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ABSTRACT

A PATH ANALYTIC MODEL OF PROCRASTINATION:

TESTING COGNITIVE, AFFECTIVE, AND BEHAVIORAL COMPONENTS

Uzun Ozer, Bilge
Ph.D., Department of Educational Sciences

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Ayhan Demir

December 2010, 230 pages

The present study investigated the multiple predictors of procrastination among
university students. In the present study, a mediational causal model based on
cognitive, affective, and behavioral components to procrastination was
hypothesized to be tested in order to see the structural relationships among the
cognitive, affective, and behavioral variables and to what extend the combination
of these variables account for engaging in procrastination. The sample consisted
of 1218 undergraduate students (623 female, 595 male) selected from Middle East
Technical University by stratified random sampling. Turkish version of Tuckman
Procrastination Scale was used to gather information for the dependent variable
for the present study. Moreover, Demographic Information Form, Irrational Belief

Test, Academic Self-Efficacy Scale, Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, Frustration

v



Discomfort Scale, and Self-Control Schedule were used in data collection. Pilot
study was conducted for assessing the validity and reliability of the Frustration
Discomfort Scale. Path analysis was utilized to test the hypothesized causal

model.

The result revealed that procrastination was negatively predicted from academic
self-efficacy, self-esteem, and self-regulation. The findings also validated that
academic self-efficacy partially mediated the association of procrastination with
discomfort intolerance and emotional irresponsibility. Self-esteem also partially
mediated the association of procrastination with discomfort intolerance, with
emotional irresponsibility, and with anxious overconcern. Finally the results
demonstrated that the self-regulation was the strongest predictor of procrastination
besides its mediation role for the relationship between procrastination and
frustration discomfort beliefs; between procrastination and irrational beliefs;
between procrastination and academic self-efficacy; and between procrastination

and self-esteem.

Keywords: Procrastination, Cognitive, affective, and behavioral components,

Self-efficacy, Self-esteem, Self-regulation.



0z

ERTELEMENIN YOL ANALIZI MODELI ILE INCELENMESI:

BILISSEL, DUYGUSAL VE DAVRANISSAL BILESENLERIN SINANMASI

Uzun Ozer, Bilge
Doktora, Egitim Bilimleri Bolimii

Tez Danismani: Prof. Dr. Ayhan Demir

Aralik 2010, 230 sayfa

Bu c¢alisma, iiniversite Ogrencilerinde ertelemenin ¢oklu yordayicilarini
incelemektedir. Calisma kapsaminda, biligsel, duygusal ve davranissal bilesenleri
igeren, ara degiskenli nedensel bir model 6nerilmis ve bu model ¢ergevesinde ele
aliman degiskenler arasindaki iligki yapisinin ertelemeyi ne Olgiide yordadigi
sinanmistir.  Arastirmanin  6rneklemi, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi’nden
tabakal1 seckisiz 0rnekleme yontemi ile sec¢ilmis 1218 (623 kiz, 595 erkek) lisans
Ogrencisinden olusmustur. Veriler bagimli degisken i¢in Tuckman Erteleme
Olgegi; bagimsiz degiskenler icin Akil Dis1 Inanclar Olgegi, Akademik Oz-
yeterlik Olgegi, Rosenberg Oz-saygi Olcegi, Engellenmeye Tahammiilsiizliik
Olgegi, Oz-kontrol Envanteri ve Demografik Bilgi Formu kullamlarak
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toplanmustir. Verilerin analizinde, onerilen ara degiskenli nedensel model yol

analizi kullanilarak sinanmustir.

Bulgular, akademik o6z-yeterlik, 6z-sayginin ve 0z-diizenlemenin ertelemeyi
olumsuz yonde yordadigini gostermistir. Bulgular ayrica, akademik 6z-yeterligin
erteleme davranisi ve engellenmeye tahammiilsiizliiglin alt boyutu olan
rahatsizliga tahammiilsiizliik arasinda; erteleme davramisi ve akilelr olmayan
inaclarin alt boyutu olan duygusal sorumsuzluk arasinda bir ara degisken
olduguna isaret etmektedir. Oz-saygmin erteleme davramisi ve rahatsizliga
tahammiilsiizliik arasinda; erteleme davranisi ve duygusal sorumsuzluk arasinda
ve erteleme davranisi ve asir1 kaygi arasinda ara degisken oldugu bulunmustur.
Sonu¢ olarak, bulgular ertelemenin en giiclii yordayicisinin 6z-diizenleme
oldugunu gostermektedir. Bunun yam sira; 6z-diizenlemenin erteleme ve akil disi
inanglar arasinda; erteleme ve engellenmeye tahammiilsiizliik arasinda; erteleme
ve akademik 6z-yeterlik arasinda son olarak erteleme ve 6z-saygi arasinda bir ara

degisken rolii oldugunu ortaya koymustur.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Erteleme, Bilissel, duygusal ve davranigsal bilesenleri, Oz-

yeterlik, Oz-sayg1, Oz-diizenleme.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the Study

Procrastination is a phenomenon that conjures up many images. In thinking of
procrastination, various scenarios may come to mind. A shopping mall, for
example, on the evening of 31* December filled with customers purchasing their
New Year gifts merely hours before these gifts are to be given. Or thinking about
a supermarket, the day before the religious holidays, people are in rush with
completing the feast preparation. And most specific example for the topic of
procrastination in academic setting, a college dormitory study rooms at just before
the midnight, a flustered student starting a term paper assigned at the beginning of

the semester, but due the following morning.

A majority of population admits to procrastinate at least occasionally; however, a
substantial minority admits to engage in procrastination habitually. An absent of a
New Year Gift may not bring negative outcomes, or people may not have to
welcome the guests for feast. Nevertheless, a late term paper can lower student
course grades or even cause one to fail the class or dismiss the school entirely.
Hence, procrastination can be seen as a stone in a student’s shoes that hinders the

progress and forward movement toward accomplish.
1



Procrastination is a tendency to put off an intended action or decision (Ferrari,
Johnson, & McCown, 1995). A substantial body of literature demonstrates that
procrastination is prevalent at high levels in academic setting (Harriot & Ferrari,
1996) with some estimates as high as 95% (Ellis & Knaus, 1977; Steel, 2007). It
appears to be a significant problem especially among university students (Bishop,
Gallagher, & Cohen, 2000; Burka & Yuen, 1983; Ellis & Knaus, 1977; Semb,
Glick, & Spencer, 1979; Solomon & Rothblum, 1984). Some research findings
indicated that procrastination has an injurious effect on academic performance
such as poor grades and course withdrawal (Keller, 1968; Semb et al., 1979; Tan

et al., 2008). So, what is the nature of procrastination and how affect students?

Simply, the general tendency to put the priority tasks to another time is called
procrastination (Lay, 1986). Procrastination is not a new phenomenon. It has a
long history and scientific past that goes back about 20-30 years. The purpose of
procrastination seems to make one’s life more pleasant but it nearly always adds
stress, disorganization and failure (Clayton, 2000). The idea underlying
procrastination is “later is better” and this is also a common illusion behind
“tomorrow outlook”. However, when tomorrow comes, the pattern resurfaces, and
the students excuse themselves by promising that “I will do it tomorrow”. Hence,
procrastination can be seen as “tomorrow syndrome” (Knaus, 2002).

Most of the existing literature on procrastination has concentrated on the negative

side of procrastination. Ferrari and Tice (2000), for instance, have depicted on



procrastination as a form of self-handicapping or it might be engaged in to protect
the threatened self-esteem (Ferrari, 1991a). Hence, particularly the university
population frequently seeks help from counselors and they complain about how
badly this habit makes them feel (Schowuenburg, Lay, Pychyl, & Ferrari, 2004)
and might bring lower level of life satisfaction. On the other hand, some other
researchers (e.g., Sigall, Kruglanski, & Fyock, 2000; Kénig & Kleninmann, 2004)
have seen procrastination in a positive side. According to the researchers (Pychyl,
Lee, Thibodeau, & Blunt, 2000) it is generally acknowledged that putting
something off quite rational and makes individuals feel good. This is particularly
true when they put some aversive tasks off and do some enjoyable instead. Some
researchers identified procrastination as one means to regulate negative emotions
in short term (Tice & Baumeister, 1997). In a similar vein, Sigall et. al. (2000)
suggested that procrastinators are optimistic wishful thinkers. Students delay
studying for the exams due to their preference of another activity such as
socializing with friends. They postpone studying aided by the wishful believes
that they would adequately learn the material in one night, or that the exam will be
easy, etc (Sigall et. al., 2000). When procrastinating, students don’t report
unhappy feelings because they would be engaged in relatively enjoyable and

pleasant activities (Konig & Kleninmann, 2004; Pychyl et al., 2000).

Some researchers have seen procrastination as a habit (Ellis & Knaus, 1977) or a
personality trait (Ferrari, 1991a; Johnson & Bloom, 1995; Lay, 1986). In some

cases, the researchers suggested that engaging in procrastination may be beneficial



(Choi & Moran, 2009). Chu and Choi (2005), for example, reported that some
student benefits from working under time pressure and intentionally choose to
procrastinate. Tice and Baumeister (1997) however, found that engaging in
procrastination provides with short term pleasure but long term stress and illness.
Hence, procrastination is frequently connected with negative behaviors and
outcome, such as low academic performance (Carden, Bryant, & Moss, 2004;
Steel, 2004; Steel, 2002), lack of self-determined motivation (Brownlow &
Reasinger, 2000; Lee, 2005), various forms of anxiety (Cassady & Johnson, 2002;
Chabaud, Ferrand, & Maury, 2010; Stober & Joormann, 2001), use of irrational
beliefs strategies (Beswick, Rothblum, & Mann, 1988; Schubert, Lilly, & Stewart,
2000) and it can be result in damaging mental health outcomes (Dewitte &
Schouwenburg, 2002; Ferrari & Scher, 2000; Scher & Ferrari, 2000) besides
negative physical health consequences (Sirois, Melia-Gordon, & Pychyl, 2003;

Tice & Baumeister, 1997).

Investigating the causes of procrastination has attracted the interest of researchers,
which led to the development of several models that have aimed at understanding
the nature of procrastination (Dietz, Hofer, & Fries, 2007; Eun Hee, 2009; Seo,
2008). These theories has led the researchers assessing the reasons of academic
procrastination and focused on various aspects of procrastination (Kachgal,
Hansen, & Kevin, 2001; Schowuenburg et al., 2004). While some of the scholars
have focused on affective aspects of procrastination (Chabaud et al., 2010;

Himrod, 1998; Nicholson & Scharff, 2007; Pychyl et al., 2000; Rothblum, 1990,



Stober & Joormann, 2001; Walsh & Ugumba-Agwunobi, 2002), some others
argued that cognition is important to understand delaying phenomena (Bandura,
1989; Cassady & Johnson, 2002; Sirois, 2004a; Tice, 1991). On the other side,
behavioral oriented researchers focused on different variables contributing to
procrastination (Ariely & Wertenbroch, 2002; Howell, Watson, Powell, & Buro,
2006; Moon & Illingworth, 2005; Senecal, Lavoie, & Koestner, 1997; Vohs et al.,

2008; Wadkins, 1999).

Studies examining affective aspects of procrastination focus on the subjective
discomfort associated with task delay (Burka & Yuen, 1983; Solomon &
Rothblum, 1984). Specifically, the researcher found procrastination linked with
anxiety and worry (Chabaud et al., 2010; Himrod, 1998; Tuckman, 1991), where
in some cases negative emotions, when at peak level, can lead to decrease in
procrastination (Solomon, Murakami, Greenberger, & Rothblum, 1983). Research
studies investigating affective dimension emphasizes the anxiety and worry as the
most negative emotions (Ferrari & Tice, 2000; Stober & Joormann, 2001). The
researchers also argued that procrastinators also prone to suffer from frustration

(Ellis & Knaus, 1977; Harrington, 2005a, 2005b) particularly before deadlines.

Studies of procrastination based on the cognitive perspective investigate examine
why students make conscious decision to procrastinate although it has negative
consequences (Karas & Spada, 2009). Cognitive variables such as self-esteem and

self-efficacy have been frequently studied associated with procrastination (Ferrari,



Parker, & Ware, 1992; Ferrari, 1991b; Seo, 2008; Tice, 1991). For example, a
proposed explanation of procrastination is that it serves as an individual’s inner
strategy for protecting a fragile self-esteem (Burka & Yuen, 1983). Bandura
(1986) proposed another theory of procrastination when he studied the construct
of self-efficacy. Ferrari, Parker and Ware (1992) found a significant negative
relationship between self-efficacy beliefs and academic procrastination,
suggesting lower level of self-efficacy being related to higher level of
procrastination. Similarly, numerous studies have found an inverse relationship
between self-esteem and self-efficacy associated with procrastination, with weak
self-esteem and self-efficacy is related to more frequent procrastination (Beck,
Koons, & Milgrim, 2000; Ferrari, 1994; Ferrari, 2001; Ferrari & Emmons, 1994;

Lamba, 1999; Sirois, 2004a).

Procrastination studies conducted by behavioral oriented researchers have focused
on the students’ amount of study behavior and frequency of task delay (Beck et
al., 2000). In order to assess actual procrastination behavior, in a number of
studies the date of submitted term paper (Tice & Baumeister, 1997), the date of
the questionnaire returned to the experimenter (Lay, 1986) the timing of quiz
completion (Moon & Illingworth, 2005) or the timing of laboratory task initiation
and completion (Senecal et al., 1997) have recorded. Moreover, some researchers
(Ferrari & Tice, 2000; Van Eerde, 2003; Wolters, 2003) argued that self-
regulation is one of the strongest behavioral predictor of procrastination. In this

respect, students’ self-regulation and self-control tendencies became important



variables to assess behavioral procrastination (Ariely & Wertenbroch, 2002;

Ariely, 2002; Howell et al., 2006; Klassen, Krawchuk, & Rajani, 2008).

The variability in findings has lead to a new emphasis on the complexity of
procrastination with cognitive, affective, and behavioral components as a
psychological phenomenon and need to conceptualize it as a multidimensional
phenomenon rather than unitary construct (Rothblum, Solomon, & Murakami,
1986; Watson, 2001). Hence, multiple causes of procrastination have become
increasingly popular. It might be attributable to its consistent links with a wide

variety of psychological disturbances and distress.

Theoretically, procrastination includes interplay of cognitive, affective, and
behavioral components (Rothblum et al., 1986). Solomon and Rothblum (1984)
suggested that procrastination is not only a deficit of study habits or organization
of time, but involves complex relationships of cognitive, affective, and behavioral
components. Specifically, affective aspect of procrastination is associated with
mood and emotions (Burka & Yuen, 1983; Ferrari, 1992; Spada, Hiou, &
Nikcevic, 2006); cognitive aspect focuses on irrational and illogical factors
resulting in procrastination despite negative consequences (Blunt & Pychyl, 2005;
Ferrari, 1994). Behavioral component of procrastination refers to dilatory and

study behavior (Solomon & Rothblum, 1984).



The failure of previous studies including limited aspects of procrastination
suggests a need to be more comprehensive both with respect to theory and
empirical research procedures in order to understand what procrastination is and
what multiple facets predict its various indicators. In this respect, in the present
study, it is expected to extend the previous research by examining the predictors
of procrastination including cognitive, affective, and behavioral components. The
set of cognitive, affective and behavioral variables representing procrastination
that are selected for inclusion in the present study have been identified in the
literature as important reasons in procrastination. The selected construct are
frustration intolerance, irrational beliefs, self-efficacy, self-esteem, and self-
regulation. Of particular interest to the current study is the association with
multifaceted nature of procrastination highlighting its cognitive, affective, and

behavioral components based on Ellis (1962)’s rational emotive behavior theory.

1.2 Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate the causes of procrastination in a
Turkish sample by making use of the broad framework of rational emotive
behavior approach. Specifically, a model was hypothesized to be tested in order to
see the structural relationships among the cognitive, affective, and behavioral
variables and to what extend the combination of these variables account for
engaging in procrastination. As reviewed above and are presented in detailed in

the following chapter, the hypothesized antecedents of procrastination were two



dimensions of irrational beliefs and frustration discomfort beliefs, academic self-
efficacy, self-esteem, and self-regulation. Figure 1.1 (see on the page 10)

represents the hypothesized causal model of the procrastination.



o[qeLIeA snouadoxyq

S9[qBLIE A JOJRIPIA

\0
m/.w

SoqeLIe A snouaSopuyg

Figure 1. 1 The hypothesized causal model
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The hypothesized model tested in the present study combined the independent
constructs including two dimensions of frustration discomfort and irrational
beliefs, academic self-efficacy, self-esteem, and self-regulation; and a dependent
construct including procrastination. In the hypothesized model, moreover,
academic self-efficacy, self-esteem and self-regulation were treated as mediators
between procrastination and other variables. According to the model, used
dimensions of frustration discomfort and irrational beliefs were hypothesized to
predict academic self-efficacy and/or self-esteem and/or self-regulation; academic
self-efficacy, self-esteem and self-regulation to predict procrastination; self-

esteem to predict academic self-efficacy.

Thus, the present study was focused on the following research question:

To what extend the procrastination is predicted by the hypothesized model
compromised of frustration intolerance (emotional intolerance and discomfort
intolerance), irrational beliefs (emotional irresponsibility and anxious

overconcern), academic self-efficacy, self-esteem, and self-regulation?

1.3 Hypothesized Model Development

Procrastination is a detrimental habit on the students’ academic performance and
their psychological health (Accordino, Accordino, & Slaney, 2000). According to
Solomon and Rothblum (1984), it is “...the act of needlessly delaying tasks to the

point of experiencing subjective discomfort” (p. 503) and studies showed that
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large numbers of the students have negatively been affected by procrastination

(Beck et al., 2000; Keller, 1968; Semb et al., 1979; Wesley, 1994).

The problem of procrastination has real life consequences and is not just of
theoretical consideration. It is empirically clear that multiple factors contribute to
procrastination (Solomon et al., 1983). Hence human behaviors resulted from a
complex of several factors, and consequently the behaviors should be studied in a
network that includes all of these factors (Solomon & Rothblum, 1984). Most
previous studies investigating causal factors related to academic procrastination
have focused on limited dimensions or variables of procrastination. Those few
studies conducted in this field which have used multiple determinants of
procrastination (Rothblum et al., 1986; Solomon & Rothblum, 1984) have lack of
comprehensive explanations about theoretical relationships among prospective

predictor variables and procrastination.

In this respect, reviewing the literature on the factors contributing to student
procrastination, the researcher decided to develop a conceptual theoretical model
by investigating cognitive, affective, and behavioral factors at the same time.
Therefore, the present investigation is expected to extend previous research by
exploring a more comprehensive set of cognitive, affective, and behavioral

variables that have previously been used to predict procrastination.

As Ellis and Knaus (1977) suggested, procrastination is a self-defeating behavior

energized by fear that can be modified by acting differently, thinking differently,
12



and developing strong feelings supporting the change of familiar patterns. To
change patterns of procrastination, the Affect-Beliefs-Cognition (ABC; Ellis and
Knaus, 1987) model which is the cornerstone of rational emotive behavior theory
(Ellis, 1962). One reason for choosing this model is its theoretical foundation; it is
based on the assumption that the process such as feeling, thinking, and acting are

not disparate entities, but that they significantly overlap (Ellis, 1973).

1.4 The Development of the Path Model

In the present study, path analysis which is a causal modeling approach to explore
the intercorrelations within a defined network (Duncan, 1966; Kenny, 2009;
Martinussen, 2010; Pittman, 2010) including some cognitive, affective and
behavioral components was used. In order to develop a path model to predict
academic procrastination, individual factors which mentioned the strong influence
on procrastination in academic setting in the literature were identified. All related
factors which were found to be significantly associated with procrastination were
presented in the following (Literature Review) chapter. To be able to predict
procrastination in academic setting, however, a theoretical model needed to
incorporate some of these factors in combination and suggests their
interrelationships. Therefore, as suggested in the procrastination literature, the
author argued the influence of cognitive, affective, and behavioral factors. Since
these components stressed interactively in rational emotive behavior theory, the

author decided to use the perspective.
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After collecting data within selected construct, which included frustration
intolerance belief, irrational belief, self-efficacy, self-esteem, and self-regulation,
a correlational study was conducted. Pearson product moment correlation
coefficient study was performed among all the subscales of these construct to

select best predictors of procrastination statistically.

As the variables used in the path model were showed multidimensional construct,
the related dimensions were selected. The selected dimensions for inclusion in the
path model have been identified in the literature as the most relevant factors to
explain the exogenous variable. As the most relevant dimensions, emotional
intolerance and discomfort intolerance subscales were selected from the
dimensions of frustration discomfort variable. Moreover, emotional
irresponsibility and anxious overconcern were selected among the dimensions of
irrational belief variable. Finally a model based on rational emotive behavior
approach to investigate the causal factors of academic procrastination was

developed.

The theoretical model set out in Figure 1.1 (see on the page 10) links eight
different constructs in temporal and causal sequence. Additionally, the model is
assumed to be recursive and the linkages hypothesized to be linear and additive.
As depicted by the model, academic procrastination is affected by four exogenous
affective variables (emotional intolerance, discomfort intolerance, emotional

irresponsibility, anxious overconcern) measured midway through cognitive
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variables (academic self-efficacy and self-esteem) which purport a measure a

students’ affective and behavioral (self-regulation) transition.

1.5 The Hypothesized Path Model

The following path model was proposed for the present study to examine the
causes of academic procrastination in a Turkish sample by making use of broad
framework of Ellis (1962)’s rational emotive behavior approach. Specifically, a
model based on rational emotive behavior approach to academic procrastination
was developed in order to see a set of relationships among the factors associated
with cognitive, affective and behavioral aspects of rational emotive behavior
approach and to what extend the combination of these factors account for students

engaging in procrastination.

The proposed antecedents of academic procrastination for this study were
emotional intolerance, discomfort intolerance, emotional irresponsibility, and
anxious overconcern as exogenous variables; academic self-efficacy and self-
esteem and self-regulation as endogenous variables. The details of these variables
and their associations with procrastination were presented in the next chapter,

literature review. Figure 1.1 presents the proposed causal model for the study.
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1.6 The Hypothesized Paths

The hypothesized paths including direct and indirect effects are given below.

1.6.1 The Direct Effects of the Path Model

Path A: (Frustration Discomfort to Academic Self-Efficacy). Frustration
discomfort is negatively related to academic self-efficacy; suggesting that students
who have lower frustration intolerance will have higher academic self-efficacy

level.

Path B: (Frustration Discomfort to Self-Regulation). Frustration discomfort is
negatively related to self-regulation; students who have lower level of frustration

intolerance will have higher level of self-regulation.

Path C: (Irrational Beliefs to Self-Regulation). Irrational beliefs are negatively
related to self-regulation; suggesting that students who have lower level of

irrational belief will have higher level of self-regulation.

Path D: (Irrational Beliefs to Self-Esteem). Irrational beliefs are negatively related

to self-esteem; students who have lower level of irrational belief will have higher

level of self-esteem.

16



Path E: (Academic Self-Efficacy to Procrastination). Academic self-efficacy is
negatively related to procrastination, suggesting that students who have lower

level of academic self-efficacy will have higher level of procrastination.

Path F: (Academic Self-Efficacy to Self-Regulation). Academic self-efficacy is
positively related to self-regulation; students who have lower level of academic

self-efficacy will have lower level of self-regulation.

Path G: (Self-Esteem to Self-Regulation). Self-esteem is positively related to self-
regulation, suggesting that students who have lower level of self-esteem will have

lower level of self-regulation.

Path H: (Self-Esteem to Procrastination). Self-esteem is negatively related to
procrastination; students who have lower level of self-esteem will have higher

level of procrastination.

Path I: (Self-Esteem to Academic Self-efficacy). Self-esteem is positively related
to academic self-efficacy, suggesting that students who have lower level of self-
esteem will have lower level of academic self-efficacy.

Path J: (Self-Regulation to Procrastination). Self-regulation is negatively related
to procrastination; students who have lower level of self-regulation will have

higher level of procrastination.
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1.6.2 The Indirect Effects

Path A & E: (Frustration Discomfort to Academic Self-Efficacy to
Procrastination). Frustration discomfort is negatively related to academic self-
efficacy, which in turn, is negatively related to procrastination. In other words,
students who have lower level of frustration discomfort will develop higher level

of academic self-efficacy and will engage in lower level of procrastinate.

Path A & F & J: (Frustration Discomfort to Academic Self-Efficacy to Self-
Regulation to Procrastination). Frustration discomfort is negatively related to
academic self-efficacy, which in turn, positively related to self-regulation. Self-
regulation, in turn, is positively related to procrastination. That is, students who
have lower level of frustration discomfort will develop higher level of academic
self-efficacy, leading them to have higher level of self-regulation, resulting in

engaging lower level of procrastination.

Path B & J: (Frustration Discomfort to Self-Regulation to Procrastination).
Frustration discomfort is negatively related to self-regulation, which in turn,
negatively related to procrastination. Students who have lower level of frustration
discomfort will have higher level of self-regulation and engage in lower level of

procrastination.

Path C & J: (Irrational Beliefs to Self-regulation to Procrastination). Irrational

belief is negatively related to self-regulation which in turn, negatively related to
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procrastination. In other words, students who have lower level of irrational belief
will have higher level of self-regulation and engage in lower level of

procrastination.

Path D & H: (Irrational Beliefs to Self-Esteem to Procrastination). Irrational belief
is negatively related to self-esteem which in turn, negatively related to
procrastination. In this respect, students who have lower level of irrational belief
will develop higher level of self-esteem which leads to engage in lower level of

procrastination.

Path D & G & J: (Irrational Beliefs to Self-Esteem to Self-Regulation to
Procrastination). Irrational belief is negatively related to self-esteem which in
turn, positively related to self-regulation. Self-regulation is negatively related to
procrastination. In other words, students who have lower level of irrational belief
will develop higher level of self-esteem which leads to higher level of self-

regulation resulting in lower level of procrastination.

1.7 Significance of the Study

Throughout the school years, responsibility of student performance gradually
shifts from parents to teacher and teacher to students (Tuckman, 1991). Students
become less dependent on their parents when they are children in school setting.
Then they gradually independent and their learning pace are more or less

determined by themselves. The self-independence reaches a high point at the
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university period. Procrastination is one of the most important problems in this
period since they take direct responsibility for their own learning. Many college
students admits not to finish their learning assignments within expected time
limits (Beswick et al., 1988; Pychyl, Morin, & Salmon, 2001) which result in their
score being below average grade expectation. Some of them fail school and

finally they may drop out or quit (Keller, 1968). ,

There is some empirical evidence that engaging in procrastination result in
underachievement (Howell & Buro, 2009; Lubbers, Van der Werf, Kuyper, &
Hendriks, 2010). Hence, it is significant to understand the nature of
procrastination by investigating the multiple factors cause students to
procrastinate. Most previous studies examining associated factors to
procrastination have focused on limited aspects of procrastination. Solomon and
Rothblum (1984) suggested that procrastination is more than a deficit of study
habit or poor time management; it involves complex relationships of cognitive,
affective, and behavioral components (Solomon et al., 1983). Nevertheless, little
has been known about overall affects of cognitive, affective, and behavioral
factors with respect to different measures of procrastination. In this respect, the
present investigation is expected to extend previous research by exploring path
analytic relationships among a set of cognitive, affective, and behavioral variables
aimed to predict procrastination and a set of associated measures used in the past

utilized to assess procrastination.
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In the present study the researcher focused on rational emotive behavior approach
to explain the several domain of student procrastination. In this respect, it is
believed that a better understanding of the effects of a wide variety of cognitive,
affective, and behavioral factors on procrastination in university students should
assist educators and counselors in dealing with procrastination and their academic
needs. Moreover, results of this study may contribute to the research carried out in
this field in terms of understanding the causal relationships among the study
variables. It is also expected that this study will contribute to the limited literature
about procrastination in Turkey. Moreover, in the present study, a new measures
was introduced; Frustration Discomfort Scale (FDS, Harrington, 2005). It is
expected that the Frustration Discomfort Scale would encourage new studies
about students’ frustration intolerance associated with both procrastination and

other construct.

This study was design to contribute theoretical knowledge base by measuring
procrastination as suggested by Solomon and Rothblum (1984) stressing the need
of studies including overall effect of cognitive, affective, and behavioral variables.
Specifically, the present study built on a grounded theory of procrastination (Ellis,
1973) which stresses the need to consider cognitive, affective, and behavioral

aspects of procrastination.

Although procrastination research has been considerable attention in western
population in terms of its nature, cause and effect relationships, and treatment

alternatives, there appear lack of studies conducted to understand the nature and
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multiface of procrastination for Turkish samples in terms of grounded theories.
Various aspects of procrastination was supported by taking the base of various
approaches, however, there appear lack of studies conducting the overall effects of
cognitive, affective, and behavioral studies even in the Western populations. In
this respect, the comprehensive nature of procrastination with respect to its
cognitive, affective, and behavioral components is believed to account for various

factors contributing to procrastination of Turkish university students.

The present study, by making use of rational emotive behavior perspectives,
attempted to test several cognitive, affective, and behavioral factors in predicting
procrastination in academic setting. In this respect, findings that are obtained from
the present study may also guide to the practitioners in designing appropriate
intervention and treatment programs that will help students engaging in
procrastination in academic tasks. The apparent prevalence of procrastination
particularly in university students and the problems that often result in negative
outcomes seem to justify attention of counseling professionals in order to meet the

needs of students in assisting to overcome their procrastination habit.
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1.8 Definition of the Terms

The terms that are used throughout the study are conceptualized and defined as

follows:

Procrastination refers to the act of needlessly delaying tasks to the point of
feeling subjective discomfort (Solomon & Rothblum, 1984). Operational
measures of procrastination from specific self-reported behavior are assessed by

Turkish version of Tuckman Procrastination Scale (Tuckman, 1991).

Frustration Intolerance identifies a belief that a person is unable to withstand the
discomfort of a situation or an event (Walen, DiGuiseppe, & Dryden, 1992).
Operational measure of frustration tolerance from specific self-reported emotion is
evaluated by Turkish version of Frustration Discomfort Scale (FDS; Harrington,
2005) . The scale provides 4 subscales namely, emotional intolerance, discomfort
intolerance, entitlement, and achievement. Two of the frustration tolerance
dimensions to operationally measure affective components for the present study

were Emotional intolerance and Discomfort intolerance.

Emotional Intolerance subscale reflects the belief that ‘emotional distress is

intolerable and must be quickly relieved or avoided’ (Harrington, 2005, p.876).

Discomfort Intolerance subscale reflects the belief that life should be easy,

comfortable and free of hassles, effort and inconvenience.
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Irrational Beliefs refers to self-defeating absolutistic beliefs leading to
inappropriate emotions that sabotage a person’s life goal pursuit and attainment
(Crawford & Ellis, 1989; Ellis, 1984). The Turkish version of Irrational Belief
Test (Jones, 1969) provides 8 irrational beliefs; namely, demand for approval,
high self expectation, blame proneness, emotional irresponsibility, anxious
overconcern, dependency, helpless, and perfectionism. The two irrational beliefs
to operationally measure affective construct for the present study were selected as

anxious overconcern, emotional Irresponsibility.

Anxious Overconcern identifies the belief that in case of happening bad or

dangerous events, one must concern about it and should worry (Woods, 1990).

Emotional Irresponsibility identifies the belief that persons have little control over
their unhappiness or emotional disturbance since it is caused by other people or
events. They also believe that everything would be all right if others would

change (Woods, 1990).

Academic Self-Efficacy refers to beliefs in capability to carry out the action
required to succeed in an academic task (Bandura, 1997). Operational measure of
self-efficacy in academic setting result from self-reported cognitive construct is
assessed by Academic Self-efficacy Scale (Jerusalem & Schwarzer, 1981).

Self-Esteem refers to global judgments of self worth (Roseberg, 1965).
Operational measures of self-esteem result from self-reported cognitive constructs

are indicated on the Rosenberg (1965) Self-Esteem Survey (SES).
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Self-Regulation refers to control the impulses to engage in behaviors that have
known cost to the self (Metcalfe & Mischel, 1999). Operational measures of self-
regulation from specific self-reported behavior are indicated on Turkish version of

Self Control Schedule (Rosenbaum, 1980).

1.9 Limitations of the Study

In the light of this study, possible limitations should be considered. The scope of
the study is limited to the data collected from undergraduate level of students
namely; freshmen, sophomore, junior and senior grades, enrolled in the Middle
East Technical University. When considered the students’ various procrastination
levels, generalization of findings to students who enrolled in the prep-school and

graduate programs is limited.

Second limitation of the study might be owing to the self-report nature of the data
collection. As in the present study, procrastination levels could not be assessed by
multiple way of evaluation including observation of the actual academic
postponement, peer and instructor ratings regarding students’ procrastination

tendencies, levels of procrastination is limited with the students’ self-reporting.

