poor emotion control in procrastination. This interpretation is consistent with previous
research which found that task frustration was a key component of task avessiliahsss
also @&sociated with procrastinatigBlunt & Pychyl, 2000) Similarly, one study found that
composite measure of five forms of negative afte@r a five day periodias unrelated to
procrastination (Pychyl et al., 200@lternatively, it may be thaioor control of negative affect
may not be such a liability for procrastinators engaged in shionttasksas negative affect may

be more adaptive in this situation in that it orients focus towards immediate cofRieviss
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2014b). For longerm tasksvhere d@ocus on the future is adaptive; however, low levels of
positive affectand high levels of negative affetay be particularly detrimental for
procrastinatorsTo the extenthat negative affect oriembne’s focus to more immediate rather
than distal concerns and low positive affect narrows the temporal focus rawathe future
(Sirois 2014b) these affective statesay disrupt the focus on the futaetions necessary for
successful actionontrol and completion of longange taskgKuhl, 2000). This proposition is
also consistent with PSI theory (Kuhl, 2000), which suggests that low positive aifiduigh
levels of perseverative negative affect disrupt one’s ability to accesdicegm@tworks that can
provide a meaningful, “big picture” perspective on one’s goals, and the action optidaklava
to successfully follow-through on intentiottsrealise these goalBinally, the nature of the goals
may have played a role, and not simply the time to achieve the goal. As noted pyetheus|
threats associated with not achieving health goals (e.g., increase dskefase, loss of self
esteem due to body image concerns, lack of energy, etc.) can be viewed as merengriéen
not following through with academic tasks.

Nonethelesstheory and research also suggest that it is frustration in the context ofa longe
range task that can threaten task plation for procrastinators. Kuhl’'s (1984) Action Control
Theory suggests that continuous frustrations with completthffieult task can lead to
ruminationfocused onaskirrelevant emotions that can interfere with taking instrumental action
towards intended tasks. Research supports this proposition as one study found that task
frustration was the kenegative emotion reported across each action stggeafstinators
projects(Blunt & Pychyl, 2000). Moreover, a temporal mooegulation perspective of
procrastination (Sirois & Pychyl, 2018)gether with findings from a metmalysis of

procrastination and time perspective (Sirois, 2014lo)icate that negative affect orients
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procrastinators’ focus towards the immediate and away frerfuthre outcomes of their actions.
Further researcexamining specific negative affective states over both short and long term tasks
is neededo provide insights into these issues. In addition, future studies could directhetest t
role of temporal focus in relation to affect and procrastination with regpgoial intentions and
attempts to act on these intentions to provide stronger support for a temporal mootregulat
view d procrastination (Sirois & Pychyl, 2013) suggested by the current findings.

From the lens of PSI theory (Kuhl, 2000) it could also be argued that frusteftiects
inhibition of positive affectrather than being a negative affective sthtdeed, Kuhl has
suggested thathen an individual is confronted with unexpected failure, there can be an
inhibition of positive affect that arises as a result of the associated tiarstEhis view would
suggest that the findings from Study 2 better support a low/inhibited posfiet @tplanation
of procrastination, and together with the Study 1 results, suggest less ofa ragdtive affect.
However, we would argue that frustration is nonetheless a negativaversive affective state,
despite the proposition that it contrties tothe inhibition of positive affect, and therefore
procrastination (Kuhl, 2000).

In the current studies we examined social temptatemd thereforé is not clear whether
other types of temptations may have a similar moderating effect on the pratiastow
positiveaffectrelationshipwe found. For example, Kuhl and Fuhrman (1998) distinguish
between motivational and attentional temptations, with the former having a glabtyet@
distract due tdheir meaning and thereforequiring volitional or prdrontal corticalintervention
in orderto resist. If we consider social temptations as meaningful, motivational temptainohs
that procrastination is linked to poor executive functioning (Gustavson, Miyake,tH&wit

Friedman, 2015Rabin, Fogel, & NutteiJpham, 201}, then it is not surprising that the lure of
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socially-based activities strengthened the relationship between procrastinatipo@
motivation control across both studies. In addition to being abundant, social temptatydres ma
particularly difficult to resist because they offer opportunitiemtogase positive affect both
through social interaction and through engagindasirablealternative activities. It is also
possible then that other motivationally-based temptations, that is, competing ectiendies
that hold some personal meaninggy similarly disrupt motivation control for procrastinators’
intended tasks.
Strengths, Limitations, and Future Directions

The current researdtas several strengthsd limitations that warrant mention. Testing
the role ofgeneral and specific positive and negative affegrocrastinatiormcross two
prospective studies, with student and community samples, and short and long-term intended
tasksare clear strengths. Thangitudinal design in Study 2 permitted an examination of the role
of affed and social temptations unsuccessful attempts at making intended healthy changes
among a&community sample of adults who knew they hailkanonth window of opportunity in
which to make these changes. Consonant with the definition of procrastination as ayoluntar
failure to completed important and intended taslesy (1986) we viewed this lack of success as
a proxy for health procrastination. However, there are a number of reasonsople/mpay not
have been successful in their attempts to follow-though with their health goaidngenin this
respect our assessment of health procrastination is a conservative andtonate #sat may
underestimate the associations between trait procrastination, affectatthdpnecrastination.
Future research focusing on the voluntary reasons for health goabnygietionwould provide
a more accurate account of the associations suggested by the current research.

