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4 S Abstract
Time is'something Qe are all conscious of, and in man?
agement posiEions a common'domplaint is that this is some-
thing we never have enough of. - While procrést{nation-
addresses the time management issue, it also examingé other
factérs that affect’people's gbility to carry out their work
S

effectively.

R N /
The major problem investigated'in  this study was the

procrastination behaviors of sport administrators. Person-

.

related and ofganizational environment-factors, two general
céuses of procr;stination, were also addressed. Person-
related factors are those imposed by the individual, while-
organizational environment factors'are,imposed by.éhe organ-
ization. The main empﬁésis of this sfudy ‘was to determine
what the perceived causes of procrastination are among sport
aaﬁinistrators.

A self-constructéd questionnaire coqsisting of twenty-

five Likert-type statements was used to measure procrastina-

tion (the dependent variable). An individual section of the

-

instrument consisting of seven opén-ended guestions was also
used to Fest the hypotheses postulated in‘thig’study. Vari-
ous procedures were applied to increase the valiéity and
reliability of the research instrument. The overé&llmean
correlation for the twenty-five items in the questionnaire

was .71.



/  The selection-of shbjects was‘accomplished‘thﬁbugh the
use of ‘a non-proﬁabilit; sampliﬁg technique'.calléd éoﬁveh-
ience or chunk sampling. The sampie consisted of s;xty—ih;ee
(ﬁ=631 sﬁgrt administrators from the ﬁational Sport and Rec-
:eatibn C;nter (NSRC) in Ottawa. |

The data were collected over a period of abproximately .

~

four weeks through internal mail at the NSRC. Appropriate

statistical procedures were used to establish whether .the
bypothe;ié-;nd sub- hfpotheses‘ prgsented in this research
study were supported or rejected,
"Unpleasant™,"unimport®nt", and "insignificant” tasks
were the major'perceived causes of procrastination reported
by the sport administrators who responded to the open-ended
segment of the research instrument. The subjects surveyed
also reported that they try and modify their work habits to
avoid procrastinating. According to them, changing their
habits and improving their planning and time ménagement
skills would helé them to procrastinate less. These findings
appear consistent with theoretical considerations found in
_ ghe literature in the area.of péychology. The data obtailned
in testing the main hypothesis suggest that organizational
environment factors play.a greater role 1in procrastination
fhan person-related factors. in testing the first sub-
hypothesis the results revealed that sex does not appear to

be a factor influencing the causes of procrastination. The

second sub-hypothesis investigated the effect of years of
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work expéfie?ée on ﬁeporting work;related causés of Qfo—
¢rastinations tﬁis'hypdtheSis wés not supported. Hohever,
years of work expe:ieﬁce appear to be ;n independent. vari-
able that affects the reporting of peréon-reiated factors of
procrastinétion among the spoft adminiétrato;s surveyed,
Several conclusions can be drawn from the ,results,
obtained in this study. First; sport ‘administrators pro-
crastinate more at tasks they perceive to.be unpleasant,
unjmportant,. and insignificant; 'Sgcond, in attempting to
decrease procrgstination behavior,- :sport administrators try
to modify their work habits. Imprévedl planning, cleérer
work-related goals, andlbettér time management skills appear
to be important behavio:'modificatiéns for minimizing.pro-
_ crastination. Third, sport:administratorg perceive organizaf
tional environment factors as contributing more to procrast-
ipatipn than person—rgEBtéd factors. "Forth, there 1is no
diffegencé'between méle'and female sport administrators as
to";heir perception of p:ocrastination;behavior. Fifth,
sport administrators with more years of work experience
appear to procrastinate 1less than their less experienced

colleaques. )

f
!
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: Chabter One

Introduction - -~ N X
. Time is something we are all conscious of, and in man-
agement positipns a common complaint is that this is some-
thing we never have enough of. The study of time management
developed out of this concern to make better utilization of
available time. Some researchers (McKay, 1958; Douglass &
Goodwin, 1980) equate lack of time with poor.managemént
skills. To add to this problem, McKay, (1958) also noted: =
"rime management” is misleading. Many administra-
tors think of time as something that happens to
them...time cannot managed... time is a con-
stant, a given...still in lking about
our ability to manhge time. of s approach
the subject as_if it were us agadnst the clock.

And because we do, we fail to focus on the things
necessary to make improvements. (P.12)

While McKay's observations hold an element of reality,
they do not reflect the whole pictufe. McKay (1958) and oth-
ers (Burka & Yuen, 1982; Douglass & Goodwin, 1980; ﬁontgom—
ery, 1982; Rottenbury, 1978} all dealt_with”the solution to
effective use of time by telling people to:break large
‘projects into manageable pieces, develop a priqrity system,
1imit telephone conversations to a rﬁinimumr follow one pf
various decision-making processes, tfy not to do .too hany
things ét once, locate your work environment away from

external distractions, delégate work of lesser importance,
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clear your desk of all”but the task at hand, the list of
helpful hints is endless. Yet few_authors hav
' real issue. - |

The real issue 1is, what causes this mismanagement of

time? Doﬁglass and ‘Goodwin (1980) stated that it was inde-

cision and the: “reason for indecision is the fear of being
wrong, or the strong desire to be right“:(é.92). Psycholo-
gists labelled this fear of-.makﬁng wrong decision and or
desire to be right, procrastinétion. )

Silver and Sabini (1982) plaéed a 'qualification,on

procrastination by stating, "To qualify as the real thing,

procrastihation has to be irrational." They further clari-

fied this qualification by stating, "Thus the irrationality

of procrastination is rooted in rationality: it depends on a.

person's knowing what to-do and then doing something else”

(p.40). Si%ver and Sabini further developed their view of

what constitutes préctastination by adding that putting off
something you can get out of was not procrastination, while
putting off something you cannot get out of was’'procrastina-
ti&n. JIn this way, they developed the concept of responsi-
bility. If you are .to be held solely responsible for a
project or for a project or action and you fail to take
action by using delaying tactics, you are prbcrastinat{ng.
However, if you delayhaction long enough to have someone
remove the responsibility for action aﬁd outcomes from fouf
shoulders and you are reasonably certain that this will

occur, then you are not procrastinating.

-add essed thé



This assumption that procrastination has to be irra-

tional to be truly pfocrastination ‘was too réstrictjve. It

also failed to recognfze short term procrastination, where

an individual stalled for a period of time and then eventu-
ally completed the task. Silver and Sabini, .like other
authors in the area of procrastination, offered prescrip-
tions w?thout examining' the causes and effects of ‘this
behavior, and dealt only Qith how this behavior exhibited or
‘manifested itself. To. rely solely on this psychological
explahation, would have necessitated psycho-analyzing each.
individual's motives and rationale for delaying the inevita-
ble,' as well as examining each instance of suspected irra-
tional delay to test if it were truly procrastination. The
scope of such a task would have been tremendous and fet it
would stili not have represented the whole picture.

While proéfastinatién is sometimes pathogenic (Silver
& Sabini, 1982, p.39), it is also a human reaction to the
'1pressu}es bf our everyday lives. Procrastination permeates
our séciety and it has been the subject of writings for hun-
dreds of years (Demarest, 1974). We all agree that we have
procrastinated at some time or another, yet little empirical
research exists to help us cope with this problem. We do not
know empi;icaliy how it manifests itself or what the effects
are, nqor do we know what causes procrastination. This lack

of research is somewhat difficult to understand because 1if

procrastination is as widespread as people believe it to be,
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it is one of the most pervasive problems facing modern soci-

ety.

Need for the study

~

Little has appeared 1in the literature on the subject
of procrastiné?ion. A thorough review of the literature.
revealed only five empirical inquiries on procrastination,
and all of these examined the 1issue as it affected students
and_écademic achievement. Therefore, there was.a need for
.fuélher exploration of this phenomenon in order to increase_
the body of knowledge in the broader area of organizational
psychology.

This study was important to the.field of sport admin-
istration because, as was identified- in the literature,
almost everyone procrastinates and suffers the consequenées.
Procrastination can have detrimental effects on the career
of the individual, as well as the efficiency of the organi-
zation. .It is impoftant, therefore, that the causes, mani-
festations and effects of this pervasive and potentially
harmful behavior be identified. 1Inh the case of the sport
administrator this involved idenfifying . his perceptions of
how he procrastinatés, what he procrastiﬁates at, and what
the perceived consequences are'. Once these factors have been
identified a consultant can aid the administrators in modi-

fying their work environment and behavior to minimize the

need of desire to procrastinate.



Purpose of the study.

The purpose of this study was Eo identify the causes,
manifestations and effects of procraStination behavior among
sport administrators. The main emphasi% was placed on deter-
mining what the perceived causes of procrasfination are
among sport administrators. The manifestations and effects
were also examined as a means of shedding‘new'lighé on this
behavior. Specifically interest was fo3 focused on procrast-
iﬁation 'behaviors, and person-related or organizational
environment factors, which elicit procrastination on the
part of sport administrafofs.

e

e
Statement of the problem

The majo;\p{oblem investigated in this study was the
procrastination behaviors of sport administrators.; in order
to more accurately examine this problem, two sub-problems
’ were'élso addressed; person-related factors and organiza-

. . 3
tional environment factors., :

Person-related factors are impoéed'by the indi;%éual
- and inclhaé: self-confidence, poor time management, laziness
and inability to say no. Organizational environment factors
are imposed by the organization, its structure, climate and
policies, and include: enormity of the task, uhpleasant
aspects of the work, perceptions as to the significance and

importance of the task, existence of guidelines, number of

task related alternatives, delegated worklcad, and time lim-



.. s
its. Therefore, this study souéht to answer the following
questions: 1), What are the most cCOmmon procrastiﬁation
behaviors in wh:ch sport administrators are e}gaged7 2) What
are the most commonly perceived causes behind . these behav-

iors?

Hypotheses

In order to guide this research, the following
hypothesis and sub-hypotheses weré adopfed:

Organizational environment factors will be.repo}ted as
_contributing more to procrastinétion, as percgived’by spofp
administrators, than person-related factors. _ .

‘1) There is no pérceived difference on the reporting of
procrastination behaviors between male and female sport
admini;trators.

2).Years of work experience is a contributing factor in
lessening the {mpact of work related (organizational envi-

ronment} factors associated with procrastinaticon.

b
~

Terminoclogy

Little is known about procrastination, and consegquent-
ly a precise definition of this behavior dges not exist.
Therefore, in anjef%ort to learn more about this béhavior a
global definitién‘ﬁég used in an attempt to avoid overlook-
', ing or excludiﬁgfas many aspects of this behavior as possi-

ble.
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Procrastingtioh, as used in this study, was the delay-

ing or. avoiding.of decisions or actions for which you are
fesponsible.

A cause of précrastination in this study was limited-
to the respondents perceptions about the items withiﬁ the
person-related and organizational environment related fac-
tors presented in the\instrument:

Manifestations refered ‘to how the procrastination
behaviors were exhibitéd by the individual or the actions,
decisions or lack thereof that were revealed by the individ-
ual, and were perceived to be relatea to their précrastinaH
tion. | |

Effects were the results and/or outcomes that were
reported by the individual, and that were percéived to occur
or develop as a direct or indirect result of ﬁheir-prpcrgst-
ination. N

Sport administrator refefed to persons working in
administrative/ management positions at the National Sports
énd Recreatioﬁ Center at 333 River Road in Ottawa. These
individuals represent a specific segment .of the population.
They have similar goals and objectives_and yet are a hetero-
genious group in that they have differing sport and educa-
tional backgrounds and represent the various regions of Can-

ada. They do ‘however, share the philosophy, aims and

objectives ‘of the various organizations they represent.

v . /
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There are sixty associatioﬁs housed in the River Road
complex and the respondents for this' study represented a
\sampie of persons ' in administrative positions from these

+8ixty assocjations.