Another limitation might be related to the study variables used in the present
study. As the present study aimed at predicting procrastination with respect to
cognitive, affective, and behavioral components, some of the variables including

frustration discomfort, irrational beliefs, academic self-efficacy, self-esteem and
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self-regulation were selected to be able to represent these constructs. Hence, in the
present study, cognitive, affective, and behavioral components associated with

procrastination are limited with the selected variables.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In this chapter, the research literature deemed by the author to be most relevant to
the purpose of this study is summarized. This chapter includes seven sections.
Definitions of procrastination are presented in the first section. The second section
includes the forms of procrastination. In the third one, demographic influence on
procrastination is presented. In the fourth section theoretical models of
procrastination based on the present research studies are addressed. The fifth
section of this chapter includes the theoretical framework of the present study. In
the sixth section of this chapter presents antecedents of procrastination association
with cognitive, affective, and behavioral factors. Finally, in the last section

procrastination studies conducted in Turkey are given.

2.1 Definitions of procrastination

The term procrastination is derived from the Latin verb procrastinare, meaning to

delay or postpone until another day (DeSimone, 1983 as cited in Burka & Yuen,

1993) is the combination of two words -pro means implying forward motion, and

crastinus, meaning “belonging to tomorrow” (Ferrari et al., 1995).
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For the contemporary definitions, the literature review present multiple ways in
that procrastination is defined and conceptualized variously by the researchers and
there does not appear to be a consensus on a single definition. Through all
definitions include “delay” component. Senecal, Koestner, and Vallerand (1995),
for example, defined procrastination as failing to perform activity within the
expected time frame, although one knows and wants to complete it. Lay (1986)’s
definition on procrastination also included the same content which is the failure to
spend the most time on important tasks. Scher and Osterman (2002) identified
procrastination as ‘“a substantial hindrance to success” (p. 385). Similar to
Picarelli (2003), Hess, Sherman and Goodman (2000) defined procrastination as
“the tendency to delay a task to the point that one becomes frustrated about not
completing it” (p. 61). Kachgal, Hansen, and Kevin (2001)’s approach to
procrastination includes the feeling of being overwhelmed, lack of motivation,

and poor time management.

Whilst, the term procrastination has the same component, delaying, the definitions
are not consistent. Milgram (1991) broadened the definition by stressing four
essential components of procrastination. According to him, procrastination also
includes (a) a behavior chain of postponement, (b) resulting a substandard
behavioral outcome, (¢) involving a task perceived by the procrastinator as
important to perform, and (d) concluding a state of emotional upset (Kutlesa,

1998).
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It is seen in the procrastination literature, the early approaches to define the
phenomenon were placed in behavioral terms. Solomon and Rothblum (1984)
defined the procrastination as “the act of needlessly delaying tasks to the point of
experiencing subjective discomfort” (p. 503). Some other researchers (e.g. Burka
& Yuen, 1983; Lay, 1986) defined it related to task avoidance. With the increased
popularity of cognitive and cognitive behavioral approaches, definitions of
procrastination then moved toward inclusion of cognitive components such as
irrationality (Milgram, Dangour, & Raviv, 1991; Senecal, Julien, & Guay, 2003)
and failures in self-regulation (Ellis & Knaus, 1977; Ferrari, 2001; Ferrari & Tice,
2000; Knaus, 2001). Some authors also believe that there needs to be an affective
component related to procrastination. Then a growing number of definitions
incorporated affective components, such as discomfort associated with
procrastination (Burka & Yuen, 1983; Fee & Tangney, 2000; Ferrari, 1991a;
Rothblum et al., 1986). Rothblum, Solomon and Murakami (1986) explained
procrastination as a complex and maladaptive (Sigall, Kruglanski, & Fyock, 2000)
phenomenon with cognitive, affective, and behavioral components. In this respect,
affective domain has a relationship with test anxiety and gender. Cognitive
domain is involved in attributing style (internal and external) such as fear of
failure and/or task aversiveness. Behavioral domain is related with the students’

amount of study behavior and frequency of dilatory behavior.

To the conclusion, procrastination can be described as doing the most important
tasks after the least important tasks due to some cognitive, affective, and

behavioral components. In this respect, in the present study the researcher

29



concentrated more on cognitive, affective, and behavioral structures of

procrastination based on Ellis (1962)’s rational emotive behavior perspective.

2.2 Forms of Procrastination

Different from the past classification of procrastination, recently (Chu & Choi,
2005) provided an alternative perspective to procrastination. They suggested that
not all procrastination could be harmful or are precursor of negative
consequences. Specifically, they argued two types of procrastination namely

active and passive procrastination.

Active procrastination is making intentional decision to procrastinate, using their
strong motivation under time pressure, and ability to complete the tasks before
deadlines and achieving satisfactory outcomes (Chu & Choi, 2005). This
definition is similar to what Ferrari (1994) defined as ‘functional procrastination’
which represents an occasional, acceptable behavior including purposeful goal-
oriented tactics that end up with results in success. Choi and Moran (2009) argued
that active procrastination is observable behavioral characteristic including (a)
preference for time pressure, (b) cognitive decision to procrastinate, (c¢) behavioral
capacity to meet deadlines, and, (d) ability to achieve satisfactory outcome.
Specifically, when active procrastinators confronted with last minute pressure,
they tend to enjoy the feelings of being challenged, which lead to increase in
motivation. On the contrary to passive procrastinators, active procrastinators

preplan and organize their task activities although they do not stick on the rigid
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time schedule. They can be able to estimate the minimum amount of time
necessary to finish a task and push themselves to proceed to the goal even under
the last minute pressure. Unlike passive procrastinators, they under more task-
oriented coping strategies under stress. Since active procrastinators know how to
motivate themselves under time pressure, they make intentional decision to
procrastinate, and complete the task on time. They usually obtain satisfactory
results although they procrastinate (Chu & Choi, 2005). Although procrastination
has been viewed as negative phenomenon (Ellis & Knaus, 1977; Ferrari, 2001;
Rothblum et al., 1986); active procrastination has positive implications for some
person in terms of their self-efficacy, stress coping and performance (Choi &

Moran, 2009; Chu & Choi, 2005).

Passive procrastination is traditional procrastinating. This is similar to what
Ferrari (1994) defined as ‘dysfunctional procrastination’. It includes postponing of
a task until the last minutes due to an inability to make decision to act in a timely
manner (Chu & Choi, 2005). Or people may start to do work but never finish
(O'Donoghue & Rabin, 2008). Passive procrastinators generally tend to put more
pleasant activity to another one without much planning or organization the time
(Konig & Kleninmann, 2004; Pychyl et al., 2000; Sigall et al., 2000). They often
fail to complete task on time, probably because they tend to underestimate the
time required to complete a particular task. Unlike active procrastinators, they
largely rely on emotional or avoidance coping strategies. They generally fail to
control focusing on the task and tend to gravitate toward more pleasant activities

than carry on the task (Tice & Baumeister, 1997). They desire immediate
31



gratification of their needs, which can bring to stress in the short term, but then
lead to self-defeating outcomes (Harriot & Ferrari, 1996). The procrastination
research is generally classified according to four main forms of passive
procrastination as (a) academic procrastination, (b) work-related procrastination

(c) life routine procrastination and (d) decisional procrastination.

Academic procrastination is defined as putting off the academic tasks until the last
minute (Solomon & Rothblum, 1984). The early research study conducted by Hill,
Hill, Chabot, and Barral (1978) revealed that approximately 90% of the students
reported to procrastinate on academic task at least occasionally, and 50% reported
to engage in procrastination at least half of the time or more. It is common
especially among university students (Burka & Yuen, 1983). Recently,
Schouwenburg (2004) collected over 2.000 college and university students’
procrastination scores and examined the prevalence of procrastination in a student
population. The scores revealed that almost all students procrastinate in some

degree.

Analogously, the researchers examine work-related procrastination in work
settings. One of the main differences between work and academic procrastination
might be the consequences of procrastination (Sokolowska, 2009). On the
contrary to academic tasks which are solitary endeavors; tasks in workplaces are
required team working. Thus, Hammer and Ferrari (2002) suggested that work
procrastination affects performance of the team and is considered more costly than

that of academic procrastination. In a prevalence study carried out with working
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adults, Ferrari (1992) found that procrastination was a self-perceived problem for
many. The level of perceived problem reflected an individual assessment of

personal performance related to personal standards (Van Eerde, 2003).

Everyday procrastination (Life Routine Procrastination) is another form of
procrastination engaged in frequently (Lay, 1986). It referred to as difficulty in
scheduling time of the recruiting life routines and doing them on schedule (Lay &
Brokenshire, 1997; Sigall et al., 2000). Assessments of the prevalence of
procrastination tendency as a “significant problem” by 25% of adults, and almost
40% of the participants reported to have personally experienced financial loss

during the past years (Ferrari et al., 1995).

The final form that the researchers classified is decisional form of procrastination
defined as inability to make timely decision (Effert & Ferrari, 1989) or as repeated
postponement of major life decision (Ellis & Knaus, 1977). According to Janis
and Mann (1977) procrastination is a means of dealing with conflict and
indecision. They suggested that when a student habitually procrastinates he/she
might be deeply conflicted about what topic to choose or might be undecided
about what is required. By delaying the tasks, they manage to avoid testing their
abilities and require others to make decisions in their place, allowing them to
attribute any failure to someone else’s poor planning or decision making (Ferrari,

1994).
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2.3 Demographic Influence on Procrastination

Similar to all other psychological constructs, procrastination researchers have
consistently studied the influence of three possible demographic moderators
(Diaz-Morales, 2006; Ferrari, Uzun Ozer, & Demir, 2009) on the student
procrastination: gender, age and grade levels (Ferrari et al., 1995; Haycock,
McCarthy, & Skay, 1998; Jackson, Weiss, Lundquist, & Hooper, 2003;
Onwuegbuzie, Collins, & Elbedour, 2003; Pychyl, Coplan, & Reid, 2002; Uzun
Ozer, 2009). The influences of the gender, age and grade levels on procrastination

are presented below.

The influence of gender on procrastination is difficult to predict (Steel, 2004).
Previous investigations including sex differences have found mixed results.
Although some studies reported significant gender differences (Balkis & Duru,
2009; Milgram, Marshevsky, & Sadeh, 1994; Pychyl et al., 2002; Schouwenburg,
1992; Stead, Shanahan, & Neufeld, 2010; Uzun Ozer, Demir, & Ferrari, 2009a)
on the incidence of procrastination, other studies reported no such sex difference

(Ferrari, 2001; Schouwenburg, 1992).

With regard to the influence of grade level on procrastination, not much study has
been conducted. The results of the limited studies revealed that time in university
grade are linearly related (Balkis & Duru, 2009; Steel, 2004; Steel, 2007; Uzun
Ozer, 2005). Findings revealed that the tendency for students to procrastinate

increase the longer students are in university. The results of the procrastination
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have also shown differences in different grades (Collins, Onwuegbuzie, & Jiao,
2008; Johnson, Green, & Kluever, 2000). In other words, Semb, et al. (1979)
stated that freshmen procrastinate the least; seniors the most. The results regarding
the grade difference have shown consistency with the studies carried out with
Turkish students. For instance, the findings of the study conducted by Uzun Ozer
et. al. (2009a) supported to the view in that they found freshmen procrastinate less
than do seniors. In a cross sectional study carried out with Turkish high school,
undergraduate and graduate students, Uzun Ozer (2008) also found that

undergraduates procrastinated more than high school and graduate students.

In the line with the grade difference, Beswick et al. (1988) found that age is
another demographic variable which has influence on procrastination. Steel
(2007) suggested that people procrastinate less when they age and learn. The
findings of the previous studies have shown that older students endorsed to
procrastinate lesser than the younger students (Beswick et al., 1988). In a recent
study, Stead et. al. (2010) also found that greater age predicted lower level of

procrastination.

Procrastination in academic setting has been investigated in samples from
different cultures such as Netherlands (Schouwenburg, 1992), South Australia
(Beswick et al., 1988), and Canada (Senecal et al., 1995). The findings revealed
that cultural difference has not an influence on the frequency of procrastination,
but the influence on why students procrastinate (Collins et al., 2008). The findings
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of the previous cross-cultural studies supported the view that it is encountered in
almost every society and does not seem to be culturally bound (Ferrari, Diaz-
Morales, O'Callaghan, Diaz, & Argumedo, 2007; Prohaska, Morill, Atiles, &

Perez, 2001).

To conclude, as Steel (2007) suggested, ‘it is unlikely that personality traits
homogenously distributed through a population’ (p. 71). Hence the researchers
have consistently attempted to understand the demographic influence mostly
including age, gender, grade levels and cultural effects on procrastination. Given
above, the findings have shown that merely age could be mostly effect on
procrastination in that people procrastinate less unless they age and learn. On the
other side, the anticipated effect of gender on procrastination is difficult to predict.
Similarly, research results have indicated that grade levels associated to
procrastination is depending on the sample from which researchers gather the
data. Finally, research findings conducted to find out the cultural effects on
procrastination also demonstrated that ethnicity and cultural differences are not
the indicators of procrastination tendency. Procrastination is a personality trait and

whether or not they are traditional or nontraditional, students may procrastinate.
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2.4 Factors Contributing to Procrastination

When the sources of procrastination are considered, many causal factors
contributing to academic procrastination have been found by several researchers
(Brown, 1983; Kachgal et al., 2001; Schowuenburg et al., 2004).

Early investigations for the reasons of procrastination done by such clinicians as
Burka and Yuen (1983) and Ellis and Knaus (1977). They suggested the role of an
individual’s cognitive processes as causal factors. Subsequent research studies has
revealed that a number of factors are related to procrastination including
evaluation anxiety (Chabaud et al., 2010; Solomon & Rothblum, 1984), difficulty
in making decisions (Effert & Ferrari, 1989; Ferrari & Olivette, 1993), rebellion
against control (Effert & Ferrari, 1989; Ferrari & Olivette, 1993; Uzun Ozer,
Sackes, & Tuckman, 2009b), lower level of self-esteem (Klassen et al., 2008), low
self-regulation (Digdon & Howell, 2008), external locus of control (Deniz, Tras,
& Aydogan, 2009), self-oriented perfectionism (Seo, 2008), lack of assertion, fear
of the consequences of success, perceived aversiveness of the tasks, and overly
perfectionistic standards about competency (Burka & Yuen, 1983). Some other
researchers suggested similar to self-handicapping form, on which individuals
have low self-competence and high fear of failure regarding their capabilities on a
certain task, people might procrastinate in order to protect their threatened self—

esteem (Ferrari, 1991a; Lay, Knish, & Zanatta, 1992; Meyer, 2001).
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2.5 Theoretical Models of Procrastination

Investigating the causes and consequences of procrastination has attracted the
interest of researchers. This interest led to the development of several models to
provide comprehensive understanding regarding the nature of procrastination. The
models they suggested are based on the orientations developed by pre-scientific
philosophers. Even though the researchers have not agreed the definition of
procrastination yet, they have related it to several cognitive, behavioral, and
affective constructs. The most popular theoretical explanations of procrastination,
namely psychoanalytic approach, behavioral approach and cognitive behavioral

approach are summarized in this section.

2.5.1 Psychoanalytic Approach

One of the earliest attempts to explain the dynamics of procrastination was made
by psychoanalytic theorists. Freud (1953) was the first who explained the
avoidance behaviors with the role of anxiety. He stated that tasks are avoided
primarily because they are threatening to the ego. Through delaying, the ego is
protected from the risk of possible failure. Similarly, recently, Birder (1993)
suggested that procrastination is a defense against impulses and separation. It is a
result of psychologically or physically dangerous maturation and growth process.
Hence, procrastinators can be seen as passive children who are hesitate to assert
themselves actively. Nevertheless, one of the obvious problems with the

psychoanalytic theory is its difficulty to empirically test (Ferrari et al., 1995).
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One of the most popular theories about the etiology of procrastination is that
procrastination is a self-protection of fragile self-esteem (Burka & Yuen, 1983;
Tice, 1991). The theory suggested that performance is reflection of ability which
is also a reflection of self-worth. This assertion reveals an equation among
performance, ability and self-worth. Hence, failure at a task becomes an indicator
of lack of ability and a low self- worth. Consequently, the students develop a fear
of failure due to the emphasis placed on success in defining self-worth and
procrastination corrupts the equation. Since performance has been impaired by
time constraints; performance does not equal ability and therefore does not equal
self worth. In this way, procrastination serves as an ego defensive function.
Hence, procrastination is used as a protective device by people with fragile self-

esteem.

Beaedsworth (1999) explains procrastination as “the relation between action and
time” with psychodynamic perspective. He suggested that “procrastinator
procrastinates; because his or her effects are haunted by past relations; as a result,
the present and the future in which the human being is apparently engaged are
refused their temporal particularity” (p. 10). Another approach of psychodynamic
theorists is based on the childhood experience regarding with procrastination.
They give more emphasize on the primacy of early childhood emotions that can
be expressed during the personality development. Missildine (1964) is one of the
authors who attempted to explain the procrastination with childhood experiences.

He argued that the “procrastination syndrome” is a caused of parenting style
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including “overcoerced” achievement and setting unrealistic goal for their child.
When the children are unable to meet the demands and expectation of parents,
they develop anxiety and feel worthless. When confronting with a task involving
evaluation of their personal worth or abilities, these feelings are re-experienced
and reenact. Consequently, this brings about procrastinator adults (as cited in
Ferrari et al., 1995). Similarly, Rothblum et al. (1986) suggested that the parents
who overly critical and demanding may cause their children’s avoidance of tasks
rather than risking failure. Also Davis (1999) found positive relationship between

parental criticism and frequency of procrastination.

An empirical study conducted by Ferrari and Olivette (1994) supported the role of
authoritarian parenting on the development of procrastinators. Eighty four young
women and their parents involved in the study were administered avoidant and
decisional procrastination scales besides anger expression scale. The results
yielded that young daughters used procrastination as a coping mechanism to be
able to release their anger at their authoritarian fathers in a more socially

acceptable way.

Another empirical study done by Pychyl et al. (2002) aimed at exploring the effect
and interaction between gender, maternal and paternal parenting style, and global
self-worth in the prediction of procrastination in adolescence. The study including
105 adolescence yielded significant interaction between parenting styles,
adolescent, gender and self-worth. Their findings also suggested for females only

that while father’s parenting style have greater impact on the adolescents’
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procrastination, the effect of maternal authoritarian parenting on procrastination
are mediated through the self-system. The results are consistent with previous
research that also verified the influence on parenting style on personality

difference but not the gender.

2.5.2 Behavioral Approach

Behavioral theory includes reinforcement of behaviors. Skinner (1953) suggested
that behavior exists since it has been reinforced (as cited in Ferrari, et. al., 1995).
According to reinforcement theory, procrastination occurs as a result of a previous
history of successful procrastination. Students who procrastinate may have found
other tasks that are more reinforcing than studying (Bijou, Morris, & Parsons,
1976; Shu & Gneezy, 2010). Classical learning theory emphasizes the importance
of rewards and punishment on behaviors. According to McCown (1986),
“behaviorists believe that procrastination is a learned habit developing from a
human preference for pleasurable activities and short term rewards” (as cited in
Lamba, 1999, p. 5). Another view why particularly university students
procrastinate is that probably they have done it before and it worked. Generally
students look back on several years of high school in which they have done
consistently well despite constantly procrastinating. Then they might discover that

in high school they could do things well even at the last minute (Palmer, 1998).

According to learning theory, procrastination may occur for the reason that the

students has been either rewarded or not punished sufficiently for it (Ferrari et al.,
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1995). Ferrari and Tice (2000) directly and experimentally tested this hypothesis
in laboratory setting by examining self-reported and actual behavioral
procrastination. Fifty nine undergraduate psychology students (40 women and 19
men) were given the opportunity to practice before completing a measure of their
cognitive ability. During the practice period they could choose to spent time on
boring, unpleasant, but evaluative task that might improve their subsequent task
performance. Alternatively, participants could choose to work on an enjoyable,
non-evaluative task that was not directly related to the future. After the practicing
period the General Procrastination Scale Lay (1986) were administered to the
participants. The results of the study demonstrated that there were no significant
gender differences in General procrastination scores. Specifically, participants
spent an average of 9 minutes procrastinating; that is working on a task other than
the practicing task. The results also revealed that the more participants identified
they were procrastinators, the more they procrastinated by spending time on

trivial, unimportant and unrelated tasks.

Regarding punishment which is another important issue for behavioral theorists,
Solomon and Rothblum (1984) carried out a study with 342 university students to
evaluate the frequency and the reasons of procrastination. After performing factor
analysis, they found “aversiveness of task” as a mostly accounted (one-fourth)
factor which showed that students procrastinate on the tasks which they found
“unpleasant” (Kachgal et al., 2001).

In their experimental study Senecal et al. (1995) directly evaluated the factors of

aversiveness of tasks on students’ academic procrastination by examining the time
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management of self-reported procrastinators in a laboratory setting. Participants
who were 58 female undergraduate students from introductory psychology classes
were selected randomly. Four tasks, varied in their levels of interest and difficulty
(interesting/easy  task, interesting/difficult task, boring/easy task, and
boring/difficult task), were given to participants to complete on a computer. One
half of participants were informed that they would receive feedback after working
on the tasks, while the others were not. The former group was also told that the
activities assessed the participants’ abilities to become a professional
psychologist; however the latter group was informed that these activities were
related to their interests. The results of the study showed that putting off aversive
task was a central aspect of academic procrastination. Students who described
themselves as a procrastinator were more likely to delay engaging in the

boring/difficult activity.

Overall, the results showed that procrastination is not a stable personality
disposition; it is a dynamic behavior that may depend on the interaction of the

tasks and contexts (Moon & Illingworth, 2005).

Contemporary learning theory has broadened the traditional rewards and
punishment concepts of classical reinforcement theory. In procrastination, either
escaping or avoiding condition can be seen. Escape conditioning occur when a
students start to perform a task and then aborts it without completed. Avoidance
condition can also occur when the task is never started or is completely avoided

(Ferrari, 1991a; Ferrari et al., 1995).
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The stimulus that controls the avoidance can be internal and external and Solomon
and Rothblum (1984) suggested that one stimulus for procrastinators is anxiety.
Students who have extreme anxiety have tendency to procrastinate the tasks
which is reinforcing to avoid anxiety concerned with studying (Ferrari et al.,
1995; Haycock et al., 1998). Whether or not the anxiety is a reason of
procrastination is a controversial issue in that while some researcher postulated
anxiety as a reason of putting the tasks off (Burka & Yuen, 1983; Ellis & Knaus,
1977; Milgram, Dangour, & Raviv, 2001; Solomon & Rothblum, 1984; Stainton,
Lay, & Flett, 2000) some others claimed that anxiety has a weak connection to
procrastination (Lay, 1986; Lay & Silverman, 1996; McCown, Petzel, & Rubert,

1987).

2.5.3 Cognitive-Behavioral Approaches

Cognitive behavioral theorists (e.g. Ellis & Knaus, 1977) emphasized the effect of
irrational fears and self-criticism on procrastination. They argued that
procrastinators procrastinate since they are frequently unsure of their ability to
complete a task. Knaus (2002) also suggested that believing oneself inadequate
and believing the world is difficult cause a student procrastinate. Procrastination is
a maladaptive behavior that stem from interactive dysfunctional cognitive and
behavioral avoidance process (Ellis & Knaus, 1977), and this mechanism includes
“(a) decision to delay, (b) a promise to get it later (c) engagement in substitute
diversionary activities, (d) excuse making to justify delays and to gain exoneration

from blame” (Knaus, 2001, p. 155).
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One of the common irrational fears among students is fear of failure which is also
one of the main and important reasons of academic procrastination. Fear of failure
was first systematically investigated in procrastination by Solomon and Rothblum
(1984). They carried out a study with university students to examine the
frequency and reasons of procrastination and they found that the fear of failure
accounted for almost 50% of variance in factor analysis of reasons in why
students procrastinate. Fear of failure was also significantly correlated with
depression, irrational cognition and anxiety. Negative association was found with
punctuality or organized study habits, self-esteem and assertion. The authors
concluded that procrastination in students does not only represent poor study
habits or poor time management, but rather involves a complex interaction of

cognitive, affective and behavioral components.

As a follow-up study, Rothblum et al. (1986) investigated cognitive, affective,
and behavioral components in low and high procrastinators. Finding revealed that
more than 40% of the students reported to always or nearly always procrastinate
on academic tasks to the point of experiencing distress. Moreover, academic
procrastination was found to be correlated with behavioral outcomes in that
students with high levels of procrastination scores tended to delay self-paced
quizzes and academically performed less. High procrastinators also reported to
have greater anxiety and experience physical symptoms of anxiety. High
procrastinators were also found to be related to dysfunctional cognitive patterns,

including negative appraisal, lower self-efficacy and less self control.
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Thereafter, Beswick et al. (1988) conducted a further study to examine the
psychological correlates of academic procrastination in college students. The
authors investigated the relationship with self-esteem, irrational thinking and
indecision along with assessing time taken to complete three separate
assignments. They reported a small but significant correlation between self-
reported procrastination and irrational beliefs. Procrastination was also found
significantly negatively correlated with self-esteem but positively correlated with

anxiety and depression.

In conclusion, based on the grounded theories presented above presented above,
there is some evidence to suggest that procrastination is a phenomenon that
includes more dimensions than those traditionally discussed in the specific
approaches. The dimensionality of procrastination should be expanded beyond the
specifically focusing on cognitive, affective, and behavioral parts. Therefore,
procrastination should be investigated by based on an approach which covers
possibly all related constructs. In this respect, the present study focused on the
multiple predictor of procrastination by approaching cognitive, affective, and
behavioral aspects to understand procrastination more comprehensively. Hence in
the present study the rational emotive behavior approach has been adopted to

explain procrastination. The theoretical detail of the approach is presented below.
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2.6 Theoretical Framework of the Study: Rational Emotive Behavior

Approach

Rational emotive behavior theory (REBT) is a central theory of cognitive
behavioral approach. It is a comprehensive theory of human behavior (Froggat,
2005), and a humanistic psychotherapy (Ellis, 1973). The central tenet in rational
emotive behavior theory is that people live in cognitively, emotively, and
behaviorally. In this regard, they develop behaviors interactively or transitionally.
Their thinking intertwines with their emotion and their behavior, so they rarely,
feel, or act in a pure way (Ellis, 1979). In other words, people’s cognitions,
emotions and behaviors all affect one another (Ellis, 1991) and that change will
often produce changes in the other (Ellis, 1962). Despite this interaction,
individuals’ thoughts have strong influence on their emotions (Ellis & Dryden,

1997).

There appear plenty of approaches to outline the defining features of rational
emotive behavior theory; however, none of them have detailed the elements
comprising the name of the theory as a) rational, b) emotive, and c) behavioral

theory (Dryden, 2009; Ellis, 1994). This is in line with Ellis’s ABC model.

When Ellis (1962) originally established rational emotive behavior theory, he
devised a simple A-B-C Model to conceptualize individuals’ psychological

functioning. In this framework, ‘A’ represents the activating event, ‘B’ is the
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individuals’ belief about that event, and ‘C’ represents the individuals’ emotional

or behavioral responses.

In line with Ellis (1962), Meichenbaum and Butler (1980) emphasized the
reciprocal relationships among the cognitive, affective, and behavioral
dimensions. According to the authors, individual cognition has an important
impact on both emotion and behavior. Meichenbaum and Butler stated that
‘emotion may put stress upon ongoing cognitive activity and interfere with the
adoption and maintenance of the needed problem problem-solving set. Cognitive
activity becomes negative and non-facilitative, and escalates subjective and
physiological arousal. A cycle is established whereby affect, cognition and
behavior all interact and feed upon each other. Affect may lead to certain negative
cognitions that result in inadequate performance, that in turn lead to further
escalation of the content of the cognition that further interferes with performance

and so forth’ (p.155).

Rational emotive behavior theory says that people are born with self-defeating
tendencies. They chose their feelings when something goes against their goals.
Which emotion they choose mainly depends on their belief system. They
sometimes have rational set of beliefs or they frequently have irrational beliefs
(Ellis, 1979). These beliefs bring emotional, behavioral and cognitive
consequences. If the individual belief system is a rational, the consequent

behaviors are rational and feelings are appropriate. However, if the belief system
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is irrational, the feelings are inappropriate which might bring to consequent

inappropriate behavior.

The explanation of affect, cognition and behavior in rational emotive behavior

theory are presented in detail below.

2.6.1 Affect in Rational Emotive Behavior Approach

‘Affect refers to the feeling tone a person is experiencing at any particular point in
time’ (Larsen, 2004, p.40). Feeling tone differs primarily on hedonic valance, but
they can also vary according to felt energy or arousal. If the feeling tone is strong
and has a clear cause, besides focusing on conscious awareness, the term
‘emotion’ is used to refer to those feelings. However, when the feeling tone is
mild, and if does not have a clear cause and it has in the background of awareness,

the term ‘mood’ is used to describe (Greenberg & Safran, 1987b; Larsen, 2004).

In rational emotive behavior theory, the beliefs are categorized as rational and
irrational. In language, the rational belief is verbally expressed as a desire,

preference, wish or want which are already included in emotions (Dryden, 2002).

As aforementioned, Dryden (2010) categorizes the name of the theory as
‘rational’, ‘emotive’, and ‘behavior’ theory. In this regard he describes the

‘emotive’ as relevant to one’s emotion. According to the author, rational emotive
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behavior theory distinguishes the emotions as its constructive and unconstructive
consequences. While the former are known as unhealthy negative emotions, the
letter are healthy negative emotions. In rational emotive behavior theory,
emotions experienced by people are based largely on the beliefs that they hold
about themselves, others and the world. More specifically, Dryden (2010) states
that people unhealthy negative emotions about life’s difficulties are based largely

on the irrational beliefs that they hold about.

Walen et al. (1992) suggested that an important principle of rational emotive
behavior theory is that ‘dysfunctional thinking is a major determinant of

emotional distress’. Hence the belief system includes various forms of emotions.

2.6.2 Cognition in Rational Emotive Behavior Approach

Cognition refers to an observation or perception that a person has about the world
around them (Walen et al., 1992). Cognitions are important elements in human
behavior. Ellis and Dryden (1987) suggested that people did not frustrate the
events instead they frustrate the thoughts about that event. Therefore, Ellis
claimed that people may tend to get better when they change their ways of

thinking.

Rational emotive behavior approach suggests that dysfunctional (irrational)
beliefs are central to emotional and behavioral problems. It also suggests that

these beliefs should be classified in two separate categories (Ellis & Dryden,
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1987). Therefore, in rational emotive behavior approach the two categories of
dysfunctional belief are clearly differentiated (Ellis, 1979). Whereas, the first
category includes the intolerance of frustration and discomfort; the second
category involves the global rating of self-worth, which represents the evaluation
of self-worth based on meeting certain absolute condition. Although these two
categories of belief interact, they are also assumed to have an independent and

unique relationship with specific psychological problems (Ellis, 1979).

Rational emotive behavior approach suggests that psychological problems may
derive from either category of belief (Dryden & Branch, 2008). For example,
procrastination may be related to a sense of worthlessness or the belief that the
task is intolerable difficult, anxiety to fear of failure or feel loss of approval, or
intolerance of anxiety, or anger to threatened self-worth or intolerance of

frustration (Ellis & Knaus, 1977).

People suffering from irrational beliefs may doubt their ability to do well (i.e., low
self-efficacy) and believe that any failure to perform to standard suggests

inadequacy as a person (i.e., low self-esteem).

2.6.3 Behavior in Rational Emotive Behavior Approach

The term ‘behavior’ in rational emotive behavior theory refers to both overt
behavior and action tendency which means not translated into an overt behavior.

It is also one of the best ways to check out or modify a belief (Froggat, 2005).
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Rational emotive behavior theory model of behavior is similar to differentiation of
emotions. In this regard, there appear two types of behavior in which (a) irrational
belief tend to lead which is unconstructive in effect and (b) rational belief lead
which is constructive in effect. While the former is associated with unhealthy
negative emotions the letter is associated with healthy negative emotions (Koffler,

2005).

2.7 Antecedents of Procrastination Associated with Cognitive, Affective,

and Behavioral Factors

As mentioned in the previous chapter, the approach to the present study of
procrastination was influenced by rational emotive behavior approach which point
out the importance of the relationships of cognitive, affective, and behavioral
variables. In this regard, a reasonably comprehensive set of cognitive, affective,
and behavioral variables that have been identified in the rational emotive behavior
theory literature as predictors of procrastination were identified. In the literature,
frustration intolerance beliefs and irrational beliefs have been suggested as core
conditions to explain procrastination. Self-esteem and self-efficacy have also been
argued to be cognitive mediators. Finally, self-regulation has been studies as
behavioral component of rational emotive behavior approach to explain

procrastination.
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2.7.1 Frustration Intolerance and Procrastination

In the current study, two related subscales of Frustration Intolerance Scale
namely; emotional intolerance and discomfort intolerance were studied as
contributing factors to procrastination in academic setting. They were also

exogenous variables of the study.

