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Abstract 

The purpose of this research was to explore notions of task aversiveness across 

stages of persona1 projects (e.g.. Little, 1983). Ninety-six fernale and 5 5 male undergraduate 

students enrolled in an introductory psychology class completed Little's Persona1 Projeîts 

Analysis (e.g., 1983). In addition, participants were asked to indicate along an 1 1-point scale 

the stage of each of their persona1 projects. Based o n  theories of action proposed by Little 

(e-g., 1983) and Gollwitzer ( e g . ,  1990), respondents' projects were soned into four broad 

stages: Inception, Planning, Action. and Termination. Principal components analyses (PCA) 

revealed that boredom, hstration, and  resentment emerge as dimensions associated with 

task aversiveness at each stage of project development. As well. PCA revealed the 

association between task aversiveness and dimensions which assess notions of persona1 

meaning, autonomy, structure, stress. and negative emotions Vary across the stages of 

project development. As hypothesized. each principal component identified with task 

aversiveness was found to be positively related wirh procrastination These findings are 

discussed in terms of previous research in the area of procrastination and Kuhl's theoc of 

action (e.g., Kuhl, 1987, 1994). 
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Introduction 

In much of the research literature, procrastination, or the tendency to put things off. 

has been viewed as a trait. Trait procrastination refers to a relatively stable and consistent 

tendency to engage in dilatory behaviour on most or al1 tasks. At present. three forms of trait 

procrastination have been suggested: arousal, avoidant. and decisional Arousal 

procrastination refers to procrastinatov behaviour which arises from a motivation to 

increase one's arousal by working against a deadline (Ferrari. 1992a) Under these 

circumstances, procrastination becomes a rewarding experience by producing a "last minute 

msh" sensation for the procrastinator. Altematively. avoidant procrastination describes 

procrastinatory behaviour which is motivated by a desire to protect one's self-esreem 

(Ferrari, 1992a) By putting thinçs off. the procrastinator builds in an excuse for potenrial 

failure thereby protecting self-esteem. Finally. decisional procrastination (e.g.. Beswick. 

Rothblum, & Mann, 1988) refers to a form of procrastination which is believed to stem from 

an inability to make decisions coupled with a sense of pessimism about reaching a 

satisfactory decision. 

The majority of research on avoidant. arousal. and decisional procrastination has 

centred around trying to understand the etiology of each. In an attempting to do so. 

researchers have focused on linking procrastination to a variety of personality traits For 

example, arousal procrastination has been Iinked to self-eficacy (e.g.. Ferrari, Parker. & 

Ware, l992), perfectionism (e.g., Ferrari, 1991b). and sensation-seekine ( e  S.. Ferrari. 

1992a). Avoidant procrastination bas been found to be associated with impulsivity. 

neuroticism, depression (e.g., McCown, Johnson, & Petzel. l989), and self-handicapping 
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(e.g., Ferrari, l992a). Decisional procrastination appears to be related to locus of control. 

hostility (e.g., Beswick & Mann, 1994), forgetfulness and self-esteem (e.g., Effen & Ferrari. 

i 989). 

Although it is clear that there are docurnented links between trait procrastination and 

personality traits, research also suggests that procrastination is related to an individual's 

reaction to specific person-task charactenstics (h' A Milgram. Sroloff. B Rosenbaum. 

1988). Person-task characteristics refer to the perceived characteristics of a given task which 

may influence when and how an individual engages in a task For example. writing a term 

paper may be perceived by an individual to be an important and interesting task and. 

therefore, he or she may stan to work on it as soon as possible. whereas another individual 

may perceive the same task to be bonng and a cornplete waste of time and. as such. avoid 

engaging in it for as long as possible. Several studies have esplored the relation between 

procrastination and person-task characteristics. finding procrastinatory behaviour to he 

associated with various person-task characteristics. such as task capability (e.g . N. hfilgrani. 

Marsh-vsky, & Sadeh. 1999, task autonorny ( e g  . Lay. 1992). and task aversiveness (e - e..  

Rothbim, Solornon. & Murakami. 1986). Of the person-task characteristics studied. task 

aversiveness has received the most widespread attention in the literature 

g n  

Task aversiveness is typically defined in terms of how unpleasanr or unenjoyable a 

task is to perform ( e g ,  Lay, 1990; N. Milgrani et al.. 1995; Solomon 8r Rothblum, 1984). 

Previous research has demonstrated that individuais tend to engage in more procrastinatoq 
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behaviour on tasks which are perceived to be more unpleasant or unenjoyable than others 

For example, N. A. Milgram et al. (1988), operationalizing task aversiveness in terms of the 

inverse of pleasure, asked participants to rate 54 tasks on the level of pleasure associated 

with doing each task. Ratings of task aversiveness were made along a 4-point scale which 

ranged fiom stronn dis leasur~ (4) to verv pleasurable (1). As weil. participants were asked 

to indicate their characteristic behaviour for each task. using a 4-point scale: ( 1 )  promq 

performance; (2) fairlv romot performance with a comfonable interval before the deadline. 

(3) performance without much time to spare. and (4) performance ai the last possible 

moment. if at all. Of the 54 tasks. 38 were everyday tasks such as paying bills or doing 

laundry, 10 were work-related such as askine for a raise or preparing assignments. and 6 

were academic tasks such as beinç on time for lectures and checkins for grades Across al1 

tasks, aversiveness was found to be significantly related (1 = 3 3 .  p < 01 ) to behavioral 

delay (i.e., procrastination) and accounted for X ? . h  of the explained variance in 

procrastination. 

More recently, N. Milgram et al. (1995) asked respondents to rate 17 academic tasks 

(e.g., writing a term paper, buying school supplies and keeping up with readings) on the 

amount of behavioral delay experienced for each task Behavioral delay or procrastinat ion 

was assessed along a 5-point scale, frorn doing the  task as soon as ~ossible ( 1 )  to doine the 

jask after the deadline or not at al1 (5). Participants. however. were not asked to rate the 

tasks on aversiveness. Instead, tasks were described to the panicipants as being ( 1  ) pleasant 

tasks (e-g., interesting, enjoyable); (2) unpleasant tasks ( e g ,  boring difficult);' or (3)  

neutral tasks (i.e., tasks presented without affective descriptors). Four tasks were described 



as being pleasant, four as unpleasant, and 9 as neutral. Of the three types of tasks, 

individuals were more likely to report experiencing greater levels of behavioral delay for 

unpleasant tasks than for tasks descnbed as being neutral or pleasant. 

In a sirnilar fashion to N. Milgram et al. (1995) and K. A. Milgram et al. (1988). 

Szawlowski (1 987), examined the relation between enjoyment and procrastination in 

working on personal projects ( e g .  Little, 1983. 1989). Enjoyment in working on a project 

was assessed on an 1 1 -point scale from O (no eniovment at all) to 1 O (a ereat deal of 

d o m e n t ) .  Szawlowski's findings indicate that individuals who procrastinate to a greater 

extent experience signiticantly less enjoyment when pursuing their personal projects than 

individuals who procrastinate to a lesser degree. 

Aiso working with personal projects. Lay ( 1990) assessed the relation between 

procrastination and enjoyment in working on short-terrn and long-term personal projects 

However, unlike Szawlowski (1 987), Lay reverse-scored project enjoyment (Le., the exqent 

to which one enjoys working a project) to reflect task aversiveness Arousal procrastination 

was found to be positively related to measures of task aversiveness for short-term projecrs 

with a deadline (1 = 2 6 ,  Q < 0 5 )  and open projec~s with no specific deadline (1 = 3 1. p < 

.05). 

Sirnilarly, Lay (1 992) reports findings from three independent studies which 

demonstrate a clear relation between ratings of "how pleasant a task is to perform" and 

arousal procrastination. The pleasant-unpleasant dimension was assessed on a 7-point scale 

from 1 (ex-remel' unpleasant) to 7 ( g w )  and reverse-scored to reflect task 

aversiveness. In Study 1 and Study 2, arousal procrastination was found to be positively 
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related to ratings of task aversiveness across 2 1 everyday tasks. Correlations in Studies 1 

and 2 ranged from 1 = .42 to = .49, p < -01. In Srudy 3,  two weeks prior to an examination. 

students were asked to anticipate how much they would like studying (Le., the inverse of 

task aversiveness) for the examination. Students who anticipated a more aversive tirne 

preparing for the examination scored higher on arousal procrastination (1 = . 3 1, p < 0 1 ). 

than did students who anticipated expenencing a less aversive time 

More recently, Pychyl, Lee. Thibodeau and BIunt (1997) assessed procrastination 

and task aversiveness using the experience-sampling met hod (ESM: Czi kszentmihal yi. 

Larson, & Prescott, 1977, cited in Pychyl et al.. 1997) of data collection. The ESM 

employed by Pychyl et al. involved signalling participants randornly throuçhout the day by 

use of a pager camed by the person At the sound of each page, respondents were required 

to complete a senes of questions regarding their activities. thouçhts and emotions at that 

moment. For example, participants were asked t o  I ) to rate the activity in which the! werr 

currently engaged on pleasantness; 2) indicate if there was somethinz else they should be 

doing and, if so, rate the activity they should be doing on pleasantness, and 3)  indicate the 

extent to which they felt they were procrastinating on the activity they should be doing. The 

findings reported indicate that, when procrastinating. individuals rate their current activities 

as significantly (M = 706.1 (42)= 7.77,  p < 0 0  1 ) more pleasant than activities they should 

be doing. In addition, activities that participants felt they should be doing (when they were. 

in fact, doing something else) were rated as being sig-dicantly more difficult (M = 5 16, 

~ ( 4  1)= -9.45, p < -00 1 ) and stresshl = 5 59, l(47) = -9.95. g < 0 0  1 ) than activities in 

which participants were currently engaged. 
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What this review of the literature demonstrates is a fairly consistent relation between 

task aversiveness and procrastination. Although this previous work does demonstrate task 

aversiveness to be associated with procrastination. task aversiveness has typically been 

defined in limited terms such as how unpleasant or unenjoyable a task is to perf'orm. In this 

regard, Siiver (1974, cited in Aitken, 1982) argues that the nature of task aversiveness can 

be limited t o  the intnnsic pleasantness of a task. but it is as likely. if not more likely. to be 

denved from notions associated with the anticipated outcome of a task Similarly. Gollwitzer 

(e.g., 1990) suggests that pleasantness-unpleasantness of a goal will be determined bu 

reflecting on its consequences, such as positive or negative self-evaluation and/or with 

incentives associated with the process of pursuing a goal. such as escitement. .4s well. it has 

been suggested (C. H. Lay. personal communication. October. 18. 1996) that the definition 

of task aversiveness be broadened to include person-task characteristics such as uncenaintv 

and boredom which underlie notions of how unpleasant or unenjoyable a task is to perforrn 

One area of research which may provide a method for a broadened definition of task 

aversiveness is the study of personal projects (e.g.. Little. 1983, 1987a. b. 1989. 1993. 1996. 

1997). By incorporating a unit of analysis that ailous us to esamine individuals' appraisals of 

their activities, it may be possible to achieve a betrer understandins of how task aversiveness 

is conceptualized. To do this we need to examine personal projects in more detail 

&sonal Project s and Task Aversivenesr 

Persona1 projects have been defined by Little ( e . ~  . 1983. 1989) as extended sets of 

personally relevant action which represent the self-espressed goals of individuals Personal 
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projects are the things that people see themselves working on and caring about in their lives 

Examples of student projects in previous research include. "study for my math exam." "lose 

10 pounds," "plan for spring break," and "be a better person. " 

In Personal Projects Analysis (e-g., Little. 1983, 1989), individuals generate a list of 

personal projects which they are currently pursuing and appraise each project on a set of 

dimensions such as enjoyment, importance. and stress Appraisal dimensions typically 

included in PPA are Little's standard dimensions (refer to Table 1 ) which have been derived 

on theoretical and pragmatic grounds as reflecting potentially important characteristics of 

personal projects. 

Table 1. 

Standard ratine dimensions used in Personal Projects Analysis 
and the five theoretical factors 

Theoretical factors Standard PPA rating dimensions 

Meaning Enjoyment, Value Congruency. Self-Identity. Absorption. 
Importance 

Structure Initiation. Control. Time Adequacy. Positive Inipact. Negative 
Impact 

Community Visibility. Others' View 

Stress Stress, Challenge. Difficulty 

Efficacy Progress, Outcome 

As shown in Table 1, the standard PPA dimensions are subsumed under five 

conceptual domains of project meaning. structure. community. stress. and efficacy ( e  g . 

Little, 1989). Project meaning dimensions evaluate the extent to which individuals perceive 
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their projects to be worthwhile. Project structure dimensions tap the extent to which a 

person's projects are organized or in a state of disarray. Project community dimensions 

assess the extent to which an individual's projects are known and supponed by others 

Project stress dimensions evaluate the extent to which individuals feel able to cope with the 

demands of their projects. Project efficacy dimensions assess the cuvent progress and 

anticipated outcome of one's projects. 

In addition to Little's standard project dimensions. researchers have been encouraged 

to include new dimensions which rnay be panicularly sensitive to their research needs For 

example, McGregor and Little (1997) incorporated appraisal dimensions such as fun. pride. 

and pleasure in examining the relation between goal characteristics and measures happiness 

and meaning, while Pychyl and Little ( 1  997) included dimensions such as guilt. passion and 

uncenainty in their research on subjective well-being in the lives of doctoral students Over 

the past two decades, researchers have used the flexibility of PPA to explore a variet! of 

research topics and. in the process. have added over 200 dimensions (Chambers, 1996) to 

Little's original set of standard dimensions Typically, however. the total number of 

dimensions in any one study is less than 20 appraisal dimensions (e.g., Little. 1997). 

