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Purpose: Procrastination has become a pervasive phenomenon in the workplace, yet knowledge of its antecedents remains limited. 
Therefore, this study explains when and why employees procrastinate. As procrastination is an individual intentional behavior to 
escape potential resource loss by taking actions to relax; this study regards procrastination as resource-protection behavior. Building on 
the conservation of resources (COR) theory, the purpose of the current study is to explore the direct impact of external situational 
factors (ie, stressor appraisals) and individual traits (ie, personality) and their interactive effect on workplace procrastination behavior.
Participants and Methods: The study adopts a quantitative approach and uses two-wave data. Data was collected through the 
randomized cluster sampling technique and a structured questionnaire survey. The sample consisted of civil servants in an organization 
located in the Shandong province of China. Received 347 valid questionnaires representing an overall response rate of 87%. The 
theoretical model was tested through confirmatory factor analysis and regression analyses using Mplus 7.2.
Results: The results show that hindrance stressor appraisal is positively related to procrastination, whereas challenge stressor appraisal 
is negatively related to procrastination. Neuroticism had a positive relationship with procrastination, while conscientiousness had 
a negative relationship with procrastination. Conscientiousness moderates the relationship between challenge stressor appraisal and 
procrastination such that the relationship is salient under high conscientiousness.
Conclusion: Overall, our study suggests that procrastination is affected by personal traits and workplace stressor appraisals. This 
study makes potential contributions to employees’ procrastination literature by and its understanding within the job procrastination 
knowledge base. Also, this study confirms the comprehensive reach and applicability of the COR theory developed by scholars such as 
Hobfoll (1989). In practically, the research benefits organizations by providing suggestions for managing employees’ procrastination 
behavior.
Keywords: procrastination, hindrance and challenge stressor appraisal, conscientiousness, neuroticism, conservation of resources

Introduction
Procrastination is generally observed in individuals who consciously indulge in irrelevant work actions while delaying their 
assigned tasks.1–4 Employees’ procrastination has been increasingly pervasive in the workplace.3 According to the survey, 
as many as 20% of normal, non-clinical adults in the US and other countries consider themselves heavy procrastinators.5,6 

In fact, procrastination behavior increases due to high workload, tight work schedule, and facing deadlines which leads to 
high emotional burdens, anxiety, regret, depression, and stress.3,7–9 It decreases individuals’ well-being,10 team cohesion, 
and team effectiveness.11,12 Therefore, understanding the antecedent factors that motivate employees to procrastinate is 
essential for organizations to develop a more efficient strategy to manage or diminish employees’ procrastination.13–15
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The previous studies on the antecedents of procrastination have proposed two alternative and different theoretical 
perspectives to explore the relationship between the antecedent factors and procrastination (eg,3,13). First, the trait-based 
procrastination perspective highlights that procrastination is influenced by individuals’ internal traits, and procrastination 
behavior is relatively stable and context-free.16 For example, Steel and Chen et al stated that individuals with high 
neuroticism are more likely to procrastinate, while those with a high sense of responsibility are less likely to indulge in 
procrastination.3,13 Van Eerder argued that individuals with weak self-control are more likely to procrastinate, while 
people with solid self-control generally do not. Second, in contrast, the situation-based procrastination demonstrates that 
external situations stimulate procrastination; as such, procrastination is fluid.17 For example, prior research suggests that 
job design influences procrastination; when job design is objectionable to employees, they are more likely to 
procrastinate.3 De Armond et al find that individuals who encountered a high workload are more likely to engage in 
procrastination behavior.18 In a meta-analytic study, Van Eerde and Klingseick revealed that cognitive-behavioral therapy 
interventions help to reduce individuals’ procrastination.19

The extant research related to these two perspectives revealed some limitations. First, trait-based procrastination 
views procrastination as an unchangeable behavior, while situation-based procrastination emphasizes that procrastination 
is dynamic and changeable.20 Therefore, without integrating it is difficult to comprehend and explain when and why 
employees procrastinate in the workplace. Critical research questions are: what factors stimulate employees’ procrastina-
tion and how do individuals’ personal characteristics and external contextual factors contribute to procrastination 
behavior.6 Second, lack of knowledge about how these two distinct aspects (internal and external) might interact with 
each other to impact employees’ workplace procrastination. To the best of our observation, no empirical research has 
examined the interactive effect of external situational factors and individual traits on employees’ procrastination 
behavior, which limits our understanding of the antecedents of procrastination. Furthermore, a recent literature review 
by Chauhan et al, showed that most of the research related to employees’ job procrastination is from the North American 
and Western contexts.21 It would be a profound contribution to examine the non-western context in examining employ-
ees’ procrastination behavior.