Frustration intolerance plays an important role in rational emotive behavior
therapy. It represents the demand that reality should be as we wish it to be (Ko,
Yen, Yen, Chen, & Wang, 2008). It is based on a refusal to accept the difference
between desire and reality (Harrington, 2005b, 2006). Nicholson and Scharff
(2007) suggested frustration tolerance is important element to feel happy.
Whereas some of the researchers have seen frustration as a reason for
procrastination (Harrington, 2005a); some of them argues that procrastination

itself is frustrating (Andreou, 2007).

Dryden (2003) suggested that a high frustration tolerance is a type of rational
beliefs. A person taking a high tolerance may think that a negative event or
situation is difficult to tolerate but tolerable. This belief includes two parts. In the
first part, the event or situation is felt as ‘difficult to tolerate’ but in the second,
the event or situation is felt as tolerable. In this respect, the rational emotive
behavior theory emphasized the importance of frustration tolerance since people

experience adaptive negative emotions and they can solve the problem.
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Frustration has been seen as an obstacle in the path of some goal-directed
behavior (Butterfield, 1962). In a similar vein, Ellis and Knaus (1977) suggested
that frustration intolerance ‘constitute the main and most cause of procrastination’
(p.19). In this vein, procrastinators believe that there will be enough time to
complete a task, have low frustration tolerance, and they have tendency to label
themselves ‘lazy’ or ‘unmotivated’ (Froehlich, 1987). Tuckman stated that
‘procrastination tends to result from a combination of (a) disbelieving in one’s
own capability to perform a task (Bandura, 1986), (b) being unable to postpone
gratification (c¢) and assigning blame for one’s own ‘predicament’ to external

sources (Ellis & Knaus, 1977).

The theory literature characterize the frustration intolerance into categories,
namely; intolerance of emotional distress, the intolerance of frustrated goals and
hassles, and demand for fairness and immediate gratification (Dryden & Gordon,
1993). In this line, Harrington (2005a) believed that frustration intolerance beliefs
has shown multivariate construct and he suggested such dimensions as emotional
intolerance, discomfort intolerance, entitlement and achievement. First two
components have been found more associated with procrastination. Hence in the
present study emotional intolerance and discomfort intolerance was selected to

explain procrastination.
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2.7.1.1 Emotional Intolerance and Procrastination

Emotional intolerance reflects the feelings regarding intolerance of some negative
emotions. In involves uncertainty, controllability, and aversiveness of emotion
(Harrington, 2005a). Regarding emotional intolerance, Tice and Baumeister
(1997) argued that procrastinators attempt to gain immediate relief from negative

effect by indulging it enjoyable distraction.

Harrington (2005a) conducted a study to investigate the relationship between
subscales of frustration intolerance belief scale namely discomfort intolerance,
emotional intolerance, entitlement and achievement, and procrastination.
Participants endorsed Frustration Discomfort Scale along with Solomon and
Rothblum (1986)’s Procrastination Assessment Scale-Student and Rosenberg
Self-Esteem Scale. Findings demonstrated that the emotional intolerance
dimension was significantly correlated with severity of procrastination and self-
esteem. The emotional discomfort subscale was also found to be correlated with
lower procrastination frequency. Results of the study revealed that students who

were emotionally tolerable, they had tendency to procrastinate more.

2.7.1.2 Discomfort Intolerance and Procrastination

Discomfort intolerance refers to as ‘can’t stand-it-it is’ is based on the idea that
life should be easy, comfortable and free of hassle (Froggat, 2005). Such beliefs

have central concept in rational emotive behavior approach regarding frustration
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intolerance (Harrington, 2005a). Low discomfort tolerance arises from demands

that one not experience emotional or physical discomfort (Froggat, 2005).

Regarding discomfort intolerance, evidence revealed that individuals are more
likely to procrastinate on the tasks perceived as boring, difficult or unpleasant
(Ferrari & Scher, 2000; Kachgal et al., 2001; Milgram, Sroloff, & Rosebaum,

1988).

The study conducted Harrinngton (2006) by aimed examining the relationship
between frustration intolerance beliefs and procrastination besides validating the
Frustration Discomfort Scale (FDS, Harrington, 2005a). The participants were
administered to the Frustration Intolerance Belief Scale along with Solomon and
Rothblum (1986)’s Procrastination scale and Rosenberg’s Self-esteem scale.
Findings validated the psychometric properties of the scale. Moreover, the results
of the study revealed that the discomfort intolerance dimension was significantly
correlated with severity of procrastination and self-esteem. Discomfort intolerance

also found to be a predictor of procrastination besides self-esteem.

In another study conducted to investigate the reliability and validity of Turkish
version of the Frustration Discomfort scale (Uzun Ozer & Demir, 2010). The
authors examined the relationship between procrastination and discomfort
intolerance as one of the dimensions of the scale. They found high positive
correlation (» = .47) between students’ level of procrastination and discomfort

intolerance.
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Overall within the rational emotive behavior approach and research showing that
frustration tolerance is important construct for what people do and decide. Feeling
frustration and ability tolerate undesirable occasions is also vital in engaging
procrastination especially in academic setting. In this vein, the research findings
demonstrated that studying frustration intolerance associated with procrastination

1s an important construct for understanding procrastination comprehensively.

2.7.2 Irrational Beliefs and Procrastination

In the current study, two related subscales of Irrational Beliefs namely; emotional
irresponsibility and anxious overconcern were studied as contributing factors to

procrastination. They were also treated as exogenous variables of the study.

The Bs, beliefs are the most important in the rational emotive behavior approach.
The beliefs are highly evaluative and consisted of interrelated and integrated

cognitive, emotional and behavioral aspects and dimensions.

Person’s belief system is comprised of rational or irrational beliefs (Ellis, 1962).
They are evaluations of the reality, not descriptions or predictions (Walen,
DiGuiseppe, & Wesler, 1980, as cited in ). In contrast to rational beliefs which are
expressions of desires, hopes, wants, or preferences; irrational beliefs are the
expressions of demands (versus wishes), should (versus preferences), and needs

(versus wants).
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Irrational belief, cognition, or thought is a broad term including several
dysfunctional worldviews (Steel, 2007). Ellis (1973) identifies them as: (a)
hindering the pursuit of happiness and fulfillment of desires, and (b) arbitrary or

unprovable.

Despite Ellis (1962) discussed eleven irrational beliefs, more recent developments
in rational emotive behavior approach suggested four categories in which
irrational ~ beliefs  fall.  The  categories include  demandingness,
awfulizing/catastrophizing (Crawford & Ellis, 1989), global evaluation/self-
downing, and frustration intolerance (DiGiuseppe, 1996). In this respect,
demandigness refers to absolutistic requirements that articulated in the various
forms such as; ‘must’, ‘shoulds’, and ‘oughts’. Awfulizing/catastrophizing refers
to evaluate a situation as worse than it could be. Frustration intolerance refers to
the beliefs that they cannot endure a given situation; also they cannot be happy at
all if their demanding does not exist. Finally, global evaluation/self-downing
refers to belief that the individuals tend to excessively critical both of themselves

and others and life condition (Szentagotai et al., 2005).

Irrational beliefs have been reported to be central to emotional and behavioral
problems based on rational emotive behavior theory (Ellis & Dryden, 1997). Ellis
and Knaus (1977) view procrastination as an emotional disturbing resulting from
irrational thoughts. According to Ellis and Knaus, the irrational idea underlying
procrastination is ‘I must do well’ prove that ‘I am a worthwhile person’. Hence,

once the person fails to do well, the irrational belief lead to loss of self-esteem.
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Inevitably students procrastinate to protect their fragile self-esteem. Based on the
theory, a number of studies conducted to find out the relationship between
irrational belief and procrastination. Similar to Bridges and Roig (1997)’s study,
in Beswick et al. (1988)’s study, the explanation was proved with a significant
correlation. However, Ferrari and Emmons (1994) have failed to find a significant

correlation between these two variables.

Ellis (1973) argues that of all possible irrational beliefs, mainly two are closely
related to procrastination: believing oneself to be inadequate, and believing the
world is too difficult and demanding. Later researchers followed Ellis and Knaus
view have investigated the prevalence of irrational beliefs among the
procrastinators. Close attention particularly has been paid to fear of failure,
perfectionism and evaluation anxiety (see in Steel, 2007). Through clinical work,
irrational beliefs have been found to be the major source of procrastination (Burka
& Yuen, 1983; Ellis & Knaus, 1977). However, empirical surveys results have
been found to be irregular and somewhat weak. Through, perfectionism generates

more consistent findings (Steel, 2007).

2.7.2.1 Emotional Irresponsibility and Procrastination

Emotional irresponsibility is another dimension of irrational belief (Ellis, 1962).
Emotional Irresponsibility identifies the belief that persons have little control over
their unhappiness or emotional disturbance since it is caused by other people or

events. They also believe that everything would be all right if others would
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change. In this irrational form, people distracted not for external events but for its
interpretation. These kinds of thought results in individuals attribute all the

responsibilities to others.

Meyer (2010) stated that how people feel well depends on their emotional
responsibility. The rational way of interpreting ‘People make me angry’ is ‘I am
angry, because...’ In this respect, Meyer emphasized the importance of rational

explanation of feelings.

In their study Bridges and Roig (1997) categorize students as high, moderate, and
low procrastinator by using Solomon and Rothblum’s Procrastination Assessment
Scale. Then they compare the high and low procrastinators’ irrational belief scale
scores by considering the subscales including emotional irresponsibility. They
found no significant difference between high and low procrastinators’ emotional
irresponsibility scores but gender difference. Due to the occurrence of sex
difference in emotional irresponsibility, they conducted additional correlational
analysis among the students’ procrastination scores and irrational belief subscales.
They did not found significant correlation between the procrastination and

emotional irresponsibility.

Overall results regarding the irrational beliefs on procrastination in academic
setting have showed that developing irrational thoughts instead of rationales could
make students procrastinate more. The findings of the previous studies some of

which presented above revealed that various irrational beliefs have been the
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important predictors of procrastination. The most related construct included in

irrational beliefs could be emotional irresponsibility and anxious overconcern.

2.7.2.2 Anxiety and Procrastination

Following up emotional irresponsibility, the researchers have also explored
anxiety as a source of procrastination (Solomon & Rothblum, 1984; Tuckman,
1991). In the present study, anxious overconcern which is one of the irrational
beliefs to describe anxiety in the Ellis’s framework was used as one of the
affective variables. Ellis (1962) stated that overgeneralization may bring anxiety.
Anxiety is one of the unhealthy negative emotions derived from irrational beliefs
(Dryden & Branch, 2008). Whereas, some studies revealed a correlation between
anxiety and procrastination, some others did not support anxiety as a source of
procrastination. Some researchers (e.g., Cassady & Johnson, 2002; Milgram, et
al.,, 1991), for example, reported that students with high anxiety procrastinated
more than others. On the other hand, in the study conducted by Stéber and
Joormann (2001), any significant correlation was found between procrastination
and anxiety. In the study conducted by Onwuegbuzie (2004), anxiety was found to
be a mediator between the research performance and some other variables
including academic procrastination. In the other studies, on the contrary, the
researchers found that procrastination has negatively linked with anxiety
(Tuckman, 1991), where in some cases negative emotions, when it is at peak

level, can lead to decrease in procrastination (Solomon et al., 1983).
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Different forms of anxiety, namely state and trait anxiety (Lay, 1989), cognitive
test anxiety (Cassady & Johnson, 2002; Rothblum et al., 1986), statistics anxiety
(Onwuegbuzie, 2004) and social anxiety (Ferrari, 1991a) have been studies
associated with procrastination and provide better understanding why students

procrastinate. Some of the selected studies are presented below.

The study conducted by Onwuegbuzie (2004) aimed at examining the prevalence
of procrastination and investigating the relationship between procrastination and
six dimensions of statistic anxiety. Sample involved in the study were
administered to Statistical Anxiety Rating Scale and Procrastination Assessment
Scale-Students. The results of the study revealed that high percentage of students
reported problems with procrastination on writing term papers, studying for
exams, and completing weekly reading assignments. The findings also supported
that academic procrastination resulting from fear of failure and task aversiveness
was related to interpretation anxiety, test and class anxiety, and fear of asking for

help.

Owens and Newbegin (2000) conducted a correlational study aimed to examine
the relationship between academic procrastination, academic esteem, anxiety and
academic achievement. The subjects involved in the study were male students
attending a Catholic high school in Melbourne, Australia selected randomly.
Results yielded that there was a positive relationship between anxiety and

academic procrastination. Academic procrastination had also a direct relationship
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with anxiety but was not directly related to esteem. The data supported also the

negative relationship between academic procrastination and grade scores.

Another correlational study carried out by Cassady and Johnson (2002) aimed at
two goals; establishing the reliability and validity of a new test anxiety measure
and examining the relationships among cognitive test anxiety and gender,
procrastination, emotionality and student performance. One hundred and sixty
eight students participated in the study and they were administered Procrastination
Questionnaire, Cognitive Test Anxiety Scale, and self-reported sheet that
requested their age, sex, and Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores. The
participants’ test performance was evaluated by the scores obtaining from three
multiple-choice exams. Test 1 was administered 5 weeks before the test anxiety
and procrastination scale, Test 2 was given participants 2 days after the
completion of study instruments and finally test 3 was taken during the university
finals week. The results of the study revealed that high test anxiety caused
students to perform poorly on a test. It was also found that as high test anxiety is
causative determinant of test performance and this is a consequence of poor
performance, procrastination occurs. The results also demonstrated that although
female reported higher levels of test anxiety, there were no observed gender

differences in course examination performance.

Overall within the research result regarding the role of anxiety on procrastination

in academic setting, each forms of anxiety has strong influence on frequency of
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procrastination. Various forms of anxiety could be cause to engage in

procrastination or could be the results from postponing academic tasks.

2.7.3 Self-Esteem and Procrastination

In the present study, self-esteem was studied as cognitive contributing factors to
procrastination in academic setting. It was also one of the endogenous variables of

the study.

Self-esteem is a term that has various meanings. It refers to global judgments of
self-worth, self-respect, or self acceptance or to domain specific (selective;
evaluations of aspects of the self (Roseberg, 1965). Global and domain specific
self-esteem may also be trait, which is generally stable over time or state which
fluctuates in terms of the immediate circumstances or situation (Crocker & Wolfe,

2001).

In a broad term, self-esteem is used to a personality variable that represents the
way people generally feel about themselves. As its enduring time and situation,
researchers classified self-esteem as global self-esteem and trait-self-esteem
(Kernis, 2006). Depiction of global self-esteem is range widely. Some researchers
take a cognitive approach and assume that global self-esteem is a decision people
make about their worth as a person (Coopersmith, 1967; Crocker & Park, 2004;
Crocker & Wolfe, 2001). In a different view Dweck (1999) described self-esteem

as how people feel when they are striving wholeheartedly for worthwhile
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thinking, how they experience themselves when they are using abilities to the

fullest in the service of what they deeply value (p. 128).

Crocker and Park (2004) suggested that when people want to validate their worth,
they may feel particularly challenge to succeed but react to treats in ways they are
destructive or self-destructive. They interpret the events and feedback to obtain
meaning about the self, they challenge to negative information about the self, and
they are preoccupied with themselves at the expense of others. They feel anxious
when success is uncertain, then they do things to decrease the probability of
success but create excuses for failure, such as self-handicapping or procrastination

(Crocker & Park, 2004; Ferrari, 1991b; Urdan & Midgley, 2001).

Guindon (2010) suggested that what individuals choose to do and the way they do
it depend on their self-esteem. The conceptualizations of self-esteem have been
inconsistent. Countless of studies (Beck et al., 2000; Eggens, van der Werf, &
Bosker, 2008; Klassen et al., 2008), for example, suggested self-esteem as the
antecedent of performance; while others view it as consequent component. Some
of the recent studies, on the other hand, suggested that self-esteem is a mediator

between the emotions and behaviors.

Self-esteem has been considered an important contributing factor to the
explanation of procrastination. It refers to judgments of global self-worth
(Roseberg, 1965). Burka and Yuen (1983) suggested that individuals procrastinate

to protect their fragile sense of self-esteem. In the study conducted by Beswick et
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al. (1988), self-esteem was one of the three possible explanations for
procrastination along with irrational beliefs. In this sense, another key to
understanding procrastination in academic settings may be self-esteem (Klassen et
al., 2008). Flett, Blankstein, and Martin (1995) suggested that procrastinators
suffer from lower level of self-esteem which cause to a general tendency to turn it
in behavior like task delay or avoidance that protect self-presentation by providing
an excuse for poor performance and negative outcomes. In this respect, numerous
studies have found a significant inverse relationship between academic
procrastination and self-esteem (e.g., Ferrari, 1994; Ferrari, 2001), whereby
feelings of worthlessness cause to task avoidance that might results in failure

(Ferrari, 2000).

The relationship between procrastination and self-esteem has received
considerable attention in the procrastination literature (Beck et al., 2000; Effert &
Ferrari, 1989; Ferrari, 2000; Solomon & Rothblum, 1984), with the results
showing negative correlation with procrastination. On the contrary to general
findings, Beck, et al. (2000) did not find significant correlation between self-
esteem and procrastination. Some of the selected empirical studies are presented

below.

Lekich (2006) conducted a correlation study aimed at examining relationship
between academic motivation, self-esteem and procrastination in college students.
Results of the study revealed that intrinsically motivated students with high self-

esteem had low score on measure of procrastination. On the contrary, student with
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extrinsically motivated students with low self-esteem had highest score on

procrastination.

Beck et al. (2000) carried out two experimental studies to assess the predictors of
academic procrastination and the impact of this behavior on university students’
exam performance. In the first experiment, 411 undergraduate students (282
female, 129 male) from a medium size, rural, public university were participated.
After completing Procrastination Assessment Scale-Student (PASS), Self
Handicapping Scale-Short form (SHS) and Self-Consciousness Scale (SCS), the
subjects took part in an experiment entitled “Personality Factors and Test-Taking
Behaviors.” The results showed that Self-Handicapping was significantly
correlated with Public Self-Consciousness and Social Anxiety but not with Private
Self-Consciousness. Procrastination was not significantly correlated with any of
the Self-Consciousness subscales. Also, the results demonstrated that high
academic procrastinators evidenced more delays on exam preparation than low
academic procrastinators, and significant main effects were found for the
procrastination and self-handicapping on participant’s test performance. In the
second experiment, similar to Experiment 1 Procrastination Assessment Scale-
Student (PASS), Self Handicapping Scale-Short form (SHS), Self-Consciousness
Scale (SCS) and “Personality Factors and Test-Taking Behaviors” were
administered to students recruited from the same medium size, rural, state
university. The result showed that there were significant main effects for each
independent variable with participants scoring high on academic procrastination,

self-handicapping and self-esteem delaying more on exam preparation than their
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counterparts. The main effects were qualified by a significant interaction between

self-handicapping and self-esteem.

Ferrari (2001) carried out a correlational study with the participants of
undergraduate students enrolled in introductory psychology courses at medium
size, private Midwestern University. The study aimed to examine whether
behavioral (arousal and avoidance) and cognitive (indecision) forms of
procrastination were related to attention deficit, boredom proneness, self-esteem
and intelligence. The results revealed that different forms of procrastination were
related positively with external stimulation, affective responses, and perception of
time; and negatively with internal stimulation. Furthermore, all three forms of
(decisional, arousal, and behavioral) procrastination was significantly correlated
with attention deficit, namely: inattention, impulsivity, underactivity,

disorganization, moodiness, and emotional difficulty.

Overall within the self-esteem theory and research showing that everything
humans think, behave and feel relates to their perceptions of self-worth. In this
vein, the findings of the previous research demonstrated that the student self-
esteem has been a strong predictor of procrastination besides its possible

mediating role between procrastination and other variables.
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2.7.4 Self-Efficacy and Procrastination

Academic self-efficacy was studied as another cognitive contributing factor to
procrastination for the present study. It was also the other endogenous variables of
the study. Since the procrastination was examined particularly in academic
setting, in the present study, academic self-efficacy was purposefully selected to

use to assess students’ self-efficacy regarding their academic environment.

Some researchers (e.g. Ferrari, et al., 1992; Klassen & Kuzucu, 2009; Tuckman,
1991) suggested that another key to understanding procrastination might be self-
efficacy. Self-efficacy reflects beliefs about individuals’ ability to successfully
achieve a desired outcome (Bandura, 1977). Bandura (1977, 1986, 1997)
consistently suggested self-efficacy beliefs as the most powerful mediator of
behavior. It usually affects cognitive functioning (Bandura, 1989, 1997; Rothman,
Baldwin, & Hertel, 2004). Bandura (1986) argues that when one’s self-efficacy is
weak, it reduces expectancy about success, damages motivation, and ultimately
hinders task initiation and persistence which may cause procrastination. A
person’s belief of competence in a particular behavior provides an important link
between his/her self-beliefs about his/her academic competencies and
procrastination. In a similar vein, research findings revealed that procrastinators
tend to have a lower level of self-efficacy than non-procrastinators (Tuckman,

2007).

69



Bandura (1997) explain self-efficacy as a cognitive construct. He argues that since
most courses of action are initially shaped in thought, people’s beliefs about their

self-efficacy influence how they construe the situations and how they behave.

Despite self-efficacy seems to be similar to self-esteem; Bandura (1986) has
argued that they are very different construct. Self-efficacy is personal judgment of

how well one can perform certain behavior in a specific situation (Bandura, 1997).

According to Bandura (1977) efficacy expectations should be distinguished from
outcome expectation. An efficacy expectation is the belief that one can
successfully accomplish the behavior required to produce the outcomes, whereas
outcome expectation is estimation of a given behavior which will lead to certain
outcomes. Bandura argued that efficacy expectations determine amount of effort
people will spend and endurance in the face of obstacles and aversive experiences.
He believed that strong efficacy expectation bring more active effort. While a
successful performance experience improves self-efficacy; a failure weakens it.
Failure negatively effects efficacy expectation which in turn negatively affect
motivation to perform the target activity. Before doing something, people need to
believe that they will accomplish it. If they expect to fail, they will avoid it.
Therefore, according to Bandura, an individual’s self of self-efficacy determines
how to approach a task. If a person believes that they can perform a task
satisfactorily, they then will be more likely to begin work and less likely to
procrastinate. Self-efficacy has been studied in such previous procrastination

studies, with results showing inverse relationship with procrastination (e.g.,
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Aydogan, 2008; Ferrari, et al., 1992; Haycock, et al., 1998; Klassen, et al., 2008;
Lamba, 1999; Sirois, et al., 2003; Sirois, 2004; Steel, 2007). Selected empirical

studies are presented below.

Klassen et al. (2010) stated that a number of theoretical links have been postulated
about the process by which procrastination operates. Self-efficacy has been shown
to be associated with procrastination in particularly academic setting. Hence
procrastination has been called as “quintessential self regulatory failure” (Steel,
2007, p.65). Klassen et al. (2008) suggested that self-efficacy for self-regulation

may be a key construct in explaining procrastination.

Klassen et al. (2008) conducted two studies to explore the academic
procrastination among undergraduate students. In the study 1, they explored the
relationships among academic procrastination, self-regulation, academic self-
efficacy, and self-esteem. Results revealed that all the variables are related to
procrastination, most predictor of which was found to be self-efficacy for self-
regulation. In the study 2, they examined academic and motivation characteristics
of negative procrastinators who were the students influence the procrastination
most. The students participated in the second study reported to have lower GPAs,
higher level of daily and task procrastination, lower self-efficacy for self-

regulation.

Haycock et al. (1998) conducted a study to examine the relationships among

procrastination, efficacy expectation and anxiety on university students. They also
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assessed the age and sex difference for possible connection to procrastination.
They asked participants to think about a major project and to rate their efficacy
their skills to successfully complete the project. Findings revealed a significant
correlation between efficacy expectation and anxiety. They also found that

students with strong efficacy expectation tended to report less procrastination.

In Sirois (2004b)’s study, the author aimed at examining the role of self-efficacy
on the relationship between procrastination and intention to perform health
behaviors. For the aim of the study, the sample of university students filled out
the questionnaire including general procrastination measure, positive and negative
affect scale, health efficacy scale, and consideration of future consideration scale.
Their health statuses were also obtained by using medical history questionnaire
and by asking them to briefly describe an actual physical illness they had
experienced. The author tested the proposing mediation models of the effect of
procrastination on health behavior by using a process analysis. After some of the
revision in the model, the author found the relationship between procrastination

and health behavior intentions mediated by self-efficacy.

Overall within the self-efficacy theory and research everything humans think,
behave and feel relates to their perceptions of self-efficacy. Moreover, the
findings validated the self-efficacy as a strong mediating variable affecting every

aspects of life.
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2.7.5 Self-Regulation and Procrastination

Self-regulation was studied as behavioral contributing factor to procrastination for

the present study. It was also treated as endogenous variables of the study.

Self-regulation is to restrain the impulses to engage in behaviors that have known
cost to the self (e.g. smoking, binge eating, purchasing behavior, breaking laws or
procrastinating; (Faber & Vohs, 2004; Metcalfe & Mischel, 1999). Self-regulation
includes the people regulating their thoughts, emotions, impulses, and task
performances (Vohs, 2004). Self-regulation and self-control are used
interchangeably by different authors (Anderson, 2001). It has generally been seen
as an essential behavioral mediating variable (Bandura, 1986; Fitzsimons &

Bargh, 2004; Howell & Watson, 2007).

Researchers (e.g., Anderson, 2001; Ferrari & Tice, 2000; Wolters, 2003)
exploring procrastinator’s relationship to self-regulation argued that self-
regulation is one of the strongest behavioral predictor of procrastination. Ferrari
(2001) suggested that procrastination is a ‘self-regulation failure of performance’
(p. 391) in which procrastinators fail to regulate their performance in situation of
stress and high cognitive load. The process of self-regulation is making
comparison of one’s behavioral state to some ideal or standard of behavior (Duval
& Wicklund, 1972). Although every individual engages in self regulated thinking,
not every individual can do with the amount of success (Faber & Vohs, 2004).

Baumeister, Heatherton, and Tice (1993) categorize self-regulation failure as
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underregulation and misregulation. Underregulation has been described as the
failure to exert control over oneself. Misregulation, on the other hand, refers to

exerting control in a way that fails to bring about the desired or alternative results.

The researchers (e.g., Klassen, et al., 2008; Senecal, et al., 1995; Van Eerde,
2000; Howell & Watson, 2007) believed that procrastinators have problems in
regulating their behaviors and they are engaging in underregulation. In other
words, they do not have self-awareness and they may not know their ways of
behavior are not beneficial. In the literature, self-regulation is generally measured
by Rosenbaum learned resourcefulness scale (Davids, Smith, & Martin, 1991;

Kennett, Worth, & Forbes, 2009; Milgram et al., 1991).

Rosenbaum (1983) described learned resourcefulness as an acquired repertoire of
self control skills. Hence it can be called as self-control. Rosenbaum (1990)
suggested that an individual undergoes certain cognitive process before engaging
in self-control behavior. In self-control theory, the cognitive processes leading to
self-control behavior are called the process regulating conditions (PRCs). As
Rosenbaum (1990) whenever individuals monitor their actions, they assign
meaning to events, attribute causality to what happened, develop expectancies for
future, they engage in PRC. After engaging in PRCs they regulate their
environment (cognition, emotion, and sensation) and they determine a target

behavior to perform.
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Individuals with high self-control level are more likely to delay immediate
gratification for the sake of future consequences and they are likely to tolerate for
frustration for deferred outcomes (Rosenbaum & Smira, 1986). Hence, low
resourceful individuals have difficulty in delaying immediate gratifications and
are likely to procrastinate (Milgram et al., 1988). In this respect, the results of the
research studies have provided evidence regarding an inverse relationship between
self-control and procrastination. Milgram, et al. (1988), for example, found that
low resourceful/poor self-control individuals procrastinate more since they have

difficulties in delaying immediate gratifications.

Nevertheless, studies of procrastination associated with self control presents
somewhat mixed picture. One study demonstrated that procrastinators tend to
overestimate their control over their plans (Lay & Burns, 1991). On the contrary,
in another study, Lay and Schouwenburg (1993) found that procrastinators
showed a low perception of control at the end of the summer courses in a summer
school. Whereas in Howell et al. (2006)’s study, any consistent relationship
between academic procrastination and self-control was found. Milgram et al.
(1991) found that students with low self-regulation procrastinated more than

others.

Digdon and Howell (2008) aimed at examining the relationship between
eveningness-morningness on university students’ self-regulation tendencies which
lead to procrastination. They used Rosenbaum (1980) Self control schedule and

Tuckman (1991)’s Procrastination scale on psychology students. Findings
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demonstrated that an eveningness preference causes difficulties in self-regulation
due to the person’s delayed sleep schedule. In this line, results of the study
showed that students who preferred eveningness reported to have low self-
regulation and greater procrastination than those students who preferred

morningness.

In Senecal et al. (1995)’s correlational study, students’ self-regulation levels were
assessed in terms of their academic procrastination. The authors administered
Academic motivation scale and academic procrastination scale besides other
measures including anxiety, self-esteem and depression to 498 college students.
Results of the hierarchical regression revealed that the measures of depression,
self-esteem and anxiety accounted for 14% of the variance in academic
procrastination. However, self-regulation variables were explained 25% of the

variables in academic procrastination.

Howell and Buro (2009) conducted a correlational study to examine the
relationship between goal orientation and procrastination. Their second purpose
was to test mediator effect of the achievement goal orientation related to implicit
theories and procrastination. They administered the achievement goal
questionnaire, Tuckman procrastination scale and four item entity scales to assess
participants’ attribution to be stable or enduring and to be malleable. Among
participants, the researchers found that entity beliefs and mastery-avoidance goals
positively predicted procrastination; while incremental beliefs and mastery

approach and performance approach goals predicted procrastination negatively.
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The results also revealed that the prediction of procrastination by entity beliefs
was mediated by mastery-avoidance goals. Findings demonstrated a self-

regulatory model of procrastination.

In sum, there is a strong body of evidence that lower levels of self-regulation
behaviors are related to higher levels of procrastination, and in turns, self-

regulation is come out to be one of the keys to understanding procrastination.

2.8  Procrastination Studies in Turkey

A few studies conducted in Turkey regarding procrastination and its related
constructs. The limited studies carried out with Turkish students have focused
such constructs on motivation, decision making style, parental attitudes etc
(Capan, 2010; Deniz, 2006; Ferrari et al., 2009; Klassen & Kuzucu, 2009; Sari,
2007). Below, procrastination studies carried out with Turkish students are

presented.

The latest procrastination study was published by Capan (2010). The researcher
aimed at examining the relationships among perfectionism, academic
procrastination and life satisfaction in a group of university students. Solomon and
Rothblum (1986)’s Procrastination Assessment Scale-Student, Hewitt and Flett
(1989)’s Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale and Life satisfaction scale were

administered to university students. Result of the regression analysis demonstrated
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that self-oriented perfectionism 1is a stronger predictor of academic

procrastination.

Deniz et al. (2009) conducted a study aimed at examining the effect of emotional
intelligence on academic procrastination tendencies. They administered Emotional
intelligence scale, Academic procrastination scale and Locus of control scale to
university students. The results of the study revealed that a dimension of
emotional intelligence including adaptability and coping with stress significantly
predicted students’ academic procrastination tendencies. However, they reported a
negative relationship between emotional intelligence skill and academic

procrastination.

The study conducted by Uzun Ozer et al. (2009) carried out with university
students to examine the prevalence and reasons/excuses for academic
procrastination as a function of gender and academic-grade level. In Studyl,
factor analysis of responses by undergraduate students to an academic
procrastination measure provided evidence of reliability and validity for the
revised scale. In Study two, 784 students completed the validated Turkish-PASS.
Yielding results that 52% of students self-reported frequent academic
procrastination, with males reporting more frequent procrastination on academic
tasks than females. Additionally, significantly more females than males reported
greater academic procrastination because of reason of fear of failure and laziness.
Males reported more academic procrastination as a result of risk taking and

rebellion against control than females.

78



In another study, Uzun Ozer (2008) examined the effect of parent attitude on
adolescents’ academic procrastination level. She performed 2 (gender) X 4 (parent
attitude) ANOVA and 2 (gender) X 4 (parent attitude) MANOVA to investigate
the effect of parent attitude on academic procrastination and reasons of academic
procrastination. Results revealed that males engage in procrastination academic
tasks more than do females because of the reasons of risk taking. Moreover,
participants whose parents have authoritarian attitude reported to procrastinate
academic tasks more than the other groups for the reasons of perfectionism and

rebellion against control.

Klassen and Kuzucu (2009) conducted another procrastination study carried out
with adolescents. They administered Tuckman Procrastination scale and three
subscales of Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire, namely; academic
self-efficacy, self-efficacy for self-regulation, and self-esteem. Results of the
study revealed a gender difference on self-efficacy for self-regulation associated
with procrastination. Academic self-efficacy was also found the stronger predictor
of procrastination for girls than boys, but for both group they reported to be self-

efficacy for self-regulation as the strongest predictor of procrastination.