Limitations

éertain réstrictions arise in the investigation of a
specifically defined problem. First, the independant vari-
ables selected for this investigation were not the only fac-
tors that contribute to or cause procrastination. 'However,
from reviewing the:empirical research -in this area and hav-
ing considered the information in the lay literature, the
independant variables that were investigated are those that
were identified as possiblé causes of procrastination behab—
ior for the area (sport administration) under investigation.
Second, the sample of sport administrators was from the
National Sport and Recreafion Center and may not be repre-
sentative of all sport administrators due to the wide vari-
ety of aésociations in the Center and the varied béékgrounds
and positions of those sampled. = However, this was not a
major limitation. A third and final factor which may have
limited the application of the findingslwas an aspect of the
self-report questionnaire which required that respondents
reply openiy in order for the instrument to ‘ be effective:

. The topic, procrastination, carries with it certain negative

connotations and respondents may have been hesitant to
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admit to certain aspects of this behavi&r. For this reason,
great care went into wording the‘iﬁstruéﬁions and the items
in the instrument to encourage tﬂe fespondepts to share
their views, and feellthat their responses would be treated
with the strictest confidence. The identity of thelrespon-
denﬁs was protected by having a neutral party distribute the
instruments. Also, the instruments were returned to a‘local
office in the stamped self-addressed envelopes that accompa-
nied them when fhey were qriginally distributed. In this way
none of the returned questionnaires could have been associ-
ated with a épecific respondent.

<Usiqg the Likert scale ﬁay have been'.a limitation 1n
that it allowed respondents to select a neutral item. How-
ever; this scale also allowed'fon\ynidimensionali;y, i.e.
"making sure that- all the items measure the same‘ thing“ii
(Oppenheim, 1966, p.133). ‘It was important in this study
that all items measured procrastination behaviﬁr and that

the' respondents felt their confidentiality was respected.

Delimitations

The sample for this study consisted of (N=63) sport
administrators from the National Sport and Recreation Center .
at 333 River Road, Ottawa. These administrators held various
management positions in a wide variety of associations.- The
sample of administrators was a heterogenious group in that

their background, education and specific sport experiences

were quite diverse.
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Qverview A - )
Procrastination affects all of us to .a greater ore .
lesser extent. The empiricaliliteyature, although very lim-
ited, <has_suggested a few ﬁéssible causes of éeneral'exhiﬁ-'
ited procréstination among university students and has-hin;—.
ed at how this behavior may adversely effect the quality of
education in its victims., The management and psychology lit-
erature presented numerouss.cases of ffustration and failure .
among affected individuals and offered a wide 'selection of
prescriptive-copipg strategies. From this body of knowledge
however, we are still not certain what factors cause pro-
crastination in general or specific situations. This study
can therefore contribute to the expansion of further knowl-
edge in this field.

Many, if not all, of the péople‘who run the natiopal:
sport centers are procrastinators. It caﬁ negatively affect
their work and the fuqctioning of their association. There
is é neéd, therefore, to identify.;he'causes of this poten-
tially harmful and widespread behavior in order to assist
sport administrators 1in carrying = out their ma;agement
responsibilities in a more constructive and efficient man-
ner. In this way, sport administrators can constructively

modify their work environment and work habits to minimize

their procrastination behavior and its effects.



Chapter Two

ﬁyReview of Literature

Procraétination is a problem we all face in some
aspects of our lives, and-it has been discussed in Qarious
forms fé: hundreds of years (Demarest, 1974) and yet little
is known éf thig beha qlr. ~ |

Articles oﬁ pro rastinatién in professional journals
are scarce, except in the educational literature on self-

~ paced instruction and psychological literature on achieve-
ment and self concept. Management journals havé dealtAmainly
with a prescriptive approach to minimizing poor time manage-

ment, one suspected cause of procrastination for administra-

_

tors. i

Historical Literature

and Frencht The prefix pro means forward (Partiridge, 1966,
p.257? ahd the suffix cras or crastinus means "tommorrow, a
matter for" (Klein, 1967, p:1247).

- The early writings equate procrastination with sloth
and indolence, both of which indicate a disinclination to
exertion or effort. Sloth has its basis in Aristotelian psy-

chology and was described as a disorientation in emotional

l1ife or a disorder of effectiveness or inaction. Sloth was
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origirzlly known as a m asﬁ'c vice (Wenkel, 1967) and was ™=
previougf} called acedia, a Greek .word meaning "the torpor“\\\\
of mind\bywnpich,one either neglects to beéin good works or
grows veary i%,fiqishing them" (Wenzel, 1967{ p.67). Sinée
monks were required to be industribus and' dutiful, their
<loth was labelled the "noonday. demon™. Wenzel (1967, p.67)
states™it was looked on as a korm of negligence or'psychic
exhaustion that interfered with ﬁheir service to God "

During the Middle Ages, Thoﬁas Aquinas declared sloth a
sin for all people when he’ inéorporated it into The Seven
Deadly Sins (Mortimer, 1962)}. At this time in the history of
man, sloth was redefined somewhat as a state of languor,
remissness, failure Eo perform dﬁties, and negligence té

fulfill obligdtions,

Modern Literature

The more recent writings on the subject of procrasti-
nation Bave appeared in popular magazines, journals, texts,
and doctoral aissertations. Some of these réadings have been
quite insightful (Burka & Yuen,.1982, 1983; Briody, 1979;
Douglass, 1978) whiie others (Danbrot, 1978; ?ader, 1979;
Fein, 1979) have done little to advance our understand&ng in
thi§ area. The literature presented here draws heavily from
the fields of psychology and management (or administration).

Severgi authors and practitioners have made concerted
efforts to increase our understanding_of procrastination

behaviors.
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One qych . practitioner is Douglass, a management con-
sultgnt. Dougléss.(1978) dgfined‘pfocrastination as "doing ,
low briority actions or tasks rather than higher priority
ones"(p.40). Douglass claims that in order to really under-
stané this behavior the relationship of habit and inertia
must be examined. He describes habit as a pattern of behav-
iors and thoughts an individual has become so comfortable
-with, tha; they do not realize they are doing theﬁ.'Dougiass
states that "this is certainly the case wfth'procrastina-
tipn"(p.4l). The cure 1is to change these _groups of habits
that the individual associates with procrastination. Iner-
tia is simply described in physics "terminology in that a
person, like any bther_ body will ;end to remain at rest
unless a force. acts upon him or it. Douglass adds " to con=-
quer procrastination you must overcome your inertiaf then
you will fiﬁd that once bééun, action is much more likely to‘
continue™(p.42). |

Douglass-aléo states that a majority of pfocrastination
is theh result of three caﬁses: - unpleasantness, difficult
projects, and indecision. Avoiding unpleasant tasks accord-
ing to Douglass is an expression of the individual's attempt
to make life easier. ﬁe also points.out that "procrastinat-
ing on the task actuallyificreases unpleasantness, since‘theA
job still has to be doneﬁ(p.42). He recommended telling co-
workers about the deadline set to cope with unpleasant tasks-

so they can offer support, and self-reward for cogpletion;

<
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Douglass also notes the Pareto principle as something to

keep in mind when. faced with unpleasant tasks. The Pareto .

principle orl80/20 rule means that thg‘majority of value is
gained {(from a minority of elements. "In other words'eiéhty
peréént of the value cohes from twenty pércént lof the fac-
tors; .thlé the reﬁaining twenty percent of the value‘comeé
from eighty pefcent of the factors. As Doublass notes "some
have called this the concept of the important few and the
trivial many"(p.43). Thus, eighty percent of your problems
can be solved with twenty percent of the information. This
principle was also discussed by Briody (1979) in his inves-
'!tigation of procrastination, wheré; ‘1ack of informatioﬁ,
unpleasant tasks, and enormity of-the task were examineé as
possible causes of procrastfnation.

Douglass'§ second cause of procrastination,difficult
projects, arises from the complexity'and' or size of a task

being seen as so large or so difficult that one does not

know where to start. Douglass suggests breaking large tasks

into smaller, more manégeable pieces.

Indecision, the third cause discuééed by Douglass, can
result from a strong desire to be right, desire for perfec-
tion, and fear of failure. ?he:; sources of indecision lead
to anxiety and low productivity.

Douglas; summarized how to avoid procrastination with
these hints: 1)} clarify your objectives: 2) develop the hab-
it of platning evefy day; 3) adm}t when you are wasting your

i . | 4

time.
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Silver's (1974) writings are similar on content and
-philosophy to those of Douglass. Instead of equating indeci-
sion with fears, howevef, Silver usedfcﬁoice points. He
-.pos;ulatednthat the’more choice points (alternatives} a task
has, the more susceptible it is to procrastination, and that
choice points are sources of stressﬂ Tasks that require few-
er choices (less co;nitive structuring)} are more likely to
be continued'or proloriged when stress increases. Therefore,

the greater the stress (more choice poingé) attached to a
particular task, the more likely an individual is to post-
pone that task by presefving a less stressful task {(fewer
" choice points).

There comes a point, how?ver, when the individuallfinds
it more stregsful to delay than to act on the appréﬁriate
task. Silver (1974) adds that "one indication of p:oérasti—
nation is that a person engages in activities he would grdi-
narily find boring, tri&ial, and idiotic"(p.51). This is
very similar to Douglass's (1978} theory of misplaced prior- -
ities resulting 1in the individﬁal performing ‘low priority
tasks instead of high priority tasks.

Silver (1974) describes the personal effects of pro-
. crastination as: decreased sense of power, decreased pur-
poSefu}ness_in the individual's life, lowered self*image;
and increased stress. He sees procrastination as a cycle,
and summarized his views as follows: |

The procrastinator knows that procrastina£ion will

not enable him to avoid pain, 1instead, it will
prolong the pain. He realizes that he is buying



The 1individual, therefore, tends to attribute positive
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'small momentary decreases in stress at the cost of: |

much larger long~term increases. Yet, still pro-

crastinating, he discredits his self-image as a

person in control lof his life :
(p.53). |

Although Attribution Theory does not expressly Lﬁamine
procrastination, an understanding. of it may be heipful in
examining the findings of this feéearch study. " Accé;ding to
Lindzey et. al.,{1975) " an individual attributés aftitudes
and traits under. conditions of uncertainty, when he knows
only a few relevaﬁt facts" (p.627). On the basis of these
few facts the individual infers some pervasive underlying
trait, assﬁmption.or ability. When making decisions under
uncertainty the individual's knowledge of the facts are lim-
ited and his actions may lresult in negative consequehces.
results and outcomes to himself and negative results and
outcoﬁes to his external environment.

A number of psychological theorieé'haye‘ been examined

by various authors in an attempt to shed light on the causes

of procrastination: locus of control (Passman, 1977), psy-

'choqealytic theory (Bischof, 1970), behaviorism (Glasser,

1976; Burka & Yuen, 1982, 1983) and rational~emotive theory
(Ellis, 1973; 1979; Ellis & Knaus, 1977; KAaus, 1973; Silver
& Sabini, 1982). of these theories behaviorism and rational-
emotive theory (RET) offer the best, although incomplete,,

insight into procrastination.
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‘Behaviorism

_Behavib;ism.ié a meéhanistic; .objective way of viewing
aspects of personality. Also knbwn asflea;ning‘ theory;
behaviorism "holds that the ;ubject‘matter of human psychol-
ogy is the behav1or of the individual" (Watson 1969, p.2.).
Behav10r1sm con51sts of cla551cal condxt1on1ng and operant
conaitioning. Operant cpnd1t1on1ng, popularized by Skinner
(1964} éxamines Ehe*likeiihood of certain behaviors occuring
more or less often as a result of given events which follow
" a response e.g. proérastination. From this, Briody (1979)
speculated that ﬁrocfastination could be associated with
either inadequate learning of a response or the learning of
an inappropriate response. Procrastination could, therefore,
'be viewed in terms of rewards to the individual for delay-
1ng, and punlshment or lack of response for task completion
or goal-oriented behavior. 1

Braid (1983), a management consultaht and professor of
management also discusses. learning theory 1in relation to
procrastination. Braid (1983) st%pes that "two primary caus-
es of procrastination are compleiity and fear"(p.1l1l). Tasks
or projects, he explains initially seem complex because the
individual fee;s they do not have ail the answers, or else
is overwhelming because they do not know where to begin.
Fear can be a cause of procrastination when faced with

inpleasant tasks.
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Braid's views on learning theory, although n¢ot lengthy,
are insightful. According to léafniﬁg theory an action that
is positively reinforced will be more likely to:be\;e_gated.
For a number of procrastinators} this poéitive reingfgééhent
becomes a problem. Their postponement and crisis-stimblated
last minute action allows them to complete a task satisfac-
torily. Consequently, they receive praise and/or recognition
for a job well done. This exterhél image of success devel-
oped by one's superior positively reinforces the delay-panic
cycle that only the procrastinator is aware of.