To address these concerns, this study aims to investigate the direct impact of external situational factors (ie, stressor 
appraisals) and individual traits (ie, personality) and their interactive effect on workplace procrastination behavior based 
on Chinese samples. Essentially, procrastination is a type of passive behavior displayed by individuals to avoid work, 
especially when faced with demanding tasks. The conservation of resources (COR) theory can explain the phenomenon 
because it is recognized as one of the most influential theories for understanding how individuals behave in a situation of 
resources scarcity.22–24 This theory holds that external situations and the internal sources storage are considered to have 
an impact on individuals’ resource threat evaluations.25 An individual’s internal resource storage also impacts how they 
evaluate the external situation and cope with resource threats.24 When facing resource consumption caused by task 
completion, employees adopt procrastination behavior to protect current resources and avoid resource consumption.

More explicitly, this study focuses on stressor appraisals as external situational factors to capture employees’ 
evaluation of resource threats. Research has divided workplace stressors appraisals into challenge stressors appraisal 
and hindrance stressors appraisal,26–28 which are believed to have a direct impact on employees’ behavior. Furthermore, 
this study adopts the personality traits of conscientiousness and neuroticism because these two personality traits were 
explicitly discussed in the development of COR theory and reflected employees’ internal resource storage abundance or 
scarcity respectively.29 Based on COR arguments, this study inferred a positive relationship between hindrance stressor 
appraisal and procrastination, and a negative relationship between challenge stressor appraisal and procrastination. Also, 
employees high in conscientiousness are more likely to reduce their procrastination because of their abundance of 
internal resources, while highly neuroticism employees are prone to engage in procrastinating due to their scarcity of 
internal resources. Additionally, this study further proposes the moderating role of conscientious and neurotic personality 
in the relationship between work stressor appraisal and procrastination.

Our research makes four potential contributions to workplace procrastination literature. First, this study enriches the 
literature on procrastination by focusing on contextual factors that engender workplace procrastination. Procrastination 
behavior, although quite prevalent in the workplace,5,6 has attracted relatively limited attention from management 
scholars.13 Also, most current studies have examined procrastination in the western context and not much research has 
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been conducted in the Chinese context.3,17 Second, by conceptualizing workplace procrastination as individuals’ resource 
conservation behavior, adopted to protect personal resources and to avoid resource loss, the current study deepened the 
knowledge about how antecedent factors motivate individuals to conduct procrastination behavior. Third, in contrast to 
previous studies, this study emphasized the different influences of individual characteristics or situational factors on 
procrastination.17,18 Also, by integrating the individual personality characteristics and stressor appraisals to show the 
impact on procrastination behavior, this study answered the question, whether procrastination was internally or externally 
stimulated. Finally, the current study also presents empirical evidence of interactive effects between individual person-
ality characteristics and stressor appraisals on procrastination behavior.23 In practice, our research benefits organizations 
by providing suggestions for managing employees’ procrastination behavior.

Theoretical Development
Procrastination as Resource Conservation Behavior
Procrastination in the workplace refers to an employee’s intentional actions to take relaxing activities and postpone or 
delay assigned work.1,3,4,30 Workplace procrastination can be identified through two dimensions, namely soldiering and 
cyberslacking.1,2,13 Soldiering refers to the behavior exhibited through task avoidance and participation in relaxing 
activities, such as taking longer coffee breaks or office gossiping. On the other hand, cyberslacking refers to the use of 
internet applications for personal purposes, such as doing online shopping and browsing social media.1,2,13 While it is 
possible to distinguish these two dimensions of procrastination theoretically, they are difficult to separate in practice. 
Thus, this study viewed procrastination as the overall behavioral expression of putting work off without highlighting the 
various types of procrastination.

Procrastination can also be differentiated from counterproductive behavior (CPB). Both CPB and procrastination can 
be viewed as types of passive workplace behavior. While CPB is characterized by disobedience to rules and adopting 
behaviors that are harmful to work performance, such as concealing mistakes, speaking ill of others, and diverting 
company resources.31 Procrastination highlights delaying tasks until the deadline.1,2 However, if individuals nevertheless 
complete their tasks, there may not be destructive consequences on performance.32 Therefore, CPB is more destructive 
than procrastination. In addition, CPB is more harmful to the organization, while procrastination behavior may bring 
more harmful outcomes, like anxiety, regret, and pressure to the individuals, who procrastinate.7,8

A vital tenet of the COR theory is that individuals will take action to avoid resource loss, maintain and develop 
additional resources, when facing potential loss.23,33 Procrastination is characterized by individuals engaging in short- 
term relaxation behavior to avoid completing the work on hand. Therefore, when faced with a resource-consuming task, 
individuals would tend to procrastinate because they try to avoid such potential resource consumption. For example, 
research have noted that employees with complex tasks are more likely to engage in procrastination.1–4 Second, 
procrastination behavior is manifested in short-term leisure and relaxation behavior, which helps preserve one’s 
resources.24,34 Procrastination prevents potential resource consumption and preserves current resources, which are the 
main arguments in COR theory.22,23 Thus, the current study regards procrastination as an individual’s resource 
conservation behavior and adopts COR theory to explain, why individuals procrastinate in the workplace.