Of particular interest to the proposed research are appraisal dimensions which have 

been found to related to project enjoyrnent Project enjoyment assesses the rxtent to which 

individuals enjoy engaging in a panicular project and. by definition ( e g  Lay, 1990, 1992). 

reflects the degree to which a task is perceived to be aversive. Several project dimensions 

have been found in previous studies to be signiftcantly associated with project enjoyment. .A 

few examples are provided below to illustrate the variety of dimensions found in previous 



research to be associated with project enjoyment. 

Project enjoyrnent has been found to be related to the project dimension initiation. 

Project initiation assesses the extent to which individuals feel responsible for initiating their 

projects. Wilmut (1 9941, for example, reports that levels of project enjoyment are 

significantly related to ratings of project initiation (1 = -49, p < .O 1). which suggests that 

individuals find less enjoyment in projects which they have not personally initiated, as 

compared with projects they feel more responsible for initiating 

As well, project enjoyment appears to be associated with the project dimension self- 

identity, or the e.xtent to which a project is felt to be typical of oneself For example. Lay 

(1986) repons finding a strong positive relation (c = .50, 2 < OS) between the project 

dimensions enjoyment and self-identity. Lay's ( 1  986) finding that self-identity is relared ro 

enjoyment suggests that the people are less likely to enjoy engaginç in projects which are 

less typical of themselves than projects which are more self-prototypical. 

Another dimension which appears to be related to project enjoyment is project 

importance. Project importance assesses the extent to which a project is felt to be imponant 

to an individual. For instance, research conducted by MacDiarrnid (1990) indicates that 

levels of project imponance are positively associated (1 = 4 7 .  p < .O0 1 ) with ratings of 

project enjoyment, which suggests that people are less likely to enjoy in engaginç in projects 

which are less important to them than projects which are more important to ihem. 

In addition, project enjoyment has been found to be positively associated with the 

project dimension progress, which assesses the extent to which individuals feel rhey have 

been successful in their projects to date. h exarnple here is work reported by Little, 



Carlseq Glavin and Lavery (1 98 1) who found that levels of enjoyment are significantly 

related to ratings of progress (1 = .41, p < .05). Little et alh finding suggests, therefore, that 

individuals experience less enjoyment in projects which are felt to be progressing less 

successfully, as compared to projects which are perceived to be progressing more 

successfully . 

More recently, Pychyl (1995) found levels of project enjoyrnent to be highly related 

to the project dimension passion (1 = . 57. p c .05). The dimension passion was added by 

Pychyl to assess the extent to which a project is felt to be so personally satisQing that one 

would identify it as a passion. Pychyl's finding indicates that project enjoyment tends to be 

lower for projects which are iess personally satisfying than for projects which are more 

personally satisfiing. 

In sum, research involvine persona1 projects sqgests  that specific project dimensions 

such as passion. progress, initiation, irnponance. and self-identity are associated with the 

enjoyrnent, and. given the logic of previous procrastination research. the aversiveness of a 

project. In effect. these project dimensions beein to provide a rnulti-dimensional perspective 

on task aversiveness. Before turning to the question of what other PPA dimensions mieht be 

pan of this multi-dimensional definition of task aversiveness. we rnight first consider other 

aspects of persona1 projects such as project stages. 

Mode1 of Persona1 Prqiects Stases 

Goal pursuits such as personal projects typically progress through a sequence of 

stages or phases (e.g.. Little, 1983. 1997; Gollwitzer, 1990. 1997). Each stase or phase is 
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characterised by a set of processes which focus on  different aspects of goal pursuits such as 

the planning or enactment. With regard to task aversiveness. Silver (1974, cited in Aitken. 

1982) suggests that the processes associated with the initial stages of a goal are oflen 

aversive because more decision-making and structuring is required during these stages 

Consequently, we might conclude that task aversiveness in the early stages of goal 

developrnent is related to issues of decision-making. which may be absent in later stages. To 

the extent that this is the case, we might conclude generally that task aversiveness will va- 

in relation to the processes associated with each stage of development. One of the purposes 

of this research is to explore notions of task aversiveness across the stases of personal 

projects. 

Central to Little's (e.g., 1983. 1989) definition of personal projects is the idea that 

projects are extended over time. In this regard. Little (e .g  1983. 1 997. Little. Lecci. 8: 

Watkinson, 1992) suggests that personal projects can be conceptualized as proyessing 

through a sequence of stages. In order to capture this sequence. Little (e  S .  1983) has 

proposed a model of persona1 project stages 

The model of personal project stages provides a temporal perspective on the 

development of personal projects, beçinning with the initial awareness of the possibility of a 

project and ending with a project's termination. As depicred in this model. projects can be 

conceptualized as passing through four broad stages which include twenty project substages 

Little (e.g., 1983) explains that while it is unlikely any given project will invariantly pro, ~ r e s s  

through each of the substages, it can be expected that project development will be 

sequentially constrained by the four major stages (p 777). Each of the four stages is 



described in more detail beiow.' 

b ~ t i o n  Sr- The inception stage begins with an initial awareness of the 

possibility of a project. According to Little, awareness about a given project may be initiated 

fiom various sources. In one case, awareness may be initiated by individuals when they have 

perceived e disparity between their present and desired circumstances (e g.. Julia wanting to 

replace her Pinto with a new BMW) As well. awareness may be initiated from outside 

sources. For instance, Henry rnay become aware of a project when his mother and farher 

suggest that Henry should go to university. or Suzie may find herself thinking about cleaning 

the bathroom afier her mother's forcehl suggestion to do so 

Even though an individual rnay have discerned a project's possibility. Little explains 

that a project rnay fail to proceed any fbnher if it remains unstructured and inchoate. In 

order for a projea to proceed it must be "coded, labeled, stored, and clarified" (p. 179). 

According to Little, a crucial step at this point that rnay impact on how subsequent stages 

are handled is deciding upon the source of the project Regardless of the real source. 

responsibility for a project is attributed in sequence with its identification and labeling For 

example, Henry rnay identifi his project to attend university as self-initiated when, in 

actuality, the real source of Henry's project was his morher and father. -4s a result. Henry 

rnay delay acting on applying to university in an effon to convince his mother and father that 

they were not responsible for initiating the project. 

Following awareness and identification. individual s t hen preevaluate a project. 

assessing it against competinç demands on their time and resources. Little esplains that 

dunng this period, individuals also evaluate whether the desired outcome of a project will be 



consistent with their values and needs, while companng it with projects which are already 

active or in earlier sub-stages of inception. Once a project has been preevaluated, individuals 

then decide whether or not to accept the project. 

According to Little (1983), acceptance of a project involves making a cornmitment 

to the project which can range from "grudging acceptance of the inevitability of an assigned 

project to passionate consecration of one's life to a cause." (p. 280) The timing and outcome 

of this stage will depend upon the extent to which the individual publically and/or privately 

accepts the project. However, Little explains that at this juncture. individuals typically accept 

their projects openly and proceed to the second major stase in the development of a project. 

planning. 

plannine S t a ~  During this stage. individuals will engage in planning and soliciting 

whatever persona1 and material support needed for a project The first step in the planning 

stage involves proposing the project. Little explains that the purpose of the proposa1 is to 

present the major goals of a project so as to attract rather than discourage potential 

supporters, although a project may not as yet be planned in detail If the proposal elicits 

negative social feedback, a project rnay be aborted. othenvise it rnay proçress to an 

administrative phase. 

According to Little, administration can be viewed in terms of three related sub- 

stages: funding suppon, and recruitment Funding involves obtaining resources necessan 

for the suppon and completion of a project Because projects typically require materials and 

space suppon, plans should also be made for having a place to engage in a project or for 

obtaining the materials required to complete a project In addition, the planning of a project 
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may involve the recruitment of participants. 

As of now, the phases of the planning stage have focussed on the social and spatial 

elements of project management. The final phase. scheduling, addresses the temporal aspects 

of project planning. Little explains that the temporal nature of personal projects necessitates 

that they be divided into component activities so as to facilitate their successful completion. 

Once the planning of a project has been completed. the individual is ready to enact the goal. 

and the project enters the action stage. 

Action S t a s  The initial period of the action stage involves the launching of a 

project. During this period of stan-up or engagement. individuals may find a project to be 

hiehly stimulating and demanding of enersies and resources from their other activities Little 

likens this penod to startins off in a car which can either be "srnooth and eradual or jerkins 

and grindine." (p.  233) 

M e r  engagement. the action stage consists of three relared processes control. 

continliity, and motivation. The first process. control. involves processes related to handling 

the direction of a project and the use of energies and resources initially diverted to a project 

The second process, continuity. is instrumental in maintaining the interrelatedness of the acts 

which comprise a project. The third process involves the motivation of the individual(s) 

engagcd in a project. Little advises that the processes of control. continuity, and motivation 

should be viewed as an integrated system rather than a linear sequence of sub-stages. 

Unsuccessfûl projects are likely to result from an imbalanced or excess reliance upon one of 

the three processes, whereas successful projects will involve the inteerated and balanced use 

of al1 three processes. 



However, Little explains that in order for a project be accomplished in accordance 

with the original project plan, individuals must evaluate the discrepancies arising dunng the 

action stage between the goals and accomplishrnents of a project. Based upon these 

discrepancies, individuals rnay decide dunng this period of postevaIuation to terminate or re- 

initiate actions associated with a project. For example, Henr). may decide to terminate 

applying to university afier receiving a letter of acceptance. whereas his friend Jim ma? 

decide to re-apply afier receiving a letter of rejection According to Little. the less the 

discrepancy between the goals and accornplishments of a project. the more likely will a 

project move to the termination stage. 

'Jemination S t a ~  The termination stage typically begins with a signal that the 

project is coming to an end. End-signaling can take a variet! of forms For example. Jill's 

math study project might be end-signaled by her upcomino esam. or the end-signal for Jeff 

and Judy's relationship may be Judy's threatening to move in with her mother. 

Following end-signaling, it rnay be necessary to rernove an? exit-barriers associated 

u i th  a project. According to Little. exit-barriers are often siens of failure. and frequently 

conflict with social goals. For example, potential exit-barriers to Jeff s and Judy's impendinp 

separation rnight include concems about how their families will reacc or the financial costs 

involved with separating Identification and removal of exit-barners is a necessary step when 

a project must be teminated (i. e., Judy's and Jeff s relationship) and there are pressures to 

continue with it (e.g., concems expressed by Jeff s and ludy's respective Families or the 

financial cost associated with separating). However. Little esplains that exit-barriers are not 

endernic to a11 projects, and if appropriate planning has been carried out in Stage 2, exit- 



barriers may be avoided. 

After the removal of exit-barriers (if any). al1 activities associated with a project are 

concluded and followed by publication or revealing the project to others At this time. any 

compensations associated with the conclusion of a project will be gamered by the 

individual(s) involved with the project. According tc Little. even though activities on a 

project have been concluded, shut-down of a project is still required In contrast to the sub- 

stage of conclusion, which involves the cessation of activities, the shutting down of a project 

has more symbolic importance. For exampie. althoueh Judy may have said her good-byes to 

Jeff, in Judy's mind. shut-down of the relationship may only occur with a symbolic dam of 

the front door However, the transition between the conclusion and shut-down of a project 

rnay not always be smooth. For esample, if there is sufficient deiay between the time of 

Judy's good-byes and her leaving, Judy may be forced to return to the conclusion sub-stage 

and reiterate her good-byes to Jeff Nevertheless. in terms of the temporal sequence of 

personal projects. shut-down is the final outcome of most projects. 

In sum. the mode1 of project stases provides a temporal perspective on the 

development of goal pursuits. According to this mode]. personal projects can be 

conceptualized as passing through four major stases of development The firsr stage. 

inception, extends from the initial awareness of a project to a decision to take on that 

project. Once a project has been accepted it enters the planning stage This stage involves 

planning both social and temporal aspects of a project such as the recmitment of others as 

participants, deciding where it wiil be carried out and allocating time for engaginç in a 

project .Mer planning, a project enters the action stage The action stase estends from the 
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initial start-up of a project to a postevaluation of whether the project has reached its 

anticipated outcorne. When a project is determined to have reached its anticipated outcome 

it progresses to the final stage, termination. The termination stage begins with the end- 

signding of a project and wraps up with the final shut down of the project. Support for 

Little's (1983) conceptualization of the temporal nature of goal-directed behaviours can be 

found in the model of action phases (e-g.. Gollwitzer. 1990. 1997). 

Mode1 of Action Phases 

Sirnilar to Little's (e.g., 1983) theo. of project stages. Gollwitzer's ( e g .  I W O .  

1997) model of action phases also provides a temporal perspective on goal-directed 

behaviour. beginning with the initial awareness of a wish and ending wit h the evaluative 

thoughts a person has once the goal-directed behaviour has ended Accordine to Gollwitzer 

(e.g., 1990) the sequence of events occurring within this time-frame pass through four 

distinct phases: predecisional, preactional. actional. and postactional.' 

predecisional Phase. The first phase in the model of action phases is the predecisional 

phase. Dunng the predecisional phase wishes are deliberated upon and preferences towards 

wishes are established. Gollwitzer explains that because individuals tend to have too many 

wishes to achieve in a lifetime, or wishes that may contradict each other. or others that ma!, 

be too dificult to implement, individuals rnust decide which of their wishes they prefer to 

undenake. Individuals establish their preferences towards a wish by employing the evaluatiïe 

critena of desirability and feasibility. 