In the study conducted by Balkis and Duru (2009), the aim was to investigate the
prevalence of academic procrastination along with its relationship with
demographic and individual preferences. The sample of the study included
students enrolled in various field at the Faculty of Education. The students’

procrastination levels were assessed by Aitken’s Procrastination Inventory. After
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the analysis conducted, they found that 23% of the pre-service teachers
procrastination at high level. They also found that there was a negative
relationship between procrastination level and academic achievement besides
gender differences. Specifically, they reported that male students procrastinate

more than female students.

The cross-sectional study conducted by Uzun Ozer (2008) aimed at investigating
and comparing the levels, prevalence and the reasons of academic procrastination
on high school, undergraduate and graduate students. In this respect,
Procrastination Assessment Scale-Student (PASS) was administered to a total of
447 students. Results showed a significant difference among the academic levels
of the students. Specifically, undergraduate students claimed to procrastinate more
than graduate and high school students. High school students reported to engage
in procrastination due to the reason of perfectionism, difficulty in making
decision, laziness and risk taking; whereas undergraduates procrastinated due to
the reasons of lack of assertion and aversiveness of tasks. Graduate students
procrastinate due to the reasons of fear of failure, rebellion against control and

laziness.

In Balkis (2006)’s study, the students’ procrastination level was investigated
associated with their thinking and decision making styles. In this respect, Lay’s
General Procrastination Scale, Aitken Academic Procrastination Inventory, and
Mann’s Decisional Procrastination Scale were administered to university students

to measure different forms of procrastination. The students were also assessed in
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terms of their thinking and decision making styles in terms of procrastination
tendencies. The results of the analysis demonstrated that procrastination
tendencies of the participants were negatively associated with their rational
thinking and decision making style. Findings also showed significant differences

of procrastinators and non procrastinators in terms of their gender, age and grade.
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CHAPTER III

METHOD

In this chapter, methodological details of the study are presented. The chapter
includes four sections. The first section contains the characteristics of the students
participated in the study. The data collection instruments and Turkish adaptation
procedures of one of the instruments explained in the second section. The third
section provides an explanation of the data collection procedures. Finally, data

analyses procedures are given in the fourth section of this chapter.

3.1 Participants

The data of the present study was collected from undergraduate students enrolled
in 37 departments of Middle East Technical University during the spring semester
of 2009-2010 academic year. To sample selection, proportional sampling method
was used. In this regard, five subgroups from the five faculties were selected for
the sample in the same proportion, as they existed in the population. In order to
select the number and the proportion of the students (METU, 2008) reporting the
number of the students each academic year was used. Accordingly, the population
of this study consisted of 11460 undergraduate students after excluding 1150
international students registered at Middle East Technical University. In

determining the sample size to represent the population, the researcher selected
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one thousand one hundred and forty six students, which generated 10% of the
population. Finally, proportional sampling was used and five subgroups from the
five different faculties were selected for the sample in the same proportion, as
they exist in the population In other words, the approximate number of the
students in each faculty that would be used as a representative sample was
determined by having 10% of the population of each faculty. The researcher
collected data from 1278 METU students from five different faculties. After
employing data screening methods including missing value analysis and outlier
check 1218 cases remained. Results of the data screening are explained in the

result section.

The present research was carried out with a sample of 1218 undergraduate
students who were 623 female (51.1%) and 595 male students (48.9%). The
participants consisted of 320 first year students (26.3%), 211 sophomore (17.3%),
405 junior (33.3%), and 282 senior (23.2%) students. Participants represented the
five faculties of the METU. Specifically, 75 students (6.2%) were from the
Faculty of Architecture, 268 students (22%) were from the Faculty of Art and
Science, 155 students (12.7%) were from the Faculty of Economics and
Administrative Sciences, 157 students (12.9%) were from the Faculty of
Education, and 563 students (46.2%) were from the Faculty of Engineering. The
mean age of the participants was 21.45 (SD = 1.84) with an age range between 17
and 33. Regarding the academic achievement of the participants, mean of the
cumulative general point average was found 2.60 (SD = .66) ranging from .02 to

4.00.
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3.2 Data Collection Instruments

In the present study, cognitive, affective and behavioral factors were assessed by
utilizing several questionnaires besides Demographic Information Form.
Specifically, Demographic Information Form was used to gather information
about participants’ characteristics. Turkish version of Tuckman Procrastination
Scale (Tuckman, 1991) was used to obtain data for the dependent variable of the
present study. Moreover, the data for the independent variables were obtained by
using Irrational Belief Test (IBS;Jones, 1969), Academic Self-Efficacy Scale
(ASE; Jerusalem & Schwarzer, 1981) Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES;
Rosenberg, 1965), Frustration Discomfort Scale (FDS; Harrington, 2005a), and

Self-Control Schedule (SCS; Rosenbaum, 1980).

The reliability and validity studies were conducted for each scales used in the
study. In this respect, Cronbach Alphas were calculated for the evidence of
reliability for the scales. In addition, Pearson product moment correlation
coefficient scores were calculated for some of the study scales to obtain divergent

or convergent validity evidence.

3.2.1 Demographic Information Form

Demographic Information Form including the questions regarding the
participants’ gender, age, department, and Cumulative General Point Average

(CGPA) was developed by the researcher to gather information on the participant
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characteristics. The form also included a brief paragraph explaining the aim of the

study.

3.2.2 Tuckman Procrastination Scale (TPS)

Tuckman procrastination scale (TPS) is one of the most commonly used
instruments to measure procrastination tendency. The scale was developed
specifically to detect whether undergraduates tend to procrastinate at starting and
completing the college requirements (Tuckman, 1991). It also provides a general
index of academic procrastination caused from students’ ability to self regulate or
control task schedules (Ferrari et al.,, 1995). Tuckman (1991) proposed that
procrastination is caused by a combination of one’s irrational beliefs in that he/she
is unable to perform a tasks well, unable to postpone gratification, and blaming

for one’s own ‘predicaments’ to external sources.

The original TPS (Tuckman, 1991) consists of 16 items embedded from 35 items
concerning academic behaviors. The 16-items TPS on a 4 point scale (I =
strongly agree, 4 = strongly disagree) was normed on college students (Tuckman,
1991). To gather the procrastination tendency, responded items are totaled for an
overall procrastination scores. Scores range from 16 to 64 with higher scores
reflecting higher level of procrastination. The Instrument includes four negatively
stated items (items number 7, 12, 14, and 16) that require reverse coding before

calculating a total score.
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In the original study (Tuckman, 1991), TPS produced single factor structure. The
16- item scale accounted for 30% of the common variance and described a student

procrastinator who wastes time, delays, and avoids unpleasant tasks.

There are a number of studies indicating that the TPS has adequate reliability and
validity. In the original study, Cronbach’s alpha was .86 and in a more recent
study a Cronbach alpha coefficient of .89 was reported (Tuckman, 2007).
Concurrent validity was supported by correlation of TPS with General Self-
Efficacy Scale (» = -.47) and behavioral measure of homework completion (» = -
.54; Tuckman, 1991). Moreover, recent studies have used Tuckman’s measure,
with results showing high reliability and validity evidence. The studies have also
shown the positive correlation with other procrastination measure (with PASS, » =
.68; Howell & Watson, 2007), and significant negative correlation with behavioral

measure (Klassen et al., 2008).

Turkish translation and adaptation of Tuckman Procrastination Scale was
conducted by (Uzun Ozer et al., 2009b). In the present study a five-point scale
was used by adding a middle “unsure” response to the instrument to increase the
variability of the scores and reliability estimate (Masters, 1974). In this respect,
Turkish version of TPS with a new scoring system with a 5-point Likert scale (/ =
strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = unsure, 4 = disagree, 5 = strongly disagree) was
used. In this vein, the responded items are totaled to obtain the procrastination
score. Scores range from 14 to 70 with higher scores reflecting higher level of

procrastination. The item number 7, 10, 12, and 14 are reverse scored. Scores
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range from 14 to 70 and high scores are indicative of high procrastination
tendencies. The semantic equivalence of the instrument was established through
translation-back-translation procedure. The construct validity of the instrument
was established using exploratory (the first sample, » = 236) and confirmatory
factor analysis (the second sample, n = 622). After conducting exploratory factor
analysis two items (item number 4 and 10) were decided to remove from the
Turkish version of Tuckman Procrastination Scale (TVTPS). Removing two items
provided univariate factor structure as it is in the original. A subsequent
confirmatory factor analysis yielded fit index values demonstrating a viability of
unidimensional solution (y° = 225.98, df = 77, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.056; 90%
CI: 0.047-0.064; GFI = 0.99, CFI = 0.98). The Cronbach alpha for the Turkish
version of Tuckman Procrastination Scale was found to be .90. The coefficient of
stability was calculated using the data obtained from 22 participants who
completed the TVTPS-S twice within a 4-week interval. The Pearson correlation
was r = (.80, again indicating a high reliability for the measurement. However,
given the very small sample size this value should be evaluated with caution. The
divergent and convergent validities were established by calculating the Pearson
correlation coefficients between the Academic Self-efficacy which was adapted to
Turkish by Yilmaz et. al. (2007; » = -.22) and scores from Rosenberg Self-Esteem
Scale adapted by Cuhadaroglu (1985; r = .23), and the TVTPS-S scores (Uzun

Ozer et al., 2009b).
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3.2.3 Irrational Belief Test (IBT)

The Irrational Beliefs Test (Jones, 1969) is the most widely used instrument
available to assess irrational beliefs. It has been believed that the absolutistic
irrational beliefs sabotage the person’s life goals (Crawford & Ellis, 1989); hence,

the scale was developed based on Ellis’s rational emotive behavior theory.

IBT has originally 100 items on a 5 point Likert Scale (/ = strongly disagree, 5 =
strongly agree). In the scale, every 10 items assess an irrational belief. Each of the
belief is assessed by subscale score and full scale score indicates total belief
irrationality. Scores range from 10 to 50 for subscales with higher scores

reflecting higher level of irrationals on that belief.

The scale was constructed to measure Ellis’s 10 beliefs that named as 1) demand
for approval, 2) high self expectations, 3) blame proneness, 4) frustration reactive,
5) emotional irresponsibility, 6) anxious overconcern, 7) problem avoidance, 8)
dependency, 9) helpless, and 10) perfectionism. According to Woods (1990), the
irrational belief subscales explore the following beliefs: Demand for Approval:
individuals believe that they must be loved and approved from everyone. High
Self Expectations: In this belief, individuals judge their worthiness on their
success and accomplishment. Hence they believed that they must be successful
and competent in all tasks. Blame proneness: Individuals with this belief believe
to be blamed and punished for their mistakes or wrongdoing. Emotional

irresponsibility: Individuals believe to have little control over their unhappiness or
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emotional disturbance since it is caused by other people or events. They also
believe that everything would be all right if others would change. Anxious
overconcern: People with this belief believe that if something bad or dangerous
might happen, they should worry and dwell upon it constantly. Dependency:
People in this belief must have someone stronger than themselves to depend and
care of them. Helplessness for Change: Individuals believe that since the
influence of past events can never be changed or removed, they are helpless to
change. Perfectionism: People with this belief believe that there is always a

perfect solution for every problem so they have to accomplish it.

The internal consistency of IBT changed between .67 and .87 for subscales and
.92 for the full scale (Jones, 1969). Trexler and Karst (1972) reported subscale
stabilities to be .48 to .95 and full scale stability to be .88. Concurrent validity was
derived from correlations with 16 PF scales (i.e., C-, H-, L+, O+, Os-, and Q4+);
multiple Rs changed between .43 and .63. Smith and Zurawski (1983) also
reported that the scale was discriminantly valid for use in the studies. Recently, in
Terjesen, Salhany, and Sciutto (2009)’s study, IBT was found highly reliable and
valid among other 14 scales for use in irrational beliefs and cognitive distortion

research.

The Turkish adaptation study of IBT was conducted by Yurtal (1999). After
performing exploratory factor analysis, Yurtal decreased the scale items to 45
with 8 subscales. The items score on a 5 point Likert scale (I = strongly disagree,

5 = strongly agree). Higher scores for each subscales reflects higher level of that
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belief. The names of the factors were assigned the names as in the original. In this
respect, the Turkish version of IBT has 8 subscales named as 1) demand for
approval 2) high self expectations, 3) blame proneness, 4) emotional
irresponsibility, 5) anxious overconcern, 6) dependency, 7) helpless, and 8)
perfectionism. Three week test-retest reliability coefficient of the Turkish IBT was
found to be .71. Cronbach Alpha coefficient obtained for the total scale was .74;
for subscales alpha ranged from .46 to .82. For the validity of the scale Yurtal
(1999) found that Turkish version of IBT correlated with 16 PF subscales (i.e., C-,
H-, L+, O+, QO;3-, and Q4+); scores ranged from .31 to .63. The results of the
adaptation study conducted for Turkish version of IBT revealed that the scale was

valid and reliable for use in Turkish students.

3.2.3.1 Reliability and Divergent Validity of Turkish Version of IBT for the

Present Study

Evidence for the reliability of the scale for the present sample was provided by
calculating internal consistency estimate. The reliability coefficient alpha was
found as .71. To provide further evidence for the validity of the IBS for the
present study, divergent validity was established by calculating Pearson
correlation coefficient between the participants’ scores from the Rosenberg Self-
Esteem Scale (RSES; Rosenberg, 1965) and IBS scores. In this study, there was a
negative correlation between RSES and IBS scores (» = -.24, p < .01) suggesting
participants with a high irrational belief score tended to obtain low scores on the

RSES.
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3.2.4 Academic Self-Efficacy (ASE)

Academic self-efficacy scale was developed by Jerusalem and Schwarzer (1981)
to assess students’ sense of perceived self-efficacy in academic setting. Its
German version was developed first and later revised and adapted to other

languages by various co-authors (Yilmaz, Giir¢ay, & Ekici, 2007).

The ASE is a unidimensional, 4 point Likert type (I = true for me, 4 = false for
me) self-report measure including 7 items. The scale has 6 positively and 1
negatively worded items. The responded items are totaled to obtain the academic
self-efficacy score. The 7™ item is reverse scored. Scores range from 7 to 35 and

high scores are indicative of high self-efficacy in academic setting.

The construct validity of the scale was provided by performing exploratory factor

analysis. The results revealed that the 7 items of the ASE loaded on single factor.

The internal consistency of the ASE was provided using Cronbach Alpha
coefficient. Jerusalem and Schwarzer (1981) reported its Cronbach Alpha as .87.
The divergent validity of the scale was assessed by calculating Pearson product
correlation of ASE scores with the Rosenberg Self-Esteem scale scores. They

found the correlation score to be to be .37 (p <.01).

Turkish adaptation of the ASE was conducted by Yilmaz, et al. (2007). The

authors used the 4-point Likert type for 7 items. The higher score obtained from
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the scale reflects the higher level of academic self-efficacy. The result of the
exploratory factor analysis showed that Turkish version of ASE has also
univariate factor structured explained 45% of the total variance. The Cronbach
alpha estimation calculated internal consistency of the scale revealed that 7-item
Turkish version of ASE was found internally consistent (o = .79). The authors
reported a correlation coefficient of .44 between the ASE and the Rosenberg Self-
Esteem scale. The results of the analyses provided that the Turkish ASE was

reliable and valid instrument for use in Turkish culture.

3.2.4.1 Reliability and Convergent Validity of Turkish Version of ASE for the

Present Study

For the present study, 7 item Turkish version of ASE was used. After getting
permission from the authors of the original ASE, the researcher used a five-point
scale by adding a middle “unsure” response to the instrument to increase the

variability of the scores and reliability estimate (Masters, 1974).

Evidence for the reliability of the scale for the present sample was provided by
calculating internal consistency estimate. The Cronbach alpha coefficient was
found to be .82 for the 7 item Turkish version of ASE. To provide further
evidence for the validity of the ASE for the present study, convergent validity was
established by calculating a Pearson correlation coefficient between the
participants’ scores obtained from the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES;

Rosenberg, 1965) and ASE scores. In this study there was a positive correlation
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between RSES and ASE scores (» = .31, p < .01) suggesting participants with a

high academic self-efficacy score tended to obtain high scores on the RSES.

3.2.5 Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES)

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES; Rosenberg, 1965) was used to assess
participants’ global self-esteem or self-worth. The scale was originally designed
for use with measuring adolescents’ self-esteem levels. Then it has also been
deemed appropriate for use with adults with various occupations (Farran, 2004).
RSES assesses to what extend a person generally satisfied with life, considers

him/herself worthy, holds a positive attitude toward him/herself.

RSES consists of 10 items on a 4-point Likert type scale (I = strongly agree, 4 =
strongly disagree). The scale has five positively worded and five negatively
worded items. The responded items are totaled to obtain the self-esteem score.
The item number 1, 2, 4, 6, and 7 are reverse scored. Scores range from 10 to 40

and high scores are indicative of high self-esteem.

Although the scale was developed to be unidimensional, both single factor and
two factor structures of the scale has been reported. Whereas, Rosenberg (1965)
reported the scale to be univariate; Shahani, Dipboye, and Philips (1990) found
two independent dimensions namely self-enhancement and self-derogation for the

Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale. The authors also reported that the identified
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separate dimensions were formed by negatively and positively worded items

(Shahani et al., 1990).

Rosenberg reported that the scale has high internal consistency (a = .80). Two
week interval test-retest reliability also found high (o = .85; N = 28). In a more
recent study, Ferrari (1994) found internal reliability coefficient of .85. Evidence
for convergent validity was provided by positive correlations with Copersmith

Self-Esteem Inventory (o = .60) and Health Self Image Questionnaire (o = .83).

Turkish adaptation of RSES study was conducted by Cuhadaroglu (1985). In
order to obtain criterion related evidence for the scale, Cuhadaroglu conducted
psychiatric interviews with the high school students. The correlation between the
interviews and the scale scores was reported as .71. The test-retest reliability of
the scale was found to be .75 for high school sample. In another study conducted
by Celik (2004) for use in Turkish University sample, the scale was found
internally consistent (o = .87). The overall results showed that the Turkish version
of Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale is reliable and valid instrument use in both

Turkish high school and university student sample.

3.2.5.1 Reliability and Convergent Validity of Turkish Version of RSES for

the Present Study

In order to provide evidence for the reliability of the RSES for the present sample,

internal consistency estimation was calculated. The Cronbach alpha coefficient
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was found as .85 for the Turkish version of RSES. Further evidence for the
validity of the RSES was provided by convergent validity. Pearson correlation
coefficient was calculated between the participants’ scores from the RSES and
ASE scores. In this study there was a positive correlation between RSES and ASE
scores (o = .31, p <.01) suggesting participants with a high academic self-efficacy

score tended to obtain high scores on the RSES.

3.2.6 Frustration Discomfort Scale (FDS)

Frustration Discomfort Scale (FDS) was developed by Harrington (2005a) to
assess absolute intolerance. Development of the scale involved two studies for
both students and clinical populations. In the first study, Harrington (2003)
constructed a preliminary scale derived from a pool of belief based on the
theoretical domains described in the rational emotive behavior theory (REBT)
literature. Then a series of reliability and factor analysis were conducted to
construct the last form of the scale, yielding four factors. In the second study, the
scale was revised by simplifying the statement wording whilst retaining the same
item content. A confirmatory factor analysis supported the initial four factor
solution. The revised scale was used in the present study, after conducting the

reliability and validity studies with Turkish university student sample.

The original Frustration Discomfort Scale (Harrington, 2005a) consists of 28
items. In the scale, the participants are asked to rate the strength to which they

held certain beliefs on a 5 point Likert type scale (I = Absent, 2 = Mild, 3 =
95



Moderate, 4 = Strong, 5 = very strong). Respondents’ scores are totaled to get a
frustration intolerance score ranging from 28 to 140. In the scale, obtaining high

score is indicative of higher level of frustration intolerance belief.

In order to examine the factor structure of the scale, Harrington (2005a) used
exploratory factor analysis on the FDS items with oblique rotation. After
considering the scree plot and interpretability of the factors, a four-factor solution
accounting the 42.58 % of the total variance was decided to best represent the
data. Each factor included 7 items and the names were assigned based on the
rational emotive behavior theory concepts. The four factors were labeled as

emotional intolerance, entitlement, discomfort intolerance, and achievement.

Harrington (2005a) conducted the reliability and validity studies on both the
student (Harrington, 2005a) and clinical samples (Harrington, 2006). Corrected
item total correlations were computed to highlight those items with poor
reliability. All items showed correlations above.45 with own subscales and above
.30 with the full scale. Cronbach Alpha value was found to be .94 for the full
scale. The alphas’ of subscales were also found to be .88 for discomfort
intolerance, .85 for entitlement, .87 for emotional intolerance, and .84 for
achievement subscales. In order to obtain the convergent and divergent validity
evidence for the scale, Harrington performed a Pearson product correlation
coefficient between Frustration Discomfort subscales and Rosenberg Self-Esteem
scale. The discomfort (» = -.43) and emotional intolerance (» = -.49) subscales

were found strongly correlated with self-esteem; whereas, correlations were found
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with the entitlement (» = -.20) and achievement (» = -.29) subscales. The full FDS

was also found correlated with the Rosenberg Self-Esteem scale (» = -.43).

In study two, Harrington (2005a) conducted a confirmatory factor analysis for the
results obtained from the first study. He tested five alternative models and
compared. In the first tested model, the FDS scale treated as unidimensional. In
the second two-factor model, he used only discomfort intolerance and emotional
intolerance subscales. In the third and in the fourth model, the FDS scale was
accepted as four and five-factors, respectively. Besides the other fit indices, the
CFI and TLI values indicated better fit for four-factor model. In this respect, he
found y* to be 758.46 and df to be 344. He also found CFI value to be .98, TLI

value to be .98, and RMSEA value to be .06.

3.2.6.1 Turkish Version of Frustration Discomfort Scale (TVFDS)

The adaptation process of Frustration Discomfort Scale was conducted by the
researcher. A stepwise validation procedure was followed to establish a cross-
cultural equivalence of the instruments (Flaherty et al., 1988; Paunonen & Ashton,
1998). The semantic equivalence of the instrument was established through
translation-back translation procedure (Canino & Bravo, 1999). In order to
establish content equivalence of the Turkish version of the scale, experts in
procrastination were consulted. After establishing the construct validity of the

instrument, criterion equivalence was examined. After establishing the construct
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validity of the instrument, criterion equivalence was examined. The details of the

validation procedure are provided below.

As a first step, three Turkish psychological counselors who were fluent in English
and two English instructors translated the Frustration Discomfort Scale (FDS)
items into Turkish, independently. These translated items then were given to an
English literature expert to translate the Turkish FDS items back into English. As
the second step, back-translated items were given to three psychology experts.
Each expert who had strong psychology backgrounds were asked to review and
compare the Turkish FDS items to the originals. Then, they suggested the best
representative items among the back translated item pool for each FDS item.
These two steps provided the construction of the first draft of a Turkish Version of
Frustration Discomfort Scale (TVFDS). As the third step, TVFDS was given to
three counseling professors who had at least PhD degree to evaluate the scale
critically in terms of its content equivalency and appropriateness for Turkish
culture. Based on the three experts’ suggestions, wordings in the several items in
the first draft of TVFDS were revised to better communicate the ideas that were

intended in the original FDS.

The final draft of TVFDS was constructed based on the revisions recommended
by the three field experts. As the last step, the final form of TVFDS was
administered to 171 (95 females, 70 males, 6 did not indicated) college students to
establish validity (construct and divergent) and reliability of the TVFDS in the

Turkish sample. The participants involved in the pilot study were not included in
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the actual study. The sample was recruited from various departments and grade
levels from Middle East Technical University. The mean age of the participants
was 20.88 (SD = 1.62). The participants filled out the demographic information
form, Turkish Form of Frustration Discomfort Scale, Rosenberg Self-Esteem
Scale, and Procrastination Assessment Scale-Students in the classroom settings.
The data was collected in winter semester of 2009-2010 academic year by the

researcher.

A series of preliminary analyses were performed before conducting reliability and
validity studies of TVFDS. Frequency analysis was first examined for the
distribution of responses across the rating scale for each item. Screening of the
data was also performed by considering the analysis including the normality of
each variable (skewness and curtosis), outlier and missing data analysis.
Normality of each data was ensured with the accepted level (+ 3.29) of skewness
and curtosis values. The statistical procedure permits to replace the missing value
with mean if each variable has at least 5% missing value (Tabachnick & Fidel,
2001). In the present data, the missing values were detected less than 5% of the
given responses. Thus, each variable was replaced with mean. Thereafter, a
reliability analysis with 28 TVFDS items was performed. Corrected item-total
correlations were also computed to highlight those items with poor reliability. As
suggested in the in the original FDS study, the corrected item-total correlation
score higher than .30 was accepted as the criterion for excluding item from the

analysis. The item number 1, 5, 12 and 13 were detected as the lowest corrected
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item-total correlation (corrected item-total correlations = .22, .13, .29, and .12,

respectively).

The confirmatory factor analysis was conducted employing the maximum
likelihood method by using the AMOS 18 program (Arbuckle & Wothke, 1999)
on two alternative models. The first model was the four factor-twenty eight-item
model derived from original theory of the scale. The second tested model was four
factor-twenty four-item model derived from the analysis by excluding the items
found lower corrected item total correlation score and by employing the
suggestions given in the modification indices. The adequacy of the competing
models was evaluated using five different fit indices: (1) the model chi-square, a
measure of overall fit, with non-significant y* indicating good fit; (2) the y°
divided by the degrees of freedom, with a ratio of between two and three
suggesting a good fit; (3) the comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1990), with
values above .90 indicating a good fit; (4) the root mean square of approximation
(RMSEA; Browne & Cudeck, 1993), with value over 0.10 leading to reject of the
model, those from 0.05 to 0.08 acceptable, and values below 0.05 indicating a
good fit; (5) the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI; Tucker & Lewis, 1973) , which takes
into account the degree of parsimony, with scores of above 0.90 regarded as a

reasonable fit.

The results of the confirmatory factor analysis tested for the first model showed
that the chi-square test was significant indicating poor fit (x* = 537.8, df = 406).

Because the x” statistic is easily influenced by the large sample size, multiple
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goodness of fit indices was used to evaluate the fit between the model and the
sample data (Bentler & Bonett, 1980). The indices interpreted in the present study
were the goodness-of-fit index (GFI) the comparative fit index (CFI), and the root
mean square error approximation (RMSEA). GFI and CFI values above .90 and
RMSEA values smaller than .10 are suggested as criteria for acceptable fit

(Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Schumacker & Lomax, 1996).

Since the values of fit indexes (CFI = 0.76; GFI = 0.81; TLI = 0.73; RMSEA =
0.65) had not an acceptable level, necessary revisions were decided to make. In
this respect, the items with poor reliability and lower correlation with the other
items were reexamined as the first step. Then the modification indices were

assessed to obtain better fit.

The reliability analysis performed to highlight those items with poor reliability
and low corrected item-total correlation value showed that 4 items (1, 5, 12 and
13) had lower value corrected item-total correlations = .22, .13, .29, and .12,

respectively) than .30. Hence the model was tested after removing these items.

Evaluation of the modification indices suggested a correlated error residual
between item 22 and item 07 (maximum modification index = 14.52, expected
parameter change = .14). A closer examination of these two adjacent items (item
22 and 07) revealed that the content of the items overlap substantially and both
items include similar terms (e.g. tahammiil edemem). Research literature on

measurement error suggests that items with similar wordings might cause
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correlated errors, that is, an individual might respond to the items based on his/her
response to the prior items with similar wordings (Buckley, Cote, & Comstock,
1990; Green & Hershberger, 2000). Because individuals might be more likely to
retrieve their response to previous item from their working memory in answering
the next item, the magnitude of the correlated error might be more substantial
when items are adjacent (Green & Hershberger, 2000). Due to this possible

method effect, residuals of item 27 and 28 were allowed to be correlated.

Moreover, in the recent literature, it has been indicated that in confirmatory factor
analysis and structural equation modeling, item parceling are preferred over single
items since they indicate the latent construct of several important reason. First,
they are more probably distributed normally than normal items. Second, ‘the
resulting reduction in the complexity of measurement models should lead to more
parameter estimates’ (p. 730). Finally, since the parcels reduce the number of
indicators in the modeling, researchers can use more realistic models (Nasser &
Wisenbaker, 2003). In the light of the information above, item parceling was used

to obtain better result for the model.

Removing the items, freeing the residual errors, and parceling the items resulted
in a significant improvement in the model fit (y* = 44.635, df = 28, ¥*/ df = 1.59;
GFI = 0.95, CFI = 0.97; RMSEA = 0.059); thus this model was retained as the

final model (See Figure 1 for the illustration of the final model specification).
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Figure 3. 1 Model specification of Turkish version of Frustration Discomfort
Scale (TVFDS)
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To provide further evidence for the validity of the TVFDS, divergent and
convergent validities were established by calculating a Pearson correlation
coefficient between the participants’ Rosenberg Self-esteem (RSES) scores,
scores from PASS and TVFDS scores. Research literature reports a negative
relationship between self-esteem and frustration intolerance (Harrington, 2005a).
Research studies suggest that students who low frustration tolerance tend to
display a pattern of helpless behaviors when facing a difficult learning task
(Harrington, 2005a). In this study there was a negative correlation between RSES
and entire TVFDS scores (r = -.27, p < .01) suggesting participants with a high
frustration intolerance score tended to obtain low scores on the RSES. The
relationship between the subscales of FDS and RSES were also found.
Specifically the results of the analyses showed that there was a negative
correlation between the RSES scores and Discomfort Intolerance (r = -.29);
Entitlement (» = -.17) and Emotional Intolerance (r = -.27) subscales. Likewise,
there was a positive correlation between the PASS and entire TVFDS scores (» =
.35) indicating participants with higher frustration discomfort scores tended to
obtain higher scores on the PASS. There were also correlations between the
TVFDS subscale scores and PASS found. The results showed that the PASS
scores was highly correlated with Discomfort Intolerance subscale (r = .47),
moderately correlated with Entitlement subscale (r = .22), and correlated with
Emotional Intolerance subscale (» = .19). However, any significant correlation
was found between neither PASS nor RSES scores with Achievement subscale

SCOres.
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In order to provide evidence for the reliability of the scale, internal consistency
estimation of the TVFDS was computed. It was revealed that TVFDS had good
internal consistency (o = 86). Test-retest reliability of the scale was found to be
.70. The results of the reliability analyses showed that the subscales had also
adequate internal consistency. Specifically, Cronbach Alpha estimation was found
to be .73 for the Discomfort Intolerance subscale, the items total correlation
ranged from .33 to .52. Cronbach Alpha was .68 for the Entitlement subscale and
the item-total correlation ranged from .35 to .53. Similarly, internal consistency
estimation was found to be .63 for the Emotional Intolerance subscale and the
item-total correlation ranged from .22 to .44. Finally, Cronbach alpha estimation
was .68 for the Achievement subscale and the item-total correlation ranged from

.27 to .48.

3.2.7 Self Control Schedule (SCS)

Self Control Schedule (SCS) developed by Rosenbaum (1980) was used to assess
students’ tendencies to exert self control methods to resolve behavioral problems.
The SCS is a self-report instrument covering several content areas such as (a) use
of cognitions and self-instructions to cope with emotional and physiological
responses, (b) use of problem solving strategies (e.g. planning, problem definition,
evaluating alternatives, and preparing for consequences), (c) ability to postpone
immediate gratification, and (d) inability belief to self-regulate internal events

(Rosebaum, 1980).
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The original version of SCS consists of 36 items on a 6 point Likert Type. For
each item participants indicate the degree to which the statement describes their
behavior (-3 very uncharacteristic of me; +3 very characteristic of me), ranging
from extremely descriptive to extremely non-descriptive with no neutral response
alternative. A higher composite score indicates greater resourcefulness
(Rosenbaum, 1980). The possible score range of the original scale is between
+108 and -108 where 11 items are scored in a reverse order (Rosenbaum &
Palmon, 1984). The item number 4, 6, 8, 9, 14, 16, 18, 19, 21, 29 and 35 are

reverse scored.

Redden, Tucker, and Young (1983) conducted exploratory factor analysis for
examining factor structure of the SCS. They found six factors corresponded to the
content areas that were previously pointed out by Rosenbaum (1980). In this
regard, the six factors were named as planful behavior, mood control and control
of unwanted thoughts, pain control, impulse control and delay of immediate

gratification.

The reliability of the SCS was established in a number of studies involving more
than 600 subjects (Redden et al., 1983; Rosenbaum, 1980). In the Rosenbaum’s
study, test-retest reliability with 4 weeks interval indicated that the SCS was fairly
stable over time ( = .96). An alpha coefficient computed on six different samples
ranged from .78 to .86, indicating a high internal consistency among items. In
another study (Redden et al., 1983) the Cronbach alpha coefficient score was

found to be .82. The SCS’s evidence for validity was provided by correlations
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with Croskey’s Measure of Communication Apprehension (» = -.37; Rosenbaum,
1980). Moreover, SCS was found to be negatively correlated with Rotter’s Locus

of Control Scale (» = -.37), and Manifest Anxiety Scale (» = -.56; Richards, 1985).