Conservation of Resources Theory
COR theory describes that individuals are inclined to protect their current resources (conservation) and acquire new 
additional resources (acquisition).24 The content of resources varies by individual. There are objective resources such as 
houses, cars, money, environmental resources, and job stability; as well as subjective resources such as a high sense of 
self-efficacy and self-esteem.35,36 At the same time, when an individual is short of a particular resource, resource value 
increases. For example, for individuals who lack rest, rest time would be more valuable.23 COR also emphasizes that, in 
the face of potential loss, individuals will not passively wait for the actual occurrence of resource loss, but will act to 
avoid resource loss and try to obtain additional resources.23,33 In general, individuals will sense resource threat in the 
following three situations: 1) when encountering a potential loss, 2) when suffering actual loss, and 3) when it is difficult 
to obtain additional resources.24
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Usually, external situations impact individuals’ resource threat evaluations.37 For example, studies have shown that 
a high workload or strict job requirements increase individuals’ sense of resource threat and lead to passive workplace 
behavior.17,34 Furthermore, leader treatment also impacts resource threat evaluation; for instance, when leaders adopt 
destructive leadership behavior, individuals may feel their resources are threatened.22,38 As a result of the resource threat 
evaluation, individuals may engage in resource conservation behavior to protect their current resources and avoid further 
resource loss.35,36 Additionally, COR also suggests that individuals’ resource storage would impact how they cope with 
resource threats. When individuals have a high level of resource storage, they will proactively deal with threats, while 
a low level of resource storage would lead individuals to adopt avoidance behavior toward further resource consumption. 
Resource storage is primarily characterized by people’s attributes, such as knowledge storage, work experience, and self- 
evaluation.22,23 For example, studies have shown that when individuals have a high sense of self-efficacy, strong 
confidence, or optimism, their internal resource storage is relatively high, which will enable them to engage in positive 
behavior toward external resource threats.23 However, when individuals have high emotional instability and a low degree 
of self-monitoring, their internal resource storage is low, and they are more likely to adopt negative coping behaviors.39 

Based on the above discussion, this study focused on employees’ overall workplace stressor appraisal and their 
personalities and how these two factors might interact to impact procrastination.

Stressor Appraisal and Procrastination
Employees must adapt to various organizational goals that constitute workplace stressors.40 Specifically, research has 
divided workplace stressors into challenge stressors and hindrance stressors.26,41 Challenge stressors result from the work 
itself and comprise high job complexity, high workload, and high job responsibilities.41 Hindrance stressors are mainly 
generated by unhealthy organizational norms and workplace politics (such as bureaucracy), high role ambiguity, high job 
insecurity, and daily hassles.40,41 Although challenge stressors may contribute to employee anxiety and tension, they can 
also stimulate employees to proactively deal with their jobs and possibly enhance their work performance.36,41,42 

However, hindrance stressors are viewed as negative work experiences that erode employees’ sense of control and self- 
determination, distract them from work engagement, reduce their passion for work, and ultimately harm overall 
satisfaction and work performance.42,43

Although stressors are believed to influence employees’ work attitude and behavior— challenge stressors increase 
work performance hindrance stressors decrease work performance — recent studies argued that the impact of stressors on 
employees’ outcomes occurs through the role of employees’ stressor appraisals.26,27,42 It shows that when facing a similar 
stressor, employees may generate different stressor appraisals that ultimately lead to different reactions.26–28 For instance, 
when employees face hindrance stressors, they may not generate hindrance stressor appraisal if provided with support. 
Thus, the impact of hindrance stressors may not necessarily be negative. Hence, studies have argued that an employee’s 
cognitive appraisal of a stressor is crucial in determining different reactions to outcomes.44 Thus, stressor appraisal 
matters more in influencing employees’ workplace behavior than the stressor itself, without context. This study primarily 
focused on stressor appraisals to capture employees’ evaluation of resource threats. Building on COR, it argues that 
hindrance stressor appraisal is positively related to employees’ procrastination, whereas challenge stressor appraisal is 
negatively related to procrastination.