According to Gollwitzer, the feasibility of a wish is determined by contemplating the 
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chances that it will be realized. Individuals rnay assess feasibility by reflecting upon whether 

they can achieve the outcome implied by a particular wish through their own activity. For 

example, individuals rnay ask themselves if they feel capable or possess the skills or talents 

required to achjeve the wish. As well, the feasibility of a wish rnay be assessed by 

contemplating whether the situational context will be supportive or impeding. For instance. 

individuals rnay ask themselves if they will have enouçh time or support and encouragement 

to fulfil the wish. In addition to contemplatins the feasibility of a çiven wish, individuals will 

assess its desirability. 

Desirability is determined by contemplating the expected value of fûlfilling a wish 

According to Gollwitzer, in order to determine the expected value, individuals rnay estimate 

the pleasantness-unpleasantness of potenrial long- and short-term consequences and the 

likelihood that attaining the desired outcome will lead to these consequences. These 

consequences rnay include the following: positive or negative self-evaluation or evaluation 

by others, progress toward an imponant life goal. or pleasant- unpleasant side effects 

unrelated to the initial wish rUso relevant to assessino the desirability of a panicular n i s h  

will be incentives such as the excitement or joy related to the process of attaining the desired 

outcorne. 

As Gollwitzer explains, although preferences are established by retlecting on the 

desirability and feasibility of a given wish. the desirability and feasibility of a panicular wish 

is not fixed, but is established in the context of other wishes which ma). be complementary or 

conflicting. For example, a wish associated with many positive consequences such as soin- 

on a luxury vacation may suddenly become less desirable when considered in light of a wish 
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to Save money. On the other hand, a wish may appear more feasible when reflected upon in 

relation to other wishes. For exampie, an individual's wish to direct his or her own motion 

picture and his or her wish to attend film school. 

After the feasibility and desirability of a wish have been evaluated. the mode1 of 

action phases predicts that progress towards fulfilling a given wish will not occur until that 

wish is transformed into a goal intention. According to Gollwitzer, this transformation frorn 

wish to goal intention is charactenzed by a decision or resolution to act upon the wish and is 

accompanied by a feeling of determination or obligation to Fulfil the wish. However. forming 

a goal intention is only a prerequisite towards wish fulfilrnent. Gollwitzer explains that once 

a goal intention has been formed. it becomes necessary to promote the initiation and 

execution of goal-directed behaviours. At this juncture the individual enters the preactional 

phase. 

Preactional Phase. The preactional phase is characterized by planning Accordine ro 

Gollwitzer, this process may be relatively simple when the required goal-directed actions are 

well practiced or routine. However, planning ma) become more cornples such as when 

newly formed goal intentions cannot be carried out immediately. when opportunities to act 

are not available. when the goal intention can not be achieved in a single step. or when the 

individual is uncertain or undecided about how to act As a result. individuals may be 

intempted or forced to pause while awaiting future opportunities to pursue the goal 

intention. Gollwitzer explains that under these circumstances. it becomes necessary for 

individuals to create plans of action through a process of reflecting and deciding upon when. 

where, how, and how long to act. Wirh the completion of planning. the individual is ready to 



initiate relevant actions. 

The initiation of relevant actions depends upon the volitional strength (Le., how 

strongly a person is committed to irnplementing the chosen goal ) of a goal intention as 

compared with other competing goal intentions. .4ccording to Gollwitzer. volitional strength 

is considered to be a positive function of a goal intention's desirability and feasibility as 

perceived prior to being chosen. Atthough the volitional strength of a soal intention is an 

important factor in the initiation of relevant actions. action initiation also depends upon the 

situation. 

For example, one might assume that a soal intention. competing for initiation with a 

goal intention of comparatively weaker volition strength. would prevail. However, if the 

current situation is not conducive to the initiation of the comparatively stronger goal 

intention, the weaker goal intention may prevaii. For instance. the volitional strengh 

associated with Joe's goal to take a luxury cmise may be greater than ir is for Joe's goal to 

buy a new car. but because Joe's boss refuses to give him vacation time. Joe mal decide ro 

buy a rew car. As well, the present situation ma- better favour the initiation of a goal 

intention than at any future time. Gollwitzer explains that under these circumstance. an 

individ~al may take the opponunity to initiate a goal intention and postpone cornpeting goal 

intentions, even if the competing goal intentions are of comparatively greater volition 

strength. For example, because mortgage rates may rise in the near future. Kim ma! decide 

that it is tirne to buy a new house. even though she would prefer to invest her money ir! the 

stock market. 

In sum, action iniriation is incumbenr upon the volitional strength of a goal intention 



as compared with competing goal intentions, as well as the favourability of the present 

situation as compared with future situations for initiating the goal intention. With the 

initiation of relevant actions the individual enters the actional phase. 

mioml Phase. The actional phase is associated with acting toward goal 

achievement or bringing goal-directed behaviours to successfui completion. According to 

Gollwitzer, the amount of effort an individual exens upon a particular goal intention is 

related to its volition strength which acts as a threshold value for a person's effon exenion. 

In other words, individuals are thought to increase their efforts when difficulties arise 

enroute to goal completion. Followin_e the actional phase. the individual moves to the 

postactional phase. 

postactional Phase The postactional pbase is the final phase in the modei of action 

phases, and involves evaluating the success of an intended goal Gollwitzer explains that the 

first step in evaluating a goal is to determine whether the inrended outcome of a goal has 

been achieved. Once this evaluative process has been accomplished. individuals can stop 

acting on the goal and wait for the desired consequences. 

The question of whether a goal has been achieved is relatively simple when dealing 

with goals thar have discrete outcomes such as buyin3 a new car, asliing Cathy on a date. 

reading War alxi Peace, or vacationing in the Bahamas. However, the question of whether a 

goal has been achieved becornes more complicated and uncenain when the goal in question 

does not have a discrete outcome. but instead can be continuously improved on or estended. 

For instance, it may be dificult for Bob to determine if he has studied enough for his physics 

exam, or for Jane to determine if she has trained enou-h for her upconiing 100 meter race. 



Under these conditions, the individual may reson to setting clear "termination standards" 

regarding when the intended outcome has been met. For example, Bob might decide to stop 

studying d e r  he has completed al1 of the practice questions in his physics book, while Jane 

may decide to stop training after she has nin twenty 400-meter intewals 

As Gollwitzer explains, afier determininç whether the outcome of the intended goal 

has been achieved, individuals must decide whether the actual value of the completed goal 

matches its desired value as assessed during the predecisional phase. However, the actual 

value may faIl shon of the desired value When this shortfall occurs. individuals ma? have to 

acknowledge that they did not perform as well as espected. or that the environment was less 

supportive than expected. According to Gollwitzer. this process of evaluation may cause 

individuals to re-evaluate their wishes, possibly resulting in a reduction in their standards 

with respect to the immediare goal, or the consideration of other competing wishes which 

now seem comparatively more feasible andior desirable. In other words. the purpose of the 

postactional phase is for evaluating performances and outcornes. while directing individuals 

back to their original wishes, as well tuming them rowards future wishes. 

In sum. the model of action phases (e.g.. Gollwitzer. 1990, 1997) attempts to 

descnbe the achievement of goals within the contest of temporally distinct phases These 

phases, in temporal order, are: reflecting upon and settins preferences between compering 

wishes (i.e., predecisional); planning when. where. how. and how loris to act (i.e.. 

preactional); acting upon and bringing goal intentions to completion (i.e..actional); and 

evaluating goal achievement by comparing what has been achieved to what was initial]? 

desired (Le., postactional). The main concern of the model of action phases is to identifi the 



typical problems individuais encounter when attempting to translate their wishes into reality 

and Con- 

Common to both models is the notion that each stage or phase is characterized by a 

set of processes which focus on different aspects of goal or project development. For 

example, the Inception stage and Predecisional phase involve processes associated wirh 

deliberating and deciding on which projects or goals to accept. whereas the Planning stage 

and Preactional phase involve resolving where. when. and how to carry out one's projects or 

goals. Accordingly. we might conc;utle that notions of task aversiveness will v a s  in relation 

to the processes associated with each stage of development For esample. task aversiveness 

dunng the Action stage may be related issues of control and continuity. whereas in the 

Termination stage we might expect aversiveness to be related to issues of exit-barrier 

removal or fear of project evaluation. 

The purpose of this study is to explore notions of task aversiveness across stages of 

project development. In addition. the relation between task aversiveness and procrastination 

wili be examined within the temporal mode1 of project stages However. unlike the majorit'. 

of research on procrastination, an attempt will be made to define and operationalize 

procrastination beyond mere notions of "putting off' or "dela? " 

Definine and Operationalizino Procrastination 

Stnctly speaking, procrastination means to put off or delay (Oxford English 

Dictionary, 1983). In much of the research on procrastination (e.g.. Lay. 1986, 1987. 1992. 
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Lay & Schouwenburg, 1993; Milgram, Gehrman, & Keinan, 1992). procrastination has been 

assessed in terms of how f'requently individuals put off or delay their activities However. 

Szawlowski (1987) has suggested that the conceptual formulation of procrastination be 

expanded beyond mere notions of putting off or delay. In this regard, Szawlowski points to 

Sabini and Silver's (1982) conceptual formulation of procrastination as a potential mode1 for 

defining procrastinatory behaviour. 

Sabini and Silver (1 982) argue that procrastination can not adequately be defined in 

t ems  of "putting oK" According to Sabini and Silver. putting ofTa task. even until the last 

moment, is not procrastination if the individual has reason to believe he or she can complete 

the task in that final moment (p. 128). In other words. when putting off a task is rational. it is 

not procrastination. 

Sabini and Silver describe a number of situations in which putting off somethins is 

not procrastination. In one scenario they present a "typical" student. Kim. who has only the 

weekend to write her frfih and final a n  history paper. but her bojfriend. Jim. invites her out 

to dinner on Saturday night. In this case, Sabini and Silver esplain that over the course of the 

year, Kim has written four ".4+" papers in 6 hours. so Kim decides that she can complete her 

paper on Sunday. Sabini and Siiver conclude that since Kim has good reason io believe :jhe 

will finish the paper on time, she is acting rationally and not procrastinatinç. 

According to Sabini and Silver, behaviour can only be procrastinatory when it is 

irrational. Sabini and Silver describe several scenarios which distinguish rational delay from 

procrastination. In one example they describe an individual. Kevin. who has an important 

paper due on Monday. In this case. Sabini and Silver explain that Kevin believes people 
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should keep their apariments spotlessly clean, and instead of focusing on his paper, Kevin's 

belief l a d s  him to clean the refrigerator, vacuum the carpets. dust the bookcases, and wash 

the windows. Based on the assumption that Kevin abhors din. believing that diny 

apanments cause nasty diseases, Sabini and Silver conclude that given his abhorrence of din. 

it would be difficult to accuse Kevin of procrastination. Sabini and Silver explain that Kevin's 

belief in having a clean apartment may be unusual, but his actions rationally follow from his 

beliefs and priorities. However, if Kevin's concem about nasty diseases only anses when he 

bas to study for an exam, Sabini and Silver argue that although Kevin's cleaning behaviours 

still follow fiom his beliefs, Kevin's behaviour under these conditions is procrastinatory. 

According to Sabini and Silver ( 1982). Kevin's behaviour is procrastinatory because i t stems 

from his recognizing that he should be doine his paper 

As evidenced in these esamples, Sabini and Silver's ( 1982) conceptualization of 

procrastination distinguishes between rational and irrational delay This distinction between 

rational and irrational delay is similar to the distinction Ferrari (e g.. 199;. 1994) dra\\.s 

between functional and dysfunctional procrastination. where procrastination means "putting 

off' or "delay " Dysfunctional procrastination. which can be equated to Sabini and Sil\.er's 

(1982) notion of irrational dela? or procrastination. refers to delay thai is not in the interest 

of the individual. On the other hand. functional procrastination. which is conceptuallv similar 

to Sabini & Silver's (1982) notion of rational delay, refers to delay that is in interest of the 

individual. 

Functional procrastination evokes connotations of sapacious or prudent delay. 

implying behaviour which works in favour of rather than against individuals. The focus of 



this research will be on delay that works against individuals. that is, dysfunctional or 

irrational delay. In the present study, procrastination will be defined as irrationally puttins 

something off when the irrationîlity is accompanied by recognizing what one ought to be 

doing (e.g., Sabini & Silver, 1982). In tenns of personal projects, procrastination will be 

operationalized as putting off a given project in conjunction with the recognition that one 

ought to be working on the project when he or she is not. Therefore. in order to quali- as 

being procrastinated on, a project must not only be associated with delay but also marked by 

feelings of guilt based on t his delay . 

Summary of the Rationale and Research Hv~otheses 

Research indicates that procrastinatory behaviour is related to person-task 

characteristics such as task capability. task autonomy. and task aversiveness. Of the person- 

task characteristics examined in the procrastination research literature. task aversiveness ha5 

received the most attention. 

Task aversiveness. typically defined as the inverse of enjoyment or pleasantness. has 

been found to be positively associated with procrastination. However. it has been sujgesreti 

that th- conceptual domain of task aversiveness be broadened beyond the uni-dimensional 

constmct of project unpleasantness or lack of enjoyment. to a multi-dimensional definition of 

task aversiveness. As explained in the review of personal projects. it ma? be possible to 

operationalize this multi-dimensional definition by incorporatins the personal project as a 

unit of analysis In this case, project dimensions related to appraisals of aversiveness could 

be used to define a multi-dimensional constnict. 
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Therefore, the purpose of the present study was to explore notions of task 

aversiveness fiom a project anaiytic perspective. Based on a theory of action proposed by 

Little (e.g., 1983) and Gollwitzer (e.g., 1990). it was hypothesized that: 

1) notions of task aversiveness would v a s  across the four major stages of 

project development, and 

2) notions of task aversiveness would be positively related to procrastination at 

each stase of project development. 