The Turkish adaptation study for the SCS was conducted by (Siva, 1991). In the
Turkish version of SCS, a new scoring system with a 5-point Likert scale (/ =
very uncharacteristic of me, 5 = very characteristic of me) was used. In this vein,
the responded items are totaled to obtain the resourcefulness score. The item
number 4, 6, 8, 9, 14, 16, 18, 19, 21, 29, and 35 are reverse scored. Scores range
from 36 to 180 and high scores are indicative of high resourcefulness. Dag (1991)
and Siva (1991) carried out the reliability and validity studies for use in Turkish
population. Siva (1991) found Cronbach alpha reliability of SCS to be .79 and a
test-retest correlation of .80. Dag (1991) also reported two types of validity
evidence for the Turkish version of SCS. He reported a criterion related validity
coefficient of -.29 between the SCS and Rotter’s Locus of Control Scale. In order
to obtain evidence for the construct related validity, Dag (1991) performed
principal component analysis. Varimax rotation of factor analysis produced 12
factors explained 58.2% of the total variance. Dag named the factors as 1) planful
behavior, 2) mood control, 3) control of unwanted thoughts, 4) impulse control, 5)
competency and easing oneself, 6) pain control, 7) procrastination, 8) help
seeking, 9) take positive, 10) impulse control, 11) flexible planning, 12)
supervised seeking. None of the study carried out with Turkish study to examine

the internal consistencies of the factors derived from SCS was found. However,
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(Tiirkel & Tezer, 2008) reported the scale to be reliable and valid for use in

Turkish population.

3.2.7.1 Reliability and Divergent Validity of Turkish Version of SCS for the

Present Study

Evidence for the reliability of the scale for the present sample was provided by
calculating internal consistency estimate. The reliability coefficient alpha was
found to be .80. To provide further evidence for the validity of the SCS for the
present study, divergent validity was established by calculating a Pearson
correlation coefficient between the participants’ scores from the Tuckman
Procrastination Scale (TPS) and SCS scores. In this study there was a negative
correlation between TPS and SCS scores (r =-.47, p < .01) suggesting participants

with a high procrastination score tended to obtain low scores on the SCS.

3.3 Data Collection Procedures

Demographic questionnaires including the explanation of the present study and set
of scales previously mentioned self report measures were administered to the
participants during regular classroom hours. Data were collected by the researcher
during the spring semester of 2009-2010 academic year in a 5 week duration.
After obtaining the permissions from Human Research Ethical Committee (see the
APPENDIX A) and instructor of each class, the data was collected from the

volunteer students.

108



Although the detailed information in terms of the scale, the researcher was present
in the classroom in case any questions arise. The scales were administered in the
two separate formats to be able control the internal treats of validity. The first set
of scales was in the following order: Tuckman Procrastination Scale, Irrational
Beliefs Test, Academic Self-Efficacy Scale, Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale,
Frustration Discomfort Scale, and Self Control Schedule. In the second set of
scale, the researcher changed the order of the scales as follows: Tuckman
Procrastination Scale, Self Control Schedule; Frustration Discomfort Scale,
Irrational Beliefs Test, Academic Self-Efficacy, and Rosenberg Self-Esteem
Scale. It took the participants approximately 30 minutes to complete the

questionnaires.

3.4 Data Analysis Procedure

In the present study, in order to examine the role of cognitive, affective, and
behavioral variables in predicting procrastination, theoretical relationships among
dependent, independent, and mediating variables were investigated by using
AMOS 18 (Byrne, 2001) software program. This section introduces a brief

explanation of the path analysis that was employed for the present study.

3.4.1 Path Analysis

Path analysis is a method of testing causal patterns among a set of variables with

the aim of providing estimates of the magnitude and significance of the
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hypothesized causal connections among a set of variables (Martinussen, 2010;
Stage, Carter, & Nora, 2004). Although it has been considered closely related to
multiple regression, Garson (2008) argued that path analysis is an extension of the
regression model which provides use of testing the fit of correlation matrix with a

causal model to test.

In order to better understanding, some useful terms regarding path analysis are

explained below.

Path Model is a diagram used to illustrate the identification of the variables.
Arrows drawn from one another indicate theoretically based causal relationships.
In the model, a single-headed arrow points from cause to effect. A double-headed
or curved arrow indicates the correlated variables wherein no causal relationships

are assumed (Stage et al., 2004).

Exogenous variable is an independent variable in a path model with no explicit
causes where in no arrow goes to, other than the measurement error term. When
exogenous variables are correlated with each other, this is indicated by a double

headed arrow connection (Garson, 2008).

Mediator is an intervening endogenous or process variable. These variables
account for the relationship between predictor and criterion variable(s). In a

meditational model, the predictor/exogenous variable has a direct effect on
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mediator that in turn affects the criterion/endogenous variable (Baron, 1986). In a

path diagram, mediator has both incoming and outgoing arrows (Garson, 2008).

Endogenous variable 1s a dependent variable which has incoming arrows. These
variables may include mediating causal variables and dependents. In the path
diagram, mediating endogenous variables have both incoming and outgoing

arrows(Garson, 2008).

Path coefficient/Path weight is a standardized regression coefficient can be called
as beta. In a path model, path coefficient shows the direct effect of an independent
variable on a dependent variable. Thus when the model has more than two causal
variables, path coefficients are partial coefficients measuring the extent of the
effect of one variable on another in the path model which control for other prior

variables, using standardized data or a correlation matrix is input (Garson, 2008).

Direct and Indirect Effects: In the path analysis, when the exogenous variable has
an arrow directed towards the endogenous variable that indicates the direct effect
of independent variable on dependent variable. However, when an exogenous
variable has an effect on the dependent variable, through the other exogenous
variable that indicates the indirect effect of independent variable on the dependent
variable (Kline, 1998).

Multiple Goodness-of-fit indices: Joreskog and Sorbom (1993) suggested that a
covariance matrix should be used in to obtain parameter estimations using the

maximum likelihood method to test the path in the proposed model. Since no
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single indicator has been demonstrated as superior in the path analysis the
researchers have suggested rely on multiple goodness-of-fit indices (Bentler &
Bonett, 1980). The indices interpreted in the present study were chi-square
statistics, ratio of chi-squares to degrees of freedom, root means of error of
approximation, goodness of fit and adjusted goodness of fit indices, and Bentler
and Bonett form fit index (Kelloway, 1998). The explanations of these indices are

presented below.

Chi-Square (x°) is a measure of overall fit of the model. A significant y° value
indicated the difference between the observed and estimated parameters. The
statistical significance show the probability of the difference between the matrices
which is related to the sampling variation. A non-significant y° value shows that
the two matrices are not statistically different (Schumacker & Lomax, 1996).

Corresponding to the path model, while a small chi-square value indicates to good
fit; a large ° indicates a bad fit. A non-significant »° indicates that the model fits
the data. A value of zero indicates a perfect fit. However, it is known that 5’ is
sensitive to a sample size(Bentler & Bonett, 1980). When the sample size
increases, generally above 200, ° criterion has a tendency to indicate a significant
probability level (Schumacker & Lomax, 1996). In this regard, with large
samples, trivial discrepancies can lead to rejection of highly satisfactory model;
with small samples it can be non-significant even in the face of misfits (Loehlin,

2004).
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Ratio of Chi-Square to Degrees of Freedom (5’ / df): x° obtained from the analysis
is not an adequate indicator for model fitting. Usually, 5’ is interpreted with its
degrees of freedom (df) which refers to the difference between known values and
unknown value estimates. The ratio of »° / df determines the identification of a
model. As a general rule of thumb, a ratio less than 5 is considered to be

acceptable fit, as the ratio is closer to 1, the model is accepted to be fitting model.

Root mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA): RMSEA is computed on
the basis of the analysis of residual. It is relatively intensive to sample size and it
is related to the error of the approximation in the population. RMSEA values
smaller than 10 are suggested as criteria for acceptable fit (Browne & Cudeck,
1993; Schumacker & Lomax, 1996). Steiger (1989) suggested the values below

.10 as ‘good’ and below .05 to be ‘very good’.

Goodness of Fit Index (GFI): GFI is based on the ratio of the sum of squared
differences between the observed and reproduced matrices(Schumacker & Lomax,
1996). The value of GFI range from 0 (poor fit) to 1 (good fit), and values

exceeding .90 indicate a good fit to the data (Kelloway, 1998).

Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI): The AGFI is the adjusted GFI for the
degrees of freedom of a model relative to the number of variables (Schumacker &
Lomax, 1996). Similar to GFI, the value of AGFI range from 0 to 1 where the

values exceeding .90 indicate a good fit to the data (Kelloway, 1998).
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Bentler-Bonet Normed Fit Index (NFI): NFI assess the estimated value by
comparing Chi-square value of the model to the Chi-square value of the
independence model. Similar to values of GFI and AGFI, the value of NFI range
from O to 1. High NFI values, ideally exceeding .90, indicate the good fitting

model (Loehlin, 2004).

With the all indexes, Cohen (1988) suggested that on the standardized path
coefficient, if the absolute value is less than .10, this indicate a small affect, if
values are around .30 that indicates medium effect, and values above .50 indicate

large effect.

114



CHAPTER 1V

RESULTS

In this chapter, the results of the study are presented in four sections. The first
section consists of preliminary analyses. The second section involves the
descriptive statistics and gender differences in terms of the study variables. In the
third section correlation analyses including intercorrelations among the study
variables are presented. The final, fourth, section presents the main analysis of the

study, namely path analysis conducted to test the proposed causal model.

4.1 Preliminary Analyses

In order to conduct the data analysis, first preliminary analyses which specifically
include missing value and outlier analysis, and normality analysis were
conducted. Moreover, the assumptions of the path analysis were also checked.

The preliminary analysis results are presented in detail below.

4.1.1 Missing Value and Outlier Analysis

Before conducting the main analyses, all of the major variables were checked for
missing data. Since the pattern of missing values was random for the present data,

cases with missing values more than 5% were deleted (Tabachnick & Fidel,

115



2001). Among 1278 participants, 46 data were detected with missing values more
than 5% of the total endorsement. Hence, 1232 data were left for the main
analyses after this deletion. In order to prevent additional subject loss, cases with

missing data less than 5% were replaced with mean of the given variable.

Second for the preliminary analyses, outlier analyses over the data were
conducted. In this respect, in order to check the univariate outlier, the data was
converted into z-score and 14 problematic outlier values higher or smaller than +
3.29 (Tabachnick & Fidel, 2001) was detected. As a result of outlier analysis 14
cases were treated as outlier and excluded from the data set. Hence, the analyses

were performed with data obtained from 1218 cases.

4.1.2 Test of Normality

Given that the statistical analyses that were employed in the present investigation
rely on assumptions that variables have normal distribution, data were first
assessed to determine the degree of distribution normality by using SPSS 18.
More specifically, indices of Skewness and Kurtosis for study variables were

computed. The results of the normality test are presented in the Table 4.1.
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Table 4. 1 Indices of Normality for Study Variables

Variable Skewness Kurtosis

Procrastination .02 -44

Frustration Discomfort

Discomfort Intolerance -.08 -25

Emotional Intolerance 23 .17

Irrational Beliefs

Emotional irresponsibility 23 17
Anxious Overconcern -.24 -.12
Academic Self-Efficacy -.30 .08
Self-Esteem -.39 -12
Self-Regulation 15 25

As seen in the Table 4.1., each of the study variables manifested a normal

distribution, since none of the values higher or lower than + 3 (Stevens, 2002).

4.1.3 Assumptions of Path Analysis

Given that the path analyses that were employed in the present investigation rely
on assumptions including linearity, causal closure and unitary variable. Overall
the assumption checks were conducted in the frame of preliminary analysis. In
this respect, linearity assumption was controlled by conducting the correlation
analysis. As suggested by Wright (1968) all relationships between variables
should be linear. In order to perform a path analysis he also suggested causal
closure in that all direct influences of one variable on another must be included in

the path diagram. Final specific assumption for conducting path analysis includes
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unitary variables for which variables should not be composed of components that

behave in different ways with different variables .

4.2 Descriptive Statistics

The means and standard deviations of the study variables by gender for the total

sample were computed. The results of the descriptive statistics are presented in

Table 4.2.
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Table 4. 2 Means and Standard Deviations for the Study Variables

Female Male Total
(N =1623) (N =1595) (N=1218)

Variable M SD M SD M SD
Procrastination 4133 9.84 41.41 9.20 41.37 9.53
Frustration Discomfort

Discomfort Intolerance 16.44 4.03 15.61 3.98 16.03 4.03

Emotional Intolerance 2415 4.25 22.39 4.46 23.29 4.44
Irrational Beliefs

Emotional irresponsibility 20.62  4.88 20.75 4.98 20.68 4.93

Anxious Overconcern 1731  3.62 16.18 3.44 16.75 3.58
Academic Self-Efficacy 23.11  5.01 24.25 5.42 23.66 5.74
Self-Esteem 31.61  5.28 31.48 5.45 31.55 5.36
Self-Regulation 118.11 5.90 117.79  13.79 117.95 1491

As seen in the Table 4.2., the means obtained from procrastination levels of the
participants which was the dependent variable of the study was 41.33 for females
and 41.41 for males. The scores obtained from the scale change between 14 and
70. The higher score obtained from the scale shows higher procrastination in
academic setting. The median score for the present sample was calculated as

41.00 for the whole group.

In terms of the other study variables, the means of the females and males obtained

from the discomfort intolerance subscale of Frustration Discomfort were found to
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be 16.44 for females and 15.61 for males. Their mean scores were 24.15 for
females and 22.40 for males for emotional intolerance subscale. As for the
irrational belief levels of the participants, means of emotional irresponsibility
level were found to be 20.62 for females and 20.75 for males. For anxious
overconcern subscale, mean scores were 17.31 and 16.18 for females and males,
respectively. The means obtained from academic self-efficacy level of the
participant was 23.11 and 24.25 for females and males, respectively. Similarly,
their mean of self-esteem levels were 31.61 for females and 31.48 for males.
Finally, the self-regulation level of the participants was found 118.11 for female

students and 117.79 for male students.

4.2.1 Gender Difference

Gender difference was conducted as the primary analysis. The main reason of
performing gender difference particularly on the dependent variable was to decide
the model testing. In other words, if gender difference on the procrastination was

found, the model would have been tested for each gender independently.

In order to see the gender difference on each measure of the participants, a series
of independent sample t-test was employed. Results of the analyses revealed that
scores on procrastination (¢ = -.14; p = .89), emotional irresponsibility (¢ = -.45; p
= .65), self-esteem (¢ = .42; p = .68), and self-regulation (¢ = .35; p = .73) did not

show any significant difference between female and male participants.
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On the other hand, significant differences between female and male participants’
discomfort intolerance (¢ = 3.66; p = .00), emotional intolerance (¢t = 7.04; p =
.00), and anxious overconcern (¢ = 5.43; p = .00), and academic self-efficacy (¢ = -
3.87; p = .00) scores were found. Results of the analyses specifically revealed a
significant difference between female and male participants’ discomfort
intolerance scores (Mpmae = 16.44; SD = 4.03; Myque = 15.61; SD = 3.98),
emotional intolerance scores (Mpmae = 24.15; SD = 4.25; Myu. = 22.39; SD =
4.46), anxious overconcern scores (Mpmae = 17.31; SD = 3.62; M. = 16.18; SD
= 3.44), and academic self-efficacy (Mpmare = 23.11; SD = 5.01; M1 = 24.25; SD

=5.42).

4.3 Correlational Analyses

Given that the primary analysis in this investigation was path analysis, bivariate
correlations were computed to depict the interrelationships among all of the study
variables. In this respect, Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were
computed to assess relationships among the exogenous variables of facilitating
emotional intolerance, discomfort intolerance, emotional irresponsibility, and
anxious overconcern; mediator variables of academic self-efficacy and self-
esteem, and self-regulation; and endogenous variables of procrastination. To
control for family wise error, a Bonferoni correction (a0 = .01) was employed
(Miller, 1991). The correlation matrix showing the correlations among the study

variables for the entire sample is presented in the Table 4.3.
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Table 4. 3 Intercorrelations among Study Variables for the Entire Sample

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. TPS -

2. DI A4x* -

3. EIN 2% A49%* -

4. EIR .01 .01 - 12%* -

5. A0 Jd1F* 21%* 29%*%  08** -

6. ASES -22%% - 14%*  -01 - 18%* . 09%* -

7. RSES -24%* - 16** - 10%* - 14%* - 20%*%  3** -

8. SCS - 4T7** -30%*% -0l -32%% 3%k 26%F 33k

Note. TPS = Tuckman Procrastination Scale, DI = Discomfort Intolerance, EIN =

Emotional Intolerance, EIR = Emotional irresponsibility, AO = Anxious Overconcern,

ASE = Academic Self-Efficacy Scale, RSES = Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, SCS = Self-

Control Schedule.

** p<.001, * p<.01

The correlation matrix on the Table 4.3 showed the relationships among the

predictors, mediator and criterion variables. The relationships also assess the

presence of multicollinearity. The results showed that none of the partial

coefficients exceeded .50 that the multicollinearity among the study variables was

not severe (Tabachnick & Fidel, 2001).

As can be seen in the Table 4.3, several patterns emerged. Theoretically expected

results revealed associations of dependent variables, procrastination levels, with
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some other study variables such as discomfort (» = .44; p < .001) and emotional
intolerance (» = .12; p <.001), anxious overconcern (» = .11; p <.001), academic
self-efficacy (r = -.22; p < .001), self-esteem (» = -.24; p < .001), and self-
regulation (» = -.47; p < .001). Correlation matrix also showed the significant
correlations among the study variables were small to moderate in magnitude

ranging from .09 to .47.

Consistent with the expectations, while discomfort intolerance and emotional
intolerance dimensions of frustration discomfort, anxious overconcern dimension
of irrational beliefs were positively related to procrastination; academic self-
efficacy, self-esteem and self-regulation were negatively associated with
procrastination. These results indicated that the higher the participants’ emotional
and discomfort intolerance levels the higher their engaging in procrastination
level.  Similarly results revealed that the higher the participants anxious
overconcern; the higher their procrastination level. On the other hand, findings
indicated that the lower the participants’ academic self-efficacy, self-esteem and

self-regulation level; the higher their engaging in procrastination.

Inconsistent with the expectation, no significant relationship was obtained
between procrastination and emotional irresponsibility (» = .01; p > .001)

dimensions of irrational beliefs.

Although no propositions have been made regarding the relations among

exogenous variables, the correlation matrix showed a significant positive
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relationship between anxious overconcern and dimensions of frustration
discomfort namely discomfort intolerance (» = .21; p < .001) and emotional
intolerance (» = .29; p < .001), and academic self-efficacy (» = .09; p < .001).
However, academic self-efficacy was found to be negatively associated with
discomfort intolerance (r = -.14; p < .001), emotional irresponsibility (» = -.18; p
< .001). Similarly, participants’ sense of self-esteem was found negatively
associated with their discomfort (» =-.16; p <.001) and emotional intolerance (» =
-.10; p < .001), emotional irresponsibility (r = -.14; p < .001), anxious
overconcern (r = -.20; p < .001). Finally, participants’ self-regulation levels were
negatively associated with their discomfort intolerance (r = -.30; p < .001),
emotional irresponsibility (» = -.32; p <.001) and their anxious overconcern (» = -

13; p<.001) levels.

4.4 Path Analyses for Model Testing

In order to test the proposed path model depicted in the Figure 1.1 (see p.14),
three separate path analysis were employed using AMOS 18 (Byrne, 2001). Path
analysis examines the whole model simultaneously by assessing both direct and

indirect effects among the variables.

Within the context of the path analysis, first, AMOS 18 was used to examine the
direct effects of frustration discomfort, irrational beliefs, academic self-efficacy,
self-esteem, and self-regulation on procrastination; the direct effects of frustration

discomfort, irrational beliefs on both academic self-efficacy and self-esteem; the
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direct effect on self-esteem on academic self-efficacy; the direct effect of
academic self-efficacy and self-esteem on self-regulation. Moreover in the path
analysis, the indirect effect of frustration discomfort and irrational beliefs on
academic self-efficacy and self-regulation; the indirect effect of frustration
discomfort, irrational beliefs, self-esteem and self-regulation were tested. This
model is partially mediated since it includes direct path from exogenous variables

to the dependent variables, and mediated paths through mediators.

As the variables used in the path model were showed multidimensional construct,
the related dimensions were selected. The selected dimensions for inclusion in the
path model have been identified in the literature as the most relevant factors to
explain the exogenous variable. As the most relevant dimensions, emotional
intolerance and discomfort intolerance subscales were selected from the
dimensions of frustration discomfort variable. Moreover, emotional
irresponsibility and anxious overconcern were selected among the dimensions of

irrational belief variable.

In the second model, AMOS 18 was used to examine the direct effects of
emotional intolerance, discomfort intolerance, emotional irresponsibility, anxious
overconcern, academic self-efficacy, self-esteem, and self-regulation on
procrastination; the direct effects of emotional intolerance, discomfort intolerance,
emotional irresponsibility, anxious overconcern on both academic self-efficacy
and self-esteem; the direct effect on self-esteem on academic self-efficacy; the

direct effect of academic self-efficacy and self-esteem on self-regulation.
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Moreover in the path analysis, the indirect effect of emotional intolerance,
discomfort intolerance, emotional irresponsibility, and anxious overconcern on
academic self-efficacy and self-regulation; the indirect effect of emotional
intolerance, discomfort intolerance, emotional irresponsibility, anxious
overconcern, self-esteem and self-regulation were tested. The model is partially
mediated since it includes direct path from exogenous variables to the dependent

variables, and mediated paths through mediators.

The initial path analyses were conducted with academic self-efficacy, self-esteem
and self-regulation as mediators between procrastination and exogenous variables
namely, discomfort intolerance, emotional intolerance, emotional irresponsibility
and anxious overconcern. The hypothesized model was tested, first, to see how
well the data fitted the model that represented the rational emotive behavior
approach. Then in order to simplify the hypothesized model, a modified model
was created after the non-significant path eliminated and modifications added.

Consequently the modified model was tested by the second path analysis.

The path model presented in Figure 4.1 was fit using Amos 18. A set of criteria
and standards for the model fit were calculated to see if the proposed model fit the
data. Specifically, chi-square (;°), the ration of chi-square to its degrees of
freedom ()’ / df), root means square of approximation (RMSEA), goodness of fit
index (GFI), adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI), and normed fit index (NFI)
which were explained in the data analysis section in method chapter were used as

criteria for model fit. Table 4.6 is presented the criterion of fit indices.
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Table 4. 4 The criterion of fit indices

Fit Index

Acceptable Threshold Levels

Chi-square

Chi-Square/df

GFI

RMSEA

AGFI
NFI (TLI)

Low X’ relative to degrees of freedom with an insignificant p value
(p>0.05)

X/df <3 (Kline, 1998)

X°/df <2 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007)

0.90 < GFI, acceptable (Maruyama, 1998; Schumacker & Lomax,
1996)

.095 < CFI (Hu & Bentler, 1999)

RMSEA < 0.05, close fit; 0.05 < RMSEA < 0.10, mediocre fit;
RMSEA > 1, poor fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993)

RMSEA < 0.08, adequate fit (Jaccard & Wan, 1996)

0.08 < RMSEA < 0.05mediocre fit; RMSEA > 0.10, poor fit
(MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 1996)

RMSEA < 0.06 (Hu & Bentler, 1999)

RMSEA < 0.07 (Steiger, 2007)

0 (No fit) to 1 (Perfect Fit)

0.90 < NNFI, acceptable (Maruyama, 1998; Schumacker & Lomax,
1996)

0.95 < NNFI (Hu & Bentler, 1999)

Note: RMSEA: Root mean Square Error of Approximation; GFI: Goodness of Fit Index;

AGFI: Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index; NFI: Bentler-Bonet Normed Fit Index

After assessing overall goodness-of-fit, individual paths were tested for

significance. That is, for the test of the hypothesized relationship of the variables,

the emphasis moved from the model-data fit to inspection parameter estimates and

decomposition of the total effects for each exogenous variable into direct and

indirect effects.
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4.4.1 Results of the Fit Statistics for Hypothesized Path Model

The hypothesized model (Figure 4.1) of the present study was initially tested for
the data. This analysis was conducted to determine the goodness of the model fit
to the data. The initial fit statistics obtained from the path analysis are summarized

in Table 4.7.
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Table 4. 5 Summary of Goodness of Fit Statistics for the Hypothesized Model (n

=1218)

P df  x/df RMSEA GFI AGFI NFI

Hypothesized Model — 244.37 8 30.55 16 96 80 85

Note: RMSEA: Root mean Square Error of Approximation; GFI: Goodness of Fit Index;

AGFI: Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index; NFI: Bentler-Bonet Normed Fit Index

As seen on the table, the hypothesized model that did not meet the criteria (see
Table 3.2). In other words, the goodness of fit indexes were evaluated and found
to be y° / df ratio was higher than 5.0; AGFI, and NFI values were smaller than

.90; and RMSEA value was found to be higher than .08.

The Table 4.7 shows the values of fit indices. Results indicated that model fit
indices were not within the acceptable scores. However, our review of the
modification indices indicated that the fit of the model can be substantially
improved if some of the pathways were added and some were eliminated. In this
respect, some of the suggested pathways were added to the hypothesized model
besides removing non-significant paths from the model. The suggested path
model is depicted in Figure 4.2, with non-significant paths in red arrows and

suggested paths in green.
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In the figure 4.2, the arrows are used to show the direction of causation. Table 4.8
summarized the results of path analysis among the model’s variables with direct
effects of the causal variables. As seen in the figure 4.2, the modification indices
suggested to remove the Path A and Path G; while suggesting to add the Path O,

Path P, Path R, Path S, and Path T.

Table 4. 6 Path Weights, Standard Errors, t and p Values for Direct Paths for the

Hypothesized Model

Path Weight SE p

Procrastination from:

(O) Emotional Intolerance -.08 .06 .00
(P) Discomfort Intolerance 35 .07 .01
(R) Emotional Irresponsibility -.14 .05 .00
(L) Academic Self-Efficacy -.07 .05 .00
(M) Self-Esteem -.07 .05 .01
(N) Self-Regulation -.38 .02 .00

Academic Self-Efficacy from:

(A) Emotional Intolerance .07 .04 Ns
(C) Discomfort Intolerance -.13 .04 .00
(S) Emotional Irresponsibility -.13 .03 .00
(D Self-Esteem 28 .03 .00
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Table 4.6 Continued

Self-Esteem from:

(T) Discomfort Intolerance -.13 .04 .00
(F) Emotional Irresponsibility -.13 .03 .00
(H) Anxious Overconcern -17 .04 .00

Self-Regulation from:

(B) Emotional Intolerance A1 .09 .00
(D) Discomfort Intolerance -.30 A1 .00
(E) Emotional Irresponsibility -.26 .08 .00
(G) Anxious Overconcern -.03 A1 Ns
(J) Academic Self-Efficacy A1 .08 .00
(K) Self-Esteem 22 .07 .00

Note. Ns = Non-significant; Letters in parentheses show direction of the paths.

Table 4.8 presents both significant and non-significant direct paths to academic
self-efficacy, self-esteem, self-regulation and procrastination with beta weights,
standard errors, and p values. As seen in the table, the significant beta weights

ranged from .07 to -.38.

4.4.2 Results of the Fit Statistics for Modified Path Model

In line with the results obtained from the initial analysis for hypothesized model,
the suggested model modifications identified in the path modification indices

were made to obtain better fitting model. In this respect, model modification was
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performed based on removing non-significant parameter estimates and adding

non-hypothesized pathways.

As indicated in the Figure 4.2, the results of the initial analysis suggested some
model trimming. Specifically, initial path analysis suggested two pathways (Path
A and Path G) to be removed since they were found to be statistically non-
significant. These relationships were the relationship from emotional intolerance
to academic self-efficacy (Path A) and the relationship from anxious overconcern

to self-regulation (Path G).

As seen in the Figure 4.2., the results of the initial analysis also suggested some
model modifications. Specifically, the analysis conducted for the hypothesized
model suggested five pathways (Path O, P, R, S, and T) to add to strength the
model fit. The suggested relationships were; relationship from emotional
intolerance to procrastination (Path O), relationship from discomfort intolerance
to procrastination (Path P), relationship from emotional irresponsibility to
procrastination (Path R), relationship from emotional irresponsibility to academic
self-efficacy (Path S), and relationship from discomfort intolerance to self-esteem

(Path T).

In this respect, while the two pathways eliminated from the model; five pathways
were added. After making the modification to the path model, the analysis was
performed. The fit statistics obtained from the second path analysis are

summarized in Table 4.9.
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Table 4. 7 Summary of Goodness of Fit Statistics for the Modified Model (n =

1218)

X df Y/df RMSEA  GFI  AGFI NFI

Modified Model 6.52 5 1.30 .02 .99 .99 .99

Note: RMSEA: Root mean Square Error of Approximation; GFI: Goodness of Fit Index;

AGFI: Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index; NFI: Bentler-Bonet Normed Fit Index

Overall, the analysis indicated that the data fit the model. In this respect, first, the
chi-square (y2) was calculated. Because the y” statistic is easily influenced by the
large sample size, multiple goodness of fit indices was used to evaluate the fit
between the model and the sample data (Bentler & Bonett, 1980). As mentioned
in the data analysis section, % is a badness of fit measure in the sense that while a
small chi-square represents the good fit and a large chi-square shows the bad fit; a
zero chi-square corresponds to almost perfect fit (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993). The
results showed that the value of y* was 6.52, p > .05 which indicated a good fit.
Besides the 3 value, its ratio to degrees of freedom was also calculated. The value
of this ratio was y/df = 6.52 / 5 = 1.30 which implied a good fit given that
generally values less than 2 are accepted to be good fit (Tabachnick & Fidell,

2007).

The other important goodness of fit statistics that were calculated for the present
study was RMSEA, GFI, AGFI, and NFI. The results of the present analysis

showed that RMSEA value was .02 (p < .05), GFI values was .99, AGFI was .99
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and NFI was found to be .99. These multiple indices also confirmed the adequacy
of the model fit. In order to provide a good fit, ideally, the RMSEA value is
expected to be less than .08; values of GFI and AGFI should be greater than .90;
and value of NFI should be greater than .90. Thus, based on the acceptable

interval of goodness of fit statistics, the present model cannot be rejected.

4.4.2.1 Relationships among Endogenous Variables

The direct and indirect paths regarding the relationships among academic self-
efficacy, self-esteem, self-regulation, and procrastination with beta weights,
standard errors, and p values are summarized in Table 4.8. Figure 4.2 also depicts
the significant and non-significant paths. Figure 4.3 displays the latest path model

with beta weights.
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The results of the path analysis showed that academic self-efficacy predicted
procrastination (Path L; B =-.07, p < .01), indicating that lower level of academic
self-efficacy results in higher level of procrastination. Self-esteem was also found
to have a significant direct effect on procrastination with beta weight of -.07, p <
.01 (Path M); suggesting that decreased self-esteem leads to increase in
procrastination. Findings also showed that self-regulation is the strongest
predictor of procrastination (Path N; 3 = -.38, p < .01), indicating that lower level
of self-regulation cause to higher level of procrastination. In addition, findings
also revealed that self-esteem 1is a significant predictor of both academic self-
efficacy (Path I; B = .28, p < .01) and self-regulation (Path K; B = .22, p < .01)
suggesting indirect effect of self-esteem on procrastination via both academic self-
efficacy and self-regulation. The indirect effect has a beta weight of -.11, p < .01

for academic self-efficacy and self-regulation.

These findings indicated that self-esteem not only related to procrastination but

also related to academic self-efficacy and self-regulation.

4.4.2.2 Relationships among Endogenous Variables and Frustration

Intolerance

The paths regarding the relationships among dimensions of frustration intolerance
(FI) namely emotional intolerance, and discomfort intolerance, academic self-

efficacy, self-regulation, and procrastination are displayed in Figure 4.3. The
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direct paths with standardized beta weights, standard errors, and p values are also

summarized in Table 4.8.

As seen in Figure 4.3, emotional intolerance predicted self-regulation with a beta
weight of .10, p < .01 (Path B), indicating that high emotional intolerance leads to
greater self-regulation. Emotional intolerance also produced a significant
prediction of procrastination (Path O; B = -.08, p < .01). Specifically, increased
emotional intolerance leads to decreased procrastination. The result of the path
analysis yielded non-significant association between emotional intolerance and
academic self-efficacy (Path A, see on the Figure 4.2) and no significant
relationship between emotional intolerance and self-esteem. This finding showed
that emotional intolerance was not a significant predictor of academic self-
efficacy. The indirect effect of emotional intolerance on procrastination through

self-regulation was rather small (f =-.04, p <.01).