The high attrition rate over the six months of the study resulted in a reducele stre
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at T2 which may have limited the power to detect significant assocg#orong the study
variables, such as the possible moderatitg of social temptations in the procrastination
frustrationrelationship. Moreoveraskrelated affect wasated only once at the six-month
follow-up which did not permit a more dynamic assessment of the proposedfraféective
states for strengthening or weakening resistance to temptations whidgpats were engaged
in trying to make their healthy changéonetheless, recent longitudinal research suggests that
daily affect is surprisingly stable over a twear perioddue in part to associations with trke
gualities(Hudson, Lucas, & Donnellan, 2016). An important future research objective would be
to assess affective states at multiple time points to clarify their stability in tefmsvahey
interact with temptations as individuals struggle to follow through thiglr intendedyoals As
previously notedexamininghow otherspecificpositive and negativaffective states are linked
to procrastination for short and longer term tasks is needed to more fully undénsianoles
Finally, future research may also explore whether similar resultsivibeubbtained if the action
and stateorientations suggested by Action Control Theory (Kuhl, 1984) were used in place of
trait procrastination.
Conclusion

Whereas previous theory and research has conceptualized procrastination @sea ins
of “giving in to feel good” Tice & Bratslavsky, 2000Tice et al., 2001 )the currenfindings are
novel by suggesting a key role for positive taslated affecin procrastinatiomnd“giving in
when feeling less good”. To our knowleddfais researcdemonstrates for the first time that
procrastinators are particularly at risk for disengaging from intktatsks whesocial
temptationsare present angositive affect for a task is louConsistent withAction Control and

Personality Systems theorigsuhl, 1984; 2000), andtemporal mood regulation view of
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procrastination (Sirois & Pychyl, 2013®cusng on the aspects of ongoing tasks that cultivate
enjoyment and positivaffect mayincrease motivatioand broaden procrastinators’ temporal
perspective tdelp shieldheir taskdrom temptingsocialactivities that mighbtherwise derail

intended actions towards successful completibshort-term and longerm tasks
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Table 1

Pearson Correlations among Procrastination, Social Temptations, and Affective States for Study

1(N = 142).

Variable 1 2 3 4 5

1. Trait procrastination

2. Academicprocrastination 23**

3. Positive social temptations A7* .00

4. Positive affect =31 37 -10

5. Negative affect 13 -.01 -.06 -.10
Mean 3.16 83.80 4.17 2.35 2.44
Standard deviation 0.58 48.6 1.28 0.87 0.96
Cronbach’s alpha .85 .66 .90 .92

Note:*p < .05, *p < .01
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Table 2

Model Coefficients for thimdirect and Conditional Effects of Trait Procrastination (PRO) on AcademdcrBstination (SP) Through Positive AfféBA)
and Negative Affect (NA) as a Function of Social Temptations (ST) for Study 1.

Consequent
Positive affect Negative affect Academigrocrastination
Estimates 95% ClI Estimates 95% ClI Estimates 95% ClI
Antecedent b SE Lower Upper b SE Lower Upper b SE Lower  Upper
PRO -.32 A3 -57 -.06 A3 15 -.18 43 10.10 6.93 -2.72 24.70
PA - -- - - - - -- - -18.81 4.60 -27.9 -9.73
NA - -- - - - - -- - -2.92 3.98 -10.8 4.96
ST -.03 .06 -14 .08 -.07 .06 -19 .06 -- -- - -
PRO x ST -.25 .09 -43 -.07 19 A1 -.02 .40 -- -- - -
Constant 2.38 .07 2.24 2.52 2.42. .08 2.26 2.58 135.08 15.44 104.55 165.60
RP=.146 Re=.045 Re=.156
F (3, 138)= 67.83,p<.0001 F(3,138)= 2.15,p=.097 F (3, 138) = 8.53,p<.0001

Note: Boot strapping analyses was conducted with 10,000 resamples; SE and &édehsyugh bootstrapping
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Table 3

Model Coefficients for th€onditional IndirectEffects of @neral Procrastination on
Situational Procrastination for Positive Affect (PA) and Negative Affect (NA)Ramiction
of Degree of Social Temptation (ST)

Mediator:Positive Affect Indirect Effect

Estimates 95% ClI
Social emptation Effect Boot SE Lower Upper
Low (-1SD) -1.28 -0.05 4.12 -6.56 9.50
Mean 0.00 5.93 3.42 1.11 14.56
High (+1SD) 1.28 11.91 4.33 4.89 22.18
Mediator:Negative Affect Indirect Effect