The sample used in this study consisted of 161 undereraduate students; 95 females 

and 56 males. The mean age for the females was 24.9 (m = 7.4) and 2 1.4 (D = 2.7) for 

males. An independent sample t test revealed a significant difference in the mean ages of 

males and females, g 159) = - 4.02. p = .08. 

Mat eri als 

Each participant received a questionnaire package consistins of the following 

measures: Personal Projects Analysis (Little. 1983): General Procrastination Scale (GP: Lay. 

1986); Adult Inventory of Procrastination ( A I P ,  McCown & Johnson, I989a; 1989b, cited in 

Ferrari, Johnson, & McCown, 1995); Decisional Procrastination Scale (DP, Mann. 1982, 

cited in Ferrari et al., 1995); and a demographics questionnaire (refer to Appendis D).  For 

purposes of this research the GP. AIP, and DP were not used in the analysis. In addition. 

participants received an Informed Consent Form (refer to Appendiv C) and a general 

instruction sheet for completing the package (refer to .4ppendis B) 

Personal Pro-iects Analyis (PPA) PPA consists of two core and a number of 

optional interrelated assessment modules that centre around an individual's personal projects. 

PPA is not a fixed test, but rather a flexible and generalized assessment methodology rhat 

may be used to investigate a wide ranee of human activity ( e  3 . Little, 1987b, 1989). 

Investigators are free to selectively modify chosen modules in order to address their specific 

research inrerests. For the purposes of this study. only the two core PP.4 modules were 

used: the Projects Elicitation Listing Module and the Personal Projects Rating Matris (e.g.. 



Little, 1983). 

Traditionally, participants compieting Little's Personal Projects Analysis (e.g., Little. 

1983) are asked to generate a Iist of as many projects as they can in which they are engaged 

or thinking about at the present time. This Project Elicitation List (e g., Little, 1983, 1996) 

typically yields about 15 personal projects. Workine with their Project Elicitation Lists. 

respondents are then asked to select 10 projects which they consider to be representative of 

their lives at the present time. However, as one of the purposes of this study was to explore 

procrastination, participants were asked to not only generate a list of projects in which they 

were engaged or thinking about, but also projects which they felt r h q  shozcld being dorrg 

 bit^ were purrirg offor avoidiig. Working with this lisr of projects. respondents were then 

required to select 5 projects which they felt they were actively working on and 5 projects 

which they felt they should be working on. but were avoiding or puttins off (refer to 

Appendix B. Persona1 Projects .balysis). 

Using the Project Rating Matrix and Glossary (refer to Appendis D), participants 

rated each of their ten projects from O to 10 on 28 project dimensions potentially relevant to 

aversiveness. Of these dimensions, 12 were derived from Little's standard dimensions These 

dimensions were imponance. enjoyment, dificulty. control. initiation. stress, time adequacy. 

outcorne, self-identity, progress. visibility and other's view As well. 16 "ad hoc" dimensions 

denved fiom previous research were included in the ratine matris. For esample, Cameron 

(1984) suggests as a more specific measure of lack of project enjoyment, a dimension which 

assesses the "boring tediousness" of projects be included in PPA. (p. 109) Therefore, the 

dimension boredom was included to assess the estent to which a project is perceived to be 
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boring or tedious. Similarly, capability was included as a dimension because previous 

research (e.g., N. Milgram et al., 1995) indicates that as perceived task capability decreases. 

ratings of aveniveness and procrastinatory behaviour increase for a given task. A description 

of each of the 16 "ad hoc" dimensions, including the research from which each was denved. 

can be found in Table 2. 



Table 2. 

1 Dimension 
Autonomy 

(lack of) 

Boredom 

[ Communion 

Emotions + 
r Frustration 

1 passion 

Pleas ure 

Psycliologicai r 
Social Support r- 
Uncertainty I 

Description 

The extent to which an individual feels compelled 
by others to engage in a project. 
The extent to which a project is oriented towards 
the benefit of others. 
The extent to which a project is boring or tedious. 

The extent to which an individual feels capable of 
completing a project. 
The extent to which a project adds to a sense of 
hamony with other people or the environment. 

The amount of effort a project is perceived to 
require. 
The extent to which a project is associated with 
negative emotions such as thinking about doing 
poorly or worrying about making mistakes. 
The exqent to which an individual feels fnistrated 
when engaged in a project. 
The extent to which a project is perceived to be 
fun, delighthl or whimsical. 

The extent to which a project so personally 
satisfjing it would be identified it as a passion in 
one's life. 

The extent to which a project is pleasurable (i e.. 
cornfortable, relaxing. self-indulçent or 
hedonistic). 

-- 

The extent to which a project is associated with 
feelings of ridicule, rejection, or disappointment. 
The extent to which an individual resents doing a 
project. 

The extent to which a project is supponed by 
others. 

The extent to which one feels one has the skilis 
for engaging in a given project. 

~ h e  estent to which to individuals feel uncertain 
about the steps involved in cornpleting a project 

Previous Research 

Lay, 1992 

McGregor, 1994 

Cameron, 1984 
Blunt & Pychyl, 1997 

N Milgram et al.. 
1995 

McGregor. 1993 

Cameron. 1981 

Kanfer. 1997 

Pychyl et al . 1997 

Pychyl, 1995 

McGregor, 1991 

N. A. Milsram et al.. 
1988 

Pychyl. 1995 

Kanfer, 1997 
Gollwitzer, 1990 

Pychyl, 1995 
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Aiso included as a dimension was task aversiveness (Le., the extent to which one 

would rather not engage in a project). This dimension was included as a marker variable to 

identie principal components associated with aversiveness. 

As well, respondents rated each of their projects on procrastination (i. e., the extent 

to which one puts off or avoids a project) and guilt (i.e., the extent to which one feels U'he 

should be working on a projecr when s/he is not). In order to operationalize Sabini and 

Silver's (1982) notion of procrastination (Le., behavioural delay in conjunction with the 

knowledge that there is something else that should be done). participants' ratings of 

procrastination and guilt were summed. producing a measure of procrastination for each 

project . 

In addition to rating their projects on the dimensions found in the rating matris. 

respondents were asked to indicate along an 1 1-point Liken-type scale the current stage of 

each of their projects (refer to Appendix D). The seven stases described in the Projecr Stase 

Module were collapsed into the following four broad stages as described by Little (e  g.. 

1983): 

1 )  Inception - points O, 1 or ? on the time-line; 

2) Planning - points 3 or 4 on the time-lirie; 

3) Action - points 5 ,  6 .  7 or 8 on the time-line; and 

4) Temination - points 9 or 10 on the tirne-line. 

Respondents' persona1 projects were grouped according to these four stages. Proj ect 

dimensions, including the measure of procrastination (i.e.. procrastination plus guilt). were 

scored by summing the ratings across projects and calculatine the mean dimension score for 



each individuai. 

Procedure 

The participants were recruited fiom a population of undergraduate students 

emolled in a first year psychoiogy course. A "Notice of Recruitment" and sign-up sheet 

(refer to Appendix A) were posted on the Depanment of Psychology's experiment 

recruitment bulletin board. Participants were given a questionnaire package to be cornpleted 

at home and retumed to the researcher within 5 days. As an incentive for volunteering for 

this research al1 respondents were offered two grade-raising course credits Upon returnins 

the completed questionnaire package, participants were given a copy of the Letrer of 

Debnefing. 



Results 

Principal components analysis was ernployed as the method for exploring personal 

project dimensions associated with task aversiveness across the stages of project 

development. PCA was performed on the data at each of the four major stages. In order to 

identiQ components associated with task aversiveness, the task aversiveness dimension was 

used as a marker variable. Components marked by task aversiveness were scored and 

Pearson-product moment correlations were performed between component scores and the 

project measure of procrastination. 

Before undertaking the PCA, an examination for univariate outliers. normality and 

gender effects was performed First. an examination for univariate outliers revealed al1 cases 

to be within the recommended range of +3 or -3 standard deviations (e .g . .  Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 1983). Second, assumptions of normality and homogeneity were then assessed for 

each variable. An examination of the skew and kurtosis standard scores, LilIifors test of 

normality, Levene tests of homogeneity of variance and the shape of the stem-and-ieaf plot 

for each variable led to the decision not to transform any of the data Third, the data were 

then examined for possiblz gender differences. Mhl '0V.4~  revealed that there were no 

significant gender differences on any of the personal project dimensions. 

Princi~al Corn~onents Analvses 

An initial principal components analysis using Direct Oblimin rotation with a delta 

value set to zero was then performed on the data at each of the four stages Direct Oblimin 

rotation was perfomed so as not to force an orthogonal solution on the data (e g., Kim & 

Mueller, 1978; Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983). The delta value was set to zero because 
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solutions become increasingly onhogonal as delta becomes more negative, whereas delta 

values approaching 1 produce solutions which are highiy correlated (Kim & Mueller, 1978; 

Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983). Therefore, the moderate delta value zero was used. 

Mer obtaining the initial solution for each project stage, alternative solutions which 

fell within the bounds of the Kaiser cntenon (Le.. eigenvalue greater than 1)  were explored 

(e.g., Kim & Mueller, 1978; TabachNck & Fidell. 1983). Two additional cnteria were 

employed for determining the suitability of the alternative solutions: 1 ) examination of the 

scree-plot; and 2) the percent of variance accounted for by a component (e.g., Kim & 

Mueller, 1978, Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983). The same procedures were performed on the 

data at each of the four stages, yielding a six-cornponent solution for the Inception and 

Planning stages; a five-component solution for the Action stage; and a four-component 

solution for the Termination stage. The component correlations for the final solutions did 

not reveal any correlations exceeding .30 (refer to Appendis F). Therefore. the tinal 

component solutions at each of the four stages were interpreted as orthogonal (e .g .  

Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983). In addition, only dimensions loadinç at 3 0  or greater were 

considered for funher interpretation (e.g.. Kim 8t hlueller. 1978; Tabachnick Br Fidell. 1983) 

As discussed, the task aversiveness dimension was used as marker variable to idenri- 

components associated with task aversiveness For projects in the Inception stage. the task 

aversiveness dimension loaded on the first principal component with lack of autonomy. 

boredom, communion, negative emotions. enjoyment, fmsrration, fun. passion, pleasure. 

resentment, self-identity, and stress (refer to Table 3) .  In the Planning stage, the task 

aversiveness dimension loaded on the first principal component with others' benefit, 
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boredom, negative emotions, enjoyment, fnistration. fun, passion, pleasure, resentment, and 

self-identity (refer to Table 4). For projects in the Action stage. the task aversiveness 

dimension loaded on the fifih principal component with lack of autonomy, boredom. control. 

hstration, initiation, resentment, and uncenainty (refer to Table 5). Finally, for the 

Termination stage, the task aversiveness dimension loaded on the first component with lack 

of autonomy, others' benefit, boredom, communion. enjoyment, hstration. fun, passion, 

pleasure, resentment. self-identity. and stress (refer to Table 6) 



Table 3. 

Principal Components 
Dimensions 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Autonomy (lack of) 
Aversiveness 
Others' Benefit 
Boredom 
Capability 
Communion 
Control 
Difficulty 
Effort 
Emotions 
Enjo yment 
Frustration 
Fun 
Importance 
Initiation 
Others' View 
Outcome 
Passion 
Pleasure 
Progress 
Resentment 
Psychological Risk 
Self-Ident ity 
Skill 
Stress 
Social Support 
Time Adequacy 
Uncertainty 
Visibili tv 

Eigenvalue 6.38 4.09 2.36 1 76 1.46 1 18 

Variances 22.0 14.10 8.10 6.10 5 .O0 4.10 



Table 4. 

Stuc: Rotated Princi~al Corn onent Solution: Loadin~s.  Eigenvalues. and 
Variances 

Principal Cornponents 
Dimensions 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Autonomy (lack of) 
Aversiveness 
Others' Benefit 
Boredom 
Capab ili ty 
Communion 
Control 
Difficul ty 
Effort 
Emotions 
Enjoyrnent 
Frustration 
Fun 
Importance 
Initiation 
Others' View 
Outcome 
Passion 
Pleasure 
Progress 
Resentment 
Psychological Risk 
Self-Identity 
Skill 
Stress 
Social Support 
Time Adequacy 
Uncertainty 
Visibility 

Eigenvalue 6.88 4.22 2.66 1.51 1.32 1 .O3 
Variances 23.7 13.60 9.20 5.30 4.90 3.60 



ction Stnpe: Rotated Pnncioal Comoonent Solution: Loadines. Einenvalues. and Variances 

Dimensions 
Principal Components 

1 2 3 4 5 

Autonomy (lack of) 
Aversiveness 
Others' Benefit 
Boredom 
Capability 
Communion 
Control 
Dificulty 
Effort 
Emotions 
Enjoyment 
Frustration 
Fun 
Importance 
Initiation 
Others' View 
Outcome 
Passion 
Pleasure 
Progress 
Resent ment 
Psychological Risk 
Self-Identity 
SkiII 
Stress 
Social Suppon 
Time Adequacy 
Uncertainty 
Visibility 

Eigenvalue 6.35 4.55 2.1 1 1 57 1.33 
Variances 21.90 15.70 7 30 5.30 4.60 



Table 6. 

on Stage: Rotated Principal Component Solution: Loadines. Eieenvalues. and 
J!aimxs 

Dimensions 
Principal Cornponents 

1 - 3 3 4 

Autonomy (lack of) 
Aversiveness 
Others' Benefit 
Boredom 
Capability 
Communion 
Control 
Dificulty 
E Rort 
Emotions 
Enjoyment 
Frustration 
Fun 
Importance 
Initiation 
Others' View 
Outcome 
Passion 
Pleasure 
Progress 
Resentment 
Psychological Risk 
Self-Identity 
Ski11 
Stress 
Social Support 
Time Adequacy 
Uncenai nt y 
Visibility 

Eigenvalue 6.83 4.02 3 . 5 2  1.47 
Variances 23.5 13.90 12. I O  5.10 



In order to get a better picture on how the dimensions loading on the aversiveness 

component varied across the stages, each of the stages is presented in parallel in Table 7 As 

cm be seen in the table, the dimensions Ioading with task aversiveness Vary across stages of 

project development. As indicated, boredom, fmstration, and resentment loaded with task 

aversiveness at each stage of project development. However. the loadings across stages 

varied to some extent in terms of dimensions which assess notions of persona1 meaning (i.e.. 

enjoyment, fiin, pleasure, passion, and self-identity). autonomy. structure ( i  e., control and 

initiation), stress (i-e., stress and uncenainty). and negative emotions. 