Results of the path analysis revealed that discomfort intolerance predicted
academic self-efficacy (Path C; p =-.10, p <.01), self-esteem (Path T, B =-.13, p
< .01), and self-regulation (Path D; B = -.30, p < .01). Specifically, findings
showed that decreased in discomfort intolerance leads to increase in academic
self-efficacy; self-esteem, and self-regulation. Another significant effect was the
direct effect of discomfort intolerance on procrastination (Path P; p = .35, p <
.01). The correlation indicated that greater discomfort intolerance results in higher

level of procrastination.
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The results also yielded the indirect effect of discomfort intolerance on academic
self-efficacy through self-esteem. The beta weight of the indirect effect was rather

small (B =-.04, p <.01).

4.4.2.3 Relationships among Endogenous Variables and Irrational Belief

The paths regarding the relationships among dimensions of irrational beliefs
(Pychyl et al., 2000) namely emotional irresponsibility, and anxious overconcern,
academic self-efficacy, self-regulation, and are displayed in Figure 4.3. The direct
paths with standardized beta weights, standard errors, and p values are also

summarized in Table 4.8.

As can be seen in Figure 4.3, emotional irresponsibility significantly predicted
academic self-efficacy (Path S; B = -.14, p < .01), indicating that greater
emotional irresponsibility bring to lower academic self-efficacy. Similarly,
emotional irresponsibility predicted self-esteem (Path F;, p = -.13, p < .01) and
self-regulation (Path E; B = -.26, p < .01), suggesting that increased in emotional
irresponsibility leads to decrease in self-esteem and self-regulation. Another
important significant direct effect of the findings was that emotional
irresponsibility predicted procrastination (Path R; p = -.14, p < .01) showing that

lower level of emotional irresponsibility results in higher level of procrastination.

Results of the path analysis also showed the small indirect effects of emotional

irresponsibility on academic self-efficacy through self-esteem (f = -.04, p < .01).
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Findings also demonstrated the indirect effect of emotional irresponsibility on
self-regulation via academic self-efficacy (f = -.05, p <.01) and via self-esteem (B

=-.05, p <.01).

Results of the path analysis revealed that anxious overconcern predicted self-
esteem (Path H; B = -.17, p < .01) suggesting that increase in anxious leads to
decrease self-efficacy. Another result of the path analysis in terms of anxious
overconcern was its indirect effect on procrastination. Findings validated that
anxious overconcern had indirect effect on procrastination through self-esteem.
The beta weigh of this indirect effect was found to be .04 (p < .01). Similarly,
there was an indirect effect of anxious overconcern on self-regulation through ( =

-.04, p <.01) self-esteem.

4.4.3 Regression Equation for the Direct Paths

Table 4.10 displays the regression equations computed in testing the direct paths

to procrastination, academic self-efficacy, self-esteem, self-regulation, and related

Squared Multiple Correlation Coefficient (R?) for the modified causal model.
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Table 4. 8 Regression Equations and Squared Multiple Correlation Coefficients

(R2) for the Modified Model

Regression Equation R*

Procrastination = (-.08) Emotional Intolerance + (.35) Discomfort 35
Intolerance + (-.14) Emotional Irresponsibility + (-.07) Academic Self-

Efficacy + (-.07) Self-Esteem + (-.38) Self-Regulation + ¢*

Academic Self-Efficacy = (.28) Self-Esteem + (-.10) Discomfort 13

Intolerance + (-.14) Emotional Irresponsibility + e*

Self-Esteem = (-.13) Discomfort Intolerance + (-.13) Emotional .07

Irresponsibility + (-.17) Anxious Overconcern + e*

Self-Regulation = (.10) Emotional Intolerance + (-.30) Discomfort 27
Intolerance + (-.26) Emotional Irresponsibility + (.11) Academic Self-

Efficacy + (.22) Self-Esteem + e*

*e = error variance

As seen in the regression equations given in Table 4.10, procrastination was
directly predicted from emotional intolerance, discomfort intolerance, emotional
irresponsibility, academic self-efficacy, self-esteem, and self-regulation. These six
variables explained 35% of the total variance in procrastination. Table also
displayed academic self-efficacy was predicted from self-esteem, discomfort
intolerance, and emotional irresponsibility. These variables explained 13% of the
total variance in academic self-efficacy. In terms of the predictors of self-esteem,
findings demonstrated that self-esteem was predicted from discomfort intolerance,

emotional irresponsibility, and anxious overconcern. The total variance explained
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in self-esteem by these variables was 7%. Finally, self-regulation was predicted
from emotional intolerance, discomfort intolerance, emotional irresponsibility,
academic self-efficacy, and self-esteem. These variables explained 27% of the

total variance in self-regulation.

4.4.4 Summary of the Results

The hypothesized path model depicted in the Figure 1.1 (on page number 10)
consisted of some variables including cognitive, affective, and behavioral
components to predict procrastination. The cognitive and behavioral variables
including self-efficacy, self-esteem and self-regulation were hypothesized to be
mediated by the some emotional factors when predicting procrastination. Since
the descriptive statistics did not reveal a sex difference on procrastination level,

the model was not tested for female and male students independently.

Overall, the results of the analysis revealed that the variables included in the
model were significantly related to procrastination among METU students.
Moreover, as hypothesized self-efficacy, self-esteem and self-regulation were
mediated by emotional factors for predicting procrastination. Considering the
acceptable values obtained from the multiple fit indices along with statistically
significant parameters, the hypothesized model of procrastination was supported

by the data.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

The present chapter includes four sections. The first section consists of general
discussion. The second section involves the findings and conclusions that can be
drawn from the analysis of the data. In the third section implication for practice
are presented. The final, fourth, section presents the recommendations for further

research.

5.1 General Discussion

The aim of the present study was to investigate the predictors of procrastination
within a model including cognitive, affective, and behavioral components among
Turkish university students. Specifically, the present study examined to what
extend the various variables cognitive, affective, and behavioral components
predict procrastination; and how combination of these variables operated to lead
to engage in procrastination in Turkish university students. Using a broad rational
emotive behavior approach, a meditational model was tested in which frustration
intolerance beliefs and irrational beliefs were proposed to interact with self-
efficacy and self-esteem and self-regulation to predict procrastination. The
hypothesized model depicted in the Figure 4.1 was tested by using path analysis
and the result was presented in the previous section.
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Multiple factors are involved in the causes and consequences of procrastination in
university students, including frustration intolerance, irrational beliefs, self-
efficacy, self-esteem, and self-regulation. Whilst, there appear several studies
conducted on the influence of some cognitive, affective, and behavioral variables,
no study has been found to investigate the multiple relationships among these

variables based on a conceptual model.

The lack of literature regarding procrastination in Turkey and none of the study
conducted on a theoretical multifaceted model neither in Turkey nor in other
countries made it difficult to compare the findings with previous findings. Hence
the findings were compared with the original study besides limited parts of the

previous studies done on this field in Europe or U.S.

Gender difference was one of the investigated construct on procrastination for the
present study. Descriptive results revealed no significant difference on the female
and male students’ procrastination level. Hence, the model merely tested for the
entire sample. The present findings regarding the gender difference were found
inconsistent with previous procrastination study carried out with METU students.
However, such differences should not be unexpected. Milgram, Batori, and
Mowrer (1993) and Watson (2001) clarified that data having to do with
procrastination are effected by population used and the methods employed for
collecting data. Although the methods used and the population is basically the
same in the present study and Uzun Ozer et. al. (2009a)’s study, procrastination

instrument which was Tuckman Procrastination Scale (1991) was different from
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the previous one in which the authors utilized Procrastination Assessment Scale-
Student (Solomon and Rothblum, 1984). Moreover, the inconsistency in two
studies might be result in the difference of the study variables used. In addition,
the present data gathering approximately five years later with sample of students
might be another effect of this difference. In this regard, the findings may support
(Steel, 2004) influence of gender on academic procrastination is difficult to

predict.

The purposed model of procrastination in the present study was a multiple causal
pattern effecting student procrastination based on Ellis (1962)’s rational emotive
behavior approach. The hypothesized model was tested using Path analysis. The
result of the analysis revealed that hypothesized relationship was not well
supported by the data. The analysis suggested some modifications including
adding some significant pathways to the model and removing some of the
relationships from the model. After performing the suggested paths, the model
was tested by running the analysis for the proposed model. Results of the path
analysis for modified model showed that the proposed model perfectly described

the data.

The findings derived from the present study both statistically and theoretically
supported the importance of affect, cognition and behavior in problem behaviors.
The rational emotive behavior approach proposes that the people’s psychological
process of cognitions, emotions and behaviors interact with each other and that

changes in one will produce change in another. In this regard, they develop
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behaviors interactively or transitionally. Their thinking intertwines with their
emotion and their behavior (Ellis 1979). The tenet of the theory is that present and
past events may contribute to the emotions but not directly cause people to good
or bad. Instead, internal thoughts, perceptions and evaluations more directly
determine the people’s emotion. Hence, when individual change the manner for
an event they will likely feel differently about it and may change the way they

behaviorally react to it (Ellis & Dryden, 1997).

The present study might also support the view that affection and cognition are
inseparable although they are distinct (Greenberg & Safran, 1987a; Piaget, 1967).
Behavior includes both emotion and affection. One aspect does not cause to
another aspects. They are all complementary because neither can function well
without the other. Affective states have influence on cognition and behavior,
especially in terms of social consequences (Larsen, 2004). According to Milgram
(1991) four components are necessary for procrastination. In this regard,
procrastination is primarily 1) a behavior sequence of postponement, 2) result
from a substantial behavioral product, 3) involving a task perceived as important
to perform, and 4) resulting in a state of emotional upset. That might be seen as
another form of the interactions among affect, cognitions and behavior on

procrastination.

The findings of the current study might be seen as somewhat illustration of ABC
model of rational emotive behavior approach. The findings demonstrated that

when student have either an appropriate or inappropriate emotional reaction or
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consequence (C) to some activating experience or activating event (A), this event
alone does not result in their emotional consequence. Instead, the belief system
(B) they develop stimulate to react emotionally at C and often they act on their
emotions. In other words, the belief system (thought) stimulates the feelings and
students actions. That means they direct the actions by thoughts. The direct and
indirect effects of the affective components to procrastination may interpret
accordingly. Specifically, the findings demonstrated that emotional components
influenced the mediator factors which included the cognitive components that in

turn the influence on the behavioral components.

This study was based on the premise that procrastination is multifaceted (Schraw,
Wadkins, & Olafson, 2007). The present finding, in conclusion, largely support
this view as cognitive, affective, and behavioral factors highly influence people to

engage in procrastination.

In summary, the findings obtained from the present study revealed the strongest
association between the exogenous and endogenous set of variables. In this
respect, it can be suggested the influence of emotional, cognitive and behavioral
factors on procrastination. More specifically, self-regulation was the most salient
components within the set of predictor variables for engaging in procrastination.
Academic self-efficacy and self-esteem was the weaker predictor of
procrastination as mediator variables. As expected, the emotional factors derived
from frustration intolerance and irrational beliefs were the second strong

predictors of procrastination.
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5.2 Discussion Regarding the Relationships among Endogenous Variables

In the present study, first, it was predicted that the paths among endogenous
variables including Path J, Path J, Path K, Path L, Path M, and Path N depicted
in the Figure 4.1 (on page number 131) would be statistically significant. Results
of the analysis validated the hypotheses and demonstrated the significant

relationships of these variables.

The present findings revealed that individuals’ cognitions about themselves lead
to their behavior control which in turn directly predicted procrastination.
Specifically, findings revealed that students’ high academic self-efficacy, self-
esteem lead to high self-regulation which resulted in decreased in procrastination.
The general findings, in line with the research showing that the role of academic
self-efficacy and self-esteem on self-regulation are consistent with the previous
studies (Steel, Brothen, & Wambach, 2001; Tice & Bratslavsky, 2000; Tice,
Bratslavsky, & Baumeister, 2001). There also possible to come up with contrary
relationships among the self-regulation, self-efficacy and self-esteem in that
students sometimes regulate their behavior to achieve success which enhances
their self-esteem and self-efficacy (as cited in Crocker & Park, 2004). On the
other hand, the previous findings demonstrated that the more self-efficacious
students at each ability level managed their work times better (Bouffard-
Bouchard, Parent, & Larivee, 1991) which result in decreased in procrastination in
academic setting. Similarly, Valkyrie ( 2006) found that students with varying

degrees of academic self-efficacy and low levels of self-esteem had a greater
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tendency to procrastinate than students with high levels of self-efficacy for self-
regulation. Elsworth (2009) concluded the findings as stated that at particularly
college level, students must assume major responsibility for their own learning.
Those who have a high sense of efficacy are more successful in regulating their

own learning and do better (as cited in Bandura, 1997).

Consistent with the previous findings (e.g., Rothman, et al., 2004), the results of
the current study demonstrated that self-efficacy is seen as a valuable predictor of
behavior at all. Similarly, the findings revealed that contingencies of self-worth
may serve a self-regulatory function. Increased self-worth in academic setting
may serve as improver of self-regulation which in turn decreased in academic
procrastination (Anderson, 2001; Rothman et al., 2004). In a similar way, the
researchers (e.g., Baumeister, et al., 1993) found that self-esteem is a good
predictor of self-regulation. The results of their study revealed that high self-

esteem show superior self-regulation.

Another important finding of the present study may be behavioral control features
of self-regulation. As suggested earlier (e.g., Fitzsimons & Bargh, 2004) self-
esteem mechanism may provide students with controlling thoughts, feelings and
behavior. In line with the self-regulation theory, it has been seen a willpower or
effortful control in cognitive-affective processing system which is the dynamics of

delay of gratification (Mischel & Ayduk, 2004).
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To conclude, the present findings demonstrated the relationships among the
mediator and endogenous variables. In the present model, endogenous variables
were selected somewhat reflections of emotional components namely emotional
and discomfort intolerance besides irrational beliefs including emotional
irresponsibility and anxious overconcern. The significant relationships among the
endogenous and mediator variables and the prediction of endogenous variables to
mediator variables might support the view that affective components have a great

influence on cognitive components in terms of procrastination.

5.3 Discussion Regarding the Relationships among Endogenous Variables

and Frustration Intolerance

Findings demonstrated that both subscales of frustration intolerance predicted
self-regulation significantly; indicating that high emotional intolerance and low
discomfort intolerance leads to greater self-regulation. That also showed that the
results validated the hypothesized path (Path B and Path D). The findings of the
present study supported the view that emotions have an important effect on
people’s behaviors. The affect is what pulls the out-of-awareness into awareness
(Carves, 2004, as cited in (Greenberg & Safran, 1987b). Simon (1967) pointed out
the role of emotions in self-regulation process. He suggested that emotions arising
with respect to a goal induce people to interrupt their behavior and give that goal a
higher priority than it had. Similarly, Rosenbaum and Smira (1986) argued that
the ability to delay immediate gratification and tolerate frustration for future

consequences is a major aspects of the self-regulatory process.
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As Hypothesized in the Path A, Path B, Path C, and Path D frustration
intolerance including discomfort intolerance predicted academic self-efficacy,
self-esteem, and self-regulation. Specifically, findings showed that decreased in
discomfort intolerance leads to increase in academic self-efficacy; self-esteem,

and self-regulation.

As suggested in the self-esteem literature (see in Guindon, 2010 and Lekich,
2006), the present findings validated the view that self-esteem is powerful control
of emotion. When self-esteem is threatened, people often indulge in immediate
impulses to make themselves feel better, giving short term affect regulation
priority over other self-regulatory goals (Tesser, Millar, & Moore, 1988; Tice &
Bratslavsky, 2000). Procrastination and self-handicapping, for example, protect
their self-esteem by creating excuses for failure but decrease the chances of

success (Tice, 1991).

The early researchers assess the contributing factors to engage in procrastination
(e.g., Burka & Yuen, 1983; Ellis & Knaus, 1977). They argued that their clinical
experiences related to procrastination reason for irrational fears and self-criticism.
Procrastinators, they argued, are frequently unsure about their ability to complete
a task. Consequently they delay starting or completing the tasks. This early
explanation depicted the self-efficacy (unsure about one’s ability) and self-esteem
(unsure about one’s self-worth). In this regard, the findings may indicate that after

30 years, people procrastinate due to the similar reasons.
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The current findings were also seen as validation of the model of procrastination
in terms of rational emotive behavior approach in that low frustration tolerance
was one of the main causes of procrastination (Ellis & Knaus, 1979). Both direct
and indirect effects of the variables demonstrated that frustration intolerance has
strong effect on students procrastinating. Similarly, in Wedeman (1985)’s study,
low frustration tolerance was found to be the most significant predictor of
procrastination. In this regard, those students who had low frustration tolerance
reported not to stand present pain or future gain. According to Burka and Yuen
(1983) and Ellis and Knaus (1977), those people who have low frustration
tolerance convince them as intolerable to the unpleasantness associated with
completing a given task; hence they procrastinate to avoid unpleasant tasks. In the
present study, consistent with the related literature, findings showed that when
students cannot tolerate the present pain (i.e. difficult assignment) for future gain
(i.e., completion of the assignment), they procrastinate. Specifically the affective
subscale of the frustration discomfort beliefs namely emotional and discomfort
intolerance were found to be significantly predictors of procrastination both
directly and indirectly. This could also be seen the validation of previous study
conducted by Harrington (2005a) in that he found emotional discomfort subscale
be correlated with lower procrastination frequency. In a similar vein, discomfort

intolerance was found to be strongly correlated with procrastination.
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5.4 Discussion Regarding the Relationships among Endogenous Variables

and Irrational Belief

In contrast to hypothesis (Path S), the results of the path analysis revealed that
emotional irresponsibility significantly predicted academic self-efficacy,
indicating that greater emotional irresponsibility and anxious overconcern bring to
lower academic self-efficacy. In a similar vein, as hypothesized in the Path E and
Path F, emotional irresponsibility predicted self-esteem and self-regulation,
suggesting that increased in emotional irresponsibility leads to decrease in self-
esteem and self-regulation. As mentioned earlier, the term emotional
irresponsibility refers to peoples attributing their own unhappiness to other
people. The lack of literature regarding the relationship between emotional
irresponsibility and procrastination and related components make it difficult to
compare the findings with the earlier results. However, it can be speculated that
students who have higher level of emotional irresponsibility tend to attribute the
results of their unhappiness and they may procrastinate more due to feelings of
helplessness. This might be the same for self-esteem and self-regulation. That the
finding validated the previous research results in that emotional irresponsibility

was one of the predictors of self-esteem (Daly & Burton, 1983; McLennan, 1987).

On the contrary, no significant relationship between anxiety overconcern and self-
regulation was found (Path G). This non significant relationship meant that
students’ level of anxious concern does not affect their self-regulation tendencies.

Similar to previous study (Daly & Burton, 1983) in which a negative significant
154



correlation found between the anxious overconcern and self-esteem, in the present

a significant relationship was found between these two construct.

5.5 Discussion Regarding the Regression Equation for the Direct and

Indirect Paths

When considering the explained variance in procrastination; the factors in the
modified model accounted for 35% of the variance in procrastination. The results
of the current study revealed that the most salient endogenous predictor of
procrastination was self-regulation. As the term self-regulation was described in
the previous chapter, includes people controlling/regulating their thoughts,
emotions, impulses. Therefore the findings validated the influence of emotions
and beliefs since in the model self-regulation was treated as behavioral mediator.
It is surprising that the most strong predictor variable for procrastination was a
behavioral factor in the current study since the recent studies have more focused
on cognitive, affective or personality variables when explaining procrastination.
Different from the previous study, in the present results showed that cognitive
variables such as self-efficacy and self-regulation predicted procrastination in a
lower level. However, the mediator characteristics of these variables on

procrastination give them more importance in the proposed model.

When considered the results as a whole, findings revealed that emotional and
discomfort intolerance, emotional irresponsibility, academic self-efficacy, self-

esteem and self-regulation were direct cause of procrastination in academic
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setting. Moreover, as expected the mediator effects of academic self-efficacy, selt-
esteem and self-regulation among the other variables was found besides their
direct effects. In this respect, discomfort intolerance and emotional
irresponsibility lowered the students’ academic self-efficacy which leads to
increase in academic procrastination. Similarly, discomfort intolerance, emotional
irresponsibility and anxiety overconcern cause to decrease in self-esteem which
results in increase in students’ engaging in procrastination. In a similar way,
students’ discomfort and emotional intolerance with anxious overconcern cause to

decrease in their self-regulation which leads to increase in their procrastination.

In conclusion, whilst the findings of the study have shown the greater impact on
behavioral factor on procrastination, the results have also shown the value of
jointly considering cognitive, affective, and behavioral variables as suggested by
the theoretical writing Ellis (1962) and Ellis and Knaus (1977), specific to

procrastinators.

5.6 Implications for Practice

Several implications may be drawn from the findings of the present study for
counselors and the educators. The present study explored the relationships
between affective factors including the parts of frustration intolerance and
irrational beliefs via mediating personal cognitive and behavioral factors among a
large and representative sample of university students enrolled in various

departments at a major state funded university, Middle East Technical University.
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Therefore, the present study has the potential to generate meaningful information
for understanding the student procrastination associated with factors contributing
affective, cognitive and behavioral ways. Hence the results of the present study
may provide valuable cues for both university counselors and university staff to
develop new programs that may reduce the negative effects of procrastination. In
this regard, the results of the present study have the potential to inform future
interventions aiming at overcoming procrastination in this population. In this
regard, in order to change in procrastination behavior, the helper should take into
account that people 1) act differently, 2) think in some manner other than the way

thought in general, and 3) have feelings or affects about changing it.

Theoretically, the present study supported and the extended the premise that
procrastination is not merely behavioral phenomenon but involves the interplay of
cognitive, affective, and behavioral aspects (Ellis & Knaus, 1977; Ferrari, 1991a;
Rothblum et al., 1986; Solomon & Rothblum, 1984). In this respect, the helper
should notice that the change in a behavior is only possible by changing the
emotion and beliefs. Hence the present findings may be valuable for prevention of

procrastination used possibly by the counseling units to help students.

When consider the strongest predictor of the procrastination in terms of the model
proposed in the present study which was self-regulation, it seems reasonable to
suggest students improve study habits. It could also be useful for the counselors or
university staff would help student by encouraging ‘get organized’ or advice using

time management strategies. Identifying optimal goals to reach (Jain, 2009;
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Noordzij & Van Hooft, 2008) or using a daily diary regarding task completion

may also work (Claessens, van Eerde, Rutte, & Roe, 2010).

In the present study, by means of descriptive statistics and path analysis, the
relative importance of the cognitive, affective, and behavioral factors was
clarified. Therefore, when developing prevention program, researchers and
counselors should keep the cognitive, affective, and behavioral factors in mind
and the plan the program accordingly. For instance, the present findings suggested
that increasing self-efficacy and self-esteem could be good way to control
students’ regulation which in turn helps to decrease in procrastination levels. It is
also evident that a reasonable starting point for intervention programs is to focus

on affective factors and cognitive behavioral mediators as in the model.

5.7 Recommendations for Further Research

The present study was one of the first attempts to investigate the role of cognitive
and behavioral mediators in the relationship between affective factors and
procrastination among the university students in Turkey. Therefore the results are
clearly preliminary. Using the framework of the problem behavior, based on the
rational emotive behavior approach, a model was hypothesized and tested to
understand the reciprocal effects of cognitive, affective, and behavioral factors on
student procrastination. Unfortunately, however, merely selected factors were
included in the present study. As explained in the previous chapters, the selected

factors included some of the dimensions of frustration intolerance such as
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emotional and discomfort intolerance and some selected dimensions of irrational
belief such as emotional irresponsibility and anxious overconcern as affective
factors. The cognitive factors included in the present study were self-esteem and
academic self-efficacy belief as mediators. The behavioral mediator part of the
study included self-regulation of students. There is no doubt that other cognitive,
affective, and behavioral factors may have influences on engaging in

procrastination among university students.

Furthermore, some personality characteristics and family factors might have
strong effect on procrastination in academic setting. Therefore, developing new
theoretical models or testing existed models including different variables could be

especially fruitful in explaining procrastination in university student population.

Moreover, the present study only included procrastination as an outcome variable.
That is to say, in the current study we tried to understand the dynamics explaining
procrastination, which is general means of delaying the task off to the another
time. Other forms of procrastination such as decisional, avoidance, arousal or

chronic procrastination also deserve further investigations like the current study.

In the present study, self-report data were used to assess procrastination. This
might skew the collected data if the respondents replied the questions in a socially
desirable manner. Hence, future direction for research with university students
may include studies that investigate the actual behavioral procrastination. There

are plenty of research utilized employing a multi-informant strategy used to assess
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behavioral procrastination besides self-reporting (e.g., Lay, 1986; Moon &
Illingworth, 2005; Senecal, Lavoie, Koestner, 1997; Tice & Baumeister, 1997).
Although it seems it could not be much more applicable for university students in
Turkey, It is widely recognized that a multi-informant strategy is the best way to
demonstrate the validity of students’ procrastination measure (Wadkins, 1999;
Schraw, Wadkins, & Olafson, 2007). Therefore, the further studies may consider
the teacher, parent, or peer ratings for assessment of procrastination. Moreover,
using teacher report data for comparison between data reported by the teacher and

students would be particularly useful for assessing their actual procrastination.

Certainly, further research with larger and more demographically diverse
populations would strengthen the findings of the study. Therefore, it is suggested
to conduct future studies with samples from different universities, different
regions of Turkey. In addition carrying out future studies with different age
groups with different subcultures might also provide fruitful findings to better

understand procrastination.
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APPENDIX C

TUCKMAN PROCRASTINATION SCALE

(TUCKMAN ERTELEME DAVRANISI OLCEGI)

Bu olcek, asagida belirtilen ifadelerin sizi ne kadar tanimladigini belirtmeniz i¢in

hazirlanmistir. Liitfen, Her bir ifadeyi okuduktan sonra, ifadelerin sizi ne kadar

tanimladigin1 asagidaki 5°1i derecelendirme 6lgegini kullanarak belirtiniz.

1 = Kesinlikle Katiliyorum 2 = Katiliyorum

4 = Katilmiyorum 5 = Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum

3 = Kararsizim

1. Onemli olsalar bile, isleri bitirmeyi gereksizce ertelerim.

2. Yapmaktan hoglanmadigim seylere baglamayi ertelerim.

3. Islerin teslim edilmesi gereken bir tarih oldugunda, son

dakikaya kadar beklerim.

4. Calisma aligkanliklarimi gelistirmeyi ertelerim.

5. Bir seyi yapmamak i¢in bahane bulmay1 basaririm.

: 6. Ben iflah olmaz bir zaman savurgantyim.

7. Ders calismak gibi sikicr islere dahi gerekli zamani

© ayiririm.

8. Ben bir zaman savurganiyim ve bunu diizeltmek i¢in hi¢

bir caba gosteremiyorum.

: 9. Bir seyi yapacagima dair 6nce kendime s6z verir, sonra

kararimi uygulamay1 agirdan alirim.
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10. Bir eylem plan1 yaptigimda, onu takip ederim.

11. Bir isi yapmaya baglayamadigimda kendimden nefret
ederim, ama bu sekilde hissetmem bile beni harekete

gegirmez.

12. Onemli isleri her zaman vaktinden dnce tamamlarim.

13. Bir ise baglamanin ne kadar 6nemli oldugunu bilsem de

baglayamadan tikanir kalirim.

14. Bugiiniin isini yarina birakmak benim tarzim degildir.
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APPENDIX D

IRRATIONAL BELIEFS TEST

(AKILCI OLMAYAN iNANCLAR OLCEGI)

Asagida, duygu ve inanglarmizla ilgili 45 madde verilmistir. Liitfen her bir
maddeyi okuyarak bu maddelerin yasantilariniza ve inanglariniza uygunluk

durumunu verilen 5°1i derecelendirme dl¢egini kullanarak yanitlaymiz.

1 = Hi¢ Katilmiyorum 2 = Katilmyorum 3 = Kararsizim
4 = Katiliyorum 5 = Tamamen Katiltyorum
1. Bagkalari tarafindan onaylanmak benim igin énemlidir. : @ @ ® @ ®
2. Herhangi bir konuda basarisiz olmaktan nefret ederim. ©) @ ® @ ®
3. Hata yapan insanlar baslarina geleni hak eder. @ @) ® @ ®
4. Eger insan isterse, hemen her durumda mutlu olabilir. ©) @) ® @ ®
5. Olabildigim kadar miikemmel olmaya ¢aligirim. @ @ ® ) ®
6. Iyi yapamadigim seylerden uzak dururum. O] ® ® ) ®
7. Insanlar olaylardan degil kendilerine verdigi @ @) ® ) ®
gorilintiisiinden rahatsiz olurlar. -
8. Beklenmeyen tehlikeler veya gelecekteki olaylar ©) @) ©) @ ®
karsisinda biraz kaygilanirim. I
9. Onemli bir karar alirken bilen birine danismaya @ @ ® @ ®
calisirim. Lo
10. Ge¢misin etkilerini silmek hemen hemen imkansizdir. ©) @) ® @ ®
11. Higbir seyin mitkemmel bir ¢6ziimii yoktur. @ @) ® @ ®
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i 12. Herkesin beni sevmesini isterim.

13. Bagkalarinin benden daha iyi oldugu islerde yarismaktan

: rahatsiz olmam.

14. Hata yapanlar su¢lanmay1 hak eder.

15. Ruhsal durumumun nedeni benim.

16. Kafama takilan baz1 seyleri, genellikle kafamdan

: atamiyorum.

17. Insanlar kendileri disinda bir dayanaga ihtiyac duyarlar.

: 18. Baz1 seyleri basarmaktan hoslanirim, ama kendimi

 basarili olmak zorunda hissetmem.

19. Ahlaksizlik kesinlikle cezalandirilmalidir.

: 20. Sefil insanlar genellikle o duruma kendileri gelirler.

P21, Insanlar gegmisin etkilerine fazla deger verirler.

: 22. Yaptigim her seyde basarili olmak benim i¢gin oldukca

: 6nemlidir.

© © 6 © e ©

O © © 6 e ©

® © e ®

® ® 6 ® ® @

@ e e o @ O @ e o @ O

23. Yaptiklar1 yanlislar1 i¢in insanlar1 nadiren suglarim.

©

®

®

®

24. Kisi kendisi istemedikge uzun siire kizgin ve kederli bir

sekilde kalamaz.

25. Degisik tecriibeler yasamis olsaydim, olmak istedigime

daha ¢ok benzerdim.

26. Aktiviteleri aktivite olsun diye yaparim, onlar1 ne kadar

iyi yaptigim 6nemli degil.

27. Ceza korkusu insanlarin iyi olmalarina yardim eder.

: 28. Kimin ne kadar ¢ok problemi varsa o kadar az mutlu

: olur.

29. Gelecek konusunda nadiren endiselenirim.
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: 30. Gegmis yasantilarin simdi beni etkiledigini pek

: diigtinmem.

31. Onaylanmaktan hoslanmama ragmen benim i¢in 6nemli

. bir ihtiyag degildir.

32. Higbir seyin kendisi liziicli degildir, sadece sizin

: yorumlariniz onu iiziicii hale getirir.

33. Gelecekteki bazi seyler hakkinda ¢ok endiseliyim.

: 34. Hepimiz gegmisimizin tutsagiy1z.

- 35. Bir seyin miikemmel ¢6ziimii nadiren vardir.

: 36. Insanlarin beni ne kadar onayladig1 ve kabullendigi

hakkinda sik sik endiselenirim.

e © 6 6

® O 6 6

® © 6 e

® ® ©

@ e o o

: 37. Pek ¢ok insan hayatin kétii yanlarini cesaretle

karsilamalidir.

38. Pratik bir ¢6ziim aramak miikemmeli aramaktan daha

iyidir.

39. Insanlarm benim hakkimda ne diisiindiiklerine cok dnem

: veririm.

40. Uzun stire ¢ok tizgiin kalmak i¢in hi¢cbir neden yoktur.

- 41. Oliimii veya niikleer savas gibi seyleri hemen hemen hig

: diistinmem.

42. Iyi yapamayacagim seyleri yapmaktan korkmam.

43. Insan kendi cehennemini kendi yaratir.

: 44. Kendimi sik sik cesitli tehlikeli durumlarda ne

yapacagimi planliyor olarak bulurum.

45. Sartlarin ideal olarak bir araya gelmesi diisiiniilemez.
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APPENDIX E

ACADEMIC SELF-EFFICACY SCALE

(AKADEMIK OZ-YETKINLIiK OLCEGI)

Asagida, duygu ve diisiincelerinize yonelik 7 madde verilmistir. Liitfen her bir
maddeyi dikkatlice okuyarak, sizin i¢in dogruluk derecesini verilen 5°1i

derecelendirme 6lgegini kullanarak yanitlayiniz.

1 = Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum 2 = Katilmiyorum 3 = Kararsizim
4 = Katiliyorum 5 = Kesinlikle Katiliyorum
1. Universite 6grenimimde her zaman yapilmasi gereken ©) @) ® @

isleri basarabilecek durumdayim.

2. Yeterince hazirlandigim zaman smavlarda daima yiiksek ©) ® ©) )

basari elde ederim.