Burka and Yuen, clinical psychologists, have done a
great deal of work in the areaaof counseling procrastina-
tors. Although not expressly proponents of behaviofism,
their étrategy in couseling and their personal view that
this behavior is rooted 1in environmental factors,' identify
them as belonging to this group of theorists.

They view procrastinaﬁion as serving a protective func-
tion for people,"delaying may be a strategy that protects
them from facing some difficult fears and anxﬁétieé"(p.x).
However, unlike RET proponents, Burka and Yuengk1983) do not
see these fears as a personality dysfunction that the indi-
Qidual is predisposed to, but rather as a reaction or
defence mechanism for dealing with pressures and expecta-
tions imposed on the individual by his environment. Pro-
crastination they say "plagues people of all occupa-

tions"(p.3.}.
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In defining procrastination; Burka and Yuen (1983}
state "procrastination is the behavior of postponing” (p.5).
In differentiating between a convenient delay and problem
procrastination, they say it hinges on how troublesome your
delaying is for you. From their clinical practice, Burka and
Yuen found that procrastination can take two forms.of trou-
blesomeness. The first form occurs -when delay leads to
external consequences "ranging from innocuéﬁs (a fine for
late books); to severe (losing a job or jeopardiz{ng a mar-
riage)"(p.5). The second form is the manifestation of integl
nal /dgﬁseéuences which effect the procrastinator himself
these range from "mild.- irritation and regret to inténse self
condemnation and dispair"(p.5).

Burka and Yuen (1983) also developed their own cycle of
procrastination. While they note that there are individual
variations of the seguence, they have found that the cycle
fits most procrastinators.

Step one "I'll start early this timeé begins with the
individual expressing their best intentions for starting the
taék and progressing in a logical timely manner. However, as
Burka and Yuen (1983} note, they are reluctant to begin
immediately; "procrastinators often believe that this start
will somehow spontaneously Qcéur, with no planned effort on
their part"(p.8). '

As they begin to realize that their work on the task

has not yet begun, their good intentions change to apprehen-
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sion and step two "I've got to start soon" begins., The
internal emotions begin to push the procrastinator to act
until they realize the deadline is still some time away.
Burka and Yuen (1983) express step three "what 1if I don't
start?" as " the procrastinator, iﬂ?gining that he or she
may never start, may have visions 6¥“horrible consequences
that will ruin life forever"(p.9).

Step four "There's still time" signifies renewed hope
in the person's ability to do the task. Step five "There's
something wrong with me", expresses their desperation. Now

instead of starting the task, the individual internalizes

and feels that they are lacking something everyone else has.

Burka and Yuen (1983) state "this something is usually seen
as self-discipline, 1intelligence, luck, or courage"{p.9).
Step six termed "The final <choice:to do or not to do" is
where the procrastinator 1is faced with,tQO choices and
selects one. The choices are: to start the task or to give
up. When the individual ‘decides to start the task Burka and
Yuen state "the deadline ié so close orryour (the procrasti-
nator’s) inertia has become so paiﬁful.that it is finally
worse to do nothing than to take action"(p.10}. 7

Step seven, the final step regardless of the choice

made in the previous.step, 1is the same for all procrastina-

tors. Here the individual states they will never procrasti-

nate again. Burka and Yuen (1983) conclude that "in spite

of their sincerity and determination, however, most pro-

A
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crastinators find themselves repeating the cycle over and
over again” (p.1l).

Burka and Yuen (1983) see the caﬁses of procrastination
‘as primarily environmental and include imposed success ori-
entation, others unrealistic expectations of‘our abilities,
and fearﬁ. Fears of suécess, f}ilure or personal pain are
all incorporated under one general category of causes
because as Burka and Yuen (1983). point out:

A theme that 1is common to all these fears is the

belief that you must choose between having success

and having love... If you expect your success to

be evaluated in a negative light, you may not want

to risk the possibility of alienating the people

around you
(p.41).

While Burka and Yuen have developed this theory behind
the fears of protrastinators, the literature search for this
study revealed no support'for this explanation. Rather,  as
Douglass (1978) has written, the fears are a rationalization

by the individual for procrastinating; a type of self-

fulfilling ,prophecy.

Rational-Emotive Theory

Another theory that can be used to explain the causes
of procrastination is rational-emotive theory (RET). RET
viéws personality(;s being potentially rationality or irra-
tional; this is dependant upon childhood experiences, influ-
ences of othefs, and significant events._ A number of

authors, (Douglass, 1978; Briody, 1979; Montgomery,1978;
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1982; Danbrot, 1978: Feih, 1979; Fader,'1979)"§ta£e that
irrationality, fear of failure, perfectionism, hostilitf and -
resentment, low frustration tolerance, poor orgahization
skills, attitudes of indifference, and thé unpleasant nature
of tasks are the 'major causes of procrastination. These
causes all appear to have their basis in RET,

RET is based on the belief thatlalthough biological and
early envirdnmenial_ factors contribute to personality pﬁt—
terns, the responsibility for allowing to be disturbed, or
nét to be disturbed rests wiﬁh’the individual (Ellis, 1973).
Ellis also notes that although  people have a predisposition
for self actualization which is characterized by rationali-
ty, thgy are also capable of self-destructive behaviors are
characterized by irrationality.

| RET stresses that people think, emote, and act simulta-
neously and emphasizes that dysfunctional behavior (e.qg.
procraétination) can be corrected by helping the individual
self-actualize (Ellis, 1974). Thus RET concludes that dys-
. functional behavior 1is the indoctrination of irrational
beliefs that are retained by the individual in a continuous
program. This 1is very simildr to Burka and Yuen's (1983)
"cycle of procrastination”

The RET litérature. has made a contribution to the
understanding of this behavior by defining procrastination.

Ellis and Knaus (1977) -major authors in RET, define it as

"putting off something until a future time...postponing
1
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deferring action on s;mething you have decided to do" (p.7).
They also list three causes of procEasFination as :being
self-downing, -low—frustration toleraﬂce, and hostility.
Ellis and Knaus (1977} have devéloped a series of eleven
éteps in procrastination béhavior, and they believe that in
the process of exhibiting this behavior'ohe will go through

several of theser?

.1)You wish to do something, or at least agree
to do it even though it intrinsically does not
appeal to you, because. you desire some favorable
result that probably will ensue if you do this
thing.

2)You make a definite decision to do it.
3)You needlessly delay doing it.

4)You observe the disadvantégesi or lack of
advantages of delay.

5)You still postpone doing the thing you
decided to do.

6)You berate yourself for procrastinating (or
you defend yourself against self-downing by
rationalizing or pushing the project out of your
mind).

7)You continue to procrastinate.

8)You finish the project barely on time by
making a last minute rush to complete it, or you
never finish it.

d)You feel uncomfortable about your lateness
and berate yourself for unnecessary delay.

10)You assure yourself that such procrastina-
tion will not happen again, and that this time you
really mean it.

11)}Not too long afterward, especially if you
have a complicated, difficult, and time-consuming
project to complete, you procrastinate again.

{(p.7).
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Thesé steps are similar to fhose of Burka aﬁd Yuen
(1983) and like their coligagues, is incomplete. How many
stepé are fequired to constitute true procrastination? Are
all the steps equaily significant as measures of this behav-
ior? What exceptions to this series of events, if any,
exists? Answers to these qqestions have not beeﬁ found in

the literature.

Relévant Research

While five doctoral dissertations (Briody, 1979; Tay;
lor, 1979; Green, 1981; Skiffington, 1982; Young, 1582) were
found in a literature search on procrastination, only three

my
of these (Briedy, 1979; fTaylor, 1979; Green, 1981) examine

the causes of procrastination. These papers are in the field; -~

of clinical psychology and address general prbcrgftination,
primarily among graduate students. .

Briody (1979) found that forty seven percent of his
sample identified+*task characteristics as a major cause of
their procrasgination, From this he stated "it appears that
"situational factors, i.e. boring, difficult, and unpleas;nt,
etc. could represent one category from which procrastination
can be conceptualized"(p.78).

Personal factors such as fear of failure,  low self-
confidence, poor organizational skills etc. were also seen

as offering some 1insight into this behavior, Briody found

that forty percent of the sample he studied reported fear of
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failure as a cause of ‘their procrastination. Briody did note
that any one of the personal factors could have contributed
to his findings}

In an analysis of twenty three infrequent responses to
a particular item on his open-ended questionnaire, Briody
fougd that vague or iﬁdéfinite guidelines was reported as an
external factor contributing to procrastination. This is
consistent with Green's (1981) findings that "situational
procrastinators were particularly susceptible to the lack of
structure"{p.84). |

Briody also exaﬁined procrastination with respect to
reality theory. 1In his rationale Briody (1979) explained
that the‘eﬁphasis on task characteristics suggests a behav-
ioral model that may help conceptualize this behavior. He
.feels thisris possible because of "the lack of reinforcing
qualities inherent in the activities about which people pro-
crastipatéh(p.QO). Reality theory Briody (1979) states
"applies in this case because in addition to emphasizing the
valﬁe of reinf%rcements in the moulding of a‘specific behav-
ior, reality theory has a coénitiQe-agfective precept, the
notion of identity"(p.91). Although reality thecry is basi-
cally a learning theory , it recognizes the need for love
and a sense of self-worth. This relationship of a need for
love as a reinforcing factor is similar to that developed by

Burka and Yuen (1983).
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Briody {(1979) also points out that reélity theory is
helpful in analyzing the low self-confidence factor.
According to reality theory, one's social identity forms at’
. approximately age five. The basis of social identity is
one's self-image and self-esteem, whicﬂ provides the orien-
tation for the individual to establish either a success or
failure identity. Briody (1979) explains "Success identities
are characteristic of individuals who are acﬁualized. A
failure identity is indicative of people who exhibit mood,
thought, or behavicral problems"(p.93). This concept of
identity is parallel to the view of RET presented by Ellis's
{1973) discussion of self-actualization and rationalization
Versus self—'destruqtive actions and rationality as a key to
understanding procraséinatory behaviors.-

Green (1981). in her investigétion of the effect of
counseling on. dissertation proérastination used the Adjec-
tive Cheqklist Subscales (ACL) "to identify the characteris-
tics of her control (moderate aﬁé non-procrastinators) and
treatmént (procrastinators) groups. Green found ' that the
control subjects- were more Success Ariented, aggressive,
self-confident, and able to have. fun, than their counter-
parts,

She also found that those identified as situational
procrastinators, were particularly susceptive to the lack of
structure in the dissertation process. She explained that

"People who are situational but not chronic procrastinators,

»
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however, are more likely to sélf¥impose drganiiatiop and to-
be bothered more by deiays, blocks, and avoidances"{p.B4).

Taylor (1979) in his investigation of peksonality and
situational correlates of procrastinatiqn behavior - for
achievable tasks also fdund_that this behaviof "is more a
function of certain situational and specific task variables
than .stable personélity dispositions” (p.139);

-t

Summar

As seen from this brief review of research.on procrast-
ination person—factors anﬁ environmental or situationai fac-
tors both appear to cause procrast1nat10n Briody (1979) and
Green (1981) successfully narrowed down the list of p0551ble
causes of procrastlnatlon to personal factors including:

self-confidence and poor organization and/or time management

" skills, and environmental factors including; size of the

task, unpleasant nature of fhe work, and existence of guide—‘
lines.

Support for these two- categories of causes was also
found in the lay literature by Douglass (1978),. Montgomery
(1978, 1982), Braid (1983), Douglass and Goodwin (1980),
Silver (1974), and-in the psychological literature by Ellis
(1973, 1974), Ellis and Knaus (1977), and Burka and Yuen
(1982, 1983}.



Chapter Three

Mefhodologx

In. this chapter the procedures that were used to verify
the research hypothesis of this study, will be describged.
The chgpter con%aiﬁs four sections: (1) the selection of the
research instrumené and que;tionnaire designf (2) the selec-

tion of subjects; (3) the collection of data, and; (4) the

statistical treatment.

Research Instrument

The review of literature on procrastination revealed a
few research instruments. However,  these instruménts were
not applicable, in | that they were not designed to measure
procrastinatién in sport administration. Therefore, it was

decided that an appropriate instrument would be constructed.

Validity of the research instrument.

The first step that was taken in designing the research
instrument was to. compile a 1ist of all possible causes of
procrastination. A comprehensive 1list of statements was
developed from the literature. The iist' included modified

items used by Briody (1979) and Green (1981), as well as
items derived from commonly accepted theories presented in

the literature {(QJouglass, 1978; Burka and Yuen, 1982, 1983).