Table 7. 

Inception Planning Action Terminat ion 
Dimensions 
Boredom .76 .78 .60 .8 1 
Frustration .37 .36 .J3 .56 
Resen tment .66 .55 .53 .63 
Negative Emotions 3 6  . 3  O 
Enjoyment -.78 -. 73 - 82 
Fun -.8 1 -.75 - 83 
Pleasure -.86 -. 80 - 91 
Passion -.79 - 76 - .8  1 
Self-ldentity - 3 7  -.46 - 56 
Autonomy (lack of) 3 5  70 30 
Stress . 3  1 56 
Communion -.33 - 39 
Others' Benefit -. 42 -.30 
Control - .3 5 
Initiation -.57 
Uncertainty -.36 

Note The negative sign indicates a dimension loaded negatively in 
relation to the task aversiveness dimension. 
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Analyses 

Finally, component scores were calculated for each of the components marked by the 

task aversiveness dimension. The component scores were calculated by summing the raw 

dimension scores with weights that were proportional to their component loadings (e.g.. 

Kim & MueIler, 1978). The components were then correlated with the project measure of 

procrastination (i.e., the procrastination and guilt dimensions). The correlations and mean 

procrastination scores for each stage are presented in Table 8. 

Table 8. 

Correlations between components scores for aversiveness and ~rocrastination scores at each 
ws 

Correlation Between Mean Procrastination 
Component Scores and Score 

Procrastination 
Component Scores 

Stage 1, Component 1 40.n= 119 12.3 

Stage 2, Component 1 . 33 ,  n = 138 12.3 

Stage 3,  Component 5 . 3 l , n =  153 10 8 

Stage 4, Component 1 2 5 .  n = 79 9 .7  

Note. AH p< .O5 

Summary of Result 5 

Overall, the results of the PCA provide a multi-dimensional mode1 of task 

aversiveness which includes the following project dimensions: boredom, fmstrarion. 
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resentment, autonomy, enjoyment, fun, passion, pleasure, self-identity, negative emotions. 

control, initiation, stress, uncertainty, communion, and others' benefit. These dimensions 

Vary across the project stages as hypothesized. Similarly, as hypothesized. the scores for the 

aversiveness component for each stage correlate with the measure of procrastination. How 

each of these dimensions relates to task aversiveness and possible reasons why the 

dirnensionaiity of aversiveness varies across the project stages are discussed below. 



Discussion 

It will be recailed that the purpose of this research was to explore the personal 

project dimensions associated with task aversiveness across the stages of personal projects. 

In order to identiQ PPA dimensions associated with task aversiveness, a principal 

components analysis @CA) was performed with a task aversiveness dimension used as a 

marker variable to define components of aversiveness at each of the four major stages of 

project development. The principal components analyses revealed that boredom. mistration. 

and resentment emerge as dimensions associated with task aversiveness at each of the four 

major stages of project development. As well. PCA revealed that the loadings across stages 

varied to some extent in ternis of dimensions which assess notions of persona1 meaning (i.e.. 

enjoyment, fun, pleasure. passion. and self-identity). autonomy. structure ( ie . ,  control and 

initiation), stress (i.e., stress and uncenainty). and negative emotions. 

Specifically. the PCA for projects in the Inception stage revealed that task 

aversiveness loaded with dimensions of negative emotions. personal meaning, autonomy. and 

stress. For projects in the Planning stage, task aversiveness was found to load with 

dimensions of negative emotions and personal rneaning. Task aversiveness, for projects in 

the Action stage, was found to load with dimensions of autonomy. stress. and stmcture 

Finally, the PCA for projects in the Termination stage. revealed task aversiveness loaded 

with dimensions of personal rneaning, autonomy. and stress. As hypothesized, each 

component identified with task aversiveness was found to be positively related with 

procrastination. 

Overall, these results provide a multi-dimensional perspective of task aversiveness in 
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the projeas of the participants. What remains to be done is to explain how these dimensions 

relate to task aversiveness throughout the stages of a project as well as their relation to 

procrastination. 

In preface to this discussion, several caveats regardin% the methodology of the 

present study should be addressed. First, the reliability of the principal components analyses 

can be called into question due to the relatively small sample size and the use of ody a single 

marker variable (Le., task aversiveness) to define cornponents identified with task 

aversiveness. With regard to sample size, while it is preferable to use a sample size of 500 or 

more (e-g., Cornrey. 1973). Tabachnick and Fidell ( 1983) note that a sample size of 100 - 

200 is adequate for most purposes. and that the use of a sample size of 50 is not unusual. 

Likewise, in terms of marker variables. while it would be ideal to use four or five 

variables with demonstrated relationship to task aversiveness as the marker variables ( e g .  

Comrey, 1973; Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983). in an exploratory analgsis such as this. it is not 

unusual to rely on a single dimension. i n  facr. previous PPA research has included factors 

which have been identified on the basis of a single loading variable. For example. McGregor 

and Little (1997) relied on a single loading variable. the PIL score. as one of their key 

factors to define meaning. 

Finally, caution should Se taken with respect to wer-interpreting the results of the 

PCA. Although al1 studies have the potential of "capitalizing on chance." hence the role of 

probabilistic decision rules to mark statistical significance. the interpretation of component 

loadings is particularly plagued with "overinterpretation." Comrey ( 1  973) notes that one 

must be especially conservative when interpreting the results from relatively small samples 



46 

sizes as cumpared with ideal sample sizes of 500 or more. Without replication, it is 

impossible to know if the structure identified with this sample is a stable or realistic mode1 of 

task aversiveness from a project-analytic perspective. This problem of generalizability must 

be tempered with the overall exploratory purpose of the study. as well as with the subjective 

nature of the interpretation of PCA or FA techniques. As noted by Kim and Mueller ( 1978). 

the labeIs that factors are given and the interpretation of the number of factors best 

representing the data overall involves subjective criteria. 

In light of the above limitations, the following discussion focuses on theoretically 

meaningfùl trends in the data as opposed to a more detailed. and potentially problematic. 

description of single dimensions at each stage of project development. The discussion of the 

results have been organized by project dimension, and where applicable. related groups of 

dimensions. Stage variation is presented within this discussion of the dimensions. 

Frustration. Resentrnent. and Boredom 

The three dimensions associated with the aversiveness cornponent across al1 projecr 

stages were: boredom, fmstration, and resentment. In this respect. these relatively negative 

aspects of project appraisal represent rather stable components of task aversiveness. To the 

extent that individuals rate their projects high on these dimensions. the projects are also 

appraised as aversive. and these are projects associated wit h higher levels of procrastination 

An examination of related research literature reveals that al1 t hree dimensions share some 

relation to procrastination, and that boredom has previously been related to task 

aversiveness explicitly. 
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In previous research, task aversiveness has been identified with notions of boredorn. 

For example, N. Milgram et al. ( 1  995) defined aversiveness in terms of boredom and 

difficulty. Although N. Milgram and colleagues did not distinguish between boredorn and 

difficulty in their analyses, they suggest procrastination is likely to increase when one's tasks 

are perceived to be boring. This interpretation is supponed by the findings of Hermon. 

Grossman-Baklash, and Sela (1 99 1, cited in N. Milgrarn et al, 1995) which demonstrate that 

among interesting, easy, dificult, and boring tasks, bonng tasks were associated with the 

highest levels of delay. 

More recently, Blunt and Pychyl (1997) have speculated on why boredom may be a 

causal factor of procrastination. Based on Kuhl's theory of action (e g.. Kuhl. 1987. 1994). 

Blunt and Pychyl suggest that individuals who are engaged in what they perceive to be 

boring tasks may not be able to sustain these activities as an intentional activity in the face of 

less boring alternatives actions. Research by Kuhl and Beckmann ( 1994) supports this 

interpretation as they conclude that continued performance of a boring task can ofien be 

maintaineci only through self-control involvins elobal inhibition of task-irrelevant emotions 

and cognitions (Kuhl, 1994, p. 16). To the extent that boredom contributes to an inabilitv to  

inhibit these task-irrelevant emotions and cognitions. and shield the intended activity from 

competing action tendencies, we would expect individuals to procrastinate. 

In addition to boredom, fmstration was found to load with task aversiveness for 

projects at each stage. Kuhl's theory of action (e.g.. 1994) suggests that continuous 

fnistrations may Iead to fiequent rumination over task-irrelevant emotions or uncontrollable 

cognitions. According to Kuhl (e.g.. 1994), when preoccupied with task-irrelevant emotions 
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or uncontrollable cognitions, individuals will be unable to focus on their intended activities 

Consequently, we might expect procrastination to occur when individuals become 

preoccupied with task-irelevant emotions or uncontrollable cognitions. and are unable to 

focus on their intended activities. 

Sheldon and Kasser (1995) speculate that as a way of managing frustration, 

individuais may engage in distracting activities such as watching television. This 

interpretation is supported by research conducted by Pychyl et al. ( 1  997) which indicates 

that when procrastinating, individuals rate t heir current activities (e-g.. watching television. 

playing video games) as less fnistrating than activities they feel t hey should be doing (e g . 

studying for exams, working on assignments) Accordingly. we might espect procrastination 

to occur when fnistrating projects have to compete with distracting or alternative activities 

which offer relief from frustration. 

In addition to being associated with frustration and boredorn. task aversiveness at 

each stage was found to load with the resentment dimension Several clinicians. researchers 

and theonsts (e g.. Burka & Yuen. 1983. N Milsram et al . 1988. '! Slilgrarn. Dangour. 

and Raviv, 1992) in the area of procrastination have offered resentment as an explanatory 

concept for procrastination. According to this view. procrastinat ion will occur when 

individuals resent having to engage in their activities Procrastination of this kind will take 

the fom of an avoidant reaction to activities individuals feel have been irnposed upon thern 

by others. To date, however, resentment has not been studied explicitly in relation to 

procrastination, but has been inferred on the basis of studies of such things as passive 

aggressive personality ( e . g  N. Milgram et al. 1988) Funher suppon of the role of project 
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resentment as a factor in task aversiveness was found in the present study with the loading of 

the projea dimension of autonomy with task aversiveness at the Inception, Action and 

Termination stages of project development. 

Lack of Autonomv 

Lack of autonomy, the extent to which individuals feel compelled to engage in their 

tasks, has been found in previous research to be positively associated with procrastinatoq- 

behaviour (Lay, 1992). In three separate studies examining the relation between task- 

characteristics and trait procrastination, Lay found lack of autonorny ( i  e.. feeling compelled 

to engage in one's tasks) to be positively related to procrastination in each study. Althoueh 

Lay (1992) did not explore the relation between aversiveness and autonorny, the findinss 

from the present study indicate that lack of autonomy emerges as a dimension associated 

with task aversiveness for projects in the Inception. Action. and Termination stages of 

project development. To the extent that lack of autonomy is an underlying dimension or 

causal factor of task aversiveness. we would espect projects low on autonomy to be 

apprai jed as aversive, and these projects to be associated wirh higher levels of 

procrastination 

More recently, in research explorhg personal strivings in relation to goal autonom!.. 

Sheldon and Elliot (1997) have referred to goals that individuals feel compelled to pursue 

(i.e., lack of autonomy) as controlled goals. According to Sheldon and Elliot ( (997). 

controlled goals will nor be pursued with a full sense of persona1 ownership or choice. and as 

such, are less likely to be well shielded from cornpeting desires and remptations. As a result. 
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controlled goals will be more difficult to maintain in the face of competing action tendencies 

In as much as lack of autonomy in personal projects reflects "controlledness" as 

defined by Sheldon and Elliot, we would expect that personal projects lower in autonorny 

wouid be less effectively shielded fiom competing action tendencies, and as a result more 

iikely to be procrastinated on than more autonomous projects. While not providing a direct 

link between task aversiveness and autonomy, Sheldon and Elliot's discussion of issues of 

goal autonomy in relation to Kuhl's theory of action (e g., 1987). panicularly the breakdoun 

in action, provides the most recent suppon for the autonorny dimension as an important 

component relating project dimensions to task aversiveness and procrastination. 

At the centre of previous definitions of task aversiveness have been notions of 

enjoyment or pleasantness (e-g., Lay. 1990, 1997. N A. Miimam - et al.. 1988; N. Milgram et 

al., 1995). Given rhat task aversiveness has been typically equated to the inverse of 

enjoyment or pleasantness, it is not surprising that enjoyment and similar notions of pleasurr 

and fun emerged as dimensions associated with task aversiveness From a PPA perspective. 

enjoyment, fun, and pleasure have been identified as dimensions which tap aspects of 

persona1 meaning (e.g., McGregor. 1994: McGregor 8: Little. 1997). 