3. lyi not almak i¢gin ne yapmam gerektigini ¢ok iyi @ @) ® @
' biliyorum. S S
4. Bir yazili sinav ¢ok zor olsa bile, onu bagaracagimi @ @ © @
biliyorum.

5. Basarisiz olacagim herhangi bir sinav diisiinemiyorum. ©) @) ©) @
6. Sinav ortamlarimda rahat bir tavir sergilerim, ¢iinkii ©) @) ® @

: zekama giiveniyorum.

7. Smavlara hazirlanirken 6grenmem gereken konularla nasil ) ) ® @

basa ¢ikmam gerektigini genellikle bilemem.
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APPENDIX F

SELF-ESTEEM SCALE

(OZ-SAYGI OLCEGI)

Asagida, genel olarak kendinizle ilgili duygu ve diisiincelerinize yonelik 10
madde verilmistir. Liitfen her bir maddeyi dikkatlice okuyarak, sizin i¢in

dogruluk derecesini verilen 4’lii derecelendirme 6l¢egini kullanarak yanitlayiniz.

1 =Cok Dogru 2 =Dogru 3 =Yanls 4 = Cok Yanlis
1. Kendimi en az diger insanlar kadar degerli buluyorum. ©) @) ® @
2. Bazi olumlu 6zelliklerimin oldugunu diisiiniiyorum. @ @ ® @
3. Genelde kendimi basarisiz bir kisi olarak gorme ©) @ ® @

egilimindeyim. TN I

i 4. Ben de diger insanlarm bir¢ogunun yapabildigi kadar bir D:0 ®:®
seyler yapabilirim. : : :

5. Kendimde gurur duyacak fazla bir sey bulamiyorum.

6. Kendime kars1 olumlu bir tutum i¢gindeyim.

7. Genel olarak kendimden memnunum.

8. Kendime kars1 daha fazla saygi duyabilmeyi isterdim.

e e 6 6 o0
o o © © O
® O 6 e O
e e iy

9. Bazen, kesinlikle kendimin bir ise yaramadigini

diisiiniiyorum.

10. Bazen kendimin hi¢ de yeterli bir insan olmadigini @ @ ® )

diigtinliyorum.
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APPENDIX G
FRUSTRATION DISCOMFORT SCALE

(ENGELLENMEYE TAHAMMULSUZLUK OLCEGI)

Asagida, insanlarin sikintili olduklari ya da engellendikleri zaman sahip
olabilecekleri diisiince ve inanglari iceren bazi ifadeler bulunmaktadir. Liitfen, her
bir ifadeyi okuyarak, bu ifadenin diisiincenizin giiciinii ne 6l¢iide yansittigini, 5°li

derecelendirme 6lgegini kullanarak yanitlayiniz.

1 =Hig 2=Az 3 =Biraz 4 = Gugli 5 = Cok Giiglii

. 1. Hemen olmasini istedigim seyler i¢in beklemek zorunda @@ Q@ @ O

olmaya tahammiil edemem.

2. Rahatsiz edici duygulardan miimkiin oldugunca kisa @ ® ® @ ®
. siirede ve tamamen kurtulmaliyim, bu duygularin devam T

etmesine katlanamam.

- 3. Kapasitemin tiimiinii gerceklestirmekten alikonulmaya ;@ @ . Q@ :® ©
- dayanamam. A
4. Insanlarin benim isteklerimin aksine davranmalarina @ @ ® @ ®
dayanamam.

5. Aklimi1 kagirtyorum duygusuna katlanamam. @ @ ® @ ®
: 6. Amaglarima ulagamamanin yasattig1 hayal kirikligina SORRCRRORNORNE
. LKatlanamam. A

7. Keyfim yerinde olmadiginda, gorevlerimi yapmaya ©) @) ©) @ ®

tahammil edemem.

8. Istedigim yolda diger insanlarmn engel ¢ikarmasina @ @ ® @ ®

dayanamam.
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: 9. Baz1 diisiinceleri aklimdan gecirmeye katlanamam.

10. Cantada keklik gibi goriilmeyi hos karsilamam.

: 11. Bir isi tamamen i¢ime sinmeden birakmaya dayanamam.

: 12. Beni tam olarak tatmin etmeyen islere devam etmeye

katlanamam.

© © 6 ©

O © © 6

® © e

® ® 6 ®

@ e e o

13. Isleri hemen yapmak zorunda olmanin sikintisia

tahammul edemem.

14. Kendimi kontrolde herhangi bir aksamay1 hos géremem.

: 15. Rahatsiz edici duygulara katlanamam.

: 16. Bir isi iyi yapamiyorsam, o isi yapmaya tahammiil

edemem

17. Cok fazla sikint1 igeren seyleri yapmaya tahammiil

edemem.

18. Bagkalar1 hatali oldugunda degismek zorunda olmaya

tahammil edemem.

19. Bir seyler degismedikce hayatimi yoluna koyamam ya da

mutlu olamam.

£ 20. Islerime hakim olamadigim duygusuna katlamam.

21. Hoslanmadigim isleri sonuna kadar stirdiirmek zorunda

olmaya tahammiil edemem.

22. Ozellikle hakli oldugumu bildigim zamanlarda elestiriyi

hos gbéremem.

23. Duygularimin kontroliinii kaybetmeye tahammiil

edemem.

24. Bagka insanlarin taleplerine boyun egmek zorunda

olmaya tahammiil edemem.
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APPENDIX H

SELF CONTROL SCHEDULE

(OZ-KONTROL OLCEGI)

Asagida, kotii bir durum ya da olayla karsilasildiginda kisilerin neler

yapabilecegini anlatan 36 ifade vardir. Liitfen, her maddeyi dikkatle okuyarak o

maddede yer alan ifadenin sizi ne derece tanimladigin1 5°li derecelendirme

Olcegini kullanarak belirtiniz.

1 = Hig¢ tanimlamiyor 2 = Biraz Tanimlamyor

4 = Oldukca iyi Tammliyor 5= Cok Iyi Tanimliyor

3 = Iyi Tanimliyor

1. Sikic1 bir is yaparken isin en az sikici olan yanini ve

bitirdigimde elde edecegim kazanci diisliniiriim.

2. Beni bunaltan bir is yapmak zorunda oldugumda, bunaltlmlé @ ©:0 @

nasil yenebilecegimi hayal eder, diigiintiriim.

3. Duygularimi diisiincelerime gore degistirebilirim.

4. Sinirlilik ve gerginligimi yardim almadan yenmek bana

giic gelir.

5. Kendimi bedbin (iizlintiilii) hissettigimde hos olaylar1

diisiinmeye ¢aligirim.

6. Gegmiste yaptigim hatalar diistinmekten kendimi

alamam.

7. Giig bir sorunla karsilastigimda diizenli bir bicimde

¢Oziim yollar1 ararim.

8. Birisi beni zorlarsa isimi daha ¢abuk yaparim.

9. Zor bir karar vereceksem biitiin bilgiler elimde olsa bile

bu karar1 ertelerim.
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: 10. Okudugum seye kendimi veremedigimi fark ettigim

zaman, dikkatimi toplamak i¢in yollar ararim.

11. Calismay1 planladigimda, isimle ilgili olmayan her seyi

ortadan kaldiririm.

12. Kétii bir huyumdan vazgegmek istedigimde, bu huyumu

devam ettiren nedir diye arastiririm.

13. Beni sikan bir diisiince karsisinda, giizel seyler

diistinmeye ¢aligirim.

14. Giinde iki paket sigara igiyor olsam, sigaray1 birakmak

icin muhtemelen baskasinin yardimina ihtiya¢ duyarim.

15. Kendimi kotii hissettigimde neseli goriinmeye ¢alisarak

ruh halimi degistiririm.

: 16. Kendimi sinirli ve gergin hissettigimde, sakinlestirici

ilacim varsa bir tane alirim.

17. Bedbin (liziintiilii) oldugumda, kendimi hoslandigim

seylerle ugrasmaya zorlarim.

: 18. Hemen yapabilecek durumda bile olsam, hoglanmadigim :

igleri geciktiririm.

19. Bazi1 kotii huylarimdan vazgecebilmem i¢in bagkalarinin

yardimina ihtiya¢ duyarim.

20. Oturup belli bir isi yapmam gii geldiginde,

baslayabilmek i¢in degisik yollar ararim.

21. Beni kotlimser yapsa da, gelecekte olabilecek biitiin

felaketleri diistinmekten kendimi alamam.

22. Once yapmam gereken isi bitirip, daha sonra gergekten

hoslandigim islere baglamay1 tercih ederim.

23. Bedenimin herhangi bir yerinde, agr1 hissettigimde, bunu

dert etmemeye ¢aligirim.

24, K6t bir huyumu yendigimde kendime olan giivenim

artar.

25. Basarisizlikla birlikte gelen kotli duygulari yenmek igin,
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sik stk kendime bunun bir felaket olmadigini ve bir seyler

yapabilecegimi telkin ederim.

26. Kendimi patlayacakmis gibi hissettigimde, “dur, bir sey

yapmadan once diigiin” derim.

27. Birine ¢ok 6fkelensem bile davranislarimi kontrol

ederim.

: 28. Genellikle bir karar verecegim zaman, ani kararlar
yerine, biitlin ihtimalleri gbz Oniine alarak sonuca varmaya

calisirim.

: 29. Acilen yapilmasi gereken seyler olsa bile, dnce

yapmaktan hoslandigim seyleri yaparim.

30. Onemli bir isi elimde olmayan nedenlerle
geciktirdigimde, kendi kendime sakin olmay1 telkin

ederim.

31. Bedenimde bir agr1 hissettigim zaman, agridan baska

seyler diistinmeye calisirim.

32. Yapilacak ¢ok sey oldugunda genellikle bir plan

yaparim.

33. Kisith param oldugunda kendime bir biitce yaparim.

34. Bir is yaparken dikkatim dagilirsa isi kiigiik boliimlere

ayiririm.

35. Sik sik beni rahatsiz eden nahos diistinceleri

yenemedigim olur.

36. A¢ oldugum halde, yemek yeme imkanim yoksa ya
: acligimi unutmaya ya da tok oldugumu diisiinmeye

calisirim.
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APPENDIX I

TURKISH SUMMARY

TURKCE OZET

ERTELEME DAVRANISININ COKLU YORDAYICILARI: AKILCI

DUYGUSAL DAVRANIS MODELI ONERISI

GIRIS

Erteleme davranisini diistindiigiimiizde aklimiza farkli 6rnekler gelebilir. Yeni yil
kutlamalarindan hemen 6nce, 31 Aralikta, insanlarin birka¢ saat sonra vermeyi
planladiklar1 hediyeleri almak icin ya da bayram arifesi bayram hazirliklarini
tamamlamak i¢in insanlarin magazalar1 doldurdugunu gorebiliriz. Akademik
alanlarda en belirgin 6rnek olarak, donem basinda verilen 6devin teslim tarihinden
veya simav tarihlerinin arifesinde yogun bir bigimde calisan 6grencilerin ¢calisma

salonlarini doldurmasini verebiliriz.

Toplumlarin biiylik ¢ogunlugu erteleme davranisi sergilediklerini kabul ederler
ancak kiiciik bir grup erteleme davranisini bir aliskanlik olarak sergilediklerini
itiraf edebilirler. Diislindiigiinlizde, hediye verilmeden gegirilen bir yilbasi gecesi
onemsiz olabilir, ya da bayram kutlamalarinda misafirlerinizi agirlayamamaniz

size ¢ok sey kaybettirmez. Ancak, zamaninda ve tam olarak teslim edilmemis bir
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donem oOdevi, bir 68renci icin basarisizlik ya da daha da kotiisii okuldan
uzaklastirilmak anlamina gelebilir. Dolayisiyla, erteleme bir 6grenci i¢in basariya
giderken ayakkabisina giren bir tag gibidir. Cikarilmazsa can yakip yolunda

devam etmeye engel olur.

Erteleme alaninda yapilan c¢alismalarin biiylik ¢ogunlugu, ertelemenin 6zellikle
akademik alanda en yiiksek diizeyde oldugunu gostermektedir (Harriot ve Ferrari,
1996) hatta baz1 yazarlar tarafindan bu oranin % 95’lere ulastig1 belirtilmektedir
(Ellis ve Knaus, 1977; Steel, 2007). Arastirma bulgulari, erteleme davranisin
Ozellikle Ttniversite ogrencileri arasinda artmakta oldugunu gostermektedir
(Bishop, Gallagher ve Cohen, 2000; Burka ve Yuen, 1983; Ellis ve Knaus, 1977;
Semb, Glick ve Spencer, 1979; Solomon ve Rothblum, 1984a). Akademik alanda
ertelemeyi iceren arastirma bulgulari, erteleme davranisinin dersten g¢ekilme ve
diisiik akademik basar1 gibi akademik performans iizerinde olumsuz etkileri
olmasma ragmen, Ogrencilerin akademik gorevlerini siklikla daha sonraya
biraktiklarin1 ya da o gorevi yapmayi tamamen biraktiklarini gdstermektedir
(Keller, 1968; Semb, Glick ve Spencer, 1979; Tan ve ark., 2008). Peki, erteleme

davranisinin dogasi nedir ve liniversite 6grencilerini nasil etkilemektedir?

En basit anlamda erteleme, Oncelikle yapilmasi gereken bir isin daha sonra
yapilmak tlizere geciktirilmesi (Lay, 1986) anlamina gelmektedir. Erteleme yeni
bir olgu degildir. Erteleme, uzun bir ge¢cmisi olan ancak bilimsel alanda
calisilmaya son 20-30 yilda baslanmis bir kavramdir. Ertelemenin amaci kisinin

hayatina kisa donemli haz katmak gibi goriinse de bu egilimin davranisa
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donlismesi ¢ogu zaman stres, organizasyon bozuklugu ve basarisizlik ile
sonuglanir (Clayton, 2000). Ertelemenin altinda yatan diisiince ‘bunu yapmak i¢in
yarin daha iyi’dir. Ancak yarin geldiginde durum yeniden tekrarlanir ve kisi
kendine ‘bunu yarin yapacagim’ sozii verir. Bu kisir dongili nedeniyle erteleme

‘ertesi giin sendromu’ olarak adlandirilabilir (Knaus, 2002).

Bazi arastirmacilar ertelemeyi bir alisgkanlik (Ellis ve Knaus, 1977) bazilar1 ise bir
kisilik Ozelligi olarak kabul etmektedir (Ferrari, 1991; Lay, 1986). Bazi
durumlarda ise arastirmacilar erteleme davranisi sergilemenin faydali olabildigini
belirtmektedir (Choi ve Moran, 2009). Ornegin, Chu ve Choi (2005), bazi
Ogrencilerin zaman baskis1 etkisiyle daha basarili olabildiklerini ve bu sebeple
ertelemeyi Ozellikle tercih ettiklerini belirtmektedir. Fakat Tice ve Baumeister
(1997) bu durumun tersine, ertelemenin kisa donemli haz saglasa da uzun donemli
olarak stres ve rahatsizliga neden oldugunu vurgulamaktadir. Bundan dolay,
erteleme davranisi ¢ogunlukla olumsuz durumlarla eslestirilmektedir. Buna gore
erteleme davranisi, saglik sorunlarinin yani sira, (Sirois, Melia-Gordon ve Pychyl,
2003; Tice ve Baumeister, 1997), diisiik akademik basar1 (Carden, Bryant ve
Moss, 2004; Steel, 2004; Steel, 2002), kayginin degisik olusumlar1 (Cassady ve
Johnson, 2002; Chabaud, Ferrand ve Maury, 2010; Stober ve Joormann, 2001),
akilci1 olmayan inanglar ve yontemler (Beswick, Rothblum ve Mann, 1988;
Schubert Walker ve Stewart, 2000) gibi olumsuz davranig ve sonuglarla

iligkilendirilmektedir.
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Erteleme alaninda yapilan c¢alismalarin ¢ogu, ertelemenin olumsuz 6zelliklerini
incelemektedir. Ferrari ve Tice (2000), 6rnegin, ertelemeyi kendini sabotajin (self-
handicapping) bir olusumu ya da kisinin korumaya c¢alistig1 6z-saygiya olan bir
tehdit olarak tamimlamaktadir. Bu nedenle, Ozellikle {iniversite ortaminda
Ogrencilerin bu egilimin iistesinden gelebilmek i¢in siklikli tiniversite rehberlik
merkezlerine basvurdugu belirtilmektedir (Schouwenburg ve arkadaslari, 2004).
Diger taraftan, bazi arastirmacilar (6rn., Sigall ve ark., 2000; Konig ve
Kleninmann, 2004) ertelemenin olumlu yanini ele almaktadir. Arastirmacilara
(Pychyl ve ark., 2000) gore yapilmasi gereken isleri daha sonraya birakmak
oldukca akilci ve kisilerin olumlu duygular hissetmesine yardimci olan bir
durumdur. Bu durum 6zellikle hoslanilmayan bir isin daha sonraya birakliip onun
yerine hoslanilan bir isin yapilmasiyla gerceklesmektedir. Bu dogrultuda bazi
aragtirmacilar (Tice ve Baumeister, 1997) erteleme davranisi sergileyenleri
olumluyu dileyenler olarak adlandirmaktadir. Benzer olarak, Sigall ve ark. (2000)
erteleme davramis1 sergileyenlerin iyimser diisiiniirler olarak tanimlamaktadir.
Buna gore, ogrenciler arkadaslar1 ile zaman geg¢irmek gibi bir etkinligi tercih
ettiklerinden simavlara c¢alismay1 erteleyebilirler. Bu dogrultuda iyimser
diisiintirler, 6grenmeleri gereken konulari bir gecede Ogrenebilecekleri ya da
siavin ¢ok kolay olacagi gibi iyimser diisiiniirler (Sigall ve ark., 2000). Erteleme
davranisi sergilediklerinde olumsuz duygularindan bahsetmezler, ¢ilinkii o sirada
daha keyifli etkinlikler i¢indedirler (Konig ve Kleinmann, 2004; Pychyl ve ark.,

2000).

203



Akademik ertelemeye katkida bulunan etmenler géz oniinde bulunduruldugunda,
taniminda oldugu gibi, kuramci ve arastirmacilarin ulastigi ortak bir nokta
olmadig1r goriilmiis, bu giline kadar kuramcilar erteleme nedenlerini farkhi
yaklasimlarla agiklamaya calismislardir. Ornegin, psikoanalitik kuramcilar
erteleme nedenini kaygidan kaynaklanan kag¢inma davramisi ile agiklarken
(Ferrari, Johnson ve McCown, 1995), bilissel davraniggr goriisii benimseyen
kuramcilar, ertelemenin, kisilerin sahip oldugu akilci olmayan diisiincelerden
kaynaklandigin belirtmislerdir (Burka ve Yuen, 1983; Ellis ve Knaus, 1977).
Davranisg1 goriise gore ise, erteleme kisilere kisa donemli haz saglayan
Ogrenilmis bir davranistir (Lamba, 1999). Bu kuramlar1 temel alarak daha sonra
yapilmis arastirmalarda ertelemenin ¢esitli nedenleri ele alinmistir. Bu ¢aligmalar,
erteleme nedenlerinden bazilarinin gorevden hoslanmama (Milgram, Sroloff ve
Rosebaum, 1988), tembellik (Senecal, Lavolie ve Koestner 1997), sinav kaygisi
(Cassady ve Johnson, 2002), diisiik 6z-sayg1 (Beswick, Rothblum ve Mann 1988),
olumsuz degerlendirilme korkusu (Ferrari, 1992), 6grenilmis caresizlik (McKean,
1994) ve basarisizlik korkusu (Solomon ve Rothblum, 1984) oldugunu

gostermistir.

Son zamanlarda ertelemeye neden olan etmenler bircok arastirmacinin ilgisini
cekmis ve bu durum erteleme nedenlerini anlamaya yogunlasan farkli modellerin
gelistirilmesini saglamigtir (Dietz, Hofer ve Fries, 2007; Eun Hee, 2009; Seo,
2008). Bu modeller bazi kuramlar1 temel almig ve arastirmacilarin yonelimlerine
gore ertelemeye iligkin bazi nedenler ortaya koymustur (Kachgal, Hansen ve

Kevin, 2001; Schowuenburg ve ark., 2004).
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Buna gore, duygusal yonelimli arastirmalar ertelemenin 6znel rahatsizligina
odaklanmistir (Burka ve Yuen, 1983; Solomon ve Rothblum, 1984). Bu
dogrultuda arastirmacilar ertelemeyi olumsuz duygulara neden olan kaygi ve
endise (Tuckman, 1991) ile iliskilendirmislerdir. Duygusal yonelimli
arastirmacilar kaygi ve endise duygusunun erteleme ile iliskili olan en olumsuz
duygu oldugunu vurgulamaktadir (Ferrari ve Tice, 2000). Onlara gore erteleme
davranis1 sergileyen 6grenciler 6zellikle teslim tarihi 6ncesi huzursuzluk yasarlar

(Ellis ve Knaus, 1977; Harrington, 2005).

Biligsel yonelimli erteleme arastirmacilari, ertelemenin 6grencilere olumsuz
etkileri olmasina ragmen bilingli olarak erteleme davranisi sergileme nedenlerini
incelemislerdir (Karas ve Spada, 2009). Bu dogrultuda bilissel degiskenler
erteleme ¢alismalarinda siklikla arastirilmistir. Ornegin, Burka ve Yuen (1983)
bireylerin erteleme davranmisi sergilemelerinin nedenini kirilgan 6z-saygilarini
korumak amacli gelistirdikleri bir yontem olarak agiklamaktadir. Bandura (1986)
baska bir yaklasimla ertelemenin diisiik 6z-yeterlik sebebinden kaynaklandigini
belirtmektedir. Bu dogrultuda arastirma bulgular1 erteleme davranisi ve 6z-saygi,
0z-yeterlik inanglar1 ile olumsuz yonde iliskili bulunmustur. Buna gore diisiik 6z-
saygt ve diisiikk Oz-yeterlige sahip olan Ogrenciler yiiksek diizeyde erteleme
davranisi sergilemektedir (Beck, Koons ve Milgrim, 2000; Ferrari, 1994; Ferrari,

2001; Ferrari ve Emmons, 1994; Sirois, 2004).

Erteleme davranigi ¢alismalarinda davranis yonelimli olan arastirmacilar ise

Ogrencilerin ¢alisma davraniginin miktar1 ve erteleme sikligina odaklanmislardir
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(Beck, Koons ve Milgrim, 2000). Erteleme davranisinin belirlenmesi igin, birgok
calismada donem 6devinin teslim tarihine bakilirken (Tice ve Baumeister, 1997)
bazi arastirmalarda uygulanan Olgeklerin arastirmaciya geri verilmesi arasinda
gecen siire (Lay, 1986) smmavlarin tamamlanma siiresi (Moon ve Illingworth,
2005), ya da verilen gorevin baglama ve bitis saati arasinda gegen siire
degerlendirilmistir (Senecal, Lavolie ve Koestner, 1997). Buna ek olarak bazi
davranis yonelimli arastirmacilar 6z-diizenlemenin erteleme davranisini en giiclii
yordayan davranis degiskenlerinden biri oldugunu belirtmektedir (Ferrari ve Tice,
2000; Van Eerde, 2003; Wolters, 2003; Ariley ve Wertenbroch, 2002; Howell,

Watson, Powell ve Buro, 2006; Klassen, Krawchuk ve Rajani, 2008).

Calisma bulgularinda goriilen degiskenlik, 6grencilerin akademik ortamda
erteleme davranisi sergilemelerinin tek bir faktére bagli olmadigini, bunun ¢oklu
nedenlerden kaynaklaniyor olabilecegini ortaya koymustur (Rothblum, Solomon,
& Murakami, 1986; Watson, 2001). Bu dogrultuda, erteleme davraniginin ¢oklu
faktorlerle incelenmesi son zamanlarda 6nemli bir arastirma konusu olmustur.
Erteleme davranisinin olusumunu, kuramsal olarak, duygusal, bilissel ve
davranigsal parcalar olusturmalidir. Bu yonde yapilan bir calisma yalnizca
Solomon ve Rothblum (1984) tarafindan gerceklestirilmistir. Buna gore
arastirmacilar duygusal parga olarak duygu ve ruh halinin (Burka ve Yuen, 1983;
Ferrari, 1992; Spada, Hiou, ve Nikcevic, 2006) 6nemli oldugunu vurgularken,
biligsel parca olarak akil dis1 diisiince ve inanglara (Blunt ve Pychyl, 2005;

Ferrari, 1994) odaklanmiglardir. Erteleme davranisinin davranigsal boyutunu
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incelemek ic¢in ise, yapilmasi gereken gorevlerin daha sonraya birakilmasina

neden olan diger davraniglar (Solomon ve Rothblum, 1984) incelemislerdir.

Daha oOnce baglatilan caligmalarda, ertelemenin sinirli boyutta degiskenlerle
incelenmis olmas1 bu ¢alismalarin eksikligini diisiindiirtmektedir. Bu ¢alismalarin,
ayrica, kuramsal ve uygulamali yontemlerin kullanildigi kapsamli caligmalar
olmamasi ertelemenin olusumunu ve c¢oklu yonlerinin anlasilmasin
giiclestirdigini diisiindiirtmektedir. Bu dogrultuda bu calismada, daha 6nce yapilan
erteleme ¢alismalar1 genisletilerek, ertelemeye katkida bulundugu diisiiniilen
duygusal, bilissel ve davranigsal bilesenler incelenmis ve ertelemenin bu
bilesenlerle olan iligkisine bakilmistir. Bu amacgla, duygusal, biligsel ve
davranigsal bilesenlerden olusan bir grup degisken se¢ilmis ve bu degiskenlerin
tiniversite O0grencilerinde ertelemeyi ne diizeyde yordayacagina bakilmistir. Bu
calisma i¢in secilen degiskenler, engellenmeye tahammiilsiizliik inancinin
duygusal parcalarini olusturan duygusal ve rahatsizliga tahammiilsiizliik, akil dis1
inanglarin duygusal sorumsuzluk ve asir1 kaygi olarak adlandirilmis olan duygusal
iki alt boyutu, akademik 6z-yetkinlik, 6z-saygi, ve 0z-diizenleme degiskenlerini
icermektedir. Bu c¢alismada segilen degiskenler, calismanin temeli olarak

benimsenen akilc1 duygusal davranis teorisini temel almaktadir.
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Calismanin Amaci

Bu c¢alismanin amaci, erteleme davranisinin nedenlerini Ellis (1962)’in akilc1
duygusal davranis kurami g¢ercevesinde incelemektir. Bu amacla akilc1 duygusal
davranis kurami temel alinarak duygusal, bilissel ve davranis bilesenlerini
yansittigr diisiiniilen degiskenler belirlenmis ve bu degiskenlerin erteleme ile
yapisal bir iligki igerisinde 6grencilerde ertelemeyi ne oOlciide yordayacagina
bakilmistir. Daha once belirtildigi gibi bu ¢alismada kullanilan degiskenler,
engellenmeye tahammiilsiizliik inancinin duygusal iki boyutunu olusturan
duygusal ve rahatsizliga tahammiilsiizliigii; akil dis1 inanglarin duygusal pargasini
olusturan duygusal sorumsuzluk ve asir1 kaygi boyutlarin1 ve akademik 6z-

yeterlik, 6z-saygi ve 0z-diizenleme degiskenlerini igermektedir.

Buna gore, varsayimi onerilen ara degiskenli yapisal model, bagimli ve bagimsiz
degiskenlerden olusmaktadir. Modelde bagimsiz degiskenler, engellenmeye
tahammiilsiizliik inancinin iki boyutu ve akil dis1 inanglarin iki boyutunu,
akademik oOz-yeterlik, 0z-saygi ve Oz-diizenleme degiskenlerini igerirken,
arastirmanin  bagimli  degiskeni ertelemeyi icermektedir. Onerilen yapisal
modelde, akademik oz-yeterlik, 6z saygi ve Oz-diizenleme degiskenleri ara

degisken olarak belirlenmistir.
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Bu baglamda, bu arastirma asagidaki soruya odaklanmaktadir;

Erteleme; engellenmeye tahammiilsiizlik (duygusal tahammiilsiizlik ve
rahatsizliga tahammiilsiizliik), akil dis1 inanglar (duygusal sorumsuzluk ve asiri
kaygi), akademik oz-yeterlik, 6z-saygi ve Oz-diizenleme tarafindan ne Olgiide

yordanmaktadir?

Varsayimda Bulunulan Modelin Gelistirilmesi

Erteleme problemi, teorik yapisinin otesinde gergek yasam sorunlarindan biridir.
Ertelemenin diger bazi sorunlar gibi (Ellis, 1979) ampirik olarak duygusal, bilissel
ve davramigsal yapilardan olustugu bilinmektedir (Solomon, ve ark., 1983;
Solomon ve Rothblum, 1984)(Solomon et al., 1983). Bu yiizden, karmasik
yapilardan olusan insan davraniglarinin, duygusal, bilissel ve davranigsal tiim
bilesenler dahil edilerek incelenmesi Onerilmektedir (Solomon ve Rothblum,
1984). Daha once erteleme alaninda yapilan ¢aligmalarin smirliligimin yani sira;
ertelemeye katkida bulunan etmenleri igeren caligmalarin smirli nedenlere
odaklandig bilinmektedir. Ertelemenin ¢ok boyutlu olarak calisildigi ¢alismalarda
ise (Rothblum ve ark., 1986; Solomon ve Rothblum, 1984) degiskenler arasindaki
yapisal iliskiye bakilmaksizin incelenmesi bu alanda bilgi yetersizligine neden

olmaktadir.

Tim bu bilgiler 1s181nda, ertelemeye katkida bulunan etmenlerin alan yazinda

incelemesi sonucu, kavramsal ve kuramsal temelden olusan, duygusal, biligsel ve

209



davranigsal bilesenleri iceren yapisal bir model gelistirmeye karar verilmistir. Bu
dogrultuda bu caligma, bu alanda daha onceki yillarda yapilan c¢aligmalarin
kavramsal olarak genisletilmis bi¢imini igeren, kapsamli olarak se¢ilen duygusal,
biligsel ve davranigsal bilesenleri yansittig1 diisiiniilen degiskenlerin erteleme

davranisi ile olan yapisal iligkisini incelemektedir.

Ellis ve Knaus (1977)’un vurguladigi gibi, erteleme kaynagimi farkl diigiinme,
farkli uygulama ve bunlara iliskin giiclii duygular gelistiren kendini baltalayici
(self-defeating) bir davranistir. Bu dogrultuda erteleme egilimini degistirmek i¢in
Ellis (1973)’in akilci, duygusal davranis modelini temel alan Duygu-Diisiince-
Davranis modeli gelistirilmistir. Bu modelin 6zellikle tercih edilmesinin
nedenlerinden birisi modelin giiclii kuramsal temelinin olmasi ve kuram
cercevesinde duygu, diisince ve davramisin birbirinden ayirdedilemez

olusumudur.

Yol Analizi Modelinin Gelistirilmesi

Bu calismada, degiskenler arasindaki iliskiyi incelerken degiskenlerin ana
degiskeni ne ol¢iide yordadigi bilgisini saglayan yol analizi kullanilmistir. Yol
analizi gelistirmek amaciyla Oncelikle daha once erteleme davranigi alaninda
yapilmis ¢aligsmalar incelenmis ve erteleme ile iligkisi giiclii oldugu rapor edilmis
degiskenler belirlenmistir. Erteleme ile anlaml iligkisi olan tiim faktorler literatiir
taramasi boliimiinde sunulmaktadir. Gerek ertelemenin teorik olarak test edilmesi

gerekse kullanilan istatistiksel analizin gerekliligi dogrultusunda, Onerilen
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modelin stnanmasi i¢in bir kuramsal temele ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir. Bu dogrultuda
Ellis ve Knaus (1979)’un ertelemeye yaklasimi temel alinarak akilci, duygusal
davranis kurami g6z Oniinde bulundurulmustur. Arastirmacilarin  kuramsal
cercevede erteleme ile iligkili olarak onerdikleri kavramlar incelenerek, duygusal,
biligsel ve davranis bilesenlerini yansitan degiskenler belirlenmistir. Sonug olarak,
akilct duygusal davranis kuraminda onemli oldugu vurgulanan degiskenler
secilerek sebepsel ve iliskisel bir model ortaya konulmustur. Bu dogrultuda,
veriler toplama siireci tamamlandiktan sonra degiskenler arasinda istatistiksel
anlamlilik diizeyinin test etmek i¢in Pearson momentler carpimi katsayilari

hesaplanmustir.

Yol analizine dahil edilen degiskenlerin anlamli ve ¢okydnlii bir yapi
olusturmasiyla, ertelemeyle yliksek diizeyde iliskili bulunan bazi altboyutlar
secilmistir. Bu dogrultuda, engellenmislige tahammiilsiizliik degiskeninin
duygusal ve rahatsizlia tahammiilslizliik alt boyutlarinin yanmisira akil disi
inanglar degiskeninin duygusal sorumsuzluk ve asir1 kaygi alt boyutlar1 modele
dahil edilmistir. Tiim bu asamalardan sonra, akilci duygusal davranig kuramini

temel alan ara degiskenli yapisal model olusturulmustur.