. - 28 -
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All items were independently examined for content validity,;

clarity and"relatiohship to the dependent - vafiable, pro-

crastination. This list of statements was then independently

analyzed by the author and the advisor in an effort to
determine which statements measured p;;::;::?ﬁsrion, second,

which aspects of. this behav1or were addreséed in the stape4

ments, and third, 'if the stahements were clear, concise, and

easy to understand. Of the original sixty statements, forty-
nine were retained.

These forty-nine statements were then given to a sample
group;bf ten project managers gg;kiﬁg for a firm in New York
Spate. - Their role was to respond to the forty-nine state—i
ments in:terms of comprehension. The statements were eithgi
eaéilx,understqod or they were not. As a result of this pro-
cess_all forty-nine statements were retained as all of them
weré"éiewed as easil§ understood. The oniy change which was
made to the instrument was that the ipéms ﬁefé changed from
question format to statement format to make them more direct

P 3 . '
" and concise, the statements were worded in the third person
(Kusyszyn, 1968).

A1l these” procedures were conducted in an attempfhto
increase the validity of the instrument. 1In terms of the
validity of questionnaires it is not easy to verify since,
as Oppenheim {1966) explained, it is nearly‘impossible to
1dent1fy a criteria with which to make comparisons. Accérd—

4

ing to Seltiz (1959), to validate a research 1nstrument in

J
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the social scieq&es, there shoula be an evident relationship

between the items and the characteristic you wish to meas-

ure.

Reliability of the research instrument.

After the .research instrument was elaborated; and

attempts made to increase its validity,. it was tested for

reliability ih a pilot study. The sample for this pilot

project consisted of ten professors in the departments of

phyéical educatiqn and kinanthropology af the University of
Ottawa. The questionnaires were distributed to them through
internal mail and each questionnaire was ¢oded so that it
could be idenéified; These were returned to a drop box in
the departmental secretary’s office. |

One week later the process .was repeated,L and the sub-
jects were again requested to answer and return the instru-

ments to the front office. The questionnaire results were

recorded in pairs with a test/retest set of data for each ~

subject.by .code number. A correlation coefficient (Appendix

1) waS‘_dbEained from the data for each of the forty-nine

items in the instrument. Only those items with the highest

correiations (r>.51) were retained. However, 1in selecting

the final questionnaire statemehts consideration was also

given to the sub-categories 1in the?instrument addressing
:

person-related factors "and organizational environment fac-

tors so as to retain a fairly equal number of items within

e
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each sub-catégory. This résulted in four items with correla-
tions of léés than .51 being retained because they were the
highest items in that category. This proqedure resulted in
the following gquestionnaire format: twentf—five closed
questions with a five-point scale and seven open-ended gues-
tions. The twenty-five items were recorded and scored on a
scale where 1 represented strongly disagree and 5 repreéent-
ed strongly agree. The open-ended questions were used to
provide a general overview of the manifestations of pro-.
crastination.

The twenty-five closed items were used to measure the
respondent's perceptions with réspect fo the two primary
causes of procrastination: person-related and organizational
environment factors. There were nine items pertaining to
person—related-factors: laziness (2 items), self-confidence
(3 items), poor time management (2 items), gnd inability to
say no -(2 items). There were sixteen items pertaining to
organizational environment fac;ofs: enormity of the task (3
items), unpeasant tasks (3 (Egms); insignificant/unimportént
jobs (3 items), too many options/no guidelines (3 items),
toé_much delegated b one person (1 item) and, no estab-
lished time limit (3 items). The overall mean correlation
for these twenty-five questionnaire items was .71.

amos {(1965) and Matheﬁs (1969) both agree that a cor-
relation coefficient of .70 to 1.00 is equivalent to a high

correlation in psychology and .education. Mathews (1969)
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stated that "quite a number.of acceptable coefficignts may
apﬁeg: in-this range“

. an independent t-test was also'conducted. between the
retest data of the pilot sample and the test data of the
research sample of.sport administrators. The results of this B
procedure are presented in Table 3.1. The reported value §f
the test statistic (.7633 did not exceed the critical value
(cvT=2.00) indicating a strong correlation to the dependent
variable, procrastination. From this it was concluded that
the research instrument used in the present investigation is’

reliable.
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Table 3.1

1

Independent t-test on pilot and final sample data.

Category M SD SEM t cvT
retest 3.09 .36 .11
3
.76 2.00
test 3.19 .40 .05
A

Note. Critical values of t are taken from Table 2, p.362

of Hinkle et. al., « Basic Behavioral Statistics, Houghton

Mifflin, Co. Boston. P<.05 DEf=71

*
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Selection of subjects

The :sample for this study consisted of -sixty-three
(N=§3) sport administrators from the‘ various associations
housed in the National Sport. and Recfeation Centre at 333
River Road in Ottawa. ‘

The selection of subjects was achieved through the use
of a nonprobability sampling technique called convenience
ismpling. ‘This technique may aiso be found ﬁnder the head-"~

-ing of chunk or incidental Eampling.

Convenience sampling (Hinkle et. al.,’ 1982) involves
using an already existing segment of a population. 1In this
case the group'consists of program co-ordinators, technical
directors and executive directors, working for various asso-
‘ciations in  the National Sport and Recreation Centre. As
mentioned earlier this group of sport administrators was
heterogeni&us, they had varied educational and sport back-
'grounds, and represented various geographical regions of
Canada. Chunk sampling was utilized to increase the fesponse
rate and decrease the time.necessary to collect the data. A

description of the sample is presented in table 3.2.

Collection of data

The subjects were informed of the nature and purpose of
the study through a covering letter {(Appendix 1I1I} which
accompanied each guestionnaire. The questionnaires were dis-

tributed and returned by internal mail from the C.A.P.H.E.R.
: ~——
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national 6ffice, one of the associations housed in the
National Sport and Recreation Centre. *éreﬁise instructions
on how to answer the instruments were included.

One month later the completed questionnaires were
picked up from the C.A.P.H.E.R. of fice and the results were
coded onto computer scanning sheets. No identifying marks&
. were placed on the guestionnaires at any point in this pro-
" cess. In this way the anonymity of‘the respondents was pre-
served, and the information obtained from the instruments

remained confidential.
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Table 3.2
>
Description of subjects surveyed

Mean years

of work ' Mean % of
Sex experience ' N age total N
Males . 7.23 42 34.59 66.6

Females 4.76 21 29.66 33.3
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Statistical treatment,.

Appropriate statistical -procedures were dgg;\bb estab-
lish whetherlthe hypothesis and sub-hypotheses presented in
this research study were supported or rejected. The SAS pro-
gram was used to analyze tﬁe data. The following procedures
were applied:

(1) Frequency analysis

The SAS program was used to compile the distribution of

scores, the sum of the squares, and the variance of all

4 -

scores "obtained on the gquestionnaires. Freguencies were also
calculated for all responses for males only and for females
only.

(2) Rank ordering of means

The sub-ci¥tegory of causes for each main category of
procrastination were rank ordered by mean. In this way-ik
was possible to determine which main cause was reported'as
more of a contributor to procrastination by sport adminis-
trators-: This procedure was performed to test the main
hypotﬁesis presented in this research study.

(3) T-test

The t-test was used to verify any significant differ;
encei obtained between the mean responses of the male and
female sport administrators for the two main categories of
items on the qﬁestionnaire. This statistical procedure was
per formed to test the first sub-hypothesis presented in this

/7

research study.
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(8) F-test

&

The f-test was used to determine the ratios between the
four categories of years of work experiéﬁce. These catego-
ries were created based on the dafa gathered from the gener—Q.
al information section of the questionnaire ﬁhat felated'to
years of work experience. From the raw data obtaineé from
the éubjects a frequency distribution of years of work
experience was creaéed. Based on this distribution four
categories were obtained. Great care was taken in forming
these categéri?s so that the resulting information would be
as benificial as possible in broadeﬂing,our understanding of
procrastination.

kS) Scheffe post hoc

The Scheffe post hoc test was used to verify any fur-
ther significant differences between the other sets of means
not ' calculated by the f-test in the procedure mehtionéd
above. |

The f-tes; and the theffe post hoc were used to test

the second sub-hypothesis presented in this research study.

The .05 level of significance was used for all compari-
sons between means (t-test and f—;est). Thé .05 lével was
selected because as Hinkle et.al.,(1982) and Hays (1973)
discussed the .05 level is the most commonly applied'and

accepted level of significance used in the ‘social sciences.



Chapter Four

Results and Discussion

This chapter consists of four sections. Section one
contains a summary of the responses to the seven open-ended
questions that were incIuded in the second segment of the
research instrument. ‘The next three sections present the
results of the statistical procedures that were conducted to
verify the main hypothesis and the two sub-hypotheses inves-
tigated in this study. 1In each section the results are also
‘examined in relation to the precepts and major theories pre-

‘

sented in the literature on procrastination,

Analysis and discussion of responses to the open-—ended

segment of the questionnaire.

The second segment of the research instrument contained
seven opepfended questions. The responses to these questions
are presehted in Table 4.1. The purpose of this portion of
the research instrument was to éather additional data on the
procrastination behavior of sport administrators, and to use
this data in interpretation and analysis of the quantified
. data from the clo;ed-questioh . section of the research
instrument. These findings are presented first in order to
present t%e reader with a general understanding of the phe-

~nomenon under investigation in this study.
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Table 4.1

Responses to open-ended questions reported

fregquencies of five and more.

—

1)Why do you think you sometimes procrastinate?

Response ' Freq. - $ofN
1. unimportaﬁé/insignificant jébs 14 ‘ 35'
2. unpleasant task ;;» 13 ‘ 32.5
3. not enough time to finish job B 20

4, doing high versus low priorities 8 20

5. too many options/no guiaelines 7 " 17.5
6. too much w;rk to do 5  12.5

N=40 ' .

“2)When you put off doing sbmething that you need -to be working

on, how-do you feel about it?

Response . Freq. $0fN
1. guilty | ' 19 . 49
2. concerned/worried - 7 | 18,
3. frustrated o 6 15
4. apprehensive/anxious ' ' 6 15
_fﬁ%. depressed 5 13
| N=38



-

3)Do you try to make changes to your work habits fo
avoid procrastinating?
Response J . .Freq © %0fN
1. Yes Y 93

1f so what are they?

1.‘set deadlines o . 28
2. maﬁage my time better 10 25
3. set more reasonable objectives S 13
N=40

4)What do you think you could change within yourself

to help avoid procrastinating2

-

Respdnsé : ; Freq $ofN
1, more self-discipline - | 9 . 23
2. concentféte more 5 13
N=40

/ -
'§)What types.of job-related dgﬁfsions or tasks

do you procrastinate about?

Responsé o Freq %ofN
ﬁ\\ 1. bjg reports/projectsl- 17 43

2. unimportant/insignificant tasks 7 18

3. employee.evaluations/reprimands 6 16

N=40 ‘ -’
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S)Wha;\jEBZ:::ated setbacks or conseguences

has your procrastination caused you in

the past?

' Response . i \ Freg
1. nothing serious _ 22
2. not meeting deadlines ‘ 7
3. long hours/late nights 7A
4. being fushed/doing a sloppy job 6
N=38 | |

7)}What changes do you think could be made at
your office that would help pecple control
their tendency to procrastinate?
Response / ‘Freq

1. regular staff review of goals

and objectives ‘ 17
2. clearly stated pfiorities 9
3. set deadlines for projects - B

4, receive recognition of completed

tasks. : 7
5. hire more staff 7
6. distribute work more evenly 6
N=39
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l%ofN
58
18
18

16

$ofN

44
23

21
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Ssyeral observgtions can be drawﬁ. from the data in
Ta?le-iﬂl. 'Bowever; _the- data may not reflect the behavior
of éll 63 sport administrators in this study as only 38 to
40 subjects responded‘to any one of ghe oﬁen—ended qués-
tions. First, the responées indica&é that “unimportanthér
insignificant jobs™ and “unpieasant tasks™ represent " two
major reasons why spoft administrators pracrastinéte (ques-

tion 1}. The matter of perception appears to be quite impor-

i

tant here. I;-ié possible that the tasks at hand .may or may

not be “unimportant“,“insignificant" or "unpleésant". How—
ever, thé faét appears to be that the respondents perceive
them to be so, and consequently _they will procrastinate‘
about these tasks.