Personal meaning refers to the extent to which individuals feel their projects to be 

worthwhile pursuits (e-g., Little, 1989). Personal rneaning has tradirionally been identified 

with dimensions of importance, value-congruency, absorption. self-idenrity. and enjoyment 

(e-g., Little. 1989). More recently, the conceptual domain of personal meanine - has been 
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expanded to include a wider range of project dimensions such as fun, pleasure, communion. 

and others' benefit (e-g., McGregor, 1 994; McGregor & Little, 1 997). 

In addition to enjoyment, fiin, and pleasure, the findings fiom the present study 

revealed that self-identity (during Inception, Planning, and Termination). communion (during 

Inception and Termination), and others' benefit (during Planning and Temination) emerge as 

dimensions associated with task aversiveness. As well, passion was found to load Mth task 

aversiveness during Inception, Planning and T ermination. Although passion has not been 

previously identified with persona1 meaning research by Pychyl (1995) indicates that passion 

forms a moderate pattern of associations with dimensions of personal meaning such as 

absorption, self-identity, and imponance. 

Based on these findings, we might conclude that aversive projects are those which 

lack a sense of personal meaning. and by definition, are less wonhwhile To the estent that 

projects low on personal meaning are aversive. we might espect individuals to procrastinate 

In fact, previous research involvine personal projects (eg.. Szawlowski. 1987) has 

dernonstrated a link between procrastination and personal meaning For esample. 

Szawlowski found procrastination on personal projects to be neeatively related to 

enjoyment, self-idcntity. imponance, absorption and value-congmency. 

In terms of Gollwitzer's theory (e.g., 1990). we might assume that less wonhwhile 

pursuits or projects low in personal meaning are those which are low in desirability. 

Although not the only factor, desirability is an important factor in the development of a goal. 

Specifscally, when deciding on which goals to pursue, goals lower in desirability may be 

given lower preference than more desirable goals. .As well. desirability is an important factor 
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in determining the volitional strength of a goal (i.e.. how strongly a person is committed to 

implementing the goal). In the context of Kuhl's theory of action (e .g . .  l987), we might 

expect goals which are lower in desirability to be less well shielded from competing action 

tendencies, and as such, more likely to be procrastinated on. 

Stnrcture 

The findings from this study revealed that dimensions which assess project structure 

load with task aversiveness during the Action stage Structure refers to the extent to which 

an individual's projects are organized or in disarray ( e g ,  Little. 1989). Project structure is 

reflected in appraisal dimensions such as control and initiation. The PCA revealed that 

controi and initiation emerge as dimensions associated with task aversiveness during the 

Action stage. In addition to control and initiation. uncenainty was found to load with task 

aversiveness in the Action stage. Although not been previously identified as a dimension of 

project structure. Pychy1 (1995) found uncenainty to be most highly associated with control 

i n  terms of the present study, the findings indicate that during the Action stage. aversive 

projects are those which are unstmctured or in a state of disarray 

Why dimensions of structure emerge as being associated with task aversiveness onl!. 

during the Action stage may be a consequence of the processes invoived at this stage It uill 

be recalled that the Action stage involves coordinating the interrelated acts which comprise a 

given project. To some extent, dificulties with coordinating projects might be reflected in 

appraisals of project stnicture We might expect that individuals would find projects which 

are difficult to coordinate as aversive. 
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Little (e.g., 1983) explains that when projects become too difficult to coordinate or 

plagued by "chronic hassles" they may simply be abandoned. Likewise, we might expect 

individuals to procrastinate to a greater extent on projects which are less structured and 

difficult to coordinate. In previous research in the area of procrastination and personal 

projects, Szawlowski (1 987) demonstrated dimensions of project stmcture such as control 

and initiation to be negatively related to procrastination. 

Stress and Negative Emotions 

The principal components analysis revealed that stress emerged as a dimension 

associated with task aversiveness during the Inception and Termination stages. Previous 

research by Szawlowski (1987) indicates the more stressfùl a project. the more likely it uill 

procrastinated on. According to Silver ( 1974, cited in Aitken. 1974). stress dismpts the 

normal sequencing or coordination of steps necessary to reach a goal by causing an 

individual to procrastinate in one of two ways: 1 ) by delaying the initiation of the necessary 

goal, or 2) by perseverating on one component of the eoal rather than swirching to another 

Finally. in relation to stress. anxiety has been found <O be positivelp related to 

procrastination (e.g., Flett, Blankstein, & Manin. 1995). Although noi found to load with 

the anxiety dimension, task aversiveness was found to load with the dimension negati\.e 

emotions for projects in the Inception and Planning stages. Negative emotions was included 

as a dimension to tap emotions associated with performance anxiety such as worrying about 

doing poorly or making mistakes. Lay and Silverman ( 1996) suggest that anxiety ma- be 

viewed as a response that accompanies perceived task aversiveness. Insofar as anxietv is 
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aversive, McCown and Johnson ( 1 99 1) suggest that individuals will engage in less anxiety- 

provoking activities, therefore avoiding the task they should be doing. 

and Implicatioiif 

In its broadest sense as revealed in this research, task aversiveness is related to four 

major clusters of persona1 project dimensions. The first cluster is consistent across stages 

and includes boredom, hstration and resentment. It would seem that irrespective of what 

we are currently doing in our projects (i.e., what project stage). projects that are borinç. 

frustrating or that we resent are projects that we also appraise as aversive Other aspects of 

task aversion depend on the projecr stage. When we are in the process of initiatins a project 

(i.e., the inception stage), task aversiveness is most related to the project factor of personal 

meaning. Projects low in meaning are just those projects which in Gollwitzer's terms are low 

in desirability, or. as demonstrated in this study. are aversive The planning phase of our  

projects resembies the inception stage in terms of overall aversiveness. with aversive projects 

identified as projects low in personal meaning .4n important difference in aversiveness 

emerges as we begin to engage in our projects Project structure in the action stage plays a 

role in our perceptions of aversiveness In this case. projects which we do not initiate, are 

out of our control, and in which we may be uncenain about how to proceed are just those 

projects that we appraise as aversive Finally, as we near the end of a project in the 

completion stage, aspects of structure cease to be a factor in our appraisals of aversiveness. 

and instead persona1 meaning and stress once again seem to provide the foundation for our 

perception of aversiveness. 



What this brief summary of the major persona1 project factors related to task 

aversiveness indicates is that task aversiveness can be defined as a multi-dimensional 

constmct from a project-analytic perspective. Appraisals of task aversiveness involve more 

than simple notions of unpleasantness or lack of enjoyrnent . Task aversiveness is related to, 

and most likely is caused by. a variety of different factors that fluctuate over the life of a 

project. 

Although the focus of the present study has been on exploring task aversiveness from 

theoretical models of action (e.g. .  Little. 1963; Gollwitzer. 1990), it misht be appropriate at 

this point to comment on the applied implications of this research In rerms of reducing 

procrastination, the findings from the present study indicate. in the broadest sense. that 

problems with procrastination may anse when individuals perceive their projects as being 

aversive in that they are less meaningfbl, less structured. or more stresshl To the estent that 

aversiveness is a causal factor in procrastination. we might expect problems with 

procrastination to be alieviated through a counselling approach which addresses aspects of 

aversil-eness such as persona1 meaning, structure. and stress. 

Little (e.g. I987c) has developed a counsellinç approach for enhancing well-being 

based n personal projects analysis. This approach focuses on identifjing problem areas 

associated with each of the five major project factors (cf. discussion, p.  7 ) .  For esample. 

Little suggests that problems in personal meaning might be addressed by helping people 

generate new projects that are more central to their core values and deep aspirations. As 

well, Little explains that problems with structure rniçht be alleviated by having individuals 

break down their projects into more manageable ones Given that several dimensions. which 



tap into Little's five major factors, emerged as being associat ed with task aversiveness. 

Little's approach may be well-suited as a therapeutic mode1 for reducing procrastinatory 

behaviour in that it allows one to pinpoint problem areas which may be related to task 

aversiveness, and ultimately procrastination. 

Directions for Future Research 

Having explored personal project dimensions associated with task aversiveness 

across the stages of persona1 projects, it is sugçested that task aversiveness is a multi- 

dimensional constmct. However, including the need for replication of the present study. 

several areas of potential researc h are suggested below 

First, notions of task aversiveness might be explored across different categories or 

project domains. Projects can be classified into content caterories or domains such as 

academic, vocational, interpersonal, intrapersonal. leisure. administrative, and health'body 

(e.g., Little, 1 983; Pychyl; 1 995; Wilmut. 1 991). Presious research indicates that project 

domains are characterized differently in terms of appraisal dimensions For example. Little 

(1997) repons that among adolescents, academic projects are appraised as less enjoyable and 

less self-expressive than interpersonal projects. To the extent that project domains are 

charactenzed differently, we might expect notions of aversiveness of vary in relation to 

project domains. 

Second, Cochran and Tesser (1996) propose that goals can be framed in terms of 

gains and in terms of loss or inhibition. For example. "save money for a new car" and "be a 

better person" are gain goals, whereas goals such as "stop smoking" and "lose ten pounds" 
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are loss or inhibition goals. Cochran and T esser explain when an individuai is trying to inhibit 

behaviour (i.e., a loss goal), anything short of that will be perceived as failure and cause the 

individual to stop trying. However, when a person is attempting to increase a behaviour (Le .  

a gain goal), even if he or she does not reach the desired level, progress towards the goal 

will still be perceived and the individual wiil continue to try. According to Cochran and 

Tesser, individuals will be more likely to experience problems enacting loss goals, as 

compared to gain goals. Future research might explore notions of aversiveness in relation to 

"ioss" and "gain" goals, and the extent to which individuals procrastinate on each. 

Third, hiture research should explore the relation between trait procrastination and 

perceptions of task aversiveness. Previous research (e.g.. Lay. 1986, Szawlowski, 1987) 

indicates that trait procrastinators view their projects in a diffierent light than non- 

procrastinators. For example, Szawlowski ( 1  987) demonstrated that trait procrastinators 

perceived their projects to be less enjoyable, less in control. less self-expressive, Iess li Lely to 

have successful outcornes, and progressing less well than did non-procrastinators Based on 

these findings. one might expect notions of task aversiveness to differ among trait- 

procrastinators and non-procrastinators. 

Founh, future research might explore the relation between project identification and 

the false internalization of goals. In ternis of Little's mode1 of project stages. regardless of 

their original source in the awareness stage, projects are labeled as self- or other-generated 

during the process of identification. This process might have implications in terms of false 

internalization of goals (e.g., Kuhl, 1994). According to Kuhl. false internalization can occur 

when a goal is identified as self-generated when. in actualitp. it is incompatible wath one's 
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self-identity. Procrastination can be expected to the extent to which an individual falsely 

intemalizes his or her goals. To the extent that self-identity is an underlying dimension of 

task aversiveness, we would expect projects low in self-identity to be appraised as aversive. 

and these projects to be associated with higher levels of procrastination. 

In conclusion, the results fiom the present study provide support for a multi- 

dimensionai mode1 of task aversiveness. It is particularly important that subsequent research 

in the area of procrastination incorporate a theory of action as a piding framework. as a 

great deal of literature to date has not connected the inaction of procrastination to the 

expanding body of research related to volitional or intentional action. To the extent that we 

can fùrther explain the relations between aspects of our own behaviour such as identity- 

congruent goals or the volitional skills required to successfùlly maintain progress o n  a 

project, we will move funher ahead in our understanding of procrastination. 
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Endnotes 

It appears, in classifiing bonng and difficult tasks as unpleasant. N. Milgram et al. 

(1995) are suggesting that boredom and difficulty may underlie notions of unpleasantness. 

and ultimately task aversiveness. 

* The discussion of personal project stages was referenced from Little (1983). For 

the benefit of rhetorical clanty, specific references (Le.. Little. 1983) to this article have been 

omitted fiom this discussion. 

The discussion of action phases was referenced from Gollwitzer ( 1  990; 1997). For 

the benefit of rhetorical clarity, specific references ( i .e . ,  Gollwitzer. 1990; 1997) to these 

articles have been omitted from this discussion. 
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Ethics Approval #: 

PSYCHOLOGY 49.1 00 

Experiment Title: Personal Projects and Task Aversiveness 

Experirnenter's Name & Room #: Allan Blunt. Room A407 

Experimenter's Phone No.: 520-2600 ext. 1448 

Location of Experirnent: Room A407 Loeb (refer to sign-up sheet for dates and times) 

Experiment Number: 

Faculty Advisor: Professor Tim Pychyl 

1 We are interested in finding out why rorne projects are harder to d o  than otheri Ar a 1 

I 
panicipant in this research you will be asked to answer some questions about the projects 
in your life. This study will take between 1 5 and  2.0 hours to complete. If you are 
interested in panicipating in this study, please sign u p  below. You will be asked to 
complete the questionnaires at home and return them to the researcher within a few I 

Brief Description : 

PARTICIPANTS WILL RECEIVE Two CREDITS FOR THIS EXPERIMEST 

IT IS YOUR RESPOKSIBILITY TO KNOW WHERE AND U'HEN THE 
EXPERIMEKT IS HELD. PLEASE KEEP A RECORD OF THE FOLLOWING: 

EXPERIMENTER'S h'Ah2E 
TITLE OF THE EXPERIMENT 
LOCATION AND TIME. 

