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Background

● Wolters (2003) discovered that 
procrastination was related to 
college students’ decrease in self-
efficacy and work-avoidance goal 
orientation (i.e., motivation). He 
interpreted these results to 
indicate that students’ beliefs 
about procrastination are 
associated with motivational 
beliefs, and attitudes important 
for self-regulated learning.

● Klingsieck et al. (2012) found that 
self-regulatory behaviors have a 
connection between-learning 
environment and procrastination. 
To elaborate, it is implied that 
distance learning (DL) settings 
require greater levels of self-
regulation than traditional, Face-
to-Face (FtF) settings.

Hypothesis

● In online courses, the mode of 
course (i.e., asynchronous and 
synchronous) along with self-
efficacy and motivation levels are 
predictive of procrastination 
tendencies.

Procedure
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● General Self-Efficacy (GSE) 
measures how students deal with 
daily life challenges., on a 4-point 
Likert scale from 1 (Not at all true) to 
4 (Exactly true).

● Motivated Strategies for Learning 
(MSLQ) assesses student’s goals and 
beliefs in a course, their beliefs about 
their skills to succeed in a course, 
and their anxiety about exams in a 
course, on a 7-point Likert scale from 
1 (Not at all true of me) to 7 (Very 
true of me).

● Procrastination Assessment Scale for 
Students (PASS) measures areas of 
procrastination and reasons for 
procrastination, 
Part 1 (areas of procrastination) is 
scored on a 5-point Likert scale from 
1 (never procrastinate) to 5 (always 
procrastinate). Part 2 (reasons for 
procrastination) is scored on a 5-
point Likert scale from 1 (Not at all 
reflects why I procrastinated) to 5 
(Definitely reflects why I 
procrastinated). 

● Asynchronous/Synchronous 
questions assessed whether or not 
participants were taking an online 
class, currently; how many 
synchronous vs. asynchronous 
classes participants were taking; how 
the students’ motivation or self-
efficacy affects their procrastination 
levels. 

● This study was conducted as an 
online survey that the participants 
completed at a time and in a place 
of their choosing, regardless of the 
way they were recruited. Qualtrics, 
online survey system, was used to 
create and administer all of the 
aforementioned questionnaires. 
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● Based on the results, p > 0.05, which suggests that the mode of course 
(i.e., asynchronous and synchronous) along with self-efficacy and 
motivation levels are not predictive of procrastination tendencies  
(Figures 1). 

● Reasons for procrastination had high variability in relation to level of 
motivation (Figure 2). Most participants scored high in procrastination 
for tasks in online classes regardless of motivation level (Figure 4).

● The majority of participants scored high self-efficacy scores, but there was 
high variability in reasons for procrastination (Figure 3). The majority of 
participants scored high self-efficacy scores, and they scored high in 
procrastination for tasks in online classes (Figure 5).

● Measure procrastination using a 
more consistent scale

● Greater amount of participants

● Better system for comparing 
asynchronous vs. synchronous 
online courses 
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● 61 undergraduate students 

taking online courses

● 22 male participants, 39 female 

participants

● 56 participants age ranged from 

18-21, 5 participants age ranged 

from 22-27

● 47 participants identified as 

White/Caucasian 

● 9 participants identified as 

Black/African American

● 3 participants identified as Asian

● 2 participants identified as other
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