%econd, 49 percent of the sport administrators that
responded to question 2, report' that they feel gquilty when
they are procrastinating, Yet most of them do not seem to
think that the consequences are too serious for them (ques-
tion 6). Feélings of guilt are common among procrastinators
according to Burka and Yuen (1983). They theorize that guilt
and frustration are major components of the pfocrastiﬁation
cycle.

In question three, 53 percent of the respondents stated

they try g; modify their work habits to avoid procrastinat-

ing. According to them, changing their habits and improving

their planning and timewmanagement skills would help them to

procrastinate less Lquestion'3). self-discipline and clear
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goals and bbjectives wauld also help considerably (questioﬁ
4 and 7).  In fact, all these considerations are éonsistent
with the pattérns.of-behavior theérized by Burka and Yuen
(1983) in their “éydle of procrastination"‘as presented in
chépter two. - | |

-

Analysis and discussion of results pertaining to

organizational-related versus person-related causes of

-procrastination.

The major hypdfhesis under  investigation in this
research stated the "organizatipnal environmenﬁ factors
would be reported by sport administrators as contributing
more to procrastin§tion than{person-related factors"

This'hypothésis saught to test the validity of thie man-
agement literature on procrastination which views the indi-
vidual's external of organizational” environment as the pri-
mary source o{hstimuius for procrastination (Braid, 1583;
Douglass, 1978, 1980; Mbntgomery, 1979, 1982). The reseafchﬁ
er therefore, attempted to determine f sport administrators
would attribute their procrgspination. to the organization
rather than to themselves. |

The o;ganization—related causes _'of procrastination

3

tested in this hypothesis include: insignificant/unimportant
LS

jobs, too many options/no guidelines, too much. delegated” to

one person, no established time limit, enormity of the task,

"and unpleasant tasks. The person-related causes investigated
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include: lazihess, _self—confidence, poor time management,
and inability to say no. ; )

Reésults pertaining to this hypothesis are presented in
Table 4.2 and 4,3. Table 452;p§g§ents a raﬁk order of the
meahs obtéined for each sub—éategory of causes related.to
elther the, organizational environment or the person. Table
4,3 presents the percentages of responses received from the
.éport administrétbrs for each sub-category of causes of pro-
crastination. : _ - " ;

The main hypothesis Qés supported as five of the organ-
‘izational envirdnment: factors were ranked higher (Table 4.72)
than all_personf¥e1ated factors, with the exception of
“in;bility to say noﬁ, and the percentage of agreement is
hlgher than dlsagreement for all organlzatlon factors (Table
'4.3). However, .as mentioned in chapter three 1nab111ty to
‘say no" could be a_person or organlzatlonal environment fac-
tor in procrast1nat10n depending on the 1ndlv1duals level in
the organization. From the -data in Tables 4.2 and 4.3 1t‘1s
evident thét the sport administrators in this study percefve

1nab111ty to say no" as a major cause of their procrastina—
tion. This cause was ranked first with a mean of 3. 88 (Table
4.2) and 81 percent of the respondents (Table. 4.3) agree
that it is a major reason why they procrastinate. The next
five ﬁighest ranked causes also pertain to organiz§tiona1
environment,iwhile} "poor time management", a persqn—related

cause ranked seventh with a mean of 3.09 (Table 4.2) and
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received only 47 percent agreement(Table 4.3), Laziness and
self-confidence ranked ninth and tenth (Table 4.2) with 39

and 32 (table 4.3) percent agreement respectivélym

-~
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Tablé 4.2

Rank ordering of mean scores obtained for each

-

sub-cateqory of causes of procrastination.

e ———e e ————— i S————————— —

Rank Cause © ' Mean "Factor
1 Inability to say no '  3.88 P/O
2 Unpleasant tasks - 3.41 0
3 Too much! delegated to

one person ' 3.33 0
4 Too many guidelines/no

guidelines ' 3.32 0
5 No established time limit 3.27 : o
6 Unimportant/insignificant jobsK 3.23 0
7 Poor time management 3.09 P

W .

8 Enormity of the task . 3.03 0
9 Laziness 2.87 P

10 Self-confidence 2.57 P

0= organization-related factor

P= person-related factor
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Table 4.3
/

Percentages of responses for each sub-category

of causes for procrastination.

b ————

%Agree to . %Disagree to
Causes ' Strongly ~ Strongly

Agree ‘ Disagree
A. Organizational factors o
Insignificant/unimportant jobs 56 ' 34
Too many options/no guidelines 58 29
Too much delegated to one person . 54 25
No established time limit 54 . - 35
Enormity of the task A4 . 41
Unpleasant tasks ' o ) 59 27
B. Person factors '
Inability to say no ' Bl i 12
Poor time management 47 ' :42
Laziness . - 39 48

Self-confidence 32 | - '52




The data presented in tﬁese two tables tends to suggest
that.organizational environment factors play a greatér role
in_prbcrastination than person-related factoré. The rankiﬁg'
of the organizational causes suggests that for the  sport
administrators surveyed,"unpleasant tasks"™ is a major cause
of their procréstination. This is-consistent with Briedy's
(1979) findings where 47 percent of his samplé identified
"situational factors, boring, difficult, and unpleasant
tasks" (p.78), as a major cause of their précrastination.
The rationale for unpleasantness as a cause of proCrasfina-
tion has been examined by a number  of ~ authors
(Braid,1983;Briod?,lQ?Q;Douglass,1978;Burka & Yuen, 1982,
1983). According to reality theofy and learning theory
(Braid,1983) the- perceived “unpleasantness"of tasks makes
them more susceptible to procrastination due to the lack of
positive reiﬁforcements associated with these tasks.

The data in Tables 4,2 and 4.3 also suggests that for
the sport administrators surveyed, having too many decisions
and lack of guidelines is also a cause of their procrastina-
tion. This cause is adopted from the management articles of
Douglass (1978,1980) and Braid (1983). In their work on time
managemeht and procrasﬁination thef theorize that too many
options and lack of guidelines create a cycle of frustratién
‘in the deqision—making process, and that this frustration is

a cause or contributing factor 1in procrastination.
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As pointed out -in chapter three "inability to say no"
_appears to ha@e been perceived as an organdizational environ-
ment factor. Items 7 and 14 of the clbsed-édestions examine
the individual‘s: ability to say no to the requests of
superioré and co-workers. ~ftém 7 states"People take on more
than they should because they-cannot seem. to say no.";&em 14
sgatgs "Unless péople learn to say" no, they'will wind’ up
with far more'Qork than they can reasonably handle.”

' Why then do individuals have trouble saying no? Accord-
ing to Burka and Yuen (1983) people need and désire to be
needed and accepted. To refuse the requests of others is
difficult because we all want to be seen as kind, caring,
helpfhl human beings, and to say.no is viewed negatively by
both individuals. Burka and Yuen (1983) also state "one of
‘the biggest fears of procrastinators is being alienated,.”or
alieﬁating the people around them"(p.41). Bufka and Yuen's
(1983) théories tend £6 reflect person-related causes of
this behavior.: If howevér,"inability to s;y no " is pér-
ceived as an organizafional factor, what accounts for these
results.

One explana?ion may be- attribution. As discussed in
chapter two, attribution theory is an explanation of how
people organize behavior and make it meaningful. "Inability
to say no" was ranked highest, and the sport administfators
perception of not being able to refuse requests tq take on

more work may or may not reflect reality. According tg Lind-
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zeytet.al.,(lé75) {"an'individual attrébutes attitudes and
traits under conditions of uncertainty, when he knows only é
few relevant facts"(p.627).As discussed in .chapter two the
individual, therefore, tends to attribute positive results
and outcomes to himself and negative results and outcomes to
_his external environment. The sport administrators in this
study attribute a majorlty of their procrastlnatlon to their
work environment. The six highest ranked &auses including
"inability to say no" reflect the individual attributing his
procrastinétion, which most people perceive as negative
(Briody,1979) to his work environment.. Since sport adminis-
trators were cénsistent in attributing five of the top Six
causes to the organization, it is likely that "inability to
say no" was also attributed to the organization. All of the
sport administrators surveyed are accountable to .an execu-
tive director or board of directors, therefore their per-
ceived "inability to séy no" when they already have moré
than enough work to do, - probably reflects their perceﬁtions
of the consegquences of saying no and their position in the
organizationr |

0f the person-related factors the highest ranked cause
is "inability to say no " it is ranked first {Table 4.2).
However if this sub-factor is excluded from this category "
poor time management” which ranked seventh (Table 4.2)

becomes the highest ranked person-related factor. Forty-

seven percent of the respondents agreed that "poor time man-
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agement”™ is a cause of theif pro¢rastination. Why would such
a high percentage of respoﬂdents agreé to this persoh factor
as a cauée if tBey attribute negative outgomes to their

eiternal eévironment? one possiblé explanation may be social.
stigma. Time management workshops, sélf—heip books, and
helpfﬁl hint newspaper columns have become moré prevalent in
the last ten years. Therefore, with increased interest iql
time management skills and seminars perhaps "poor time man-
agement™ may have less socia}ﬂgtigma than other person caus-
‘'es of procrastination. If this is true perhaps sport admin-
istrators perceive "poor time management"” as less of a
negafive reflection'on them aé individuals, so they are more
likely to admit to this person-related éause than laziness
and self-confidence which were ranked ninth and tenth (Table
4.2) (and received only 39 and 32 percent agreehent {Table i
4.3) respectively. |
Laziness carries with it certain negative personal con-
notations, and so does self-confidence. Therefore, individu-
als would be less likely to agree that these two factors are
causes for them because they would be attributing negafive

outcomes to themselves.

Analysis and discussion of results pertaining to sex as a

variable affecting procastination.

The first sub-hypothesis investigated in this study

was: "There are no perceived differences on the reporting of
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' procrastination between male and female sport administré-V
-torsﬂ. |

To test ,this sub-hypothesis an independent t-test Wasf
conducted to verify any significant differences between the
mean responses of male and female sport adminisﬁfdtors for -
organizational environment and person-related factors} The
results of this procedure are presented in Table 4.4.

As can ° be seen from the data 1in Table 4.4 the test
statistic obtainedA from the means between male ana female
spdrt administrators on organizational environment factors
.195, dpeé,not e#ceed the cr?tical value of the test statis-
;ic (cGT=2.005. The data a;so illuétrates that 'the test
statistic obtéined from the means between male and female
éport administrators on person-related factors 1is .109.
Since neither tesf statistic exceeds the critical wvalue
(cvT=2.00) the sub-hypothesis is retained at éhe .05 level
of significance with 61 degrées of, freedom.

None of the empirical studies {(Briody, 1979; Green,
1981; Sskiffington, 1§82; Taylor, 1979; Young, 1982) avail—
able on procrastination, examined possible differences in
'procrastination behavior between males and females. In the
vmanagement and psychological literature available on pro-
crastination (Burka & Yuen, 1982, 1983; Braid, 1983; Doug-
lass, 1978, 1982; Ellis & Knaus, 1977; Silver & Sabini,
1982) no ﬁention is made of clinical findings or theoretical

arquements, that differences exist or do not exist between
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the procrastinatioﬁ bahavior of males and . females. There--
fore, this study teéted thq. null hypothesis fegarding this
variable. . 'Possfbie differences méy have been anticipated
from the cgrreht notion that praétﬁcing female administra-
tors appear to be better organized 1in their work habits ahd

more goal oriented and action .oriented than their male

counterparts.

-
"

¥
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Table 4.4
Summary of t-test results between males and females

for ordanizational environment and person factors.

Category Mean SD S.E.M. . £ cvt

Org. Env. Factors

Females 3,26 .48 .104
' | .195 2.00
Males . 3.24 .37 057 )
Person Factors
Females 3.13 .43 .09
o .109 2.00

Males 3.1l .49 .07

Note. Critical values of t are taken from Table 2, p.362 of
Hinkle et. al., Basic Behaviorél Stagistics; Houghton Miff-
lin, ¢o.

P<.05,

DF=61
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Analysis and discussion of results pertaiﬁing to_work

exper;ence as a var:able affect:ng procrast1nat10n behav1or.