SIGN-UP SHEETS FOR THIS EXPERIMENT ARE: BELON'. PLE.ASE PROVIDE . U L  
INFORMATION REQUESTED. 



Sign-up Sheet 

The questionnaires will be distnbuted on the following days between 10 am to 2 prn each 
day in Room A407 Loeb: 

Please print your name and the date on which you will be coming in spaces provided 
beIow. 

Mon., Mar. 3 
Tue., Mar. 4 
Wed., Mar. 5 
Thu., Mar. 6 
Fn., Mar. 7 

- .  - - -- - --- 

Date on which you will be 
picking up the 
questionnaires. 

Mon., Mar. 10 
Tue., Mar. 1 1 
Wed., Mar. 12 
Thu., Mar. 13 
Fn., Mar. 14 

hdon., Mar. 17 
Tue., Mar. 18 
Wed., Mar. 19 
Thu., Mar. 20 
Fri., Mar. 2 1 

Mon., Mar. 24 
Tue., Mar. 25 
Wed., Mar. 26 
Thu., Mar. 27 
Fn., Mar 28 
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General Instructions 

1. Instructions 
2. Informed Consent Form 
3. Five Questionnaires 

Step 1: Please read the infonned consent form. If you choose to continue with the study, 
please fil1 in the required information on the infonned consent fom. If you choose 
not to continue with the study please feel free to recycle the package. 

Step 2: Complete the questionnaires. Please read the instructions and questions for each 
questionnaire carefully. Please note, that when completing the Persona1 Projects 
Rating Matrix you should refer to the glossary of project dimensions. 

Step 3:  M e r  completing al1 of the questionnaires (check to see if you completed al1 of the 
questionnaires), please place the completed questionnaires and the infonned 
consent form in the envelope. 

Step 4: Return the package to the researcher (Allan Blunt, A407 Loeb. 520-2600, 
ext.1418). 1 will then give you a credit slip and the Letter of Debriefing. Please read 
the Letter of Debriefing. If you have any concems or questions about the study feel 
free to contact any of the individuals listed in the debriefing letter (the depanmental 
contacts have been listed below). You can keep the Letter of Debriefing for future 
reference. 

Thank you for your participation. 

-- 

GQmfs 
Any ethical concems may be directed to Dr. Lise Paquet (Chair. Ethics Cornmittee) at 520- 
2600 ext. 2692 or Dr. Bill Jones (Chair, Depanment of Psychology) at 520-2600 est. 2648 

A list of important phone numbers appears below In the event that your panicipation in this 
study causes any personal distress to you, please call: 

1. Carleton University Counselling and Student Life Services: 520-6600 
2. Carleton University Health Services: 530-6671 
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Ethics Approval #: 

Statement of Informed Consent 

P r o c e b :  We are interested in exploring why some projects are harder to 
do than others. As a participant in this study, you will be asked to answer sorne questions 
about the projects in your life. Please note, this research does not involve deception. We 
are simply asking you to tell us how you feel about your projects. You will be given more 
detailed informati& about this research after you have completed and returned the 
questionnaires. 

Please note that ... 

YOUR PARTICIPATION IS ENTIRELY VOLUNTARY. 

YOU MAY WITHDRAW FROM THE STUDk' AT ANY TIME. 

YOU ARE NOT OBLIGATED TO ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS. 

YOUR IDENTITY SHALL REMAXN ANON\'!MOUS. 

1 understand the above information and rgree to voluntarily participate in this 
research project. 

Date: 

Participant's Student Number : 

Participant's Name (please print ): 

Participant's Signature: 



Letter of Debriefing 

As part of the ethical conduct of research. we do Our best to ensure that no research 
participants are harmed in any way. Apart from the actual design of the data collection, we 
address this issue of harm through discussion and with this wntten "debriefing". Please take 
time now to read the information on this page. 

The purpose of our research is to examine why some projects are less enjoyable to 
engage in than others. During this study you were asked to rate your projects on a vanety of 
dimensions such as enjoyment , importance, procrastination, boredom, and resentment . B ased 
upon the dimension ratings provided by you and your peers, we will examine the relation 
between project enjoyment and dimensions such as importance, procrastination, boredom 
and resentment. It is hoped that the results from this line of research will contnbute to our 
overall understanding of the multi-dimensionai nature of project enjoyment and how it is 
related to procrastination. 

If you have any questions about this research. or if you are interested in the results 
of the study, please feel free to call us: Allan Blunt (Principal Investigator) at 520-2600 ext 
1448 or Professor Tim Pychyl (SupeMsor of this research) at 520-2600 ext. 1403. Resuits 
of the data analysis should be available in October. 

Any ethical concems may be directed to Dr. Lise Paquet (Chair. Ethics Cornmittee) 
at 520-2600 ext. 2691 or Dr. Bill Jones (Chair. Depanment of Psy~ho log~~)  at 520-1600 est 
2648. 

Sources o f  Aid: A list of important phone numbers appears below. In the event that your 
participation in this study causes any personal distress to you. please call 

I . Carleton University Counselling and Student Life Services: 520-6600 
2. Carleton University Health Services: 520-6674 

References: Here is a brief list of references should you wish to pursue the topic funher 

Ferrari, J. R., Johnson, J.  L., 8: McCown, W. G. (1995). Procrastination and task 
avoidance: Theorv. research. and treatment New York: Plenuni Press. 

Little, B. R. (1983). Persona1 Projects: A rationale and method for investigation. 
Environment and Behavior. 1 5,273 - 309. 

Thank You for Participating 
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Questionnaire 

Please answer each of fonowing questions. 

1. Your age: 

2. Your sex (please circle): Male Female 

3.  What approximately is your GPA (please circle one of the choices below)?: 

4. What percentage of classes do you attend approsimately (please circle one of the choices 
below)? : 



PERSONAL PROJECTS ANALYSE 

We are interested in studying the kinds of activkies and concems that people have at 
different stages of their lives. We cal1 these personal projects. Al1 of us have a number of 
personal projects at any given time that we think about, plan for, carry out and sometimes 
(though not always) complete. I n  this sense, persona1 projects may be ongoing tasks as well 
as finite ones; they rnay be things we choose to do or things we have to do. Please think of 
projects in this broad way. We are particularly interested in the projects you are involved in 
at the university, at home, in Ieisure and in the community. 

Here  are some examples o f  projects: 

Continue to eat healthily 

Exercise more ofien 

Finish my undergraduate degree 

Go out with my friends Friday night 

Plan my spnng vacation 

Study for my exams 

Visit my parents 

Find a part-time job 

Now that you have seen a sample of the variety of projects that we have in our lives, we 
would appreciate it if you would begin by just writing down as rnany persona1 projects as 
you can. Use the following page to make your project list. Take about ten minutes or so and 
list as many personal projects as you can that you are actively engaged in or feel that you 
should be working on, but are avoiding or putting o f f .  Remernber, these are not 
necessarily formal projects, or "important" ones We would prefer that you give us wide 
range of activities or concems that characterize your life at present. 

NOTE: If you do not want to explicitiy reveai the nature of a projecr by naming it in your 
list, code it as "Project X" instead of writing out any details. If you do choose to code a 
project, we would appreciate it if would tell us if the project is related to school, family. 
work, friends, etc. For example, "Project X - school" or "Project X - family". 



List of Projects 

Please take about 10 or 15 minutes to write down as many personal projects as you can that 
you are actively engaged in or feel that you should be working on, but are avoiding or 
puttiag off.  

Beforr. going any further, take a few minutes to think if you have any more projects which 
you feel you should be working on, but are avoiding or puttins off. If you corne up with 
some more projects, go ahead and add them to your list of projects. 

Now that you have wntten out your own project list, we would like you to choose 5 
projects which you feel you are nctively rorking on and 5 projects which you feel you 
should be working on, but are rvoiding or putting off which you think would be of 
interest to explore in detail. If you wrote down fewer than 5 projects of each. see if you can 
think of several more, o r  break down some of those you listed into several projects. 

Please recopy the ten projects of your choosing in the columns on the next page under the 
heading "List of Persona! Projects." As you will see. space is limited. so just make your 
description long enough to keep each project ciearly in mind. 



Persona1 Projects Rating Matrix 

Instructions: 1. Write the names of the ten projects you chose from your project list in 
the space provided below (Le., in the space titled "List of Personal 
Projects"). 

2. Using the glossary provided on the next four pages, rate each of your 
projects on the project dimensions in the matrix. 

Note: 
Use ANY NUMBER 
between "0" and "10" 
for your ratings. 

P r o M  Dimensions 
1. Importance 
2. Enjoyment 
3 .  Difficulty 
4. Visibilitv 

6. Initiation 
7. Stress 
8. Time Adequacv 
9. Outcome 

1 0. Self-Identity 
11. Other's View 
12. Progress 
13. Aversiveness 
14. Autonomy 

1 5. Boredom 
16. Capability 
17. Effort 

1 18. Frustration 



23. Resentment 
24. Social Support 
25. Communion 
26. Other's Benefit 
27. Psychological Risk 
28. Uncertainty 
29. Emotions 



PROJECT STAGE 

Projects often go through several stages which c m  be Msualized dong a time-line such as 
the one below. 

Try to think of each of your projects as moving through stages (as listed below) on a time- 
line such as the one above. 

Stages: 
Awareness (points O and 1 on the tirne-line). The idea for the project has just corne 
to you. 

Transition (point 2 on the tirne-line). You have the idea for the project and some 
thoughts on how to approach it. You are deciding whether the project can actually 
be camed out. 

Planning (points 3 and 4 on the time-line). You have decided to do the project You 
are plannino it and obtaining whatever persona1 and material suppon you need. 

Transition (point 5 on the time-line). You have the project planned out and you are 
beginning (or trying to) actively stan the project. 

Action (points 6 and 7 on the time-line) You are actively working on the project 
and trying to balance it with your other projects. resources and commitments 

Transition (point 8 on the time-Iine). You are evaluating the project and your 
motivation to continue with it or bring it to completion. 

Completion (points 9 and 10 on the tirne-Iine). The project is coming to a close or 
has actually been completed or terminated. 

Now, please recopy the names of 10 projects that you rated in space provided below (under 
Project Name). Next, using the  stages listed above, indicate on the time-line beside each 
project the stage at which you think each project is in (circle one number on each time- 
line to indicate what stage a project is in). 



Project Name 

IO. 



Persona1 Project Dimensions Glossary 

The following is a list of personal project dimension definitions. Use this glossary to 
complete your project ratings on the rating matrix. For easier reference, please 
feel free to remove this glossary. 

I 
RATE EACH OF YOUR PROJECTS ON THE DIMENSIONS LISTED M 
THIS GLOSSARY. USE ANY NlJMBER BETWEElV "O" AND "10" FOR 
YOUR RATING. ONLY THE EXTREMES OF "O" AND "10" H A M  BEEN 
LABELLED FOR THE RATING SCALE. 

1. Importance: 
How important is this project to you at the present tirne? (Use 10 if the proiecr is v e p  
im~onant  to p u  and O if it is not at al1 important to !ou) 

2. Enjoyment: 
How much do you enjoy working on this project? (Use 10 if vou eniov working on it a 
great deal and O if vou do not at al1 eniov workino, on it ) 

3. Difirculty: 
How difficult do you find it to carry out this project? (Use 10 if this ro-iect i s est rem el^ 
dificult to cany out and O if this ro-iect is  net at al1 dificdt to carm o u t )  

4. Visibility: 
How visible is this project to the relevant people who are close to you, that is how aware 
are they that you are engaged in this project? (Use 1 O if this 

ose around you and O for if this prqiect is  not at al1 visible to those around vou ) 

5. Control: 
How much do you feel in control of this project? (Use I O  if vnu feel in cornolete conrrol 
~f this oroiect and O if !ou feel that vou have no control of this or 



6. Initiation: 
How much do you feel responsible for having initiated this project? (use 10 if ?ou feel 
f u l l v o n s i b l e  for havine i n i t i a u s  project and O if vou feel vou have taken no part 
whatsoever in initiating this pr-.) 

7. Stress: 
10 if this ~ro_iect is How stresshl it is for you to carry out this project? (l Ise verv 

to c a m  out and O if this pro-iect i s  not at a11 stressful to cary out.) 

8. Time Adequacy: 
How much do you feel that the amount of time you spend working on this project is 
&quate? (Use 1 O if ou feel that the amount of time spent on this prqiect is perfectlv 

ate and O if vou feel. for anv reason. that the amount of time vou spend working on 
orect is not at al1 adequate.) 

9. Outcorne: 
What do you anticipate the outcome of this project to be? (use i O  if vou think the 
prPiect will be estremel successful and O if ?ou think that the proiect will tum out to be 
a total failure .) 

10. Self-Ident ity: 
Ail of us have things we do that are typical of us. These things can be thought of as Our 
"trade marks" or persona1 style. Think of what your own personal trade marks are, and 
then rate this project on the extent to which it is typical of you. (Use I O  if this prqiect is 

ical of ?ou a nd O if this project is not at al1 typical of vou.) 

11. Other's View: 
How important is this project seen to be by relevant people who are close or significant 
to you either at school, work. or home' (Use I O  if this pro-iect is seen bv other's as \*en  

nonant and O if it is seen as not at al1 imponant) 

12. Progress: 
Hcw successful have been in this project so far? (Use I O  to indicate that vou have been 
verv successful and O ifyou have had no success at all.) 

13. A\.ersiveness: 
To what extent would you rather not engage in this project? (Use IO to indicaie that vou 

ct in this ~roiect  and O to indicate that vou verv much 
want to engage in this ~ro-iect). 