Calismada oOnerilen kuramsal model Figiir 1.1 (sayfa 10)’de sunulmaktadir.
Modelde resmedigildigi gibi erteleme digsal degisken (exogenous variable)
olarak, duygusal tahammiilsiizliik, rahatsizliga tahammiilsiizliik, duygusal

sorumsuzluk ve asir1 kaygi degiskenlerini i¢eren dort i¢sel degisken (endogenous
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variable) tarafindan, akademik 6z-yeterlik, 6z-sayg1 ve 6z-diizenleme olan ii¢ ara

degisken (mediator variable) yoluyla yordanmaktadir.

Calismanin Onemi

Okul yillar1 boyunca Ogrencilerin akademik performans sorumlulugu asamali
olarak aileden 6gretmene ve 6gretmenden 6grencinin kendisine gecer (Tuckman,
1991). Ogrenci, okul yillarinda daha ¢ok aileye bagliyken yas ve okul derecesi
artttkca aileden bagimsizlasarak oOgrenme adimlarimi kendisi olusturmaya ve
egitimine kendisi karar vermeye baslar. Bu 6z-bagimsizlik iiniversite doneminde
en yiiksek diizeylere erisir. Bu donemde Ogrencinin 6grenmesi tamamen kendi
sorumluluk alaninda oldugundan erteleme egilimi Ogrenci i¢in en Onemli
sorunlardan biri olmaya baglar. Bu baglamda, bir¢ok 6grenci belirlenen zaman
icinde 6grenme gorevlerini tamamlayamadigini bundan dolay1 beklenen basariy1
elde edemedigini itiraf etmistir (Beswick ve ark., 1988)(Beswick et al., 1988).
Bazilariysa bu sebepten dolay1 basarisiz olup sonunda okulu birakmak ya da

okuldan uzaklastirilmak durumunda kaldigini belirtmistir (Keller, 1968).

Erteleme egiliminin akademik basarisizliga neden olduguna iliskin bazi kanitlar
bulunmaktadir (Howell ve Buro, 2009; Lubbers ve ark., 2010). Bu sebeple,
akademik ortamda ertelemenin dogasini anlamak ve bu egilime etki eden ¢oklu
faktorleri anlamak onemlidir. Daha 6nce bu alanda yapilan ¢aligmalarin sinirh
degiskenlere odaklanmis olmalart (Solomon ve Rothblum, 1984) ertelemenin ¢ok

yonli anlagilmasina olanaksiz kilmaktadir. Bu alanin arastirmacilart ertelemenin
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yetersiz zaman kontroliiniin Otesinde ¢ok boyutlu bir olgu oldugunu
savunmaktadir (Solomon ve ark., 1983). Buna ragmen, ertelemenin duygusal,
biligsel ve davranigsal bilesenleri iceren ¢ok boyutluluguna iliskin yeterli bilgiye

rastlanmamaktadir.

Bu dogrultuda bu aragtirma geg¢mis yillarda erteleme alaninda yapilmis olan
caligmalarin genisletilmis niteliginde, erteleme ile istatistiksel olarak anlamli ve
yiksek diizeyde iligkili olan bazi degiskenlerin ara degiskenli bir kuramsal
modelin yol analizi kullanilarak incelenmesini i¢ermektedir. Bu c¢alisma,
ertelemenin hem kuramsal hemde yapisal bilgi birikimine destek olmak amaciyla
planlanmistir. Diger bir deyisle, bu ¢alismanin kuramsal temeli duygusal, biligsel
ve davranis bilesenlerinin 6nemini vurgulayan Ellis (1962)’in akilct duygusal

davranis kuramini temel alarak yapilandirilmastir.

Bu calismada arastirmaci Ogrencilerde ertelemenin c¢esitli etki alanlarim
incelemek amaciyla akilct duygusal davramis yaklagiminmi temel almistir. Bu
dogrultuda, ertelemeye iliskin duygusal, bilissel ve davranis bilesenlerinin genis
cesitliliginin  incelenmesi, tiiniversite egitim c¢alisanlarina ve psikologik
danigmanlara 6grencilerin ihtiyaglarini ve erteleme nedenlerini anlamaya iligkin
destek olacaktir. Buna ek olarak, bu calisma bulgularinin erteleme alaninda
yapilan c¢aligmalara da katkida bulunacagi diisliniilmektedir. Bu dogrultuda, bu
calismanin Tirkiye’de oldukg¢a sinirli olan erteleme literatiiriine de katkida
bulunmasi beklenmektedir. Tiim bunlarin Gtesinde, gegerlik ve giivenirlik

caligsmasi bu ¢alisma kapsaminda gergeklestirilen Engellenmeye Tahammiilsiizliik

213



Olgegi (Harrington, 2005) nin bu alanda daha sonra baslatilacak olan calismalara
onciiliik edecegi beklenmektedir.

Ogrencilerde erteleme egilimi, erteleme egiliminin olusumu, sebep-sonug iliskisi,
tyilestirilme segenekleri bati1 toplumlarinda oldukga ilgi goriirken, bu alanlarda
Tirkiyede bir c¢alismaya rastlanmamistir. Arastirmacilar, ertelemensn ¢oklu
yapisinin inelenmesinin 6nemini vurgulamasina ragmen, ertelemeyi ¢cok boyutta
ele alan, kuramsal temele dayandirilmis bir model ¢alismasina da rastlanmamaistir.
Bu dogrultuda, Tiirk 6rneklemi {izerinde ertelemenin ¢oklu yapisini inceleyen bu
calismanin ulusal ve uluslararasi literature katki saglayacagi beklenmektedir.
Calismanin bulgularinin ayrica, 6grencilerde ertelemenin azaltilmasi yada control

edilmesine iligkin olusturulacak olan programlara 1s1k tutmasi beklenmektedir.

Cahismanin Simirhihiklar:

Bu c¢alismanin 1s18inda bazi smirhiliklarin oldugu gozardir edilmemelidir. ilk
olarak, calisma bulgularinin genellenmesi diisiintildii§linde calismanin 6rneklem
secimine iligkin bir sinirliligi oldugu diisliniilebilir. Bu ¢alisma 6grencilerde
erteleme davranisini yordayan ¢oklu faktorleri incelemeyi amaclayan ilk ¢alisma
oldugu diisiiniilerek, calisma 6rnekleminin sadece Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi
lisans 0grencileri arasindan se¢ilmis olmasi ¢alismanin sinirliliklart arasinda kabul
edilebilir. Erteleme davranigini farkl diizeylerde sergileme olasiliklarindan dolay1
calisma bulgularinin {iniversite egitimlerine devam eden hazirlik ve lisans istii

ogrencilerine genellenip genellenemeyecegi agik degildir.
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Calismanin ikinci smirliligr bulgularin 6z-cevaplama yontemiyle elde edilmis
olmasidir. Bu ¢alisma kapsaminda erteleme, goézlem, arkadas yada o6gretmen
degerlendirmesi gibi ¢oklu yontemler kullanilarak degil her 6grencinin erteleme
egilimini kendi ifadesine alinarak degerlendirilmistir. Bu dogrultuda 6grencilerin
gercek erteleme seviyelerini yansittiklar varsayilarak gerekli analizler yapilmis ve

bulgular edinilmistir.

Calismanin son smirliligr kullanilan degiskenlerle iliskilidir. Bu c¢alisma
kapsaminda 6grencilerde erteleme bilissel, duygusal ve davranig bilesenlerini
iceren yapilar1 yansittifina inanilan bir grup degisken yoluyla incelenmistir.
Calisma bulgular1 biligsel, duygusal ve davramis bilesenlerini igeren bu

degiskenlerle sinirhidir.

YONTEM

Orneklem

Bu calismaya Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi (ODTU) nde 2009-2010 akademik
yilinda 37 bolimde egitimlerine devam eden lisans ogrencileri katilmustir.
Calismada orneklem seg¢imi i¢in oransal segkisiz drneklem yontemi kullanilmistir.
Bu dogrultuda, tiniversitede alt gruplar olusturan bes fakiiltenin 6grenci sayilari
belirlenmis ve bu sayilarla ayni oranda lisans 6grencisi ¢alismaya dahil edilmistir.
Buna gore c¢alismanin niifusunu, toplami 1150 olan uluslararasi lisans

ogrencilerinin genel niifustan ¢ikarilmasiyla elde edilen 11460 lisans 6grencisi
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olarak belirlenmistir. Buna gore toplam niifusun %10’unu olusturan 1146 lisans
dgrencisinden toplanan veriler sonucu edinilen bulgularmn ODTU’de okuyan tiim
lisans dgrencilerine genellenebilecegi diisiiniilmiistiir. Buna gore, ODTU’de her
fakiiltede okuyan Ogrenci sayis1 belirlenerek bu 6grencilerin %10’u c¢aligmaya
dahil edilmistir. Bu dogrultuda, arastirmaci 1270 6grenciden veri toplamis ancak
veri izleme yontemlerinden sonra eksik veri ve aykiri verilere sahip olan
Ogrencilerin toplamdan c¢ikarilmasiyla istatistiksel analiz i¢in 1218 katilimc1
kalmistir. Calismaya katilan 1218 6grencinin 623’1 (% 51.1) kiz 6grencilerden
olusurken Ogrencilerin 595’1 (% 48.9) erkek oOgrencilerden olusmustur.
Katilimcilarin ayrica 320°si (% 26.3) birinci simf, 211°1 (% 17.3) ikinci sinif,
405’1 (% 33.3) iiclincii sif ve 282°si (% 23.2) dordiincii siif 6grencilerinden

olusmaktadir.

Veri Toplama Araclar

Bu caligmada erteleme davranisina katkida bulunan duygusal, biligsel ve
davranigsal parcalar, Demografik Bilgi Formunun yam sira, Tuckman Erteleme
Davranis1 Olgegi, Akilci Olmayan Inanglar Testi, Akademik Oz-Yeterlik Testi,
Rosenberg Oz-Saygi Testi, Engellenmeye Tahammiilsiizlik Olgegi, ve Oz-

Kontrol Olgegi ile degerlendirilmistir.

Calisma kapsaminda kullanilan her bir very toplama araci i¢in aym1 drneklem
kullanilarak gecerlik ve gilivenirlik calismasi gergeklestirilmistir. Buna gore,

kullanilan Olgeklerin gegerlik kanitlart Cronbach Alfa degeri hesaplanmistir.
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Calismada kullanilan veri toplama araglarinin benzer olgek gecerligi ve karsit
Olcek gecerligine iliskin kanitlara ulasmak icin Olgeklerden arasindaki iligki

Pearson momentler katsayis1 degerlendirilmistir.

Calismada kullanilan demografik bilgi formu katilimcilarin cinsiyet, yas, bolim
ve genel akademik ortalamalarina iliskin sorular igcermektedir. Bu formda ayrica

calismanin amaci ve igerigi kisa bir paragrafla agiklanmistir.

Tuckman Erteleme Davramisi Olcegi (Tuckman, 1991), uluslararasi erteleme
davranis1 caligmalarinda siklikla kullanilan 6lgeklerden biridir. Toplam 16
maddeden olusan Ol¢ekte bazi maddelerin (7, 12, 14 ve 16) ters puanlanmasi
yoluyla toplam puan elde edilmektedir. Olgek, tek boyutlu bir yap
gostermektedir. Bu giine kadar yapilan gecerlik giivenirlik calismasi bulgulari
Olcegin ictutarlik katsayisinin .86 ve benzer Slgek gecerliginin .47 oldugunu
gostermistir. Olgegin Tiirkge gecerlik giivenirlik ¢alismas1 Uzun-Ozer, Sackes ve
Tuckman (2009) tarafindan yapilmustir. Olgekteki iki maddenin ¢ikarilmasiyla
Olcek orijinalindeki yapiya ulasmis ve 14 maddeden oilusan tek boyutlu yapida
kabul edilmistir. Arastirmacilar 6lgegin i¢ tutarlik katsayisini .90 ve karsit olgek

gecerligi .22 olarak rapor etmistir.

Akiler Olmayan Inanglar Olgegi (Jones, 1969) Ellis’in Akile1 duygusal davranis
teorisi temel almarak gelistirilmistir. Olgegin orijinalinde 100 madde ve 10 alt
boyut bulunmaktadir. Olgegin Tiirkce gecerlik ve giivenirlik ¢alismasi Yurtal

(1999) tarafindan yapilmistir. Yurtal (1999) 6lcegin igtutarlik katsayisinin .74 ve
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test-tekrar test gecerliginin .71 oldugunu belirtmistir. Olcegin Tiirkce formu 45
madde ve 8 alt boyuttan olusmaktadir. Alt boyutlar i¢in gecerlik katsayisi .46 ile
.82. arasinda degismektedir. Olgegin 16 PF kisilik envanteri alt boyutlar1 ile olan

korelasyon katsayilar1 .31 ile .63. arasinda rapor edilmistir.

Akademik Oz-Yeterlik Olcegi (Jerusalem ve Schwarzer, 1981)’nin orijinali
Almancadir. Olgek toplam 7 maddeden olusmakta ve tek boyutlu bir factdr yapisi
gostermektedir. Akademik 6z-yeterlik 6lgeginin Tiirkge uygulamasi igin gecerlik
ve giivenirlik c¢alismast  Yilmaz, Giircay ve Ekici (2007) tarafindan
gerceklestirilmistir. Olcegin Tiirkge formu da ash gibi 7 maddeden ve tek
boyuttan olusmustur. Olgekte bir maddenin (madde 7) ters puanlanmasi yoluyla
toplam puan elde edilmektedir. Olgegin Tiirk 6rneklemi igin i¢ tutarlik katsayisi

.79 olarak ve benzer 6l¢ek gecerligi .44 olarak bulunmustur.

Rosenberg Oz-Saygi Olcegi (Roseberg, 1965) 10 maddeden olusan tek boyutlu bir
dlgektir. Olgekte bes maddenin (1, 2, 4, 6 ve 7) ters puanlanmas1 yoluyla toplam
puan elde edilmektedir. Olgegin Tiirkge gegerlik ve giivenirlik calismasi
Cuhadaroglu (1985) tarafindan gerceklestirilmistir. Cuhadaroglu 6lcegin Tiirk
orneklemi igin gegerlik katsayisini .71, test-tekrar test katsayisini .75 olarak rapor

etmistir.

Engellenmeye Tahammiilsiizliik Olcegi, Harrington (2005) tarafindan Ellis
(1962)’in akiler duygusal davranis teorisi temel almarak gelistirilmistir. Olgek 28

madde ve toplam dért alt boyuttan olusmaktadir. Olgegin gegerlik ve giivenirlik
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caligmasi bu caligma kapsaminda gergeklestirilmistir. Madde-toplam korelasyonu
diisiik olan dort maddenin Olgek maddelerinden c¢ikarilmasiyla 6lgek orijinal
yapiya ulasmis ve uygulanan dogrulayici faktor analizi 6l¢egin dort alt boyuttan
olustugunu ortaya koymustur. Olgegin Tiirk 6rneklemi igin i¢ tutarlik katsayis1 .86
ve test-tekrar test iliskisel katsayisi .70 olarak hesaplanmistir. Bu calisma

sonucunda Ol¢egin aykiri dlgek gegerligi .35 olarak bulunmustur.

Oz-kontrol Olcegi (Rosenbaum, 1980) 36 maddeden ve toplam 6 alt boyuttan
olusan bir dlgektir. Olgekten alian toplam puan, 6lgekteki on bir maddenin (4, 6,
8,9, 14, 16, 18, 19, 21, 29 ve 35) ters puanlanmasi ile elde edilmektedir. Tiirkce
gecerlik ve gilivenirlik calismasi Siva (1991) tarafindan yapilan Olgegin Tiirk
orneklemine uygulanmasi sonucu igtutarlik katsayisi .79 ve test-tekrar test iliskisel
katsayis1 .80 (Dag, 1991) olarak rapor edilmistir. Olgegin aykir1 dlgek gegerligi ise

-.29 olarak bulunmustur.

Veri Toplama Siireci

Veriler arastirmaci tarafindan 2009-2010 6gretim yili bahar doneminde 6 haftalik
bir siirede toplanmustir. Universite Insan Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu onay1 ve her
bir sinifin 6gretim elemanlarin izni alindiktan sonra tiim Olgme araglari
Ogrencilere ders saatlerinde dagitilmis ve gerekli acgiklamalar tiim Ogrencilere

standart bigimde yapilmistir. Tiim 6grenciler ¢alismaya goniillii olarak katilmigtir.
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Verilerin Analizi

Bu ¢alismada verilerin analizi i¢cin AMOS 18 veri analizi programi kullanilmistir.
Bu analiz yoluyla varsayimsal bir model test edilmistir. Diger bir deyisle, akilci
duygusal davranig kurami temel alinarak se¢ilmis duygusal, bilissel ve davranis
degiskenlerinin, erteleme davranisini ne Olclide yordadigi ve degiskenlerin
dogrudan ve dolayli etkisini incelemek i¢in birbirleriyle olan yapisal iliskisine

bakilmustir.

BULGULAR

Bu calismada oncelikle, calismanin temel analizi olan yol analizinin gerekliligi
olan sayiltilar test edilmistir. Buna gore veri analizinden once eksik veriler ve
aykir1 degerler tespit edilmis ve % 5 in lizerinde eksik veri ve aykiri veri bulunan
katilimcilar veri analizine dahil edilmemistir. Bunun yam sira, verilerin
dagiliminin normal olup olmadigimi test etmek amaciyla Skewness ve Kurtosis
degerlerine bakilmistir. Analiz 6ncesi bulgular veri analizinin uygunlugu ortaya
koydugundan verilerin analizi i¢in ilk olarak betimsel istatistik yontemleriyle
degiskenlerin ortalamalar1 ve standart sapmalar1 (Tablo 4.2); daha sonra da

degiskenler arasindaki korelasyonlar hesaplanmistir (Tablo 4.3).

Onerilen modelin stnanmas1 amaciyla dncelikle modelin galisma verilerine uygun
olup olmadigini gérmek i¢in ¢esitli uygunluk ol¢iitleri hesaplanmistir. Bu sonuglar

Tablo 4.7°de belirtilmektedir. Tablodan, tim istatistiksel uygunluk sonuglarinin
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anlamli oldugu ancak veri toplanan 6rneklemin bu modeli ¢ok iyi temsil etmedigi
goriilmektedir. Buna gore analiz sonuglari bazi yollarin ¢ikarilmasi ve bazi
yollarin  modele eklenmesine iliskin  Oneriler vermistir. Bu  Oneriler
gerceklestirilerek analiz tekrarlanmistir. Buna gore Onerilen modelin ¢oklu

uygunlugu Tablo 4.9°da sunulmaktadir.

Modelde kurgulanan dogrudan ve dolayli yollarin anlamli olup olmadigi
standardize edilmis beta ytkleri ile elde edilmistir. Dogrudan ve dolayl etkiler
Tablo 4.6°da, Figiir 4.2 (sayfa 131)’de ve Figiir 4.3 (sayfa 137)’te sunulmaktadir.
Figiir 4.2’de anlamli yollar siyah, anlamsiz yollar kirmizi ve onerilen yollar ise
yesil renkle gosterilmektedir. Figiir 4.3’de ise Onerilen modeldeki yollarin

standardize edilmis beta yiikleri gosterilmektedir.

Tim bu yollar incelendiginde 6z-sayginin ertelemeyi olumsuz yonde yordadigi
goriilmektedir. Bulgular ayrica 6z-sayginin ertelemeyi en giiclii diizeyde olumsuz
yordayan bir degisken oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Akademik 0&z-yeterlik
erteleme davranigsin1 olumsuz yonde anlamli olarak yordarken ayni zamanda ara
etken olarakta yordadigini ortaya koymustur. Bulgular genel olarak 6z-sayginin
erteleme davramigint hem dogrudan hem de akademik Oz-yeterlik ve 0z-

diizenlemeyi ara etken alarak, dolayli olarak da etkiledigini gostermistir.

Calisma bulgulari, engellenmeye tahammiilsiizliik alt boyutlarindan duygusal
tahammiilstizlik degiskeninin 6z-diizenlemeyi olumlu olarak ve ertelemeyi

olumsuz olarak yordadigimni ortaya koymustur. Duygusal tahammiilsiizliik ve
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akademik 0z-saygi arasinda anlamli bir iligki bulunamamistir. Bulgular ayrica,
yordama puani diisiik olsa bile duygusal tahammiilsiizliigiin ertelemeyi dolayl
olarak 6z-diizenlemeyi ara degisken alarak yordadigini ortaya koymustur. Benzer
olarak, engellenmeye tahammiilsiizliigiin ikinci alt boyutu olan rahatsizli§a
tahammiilsiizliigiin akademik 6z-yeterligi, 6z-saygiy1 ve 6z-diizenlemeyi anlamli
ve olumsuz yonde yordadigini ortaya koymaktadir. Buna ek olarak bulgular,
engellenmeye tahammiilsiizliigiin ertelemeyi akademik 6z-yeterlik ve 6z-saygiy1

ara degisken alarak dolayli yonden de yordadigini gostermektedir.

Modelin 6nemli degiskenlerinden biri olan akilct olmayan inanglar 6lgeginin iki
alt boyutundan biri olan duygusal sorumsuzlugun akademik 6z- yeterligi ve 6z-
saygiy1 anlamli ve olumsuz yonde yordadig: goriilmektedir. Bu calismanin 6nemli
bulgularindan bir digeri de duygusal sorumsuzluk degiskeninin erteleme
davranisini dogrudan ve dolayli yolla yordamis olmasidir. Akilci olmayan
inanglar degiskeninin ikinci alt boyutu olan asir1 kaygi degiskeninin de 6z-saygiy1
ve ertelemeyi dolayli olarak yordamasi diger oOnemli bir bulgu olarak
degerlendirilebilir. Modelde asir1 kaygi degiskeni erteleme davranisini 6z-saygi

yoluyla dolayl olarak yordamaktadir.

Arastirma modeli, Onerilerden sonra tekrar test edilmis ve bu haliyle modelin
uyum istatistiklerinin ¢ok daha iyi oldugu goriilmiistiir. Tablo 4.7 ve Figiir 4.3
(sayfa 137) yenilenmis modeldeki beta yiiklerini gostermektedir. Erteleme,
akademik Oz-yeterlik, 0z-saygi ve Oz-diizenleme i¢in elde edilen regresyon

esitlikleri ve R2 sonuglar1 Tablo 4.8’de sunulmaktadir. Buna gore, engellenmeye
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tahammiilsiizliik (duygusal ve rahatsizliga tahammiilsiizliik), akil dis1 inanglar
(duygusal sorumsuzluk), akademik 06z-yeterlik, 0z-saygi ve 0z-diizenleme
erteleme toplam varyansinin % 35’ini; 0z-saygi, duygusal tahammiilsiizliik,
duygusal sorumsuzluk, akademik oz-yeterlikteki toplam varyansin % 13’{in;
rahatsizliga tahammiilsiizliik, duygusal sorumsuzluk ve asir1 kaygi 6z-saygidaki
toplam varyansin % 07 sini ve son olarak duygusal tahammiilsiizliik, rahatsizliga
tahammiilsiizliigii, duygusal sorumsuzluk, akademik 6z-yeterlik ve 6z-saygi, 0z-

diizenlemedeki toplam varyansin % 27’sini agiklamstir.

TARTISMA

Bu calismanin amaci akilct duygusal davranig kurami c¢ercevesinde belirlenmis
olan degiskenlerin Tiirk {iniversite Ogrencilerinin  erteleme davranisi
sergilemelerine ne diizeyde katkida bulundugunu incelemektir. Diger bir deyisle,
bu calisma kapsaminda biligsel, duygusal ve davranigsal bilesenleri yansitan
degiskenlerin hem erteleme ile hem de kendi aralarinda ne diizeyde etkilesimli
olduklar1 incelenmigtir. Akilc1 duygusal davranis kuramini temel alan ¢alismada

Figiir 4.1°de goriilen ara degiskenli bir model test edilmistir.

Bu calisma kapsaminda ¢oklu faktorler ertelemenin neden sonug oriintiisii i¢inde
degerlendirilmistir. Calisma kapsaminda degerlendirilen kavramlar engellenmeye
tahammiilstizliik, akilc1 olmayan inanglar, akademik 6z-yeterlik, 6z-saygi ve 0z-

diizenlemeyi i¢ermektedir.
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Cinsiyet farki bu calisma kapsaminda incelenen ilk kavramdir. Cinsiyet farkina
yonelik, 6n calisma olarak gergeklestirilen analizler kiz ve erkek Ogrencilerin
erteleme davraniglarinda cinsiyet farkinin olmadigini géstermistir. Bu dogrultuda
calisma bulgulari, daha o©nce gercgeklestirilen bir ¢alismanin bulgulariyla
tutarsizlik gostermektedir. Ancak arastirmaci goriigleri buna benzer sonuglarin
beklenebilecegi yoniindedir. Buna gore bazi arastirmacilar (6rn., Milgram, Batori
ve Mowrer, 1993; Watson, 2001) erteleme davranisinin veri toplanan niifustan ve
uygulanan yontemden etkilendigini belirtmektedir. Bu ¢alismanin niifusunun daha
onceki ¢alismanin niifusu ile ayn1 olmasina ragmen ¢alismada kullanilan erteleme
davranis1 6lgeginin farkli olmasi ve ¢aligmanin bes y1l sonra yeniden yapilmasi iki
caligma arasindaki cinsiyet farkina olan tutarsizligi ortaya koymus olabilir. Bu
baglamda, caligma bulgularn erteleme davranisi alanda metanaliz ¢alismalarini
ylriiten (Steel, 2004; 2007) erteleme davranisinda cinsiyet farkinin tahmin etmesi

zor bir yap1 oldugunu belirten arastirmacilarin goriislerini desteklemektedir.

Aragtirmadan elde edilen bulgulara bakildiginda engellenmeye tahammiilsiizliigiin
duygusal pargas1 olan duygusal sorumsuzlugun, akilcti olmayan inanglarin
duygusal pargalar1 olan duygusal ve rahatsizliga tahammiilsiizliigiin, akademik 6z-
yeterlik inancinin, Oz-sayginin, ve 0Oz-diizenlemenin dogrudan erteleme
davranisina neden oldugu goriilmektedir. Ancak bu dogrudan etkilerin yaninda
akademik 6z-yeterligin, 6z-sayginin ve 6z-diizenlemenin beklendigi gibi erteleme
ve diger degiskenler arasinda ara degisken ozelligine de sahip oldugu ortaya
cikmigtir. Buna gore, rahatsizliga tahammiilsiizlik ve duygusal sorumsuzluk

diisiik akademik Oz-yeterlige yol agarak erteleme davranisina neden olmakta;

224



rahatsizliga tahammiilsiizliik, duygusal sorumsuzluk ve asir1 kaygi 6grencilerde
0z-sayginin diismesine neden olarak erteleme davramisinin dolayli olarak
artmasima neden olabilmektedir. Ayni sekilde duygusal ve rahatsizliga
tahammiilstizlik asir1 kaygi ile beraber 0z-diizenlemeyi olumsuz yonde

etkileyerek erteleme davranisina neden olabilmektedir.

Aragtirma bulgularinda goriildiigii gibi, iiniversite 6grencilerinde ertelemeye yol
acabilen pek c¢ok faktér bulunmaktadir. Bu etkenler kendi aralarinda da ¢esitli
etkilesimlerde bulunmakta ve 6grencilerin akademik gérevlerini ileriki bir zamana
birakmalarina neden olmaktadir. Bu ¢alisma bulgulari, 6grencilerin akademik
gorevlerini ertelemelerinde duygusal, bilissel ve davramigsal faktorlerin etkili
oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Bulgular bilissel faktorlerin, erteleme davranisina
iliskin duygusal ve davranigsal faktorler iizerindeki etkisini gii¢lendirebilecegi
sOylenebilir. Bulgulara genel olarak bakildiginda Ellis (1962)’in 6nemle {izerinde
duydugu duygu, diisiince ve davranig Oriintiisiinii  destekledigi  de
goriilebilmektedir. Bu calisma, tliniversite 6grencilerinde erteleme davraniginin
onemli nedenlerini ortaya koymustur. Akilci duygusal davramis kurami
cercevesinde erteleme davranisimi agiklayicit pek ¢ok etkenin bireysel rollerinin
yani sira bu etkenlerin birbirleriyle etkileserek erteleme davranisini yordadigi da

calisma bulgulari arasindadir.

Bu caligmanin bulgulari, hem istatistiksel hem de kuramsal olarak duygusal,
biligsel ve davranigsal faktorlerin problem davraniglarda Onemini ortaya

koymustur. Akiler duygusal davranis kuraminda da oOnerildigi gibi insanlarin
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duygusal, bilissel ve davranis Oriintiileri birbirinden ayrilmaz sekilde iliskilidir.
Bu dogrultuda, bu faktorlerden birinin degisimi digerlerinin de degisimi ile
gerceklesebilmektedir. Buna gore davranislar etkilesimli ve gecisli olarak

gelismektedir. Diisiinceler duygu ve davraniglarla beslenmektedir (Ellis 1979).

Calisma bulgular1 erteleme davranisinin sadece davranigsal bir problem
olmadigini, aksine, duygusal, biligsel ve davranigsal bir 6riintii i¢cinde oldugunu
ortaya koymustur. Bulgular erteleme davranisin1 degistirmenin ancak duygu ve
diisiincenin de degismesiyle gerceklestirilecegini gostermektedir. Bu dogrultuda
calisma bulgularinin iiniversite psikolojik danisma servisi ¢alisanlarina ve egitim
gorevlilerine faydali bilgiler sunacak niteliktedir. Buna gore, Ogrencilerde
erteleme davraniginin {iistesinden gelinmesinin ancak a) farkli davranarak, b)
genelde distindiigiinden farkli yolla diisiinerek, c) degisime yonelik hissetme ile

olusacaginin bilinmesi gerekmektedir.

Buna ek olara, ¢alisma bulgulari, erteleme davranisinda en giiglii etkinin 6z-
diizenleme yoluyla oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Bu dogrultuda, erteleme
davranisinin listesinden gelinmesi dogrultusunda ¢alismalar yapan arastirmacilarin
ya da psikolojik danigmanlarin 6grencilerde erteleme davranisini azaltmak igin

onlara oncelikle 6z-diizenleme yollarini 6gretmeleri Onerilebilir.

Bundan sonra Tiirkiye’de yapilacak ¢aligsmalar i¢in de birtakim dneriler verilebilir.
Tiirkiye’de erteleme davranisi kuramsal caligmalar olarak cok fazla ilgi

gormediginden bu alanda sistematik ve kuramsal temele dayanan caligsmalara
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ihtiya¢ vardir. Bu ¢alisma erteleme davranisini akilci duygusal davranmis kurami
cercevesinde incelemistir. Bu ¢alismanin bu yonde yapilan ilk ¢calisma oldugu goz
oniinde bulundurularak daha sonraki ¢alismalarda tekrarlanmasi ya da baska bakis
acilar1 ve kuramsal yaklagimlar kullanilarak yeni ¢alismalar yapilmasi, erteleme
davranisinin agiklanmasi i¢in daha fazla bilgiler verecektir. Bunun disinda,
erteleme davranisinin yas, sosyo-ekonomik diizey, {iniversite tipi gibi farkli
Ozellikler dikkate alinarak olusturulacak orneklemde incelemesi de uygun

olacaktir.

Buna ek olarak, bu ¢alismada daha 6nce de belirtildigi gibi, duygusal bilissel ve
davranigsal bazi degiskenler belirlenerek erteleme davranisina olan etkisi ara
degiskenli bir model cercevesinde degerlendirilmistir. Daha sonra bu alanda
yapilacak olan ¢alismalarda farkli degiskenlerin eklenmesi, farkl kisisel 6zellikler
ve aile faktoriinliin belirlenmesi erteleme alaninda daha fazla edinilen bilgiyi
giiclendirecektir.

Bu ¢alismada, erteleme davranisi ‘davranis’ olarak degerlendirilmistir. Diger bir
deyisle bu calismada 6grencilerin yapmalar1 gereken akademik gorevleri ileriki bir
zamana birakip ertelemeleri belli bir dinamik ¢ercevesinde incelenmistir. Bu
baglamda, ileride yapilacak olan calismalarda erteleme davranisinin kaginsal,
kararsal ve kronik diger olusumlarinin ¢alismaya dahil edilmesinin bulgular

giiclendirecegi diistintilmektedir.

Son olarak, Tiirkiye’nin farkli bolgelerinde bulunan iiniversite 6grencilerinden

olusan bir 6rneklemin ¢alisma bulgularini giiclendirecegi agiktir. Bu dogrultuda,
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bu c¢alismada olan sadece 0z-cevaplama ydnteminin yani sira dgrencilerin aile,
arkadag ve 0gretmenlerinin de goriisleri dahil edilerek olusturulan gercek erteleme

davranis1 bu alanda daha giiglii bilgi saglayacaktir.
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