The second ‘sub- hypothe51s examlned in this study stated
that "Years of work experience is a contrlbutlng factor in
lessening the impact of work;related (organizational envi-
ronment) factors associated with procfast%nation". Four cat-
egories of years of work experience were created from the
data obtained in the general information section of thé
questionnairé:- 1-2, 3-5, 6-10, and 11 years or more of
related work experience. An f-tést was theﬁ hpplied to'fhe

data to test this sub-hypothesis.



L

- _ 57
.’y.
L
s -
u ‘F -
Table 4.5 )
. Comparison of procrastination scores of sport administrators
with 1-2, 3-5, 6—10; and 11+ yea:s of: work experience
on organizational environment factors“\k‘*\
Work ° _ \\\\\.
Experience Source F
(Years) N Mean of variance DF SS MS Ratio
1-2 . 19 3.29 Between 3 54 .18 1.06
3-5 17 3.34 Within 59 10.41 .17
6-10 13 3.17 Total 62 10.95
11+ . 14 3.11
7
{ "
\cvi=&.76 when P<.05 (taken from Table 4, p.364 of Hinkle

et,aI.,,Basic Behavioral Statistics, - Houghton Mifflin, 'Co.

Boston.)

i

~

.
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.. As illustrated in Table 4.5, the:mean procrastination
scores of sport administrators with more years of work.
experience were_génerally lower than the means of adminis-
trators with less egperiencé (means'were 3.17 and 3.11 for
the 6-10 and 11+ years of experience groups as opposed to

" means of 3.29 and 3.34 for the 1-2 and 3-5 yeé:s of e}peri—

F-J

\SFce grsups). This wbuld indicatg that the more experienced
sga?t-administrators attribute procrastination to organiza-
tionallenyironment factors. to a lesser degree than. their,
less experienced coaleagues. However, as depicted in,Table
4.6, the f-test féiled to indicate any significant differ-
ences between the meaﬁs of thg.four sub¥§roups of sport
administrators. . The calculated f—valué was 1,06 and the
critical f-value was'2.76. Therefore, the null hypothesis
was rejected at the .05 level of significance. in other
words, years of work experience as an independeht variable
8 did not appear to be a c0nt;ibutfng factor in affecting the
reportiné.of oréanizational enQironment factors, one aspect

- of the dependent variable. |
Although n6t§ a stated hypothesis, the .researcher was

-

curious whether .there was a relatidnship between years of

¥
4

work experience and-person*' related factors of procrasﬁina-
tion, among khé sport administrators surveyed in this study.
The same four categoriés of work experienée were examined.
An f;tegp’ was then applied £o the data .on person-related

factors of procrastination,



As illustrated in'Table 4.6, the mean proqﬁastinafion‘
séores of épért admiﬁistrato:s with' ﬁoré years 6£ _wérk
expe;iénce were generally .loqﬁg;thén the means of adminis-
trators_with less experiénce (meéns wvere 2.95 and 2,83 for
thé 6-10 and 11+ years'of experience grbqps as . opposed to
means of 3,35 and 3.25 for the 1-2 and 3-5 years'of expe;i—m
ence grdups)l As\dgpicted.infTable 4.6, the f-test indicaged

~

a significant difference between the means of the 1-2 and
11+ years of experience groups of:sport_administrators. The’
calculated f-value was 5.16 and the critical f-value was
2.76. Therefore,  years 6f'work experiehce appéar to be an
independent variable that‘ affects the reporting of persoﬁ—
related factors :of prqcrastination (dependeht variable},
among the.sport administrators surveyed in g%is study.

A Schéffe post hoc was conducted to test for any fur-
ther differences. No significant differences between the

other groﬁps of_means'Were found.
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N
j\-.
B Table 4.6
Compérison'of pfoérastination séores of sport administrators .
with 1—21‘3—5; 6-10, and 11+ years of work experigﬁge '
‘ / on persoq:Felateq_féctors.;_ ;f; B
Wo}k‘ o - l B
experience * Source F
(years) N M;an of variance DF SS MS Ratio
12 . 19 3.35 Between 3 2.82 .94  5.16%
3-5 17 3.25 Within 59  10.73 ..18
64_16 13 2.95 Total 62  13.56
11+ 14 2.83

]

*p< . 01 cvf=4.13 (taken from Table 4, p.364 of Hinkle et.al.,

Basic Behavioral Statistics, Houghton Mifflin, Co. Boston).

¢
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The sub- pothesis "years of work experience is a cdn—-
tributing factor.in lesseniﬁg the ' impact of,'work—felated
(ofganizational envi;onmént) faétors aséociated' with pro-
craétinafion“, was based primarily on -the wrifingé of Doug-
lass (1978, 1980) and Braid (1983). Braid and Douglass.
theorized that the majority'of procrastinatioﬁ is the result
\of tésk‘VC6mp1ek{ty and lack of. knowledgé of how to hahdle
'ﬁat task, resulting in fear and or uncertainty. It appeared
possiblé‘that as years of work experience increasgd, uncer-
tainfy about how to hanale complex tasks Qould decrease.
This assumption was not validated in ghe results oﬁtained in
this study. ;

One possible explanation‘of' ﬁhe results may be that
while the sport administrators have differing years of work
experience, perhaps they have ngt ‘either spent all their
time working for the same ‘association or doing the same
gypes of tasks and projects.

_In.examining years of work experience in relation to
person factors differences were fodnd between the sport
administrators with 1-2 and 11 and more years of work
experieﬁce. Could it be that those with more years of work
experience have better time manaéement skills and or are
"more work oriented than. their less experienced colleagues?
Or could these result%_reflect that sport administrators
wifh more years of work experience'%re less likely to report

procrastination behaviors because théy attribute their
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behavior to the normal routine of the office? "Things just
take time, and nﬁ,matter what you do something will have to
be chanéed because -that's the way things work arohnd"heré“,
may be a commen attitudé.among those with more years of work
experience; Sport administrators with more vyears of work
experiences may be more mature and relaxed about deadl?nes.
They may have learned froﬁ‘experignce that things find a way
of being completed when you need them, so they ia;e less
likely to pagiq. It may also be that sport administrators
with more years of work experience are more self-confident,

and feel they have more control over their work than their

less experienced colleagues.

7
L



Chapter Five

Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations
Chapter five contains a brief overview of the purpose,
procedures, and findings that resulted from this research

study of procrastination among sport administrators. .

///;tatement of the problem

The major problem investigated in this study was the

procraétination behaviors of spoft administrators. Person-
rélated and organizational environment factors, two general
causes of procrastination were also examined, Person-related
factors are imposed by the individual, while organizational
environment factors are imposed by the organization. The
main empﬁasis of this study was to determine what the pgr-
ceived causes of procrastination are among‘sport administra-

tors. The manifestations.and effects were also examined as

a means of shedding more light on this behavior.

Overview of related literature.

While procrastination has been the object of writings
for hundreds of years, little is known about it. However,
several authors and practitioners have made concerted

efforts to increase our understanding of procrastination.

[

[T
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Douglaés‘(iQ?B) defined procrastination as "doing low
priority actions or tasks ratﬁ;r_ than ‘higher priority oneé“':
(p.40). Douglass views procrastination as a.bad habit that
people fal;.into and says that these individuals should sim-
ply change their bad habits associated with ﬁrocrastination.
He also1fee1$ that ‘an individual like any other object will
tend to remain at resﬁ unless-a force acts upon him. There-
fore, Douglass feels procrastinators will not change unless
forced to do so. Douglass also feels that a majority of pro-
crastination 1is the result of unpleasant ;nd difficult
projecés, and indecision. .

Siiver's (1974) writings are similar on content and
philosophy to those of Douglass; howev?rqéﬁe attributes pro—b
crastination to the ?umbef of alternatives a task has. Sil-
ver postulates that the more alternatives a task has thé~
more susceptible it is to procrastination.

!

Two maijor psychological theories have been used to
explain pro;réstyﬁgticﬂ, these are behaviorism or learning
theory (LT) and rational emotiQe theory (RET). The major
ﬁroponents of LT believe that tasks that are— positively
- reinforced and or rew;rded are less susceptable to procrast-
ination. Burka and Yuen, two psychologists working in this
area,view procrastination as serving a protective function
for thé ingividual. They further theorize tﬁat postponing

may be a technigue that protects the individual from facing

fears and anxieties. Unlike RET proponents, behaviorists do
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not see these fears as a personality dysfunction ‘that the
individual is predlsposed to, . but rather as a reaction or
defence mechanlsm for coping with the pressures and ex}ecta—‘
tions imposed on the individual by his environment. Pro-
crastination, according to Burka and Yuen (1983),"plagues
pedple of all occupations™(p.3). * )

 Rational-emotive theory (RET) views personality a§
being potentiaily fational or irrational. RET is based on
the belief that although biological and early environmental .
factors contribute to personality patterns, the responsibil-
ity for being disturbed rests with tﬁé individual. Ellis and
Knaus(lS??), major authors in RET, define procrastination as
puttlng of £ somethiﬁg until a future time,..postponing,-
deferrlﬁ§—agt10n on'somethlng you have decided to do" (p.7).
They also list three causes of procrastlnatlon as being
self downing, low frustration tolerance, and h051t111ty
Flve doctoral dlssertatlons (Briody, 1979 Taylor,
1979; Green, 1981; Skiffington, 1982; Young, 1982} were
found in the literature on procrastination. However, only
three of these (Briody, 1979; Taylor. 1879; Green, 1981)
examine the.causes of procrastination, and all three papers
are in the field of clinical psychology.

Briody (1979} found that forty-seven percent of his

subjects identified task characteristics as a major cause of

-

their procrastination. He also found that situational fac-

tors such as bofing,‘ difficult, and unpleasant tasks con-



66

tributed to the procrastination of his subjects. From";

results obtained in-the open-ended segment of his instrument

Briody _stdtes that Jague or indefihite guidelines ‘were
reported as an external factor contributing to procrastina-
tion. This is consistent with Green's (198%9 findings that
"situational procrastinators were pérticulérly susceptible
to lack of structure" (p.B84).

In her sﬁu@y of the effect of cpunseling on disserta-

.tion procrastination, Green (1981) found that moderate and

non- procrastinators were more Success oriented, aggressive, .

gself-confident, and able to have fun, than procrastinators.
She also reported that situational procrastinatofs are like-
ly,té impoée organization on themselves and bé botheréd\by
delays.

In his investigation Taylor (1979) found that procrast—
ination is more a funétion of:situatipnal and task variables
than personality type.

s

As seen from this brief overview of the literature and

research on procrastination, person-related facdtors —and

environmental factors both appear to cause procrastination.

Methodology

In order to conduct this study it was necessary to

deyedop an appropriate research instrument - as none of the

"

available instruments (Briody, 1979; Green, 1981; Skiffing-

ton, 1982; Taylor, 1979; Young, 1982) were designed to

s
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address eitﬁer sport administrators or the research hypoth-
eses investigated in this stﬁdy. ~-

Certain steps. were takfn to increase the validity of
tHe.instrumént. These include compiling allist of statements
from the literature and examining all items for content
validity, clarity, and relationship to the dependent vari-
ablej

In ascertaining the reliability of the research instru-
ment a test-retest priot study was conducted and a correla-
tion coefficient was obtained for each item in the instru-
ment. AS a result of this procedure twenty-five of the
original forty-nine items were retained. The overall mean
cor\elation for the final fesearch instrument was .71.

’ An idependent t-test was also conducted beéween the
retest data of the pilot sample and the test data of the
research sample. f%b«fesults indicated a strong correlation
to the dependent variable, proc;astination.

The selecfion of subjects was accomplished through the
use of a nonprobabilitj sampling technique called conven-
ience or chunk sampling. The sample for this study consisted
of sixty-three (N=63)} sport administrators. \

Appropriate statistical procedures were used to estab-

lish whether the hypotheéis and sub-hypothese presented in

this research study were supported or rejected.
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Results
Unpleasant, unimportant, and insignificant tasks were:
'thefmajor causes of procrastination reported by the sport

administrators who responded to the open-ended segment of

Wthe\neseé?ch instrument. When procfastinating forty-nine

‘perc:ﬁr’fgported that they feel guilty. The sport admiﬁsi—
trators surveyed also repotted that they fry-and modify
their work habits to avoid procrastinating. According to
them, éhanging their habits and impfo&ing their planning and
time management skills would help them to procrastinate
less. These findings appear consistent with theoretical con-
siderakions found in .the area of psychology.