14. Autonomy: 
Sometimes we engage in projects which we rnay feel compelled by others to do and, on 
the other hand. we sometimes engage in projects which we feel completely fiee to . . 
engage in or not to engage in. (Use 10 to indicm if vou feel extremelv corrpalled b~ 

ect and O to indicate that vou feel completely fiee to en- 
or not en 

15. Boredom: 
To what extent do you feel this project to be bonng or tedious? o s e  10 if vou feel this 

ou feel that this project is net al] 
or tedioug.) 

16. Capability: 
How capable do you feel you are of doing this project at a level that is acceptable to you 
(use 10 to indicate that vou feel extremel~ capable of doine this project at a level that is 

le to  ou and O to ind' icate t hat feel completelv incapable of doing this project al  
a level that is acceptable to vou). 

17. Effort: 
How much effort do you feel this project requires of you? (Use 1 O to indicate that this 
prpSect requires a preat deal of effort and O to indicate that this pro-iect requires little or 
PO effort.) 

18. Frustration: 
To what extent do you feel this project to be fmsrrating? (Use I O  if voii feel this pro!ecl 
10 be extremely fmstrating and use O if vou feel this pro-iect not at al1 to be fmstratino,) 

19. Fun: 
To what extent to do you feel this project to be fun, delightful or whimsical? (L'se I O  to 
jndicate that this project 1s ' a ereat deal of fûn and O to indicate that this proiect is no fun 
u. 

20. Passion: 
To what extent do you feel this project so personally satiseing that you would identie it 
as a passion in your life? (Use 10 if vou are extremely passionate about en~aeing in this 
prpiect and O if vou are not at al1 passionate about this prqiect) 

21. Pleasure: 
To what eaent do you find this project to be pleasurable (Le., comfonable. relasing. . . 
self-indulgent or hedonistic)? (Use IO if this prcyect 1s estrernely pleasurahle and O if this 
proiect is not at al1 pleasurable.) 



22. Procrastination: 
To what extent do you put off or avoid engaging in this project? (Use 1 O if  ou put off . . or ln this pr ect at al1 costs and use 0 if vou n e w  put off or avoid 
mPaPinn in t h i s m . )  

23. Resentment: 
To what extent do you resent having to do this project? (Use 10 to indicate that vou 

ect and O to indicate that you feel little or no 
-r for havine to d o  this p-). 

24. Social Support: 
To what extent do you feel that this project is supponed by other people? For school or 
work projects this would include faculty, supervisors and colleagues, and for other 
projects this may be family or friends. (Use 10 if vou feel other people suppon this 

ect a great deal and O if there is no support at all.) 

25. Communion: 
To what eaent does this project contribute toward a sense of togetherness and harmony 
with other people or your environment? (Use 10 if this project contributes a geat deal 
lowat-ds a sense of t o~ the rnes s  and harmons with other peoplr or vour envim~ment an( 
O if this prqiect does not at all contribute towards a sense of togetherness and harmony 
with other oeople or vour environment . )  

26. Other's Benefit: 
To what extent is this project onented toward the benefit or well-being of othersl (b 

ect is hiehly oriented toward the benefit or well-beine of others or O if this 
proiect is not at al1 oriented toward the benefit or well-beine of othera) 

27. Psychological Risk: 
How much psychological risk (Le., being ridiculed or rejected. feeling stupid or having 
hopes disappointed if the project were to fail) is associated with this project? ( k e  1 O if 

I of ~svcholoeical risk and O if this proiect s sisîociated with a m a t  dea is not 
at al1 associaterl with psvchological risk.) 

28. Uncertainty 
In order to successfully carry out our projects. we need to know what steps to take in 
order to complete a project. How uncenain are you about the subsequent steps required 
for this project? (Use to 10 if vou are extremelv uncertain about what to do nest in the 
course of carrvine out this proiect and O if vou are sure of the steps to take IO carn out 
lhis nro_iect_.) 



29. Emotions 
To what extent do you experience negative emotions (e-g., thinking about doing poorly 
on this project, worry or upset for making mistakes) when engaging in thjs project? (& 
10 feel experience a great deal of n w i v e  emotions when e n a i n e  in this project and O 

rarely ever experience n w v e  emotions when ene 

30. SkilIs 
Most projects require a vanety skills such as verbal, wntten. mathematical, creative, 
leadership, organizational, etc.. To what extent do you feel you have the skills for 
engaging in this project? (Use 10 if !ou feel you have al1 of the skills needed for this 

ect and O if vou feel vou do not have anv of the skills reauired for this 

31. Guilt 
When you are not working on this project, to what extent do you feel that you should 
be working on it? (Use 1 O if. when vou are not workin~ on this nroiect. vou alwavs feel 
vou h o u l d  be w o r k i ~  on it and O if when vou are not workinp on this oroiect. vou 
s 

never feel that ?ou should be workine: on i t . )  





General Procrastination 
Questionnaire 

Instructions 
On a scale of 1 (LOW VALUE) to 5 (HIGH VALUE) please answer each of the items 

below by circling the nurnber (Le., 1, 2, 3 - 4  or 5) that best describes you. These items are 
concemed with your opinions on different situations. No two statements are exactly alike. so 
please consider each staternent carefùlly before responding. Answer as honestly as possible 
This information, as mentioned in the informed consent, is completely confidential. 

1 . 1  often find myself perîorrning tasks that 1 had intended to do days before. 

False of Not Usually Sornetirnes Mostly Tme True of 
Me True of Me False/True of Me Me 
1 2 3 4 5 

2.1 often miss concerts, sporting events. or the iike. because 1 don? get around to 
buying tickets on time. 

False of Not Usually Sometimes Mostly Tme Tme of 
Me True of Me Fa1 se/True of Me Me 

1 - 7 3 3 5 

3. When planning a party, 1 make the necessary arrangements well in advnnce. 

Faise of Not Usually Sometimes Mostly Tme Tme of 
Me True of,hle False/Tme of Me Me 
1 2 3 4 5 

4. When it is time to get up in the morning, 1 often get right out of bed. 

False of Not UsuaIly Sometimes hlostly True Tme of 
Me True of Me FalselTnie of Me hqe 
1 2 3 4 5 

5. A letter may sit for days after I write it before 1 mail it. 

False of Not Usually Sometimes Mostly Tme Tme of 
Me Tme of Me FalseTTme of Me Me 

1 LI 7 3 4 5 



6. I generally return phone calls promptly. 

False of Not Usually Sometimes Mostly Tme True of 
Me True of Me FalsdTrue of  Me Me 
1 2 3 4 5 

7. Even with jobs that require littie else except sitting down and doing them, I find 
they seldom get done for days. 

False of Not Usually Sometimes Mostly Tme True of 
Me True of Me False/Tiue of Me Me 
1 2 3 4 5 

8.1 usually make decisions as soon as possible. 

False of Not Usually Sometimes Mostly Tnie True of 
Me Tme of Me False/True of Me Me 
1 2 3 4 5 

9.1 generally delay before starting on work I have to do. 

Fake of Not Usually Sometirnes hlostly True True of 
Me Tme of Me FalserTnie of FLle hie 

1 3 
d 3 4 5 

10. When travelling, I usually have to rush in preparing to arrive n t  the airport o r  
station at the appropriate time. 

Faise of Not Usually Sometimes Mostly True True of 
h Ie True of Me Fakenrue of Me Me 

3 2 3 4 5 

11. H'hen preparing to go out, 1 am seldom caught having to do sornething at the  last 
minute. 

Fa:se of Not Usually Sometirnes hlostly True True of 
Me True of Me FalseTTme of Me Me 
1 3 - 3 4 5 



12. In preparing for some deadlines, 1 often waste time by doing other things. 

False of Not Usually Somet irnes Mostly Tme True of 
Me True of Me FaIse/True of Me Me 
1 2 3 4 5 

13. If a bill for a small amount cornes, 1 pay it right away. 

False of Not Usually Sometimes Mostly Tmr True of 
Me Tme of Me False/True of Me Me 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. 1 usually return an "R.S.V.P." request ve- shortly after receiving it. 

False of Not Usually Sometimes Mostly True Tme of 
Me True of Me False/Tme of Me Me 
1 2 3 4 5 

15.1 often have a task finished sooner than necessary. 

FaIse of Not Usually Sometimes MostIy True Tme of 
Me Tme of Me FaIselTrue of Me Me 
1 2 3 4 5 

16. 1 always seem to end up shopping Cor birthday gifts at the last minute. 

False of Not Usually Sometimes Mostly Tme Tme of 
Me Tme of Me FalselTme of Me Me 

1 & 3 3 4 5 

17. 1 usually buy even an essential item at the last minute. 

Fake of Not Usually Sometimes hiostly True Tme of 
Me Tme of Me FalserTrue of Me Me 
1 2 3 4 5 

18. 1 usually accomplish al1 things 1 plan to do in a day. 

False of Not Usually Sometimes Mostly True True of 
Me True of Me Fa1 selTrue of Me Me 
1 2 3 4 5 



19.1 am continually saying "I'II do it tomorrow". 

False of Not Usually Sometimes Mostly True True of 
Me Tme of Me False/True of Me Me 
1 2 3 4 5 

20. I usually take care of a11 the tasks 1 have to do before 1 settle down and relax for 
the evening. 

False of Not Usually Sometimes Mostly Tme Tme of 
Me Tme of Me Falselïrue of Me Me 
1 2 3 4 5 



Adult Inventory of Procrastination 
Questionnaire 

Instructions 
The statements below are concemed with your opinions on different situations. On a scale of 
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) please answer each of the items below. No two 
statements are exactly alike, so please consider each statement carefblly before responding 
Answer as honestly as possible. Remember, there are no nght or wrong answers. This 
information, as mentioned in the informed consent, is completely confidential. 

1. 1 pay my bills on time. 

S trongly Disagree Sometimes Agree S trongly 
Disagree Disagree'\Agree Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

2.1 am prompt and on time for most appointments. 

S t rongly Disagree Somet imes Agree Stronel y 
Disagree Disagree\Agree PIgree 

1 " '7 3 il 5 

3.1 lay out my clothes the night before 1 have an appointment so 1 non? be late. 

S trongl y Disagree Sometimes Agree S trongl y 
Disagree Disagree\Agree Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. I find myself running later than 1 would Iike to be. 

Strongl y Disagree Sornetimes Agree Strongly 
Disagree DisasreeMgree Agree 

1 - 3 3 4 5 

5 . 1  don't get things done on time. 

Strongly Disagree Sometimes Agree Strongly 
Disagree DisagreeUgree Ayee 

1 2 3 4 5 
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6. If someone was teaching a course on how to get things done on time, I would attend. 

S trongly Disagree Sometimes Agree 
Disagree DisagreeMgree 

1 2 3 4 

7. My friends and family think 1 wait until the last minute. 

Strongly Disagree Sometimes 
Disagree Disagreewgree 

1 2 3 

8.1 get important things done with time to spare. 

S trongly Disagree Sometimes 
Disagree DisagreeMgree 

1 2 3 

9.1 am not v e q  good at meeting deadlines. 

StrongI y Disagree Sometimes 
Disagree Disaçree\Agree 

1 2 3 

10.1 fmd myself running out of time. 

Strongly Disagree Sometimes 
Disagree Disaged Agree 

1 2 3 

Agree 

4 

Agree 

4 

.4gree 

3 

Agree 

4 

S trongl y 
Agree 

5 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 

II .  1 schedule doctor's appointments when 1 am supposed to without delay. 

Strongty Disagree Sometimes Agree S t rongly 
Disagree DisagreeMgree Agree 

1 2 3 3 5 

12.1 am more punctual than most people 1 know. 

Strongly Disagree Sometimes Agree S trongly 
Disagree Disagree\Agree Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 



13.1 do routine maintenance (e.g., changing the car's oil) on things 1 own as often as 1 
should. 

StrongIy Disagree Sometimes Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagreewgree Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. When 1 have to be sorneahere at a certain time my friends expect me to run a bit 
late. 

S trongl y Disagree Sometimes Agree Strongly 
Disagree DisagreeMgree Agree 

I I 7 3 3 5 

15. Putting things off until the last minute has cost me money in the past year. 

Strongly Disagree Sometimes PIgree Strongly 
Disagree DisagreeMgree A g e e  

1 3 - 3 4 5 



Decisional Procrastination 
Questionnaire 

Instructions 

People diEer in how they go about making decisions. Please indicate how you make 
decisions by selecting the response from 1 (not true) to 5 (tnie) to each question that best 
fits your persona1 style. No two statements are exactly alike, so please consider each 
statement carefully before responding. Answer as honestly as possible. Remember, there are 
no nght or wrong answers. This information, as mentioned in the informed consent, is 
completely confidential. 

1.1 waste a lot of time on trivial matters before getting to the final decision. 

Not OAen Sometimes Ofien Tme 
Tme Untrue TrueWalse True 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. Even after 1 make a decision 1 delay acting upon it. 

Not Ofien Sornetirnes Ofien True 
True Untrue TmeEalse Tme 

1 - 7 3 4 5 

3. I don't make decisions unless 1 realfy have to. 

Not Often Sometimes O fi en True 
True Untrue TrueWalse Ttue 

1 - 7 3 3 5 

4. I dtlay making decisions until it is too late. 

Nat Often Sornetimes Often True 
T r ~ e  Untrue Tme\False True 

5. 1 put of f  making decisions. 

Not OAen Sometimes Ofien Tme 
True Untme TrueWalse True 
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Principal Components Correlation Matnx for the Inception Stage 
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Principal Components Correlation Matrix for the Planning Stage 
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Principal Components Correlation Matnx for the Action Stage 



Principal Components Correlation Matrix for the Temination Stage 
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