Estimates 95% ClI
Social emptation Effect Boot SE Lower Upper
Low (-1SD) -1.28 0.33 1.50 -1.18 6.31
Mean 0.00 -0.37 1.03 -4.12 0.71
High (+1SD) 1.28 -1.07 2.20 -8.62 1.31

Note:95% CI = Bias Corrected and accelerated 95 percent confidence intervals; SD =
Standard deviation; Boot strapping analyses was conducted with 10,000 resamples; SE and
Cl generated through bootstrapping.
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Table4d

Study 2Demographic Characteristics of Time 1 and 2 Responders and Non-responders

Responders Non- p(*
responders
Characteristic T 12 12
N =210 N=%A N=115

Sex (% female) 67.6 70.2 65.2 0.46 (1)
Age (SD) 34.2 (14.3) 36.9 (14.9) 32.2 (13.6) 0.30 2)

Range 16 - 73 18-73 16-72
Ethnicity (% Caucasian) 65 62.6 70.6 0.14 (1)
Employment status (%)

Full-time 36.8 39.4 35.1

Part time 25.8 23.4 28.1 0.46 (3)

Unemployed / retired 31.6 33.0 29.8

Disabled 5.7 4.3 7.0
Education (%)

ngh school or less 19.6 20.2 23.0 0.69 (3)

University 67.5 64.9 69.1

Graduate school 12.8 14.9 115
Relationshipstatus (%)

Married/Living with

S|gn|f|can'F other 51.7 59.1 45.6 0.253)
Separated/divorced
/widowed 12.5 10.8 14.1
Never married 35.9 30.1 40.4

Note. SD= standard deviations; T1 = Time 1; T2 = Time 2

*(1) Based on Fisher's Exact test, 2 sided, (2) based on an independenttdastp(8)
based on a Pearson chi-square test, 2 sided.



Table5

Pearson Correlations among Procrastination, Behaviour Intentions, Temptations, and Affecase Stady 2 (N = 95).

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Trait procrastination

2. Health procrastination 26%* -

3. T1 Behavioual intentions -.04 -11

4. Positive social temptations 22* A1 -17

5. Goalspecific frustration .20* 31** -.18 .09

6. Goatspecificenjoyment - 29%% 47 A1 -A42%x 27
Mean 2.38 5.68 6.99 3.09 4.29 5.12
Standard deviation .63 1.75 .93 .94 2.41 2.40
Cronbach’s alpha .88 .35 .54 0.81 .59 .66

Note:*p < .05, *p < .01
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Table 6

Model Coefficients for thendirect and Conditional Effects of Trait Procrastination (PRO) on Health Rsimation (HP) Through Goal Enjoyment (GE)

and Goal Frustration (GF) as a Function of Social Temptations (ST), Controlling for Tinsallrentions, for Study 2.

Consequent
Goal enjoyment Goal frustration Health procrastination
Estimates 95% ClI Estimates 95% ClI Estimates 95% CI
Antecedent b SE Lower  Upper b SE Lower Upper b SE Lower Upper
PRO -91 .34 -1.57 -24 1.14 40 .34 1.94 .35 27 -.18 .88
GE - -- - -- -- - -- -- -27 .07 -41 -13
GF - -- - -- -- - -- -- .08 .06 .05 .20
ST -.80 24 -1.26 -.33 .54 .28 -.03 1.11 -- - -- --
PRO x ST -.68 .29 -1.23 -1.01 51 .35 -.18 1.20 -- - -- --
Constant 5.10 2.04 1.03 9.16 7.49 2.26 3.01 11.98 7.29 1.28 4.76 9.83
Re=.245 RP=.150 Re= .247
F (4, 89)= 8.65,p < .0001 F (4,89 =6.18, p< .001 F (4, 89) = 9.52p< .0001

Note: Boot strapping analyses was conducted with 10,000 resamples; SEnard@@nerated through bootstrapping
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Table 7

Model Coefficients for th€onditional Indirect Effects of Trait Procrastination (PRO) on Health
Procrastination (HP) for Goal Enjoyment (GE) and Goal Frustration (GF) as a Function of
Social Temptations (ST) for Study 2.

Mediator: Goal Bjoyment Indirect Effect

Estimates 95% ClI
Social emptation Effect Boot SE Lower Upper
Low (-1SD) -1.03 .05 A1 -.20 27
Mean 0.00 .23 A1 .07 .50
High (+1SD) 1.03 40 A7 A5 .84
Mediator: Goal Fustration Indirect Effect

Estimates 95% ClI
Social emptation Effect Boot SE Lower Upper
Low (-1SD) -1.03 .08 .09 -.02 37
Mean 0.00 15 10 .01 40
High (+1SD) 1.03 22 13 .02 .56

Note:95% CI = Bias Corrected and accelerated 95 percent confidence intervals; SDaxdtand
deviation; Boot strapping analyses was conducted with 10,000 resamples.
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