The main hypothesis investigated iﬁ Egds study stated
that- organizational environment factors wouid'be reported by
sport administra;ors‘as contributing more to procrastiﬁation
than person-related factors™. This:hypo;hesis was supported
as five of the organizational environment factors were,
ranked higher than all person-related factors with the
exception of "inability to éay no". As discussed in chapter
.four the respondents probably attributed this last factor té‘
the organization..The data obtained in testing this hypothe-
sis suggests that organizational environment factors play a
greater role in procrastination than pegégn-related factors.

The first sub-hypothsis investigated in this study
stated that "there is no perceived difference on the report-

ing of procrastination behaviors between male and female
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sport administrators". This sub- hypothesis was supported.'
Therefore, sex does not appear to be a factor affecting the
causes of procrastinétion.

The second sub-hypothesis investigateé in th@s study
stated that "years of work exéeriencé is a contributing fac-
tor in lessening the impact of work—relatéa {organizational
environment) _factors associated with procrastinatidn“.The'
mean procrastination scores of sport administ;ators -with
more years of work experience were generaily lower than the
means of administra;ors with less experience. However, the
f-test failed to inaicaté" any sighificant differences
between the means of_the four sub-groups of sport adminis-
trators surveyed. This sub-hypothesis felated to this factor
was'fherefore not supported. It had been speculated that
Sport administrators with more work experience would be more
at ease with the handling of complex tasks and less fear%ul
of difficult tasks impoéed by the organization.

~ Out of Furiosity the researcher examined whether or not
there was a relationship between years of work experience
and person-related factors of procrastination. The. mean
procréstination scores of sport administrators with more
years of work experience were generally lower than the means
of administrators with less gxperience. The results of an
f-test "indicated a significant difference between the means
of the 1-2 and 11+ years of work experience groups of sport

administrators. , Therefore, years of work experience appears



. SR [
to be aﬁ indepengknt variable that affects'the repqrting of
person- related factprs‘of procrastination (dépendént vari-'
able), among the sport administrators surveyed. It'was sug-
gestéd that a more experienced sport administrator possibly
p&ssegses more self-confidence, "and more controi over hiél

assigned duties and possibly better time management skills.

Conclusions

Considering the . limitations of this study and the
results obtained 1in testing the hypbthesié - and two sub-

hypotheses, the following conclusions can be made.

1. Sport administrators procrastinate more at tasks they

perceive to be unpleasant, unimportant and insignificant.:

2. In attempting Eo decrease procrastination behavior, spoft
administrators try to modify their work habitsL Ihproved
planning, cleafer work-related goals/ and %ettér time

management skills and leapning‘ when and how to say no

appear to be important behavior modifications for mini-

mizing procrastiﬁ§tion. » AVEARE

3. éport administrators perceive organizational epvirdnmenf
factors as éontributing more to procrastination than
person-related factors. Therefore, they attribute their
procrastination to their work environment rather than to

themselves,
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'%ﬁere is no difference between ﬁEQe and female sport

administrators as to their perceptlon of procrastlnatlon

behavior.

Sbott administrators with moré years of “work experience

'appear to prodﬂistlnate less than the:r less experienced

colleagues. Thls may be explalned by the fact -that the
' |
more.experlenced administrators are a little ~more self-.

confident, and possibly possess‘bettef ~ time management-
skills. . o

- : ’
- ' . .
]

" ' s

Recommendations for future study

" The follow1ng suggestlons are recommended for'fdture

research in the area of procrast1nat1on in sport admlnlstra—

tion: ' . ’ &

5 ‘T ¥

1. This study elaborated a new and orlglnal ‘research instru-

oA n

“ment to measyre procrast1nat1on beha¥ior in sport admin-

1strat10n There is a ﬁeed to strengthen and refine thisa

'1nstrument for futurerresearch endeavors, partlcularly in’

terms of clearly- clarifying other pq551ble dimenstons
contributing to the ‘variance for-shéh;a, complex phenom-'

enon which procrastination is.,

4
N

"Sport orgahizatidns have different burealcratic struc-

tures. Do administrators occupying different funceions

within such structures have different perceptions of pro-

crastination behavior? It would also be of interest to.

LA

S
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investigatef;his phenomenon comparing full time salaried”-

sport administrators and voluriteer sport organization

executives,

~

Since this investigation discovered that more work
A .

‘experience as a sport administrator appears to decrease

-

procrastination behavior, it wQuld be necessary to probe

further inté this area, and investigaté,dtin more depth,
why this is the case. It would, of course also be useful
to study larﬁer populations of sport ‘administrators_
across Canada, and iﬁclgde.in the compériéions, mére“sub-
categories of thé number of yearshof work-related experir

-t

. 7
ence.

e

There 1is apparent evidéﬁte Cin. Fhis Stuéy tﬁat sport
administrat&rs of ' all ages and with varying\,aégrees of
work experience have ‘é tendenqj to attribute’ the-CéUses
of their own procrastinétfoh'£o,the organization_f&ther

than to themselves. Is this simply .a -case of pecple not

\yanting to admit to,somethfng which is. viewed as "neg-
: A} . E ’

| -

stive™ and "bad" by most people? Again, more research

e
-

} needs to be conducted to identify the‘}easons why this 1is

S0. '

As a result of conducting this sfudy,,tﬂ; author was left

.with an.impression of complexity underlying procrastina-
‘tion behavior. In further research, it,may be adviseable.

to conduct more extensive interviews with practicing
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-

. sport administrators 'to~bettér identify the many facets

.

“of such behavior. For. example, more probing is required
to understand what the ‘consequencés,of procrastinating

are for sport administrators. . “
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Appendix I

Pilot study conducted on the original version of the

researcﬁlgnstrument
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Causes,‘Mahifestations_and Effects of Procrastination

Among Sport Administrators.

R ' Inséructions
You have been asked to assist in a research p:ojecti
designed to identify the causes and effecté of procrastina-
tion as p%rceived.by sport administrators, Your cooperation
in completing the attached questionnaire would be very help;
‘ @ ,
ful. Since your answers will be treated with the strictest
confiéence; please answer all questions frankly.
Mark your answers by circling the desired response
after eachAquestion. There are forty-nine (49) statements.
For each statement a five point scale is provided. Indicate
whether you: (1} strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3é§ are
undecided, (4) agree, or (5) strongly agree, with what the

statement suggests.

There are no'"right" or "wrong" answers to these state-

ments. Work as rapldly as you can and do not spend too much

time on any one statement. Please do not omit any of the
statements. -

Please return this questionnai;e {(completed), on the
same day you receive it, to the box provided in the secre-

tary's office on the second floor.

Thank you for your time and cooperation !
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'Background Information

1. Sex: Male " Female

L

L

5. vVears of work experience with NSRC:

3. Age:

77
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Questionnailire.

Please circle the numbgr that best indicates how you

feel about,the‘followingfstétements.

—*ﬁ#

1l strongly disagree, 2 disagree, 3 undecided, 4 agree,

[ 4

'5 strongly agree. ' N

People would rather not do something that requireé too

much effort.

People often become uneasy when they are a success at

something.

1.2 3 4 5

People have difficulty setting prierities and sticking to

them.

L4

People find it difficult to say no to the requests of

friends and co-workers, even when they already have

‘enough to do.

| ' 1 2 3 45

People have a tendency to give up when confronted with

difficult tasks. o - -

—_—
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6. People become frustrated when others seem to be creating

* 1 2 3 4 5

red tape to slow their work down.
7. People prefer to avoid general meetings, because nothing

important is accomplished there.
1 2 3 4 5

8. Sometimes it is Just too difficult for an individual to
make decisions because there are too many options to con-
sider. : Z_
1 2 3 4 5

the only ones in.the

9. People sometimes wonder if they are
office the top management can delegate to.

[
"

10. If a'person wants to prevent or stop procrastinating on
’ tasks hé needs to*have a’deadline for completion of that
task. ' ‘ R .
1 2 3 4 5

best at something he may

11. Even though a person tries his
not feel it is quite as good as what someone else has

done.
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13,

_1a.

15.

l6.

17,

80
An individual sometimes finds that he has scheduled more

than one appointment for the same time.

«

People take on more than they should because they cannot

seem to say no.

Especially when they are new to the job, many adminis-
trators find it very'difficult to say no to redhests for

/

their time. Y

As one pefson told e; his Jjob.would be fine 1if he
didn't feel like his Lands were_tied behind his back.
i : .
1 2 3 ¢4 5§
The routine paperwork in a person's job'usually sits in

his basket until someone demands a reply.

People should make a point of doing at-least one unplea-

sant but necessary task first thing each day.
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; . .
People tend to stall when they are faced with unpleasant:

- chores.

19,

20-

21.

22.

23.

because they are frustrating,

l1 2 3 4 5

When working on a new and important:task or project a
person will delay if there 1is no existing related poli-

cy.

People avoid decisions which have too many options

Y

EveryQpe wiéhes they had someone - they could delegate
some of their work to. -

-~ ' ' : | -~ [

A common cause of procrastination is, one person being

given too much work to do.

| ,, 123K5
A person needs to know when something is due because it

helps them decide how important it is.



‘
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24. One reason a person won't volunteer to give a recommen-
dation towards the resolution of. a problem 1is because

their peers might not like their recommendations.
l1 2 3 4 5

' ~25% When peoplg delegate work to an individual they often !
have unrealistic expectatibns about the complexity of

L

the task and the time necessary for completion.

1 2 3 4 5

26. People ﬁostpone working at 1important tasks until it's

too late to do them.

1 2 3 4 5

<

27. Eﬁen if a peréon keeps a daily journal, of targéf dates
and appointments, these often need to be changed and

revised to a later date.

28, If an individual doesn't have enough time to complete a

N

task right now, there is no peoint in starting it.

29. When fadced with a large important project, peoﬁle usual-

ly occupy their time with less important tasks.

1 2 3 4 5

; FAl
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30. Unless people learn to say no, they w¥ll 'wind up with

far more work than they can reasonably handle.
‘ PR

3
x

7. . "1 2 3 4 5

-31. People feel that if they étali "long enough on - a task,

other people will forget all about it.

4

32. People ask themselves "two hundred years from now will

this really matter"? F ‘ ’

33. People would rather avoid tasks such as: putting files

in order, rearranging books.

-

1 2 3 4 5

. 34. People spend a great deal of their time listing .and then

considering the numerous options, instead of just making

a decision. - : St

-

35. People need guidelines to measure the various alterna-

tives against.
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36. People don't 'procraStinéte,_ the& have just been inen

“too much work to do, and not,éﬁbugh time t0fcomp1e£e it. -

- 1 23 4 5
. X . .

. 37. 1f someone is really good at .a"épecific task or prdiect

in their job, everyone wants them  to 8o that . task/

project for them.

-

1 2 34 5

38. People say it isn't really procrastination 1if a task

. doesn't have an established Eime limit or deadliné.
‘ , ) 1 2 3 4 5

\39. If the boss desn't tell the individual when he wants a

task/project completed by, it prébﬁb;y isn't thét impor-

PR

tent.

40. People seldom' do extra |work around thes office unless

they are pusheder ' .

1 2 3 4 5
9 . . . . s - N

41. People prefer to avoid responsibilities and obligations .

at work.

\
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43.

44,

45,

46.

47.

Lol
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Although most people would like to be successfbl' in

their work, they doubt they will make it to the top.
1 2 3 4 5.

People would not delay on the ‘completion of ‘certain

tasks if they were given the right amount of authority.
1 2 3 & 5

People feel that some required tasks are soO insignifi-

cant that there is no point in decing them.

An individual said:; I don't know why people ask for my

Ll

input on problems, they know.more about it than I do.

When a person 1is assigned a task he does not like,  he
delays with the hope that someone else will take it off

his hands.

»

People delay action when ‘faced with a decision and a

large number of alternatives;
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49,

86
Large projects do not bother people at all;. they are
just as capablé of successfully-completing large medium

or small tasks.
~ o 1 2 3 4 5

People would be quite happy if they only had to work on

small and medium size tasks.

4.
—

Thank You!
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Test-retest correlations for each of the
forty-nine statements of the original

research instrument.

——— e e N

-

lﬁa:iab;e_ N M SD ; Median . Min. Max. _ Rho
| oo > .
Test 1. 10 3.30 .95 3.00 2.00 5.00
’ ) .71
Post 1. 10 2.700 .95  2.00 2.00 4.00
‘Test 2 10 2.40 1.07 2.00 1.00 4.00
2 | .65
Post 2 10 2.30 1.06 2.50 1.00 4.00
Test 3 10 2.90 1.29 3.50  1.00 4.00
.17
Post 3 10 3.60 -1.07 4.00  1.00 5.00
Test 4 10 3.50 1.08 4.00 2.00 5.00 _
' -.197
Post 4 10 3.70 .67 4.00 '2.00  4.00
Test 5 10 2.60 .96 2.50 . 1.00  4.00
| .71
Post 5 10 2.10 .87 2.00 1.00  4.00
Test 6 10 4.30 .67 4.00 3.00 5.00
: ~
.23
Post 6 10 4.50 \\\.53 4.50 4.00 5.00

Test 7 10 3.20 .78 3.00 2.00 4.00



Post

3.60  1.26

1.00
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7 10 - 4.00 5.00

Test 8 10 3.10 1.10 3,50 1.00 4.00
. | +,83

‘Post 8 10 3.10 .99773.50 2,00 4.00

Test 9 10 3.50 .71 4.00 2,00 4.00 ‘
J . 1.00
Post 9 10 . 3.50 .71 4.00 2.00  4.00

Test 10 10 4.00 .47 4.00 3.00 5.00
| | .56

Post 10 10 3.80  .42- 4.00 3.00 4.00

. Test 11 10 3.30  1.06 3.50 2.00 5.00
| .42
Post 11 10 3.20 .78 3.00 2.00  4.00 |

Test 12 10 3.10 1.10 3.50 1.00  4.00
| .31

Post 12 10 3.00 1.05 3.00 1.00  4.00

Test 13 10 3.00 1.15 3.50 1.00 4.00
| .65

‘Post 13 10 ¢ 3.80 .78 4.00 2.00 5.00

Test 14 10 4.10. .74 4.00 3.00 5.00
o .31
Post 14 - 10 3.50 .85 3.50 2.00 5.00 |

Test 15 10 3.50 1.35 3.50 1.00 5.00
.47

post 15 10 3.50 .85 3.50 2.00 5.00

Test 16 10 3.20 1.47 3.50 1.00  5+00
¢ .64
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Post 16 10 3.10 1,19 3.00 1.00 5.00

Test 17. 10 3.80 © .79 4.00 2,00 5.00
S | .65

| . s
Post 17 10 3.30 1.06 4.00 1.00 4.00
Test 18 10 3.700 .67 4.00 2.00  4.00
| .69

_Post 18 10 3.50 1.08 4.00 2,00 5,00

Test 19 10 2.30 1.06 .2.50 1.00 4.00
.65

Post 19 10 2,80 1.03 3.00 1.00 4.00
. Test 20 10 2.60 .97 2.50 1.00  4.00 ‘
| | ' .66

Post 20 10 3.00 1.05 3.00 2.00  4.00

. Test 21 10 3.60 .82 3.50 2.00  4.00
| .55

Post 21 10 3.60 .70 4.00 2.00 4.00

Test 22 10 - 2.50 1.08 2.00 2.00 5.00
.47

Post 22 10 3.20° 1.03 3.50 1.00  4.00

Test 23 10 3.20  1.14 4.00 1.00  4.00
.01

Post 23 10 2.90 1.10 3.00 1.00  4.00

Test 24 10 3.50 .97 4.00 2.00 5.00
| .47

Post 24 10 3.20 1.14 3.50 2.00 5.00

Test 25 10 3.00 1.15 3.00, 1.00  5.00

.15



25

10

3.50

5.00

90

Post .97. 4.00 2.00

Test 26 10 .1.90 .99 1.50 1.00 - 3.00
.45

Post 26 ° 10 2.60 1.07 3.00 1.00 4.00
Test 27 10 3.10 .95 3.50 2.00 4.00 O
.79

post 27 10 3.30 .95 4,00 2.00  4.00.

Test 28 10 1.80 .92 2.00 1.00  4.00
| .33

 post oh 10 2.30  1.06 2.00 1.00  4.00

Test 29 10  2.60 1,17 2.50 1.00  4.00
.59

Post 29 10 3.40  T.17 4.00 _1.00  5.00

Test 30 10 3.70 .95 4.00 2.00  5.00
.76

Posdt 30 10  3.30  1.34 3.50 1.00  5.00

Test 31 10 2.30  1:25 2.50 1.00 . 4.00
.76

Post 31 10 2.90 .99  2.50 2.00 4.00

Test 32. 10 2.70 .41  3.00 1.00 ~ 5.00

/.60

‘Post 32 10 3.20 1.23, 3.50 1.00  5.00

' Test 33 10 2.90 1.19 3.00 1.00 4.00
. .46

Post 33 10 3.10 ~ .87  3.00 2,00  4.00

Test 34 10 3.20 .03 4.00 2.00

.47

)
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Post 34 10  3.40 .69 . 3.50 2.Q6 4.00
Test 35 10 3.30 .95 4.00 2.00 4.00

| | .71

Post 35 10 3.10 .99  3.50 2.00 4.00

Test 36 10 2.40 .52 2.00 2.00 3.00
765

Post 36 10 2.60 .84 2.00 2.00 4.00

Test 37 10 3.90 .99  4.00 2.00 5.00
| .094

Post 37 10 3.60 .70 4.00 2.00 4.00

Test 38 10 3.30 .87 3.00 2.00 4.00
. AT

Post 38 10 3.50 .97  4.00 2.00 4.00

Test 39 10 - 2.30 .82 2.00 1.00 4.00
.51

Post 39 10 2.20 .92 2.00 1.00°  4.00

Test 40 . 10 2.50 .85 2.00 2,00 4.00
.81

Post 40 10 2.40 1.07  2.00 1.00 4.00

Test 41 10 2.30 .95 2,00 1.00 4.00
. ' .44

Post 41 10 2.60 1.07 2.00 1.00 4.00

‘Test 42 10 2.70 .82 2.50 2.00  4.00
.44

Post 42 10 2.70 1.06 2.50 1.00 4.00

Test 43 10 3.40 .97  3.50 2.00 5.00

.23
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2,00

5.00
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Post 43 3.20 1.03 3.00
Test 44 10 3.70 .82 4.00.  2.00 5.00
’ ' .53
Post 44 10 3.60 1.07 4.00 1.00  5.00
Test .45 10 2.90 .88 3.00 2.00 4.00
' .195
Post 45 10 2.70 .95 3.00 1.00 4.00
Test 46 10 2.76 .95 2.00 2.00 4.00
.89
Post 46 10 2.70 1.06 2.50 1.00 4.00
Test 47 10 3.00 .94 3,00 2.00 4.00
.61
Post 47 10 3.10  1.10 3.50 1,00  4.00
Test 48 10 2.80 .92 2.50 2.00 4.00
‘ .69
Post 48 10 3.50  1.08 4.00 2.00 5.00
Test 49 10 2.30 - _ .82 2.00 1.00 4.00
.62
Post 49 10 2.50% 1.19 2.00 1.00  4.00
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Final Research Instrument
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Instructions‘

- ¥

i

You have beeﬁ asked to assist-in a research project
aesigned to identify the causes and ef?gcts of procrastiné—
tion as perceived by sport admigistrators. PROCRASTINATION
ISlTHE‘. DELAYING OR AVOIDING _OF‘ DECISIONS OR ACTIONS ( FOR A
SHORT OR -LONG PERIOD OF TIME). "FOR WHICH YOU ‘ARE
RESPONSIBLE. Your answers will be treated with the strictest
confidence, soO please answer all questions freely.

Mark your.answeré by circling the desired response
after eachlquestion. Theré are twenty-five .(25) statements,
and for each statement a five point scale is provided. Indi-
cate whether you! 1 strongly disagree, 2 disagree, 3 are
undecided, 4 agree, or 5 strongly agree, with what the
statement suggestéT

There are no “r{ght“ or "wrong" answers to these‘state-
ments. Work as fast as you can and do not spend too much
time on any one statement. Please do not omit any of ‘the
statements. There are also seven open-ended queStioné to be
completed, use short point form answers;

Please return this questionﬁaire by the twenty-first of
August 1984. All guestionnaires must be returned to CAPHER

in-the envelope provided care of Tom Bedecki.



Qadkground Infqrmatioﬁ;'

1. Sex: male female

2. Years of work experience with NSRC:

™ ,

3. Age:

95



. Questionnaire

.

_please circle the number that best indicates how you

feel about the following statements. -

L

1 strongly disagree, 2 disagree, 3 undecided, 4 agree,

| 5 strongly agree

1. People would rather not do something that requires too

much effort.

2. People often become uneasy when they are a success at

something.

1 2 3 4, 5

3. People prefer to avoid general imformation meetings,

because nothing important is accomplished there.

4. Sometimes it is just too difficult for an individual to

make a decision because there are too many options to

consider.
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5.

s .97

People sometimes wonder if they are the oniylones in the

- B . . I . .
.office the top management can delegate to.

1f a person wants to prevent or stop_procrastinating on

tasks he needs to have a deadline for completion of that

task.

People take on more than they should because they cannot

seem to say no.

feel like his hands were tied behind his back.

. As one person told me; his job would be fine 4f.he didn't

v (‘,,

The routine paperwork in-a person's job usually. sits in
P ] X

his basket until someone demands a reply.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16,

98
People avoid- decisions whith have too many options

because they are frustrating.¥l

People poétpone working at important-things until it's

too late to do them.

When faced with a large important project, people usual-.

1y occupy their time with less important tasks.

-

Unless people learn to say no, they will wind up with

far more work than they can reasonable handle,

Even if a person keeps a daily journal of target dates
and appointments these often need to be changed and

revised to a later date.
e 1 2 3 4 5

People need guidelines to measure the various alterna-

tives against.



17.

18,

19.

20,

21.

22.
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People say it isn't réally procrastination if a task

doesn't ha n established time limit or deadlinet

12 3 4 5

N,

If the boss doesn't tell the individual when he wants a
task/pfoject completed by, it probably isn't that impor-

tant.

People seldom do extra work around the office wunless

they are pushed.

Although most people would like to be successful in

théir @ork, they doubt they will make it to the top.

People feel that some required .tasks are so insignifi-

cant that there is no pofnt in doing them.

1 2 3 4 5

Pl

F
An individual said; I don;t know why people ask for my

input on problems, they know more about it than I do.
. *

1 2 3 4 5



23,

24.

25.

i . ' o .7 %00
R .
When a person is assigned a task he does not like, he
delays with the hope that someone else will take it off

-~/
his hands.

Large projects do not bother people at all; fhey are
just as capaéYe of successfuiiy completing large medium,

or small tasks.

hY
People would be quite happy if they only had to work on

small and medium size tasks. .
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Open—-Ended Questions
Please answer all the questions listed below, in the spaces

provided..

1. Wwhy 46 you think you sometimes procrastinate?

‘2. When you put off doing/something that you need to be working

on, how do you feel éfiyt it?
- : .*

3, Do you try to make changes to your work habits to avoid

procrastinating?_ - I1f so what are they?

f

4. What do you think you could change within yourself to help

avoid procrastinating?

5. What types of job-related decisions or tasks do you

procrastinate about?

A

6. What job-related setbacks or conseguences has your

procrastination caused you in the past?

7. What changes do you think could be made at your office that

would help people control their tendency to procrastinate?
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Appendix 111

Covering Letter

L o



MEMORANDUM

TO: Sport administrators in NSRC
FROM: - Dr. Daniel Soucie, Associate Professor

OBJECT: Graduate research project on procrastination

DATE: June 4, 1984.

——————————————————————— g o o 8 e R . e ke e s S ek

Carol Parsons has decided to write her master's
thesis on the causes, manifestations and effects of procras-~
tination in sport administration. The members of her thesis
committee are Drs. Terry Orlick and Charles Cotton, and my-
self as major advisor.

More than simply allowing Carol to fulfill the re-
quirements for her master's degree in sport administration,
the completion of this study will shed more light on this
complex, and quite normal human behavior that we're all
engaged in, now and then, whether we admit it or not! We
need your participation (and approximately 15-20 minutes of
your time). I therefore urge you to complete and return the
enclosed questionnaire at your earliest convenience. Towards
the end of the Summer, Carol will pravide all the individual
respondents with a summary of the major findings of her study.

I can assure you that all the data collected within
this survey, as well as all pertinent personal information
which you provide, will remain absolutely anonymous.

Thank you for your kind assistance and cooperation.

e 2 L Ls '

a
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