More explicitly, under hindrance stressor appraisal, employees are more likely to believe that any effort to make 
changes or to improve their work situation is useless and hinders them to achieve goals.26,28 Any effort expended to work 
would only lead to resource consumption with little efficiency,42,45,46 which leads to a sense of resource loss threat. Also, 
employees with a high level of hindrance stressor appraisal generally have a high sense of burnout and fatigue.40,46 

Eroding their internal resources and making them feel exhausted mentally lead to the situation of resources shortage.24 In 
this situation, individuals are motivated to take actions to protect their current resources and avoid further resource loss.24 

They are more likely to reduce the work effort and take procrastination behavior as a type of avoidance tactic. Moreover, 
hindrance stressor tasks are usually perceived as undesirable and unpleasant, stimulating individuals’ negative emotions 
such as anxiety and anger.47 It results in individuals’ psychological resource depletion; thus, employees tend to escape 
such work tasks,48 and employees with high level of hindrance stressor appraisal tend to procrastinate more.

https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S399406                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

DovePress                                                                                                                         

Psychology Research and Behavior Management 2023:16 784

Huang et al                                                                                                                                                           Dovepress

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

https://www.dovepress.com
https://www.dovepress.com


Hypothesis 1a: Hindrance stressor appraisal positively relates to employees’ procrastination behavior.

Differing from hindrance stressor appraisal, challenge stressor appraisal is characterized by employees’ work 
contributions being fully valued and respected.49 It works as a solid motivator to personal growth that stimulates 
employees to proactively deal with their work.42 Therefore, employees will be less vulnerable to taking passive actions 
to avoid completing tasks. In addition, under challenge stressor appraisal, employees are more likely to experience 
positive emotions such as feelings of determination, self-worth, and overall energy,47 because the challenge stressors are 
appraised as opportunities for growth, learning, and goal attainment.26,50 Individuals with high levels of positive 
emotions tend to restore self-regulatory resources and self-energize;51 therefore, they are more likely to take advantage 
of opportunities or pursue goals rather than conduct procrastination behaviors. Thus, this study contends that employees 
with prominent levels of challenge stressor appraisal would procrastinate less.

Hypothesis 1b: Challenge stressor appraisal negatively relates to employees’ procrastination behavior.

Personality and Procrastination
Personality is an individual’s relatively stable internal trait, which shows general behavioral tendencies across situations 
that stimulate behavior. The five-factor is a well-known personality model (FFM) comprising conscientiousness, 
neuroticism, extraversion, openness, and agreeableness.52,53 COR highlights that individual’s internal traits reflect their 
internal resource storage and have constant and profound influence on working behavior.22–24,34 This study adopted the 
traits of conscientiousness and neuroticism, because these two traits reflected employees’ internal resource storage 
abundance or scarcity respectively.

Individuals high in conscientiousness are generally observed to be goal-oriented, organized, careful, hard-working, 
self-disciplined, and tend to strive for achievement.52 Then, highly conscientious employees would have abundant 
internal resource storage and tend to set higher goals.52,53 Also, they embrace the ability to gather other personal 
resources in the workplace and are willing to direct resources to achieve the work performance rather than engage in 
procrastination behavior.54 In line with theoretical reasoning, previous research has shown empirical evidence that highly 
conscientious individuals tend to adopt self-control strategies more effectively when facing temptations (eg).55

Hypothesis 2a: Employees’ conscientiousness negatively relates to procrastination.

Neuroticism is another essential personality trait in the FFM. In contrast, highly neurotic individuals are characterized 
by high emotional instability and a tendency to feel uneasy; they can be anxious, nervous, fearful, lack self-confidence, 
and have low self-esteem.52,53 Therefore, individuals with potent neuroticism have limited internal resource storage. 
They attempt to protect themselves at work by remaining inconspicuous and avoiding tasks. Moreover, there is a general 
agreement that neuroticism is related to negative emotional reactions such as strain and burnout (eg).56 Accordingly, 
highly neurotic individuals in workplaces are more likely to adopt procrastinating behavior to avoid work-related 
resource consumption and preserve resources. Therefore, it posits that:

Hypothesis 2b: Employees’ neuroticism positively relates to procrastination.

The Interactive Effect of Stressor Appraisal and Personality on Procrastination
Highly conscientious individuals usually have higher achievement motivation.53 At the same time, they also have a high 
sense of responsibility, tend to take the initiative to complete their tasks, and reasonably arrange their work plans and 
leisure activities.57 Besides, as mentioned above, individuals’ conscientiousness reflects their internal resource storage, 
indicating that individuals will have sufficient resources to cope with external resource threats, such as high hindrance 
stressors.29 Thus, when experiencing the high hindrance stressor, employees with high conscientiousness think it is 
difficult to change the status quo through their efforts. They would still try to improve situations and take positive actions 
to deal with hindrance stressors. Previous studies also show evidence that employees with high conscientiousness are 
more likely to take more productive ways to deal with stressful work situations (eg).37,58 Therefore, the current study 
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contends that highly conscientious employees can weaken the positive relationship between hindrance stressor appraisal 
and procrastination.

Hypothesis 3a: Employees’ conscientiousness moderates the relationship between hindrance stressor appraisal and 
procrastination, such that the positive relationship is mitigated when employees’ conscientiousness is high.

Highly conscientious employees attach greater importance to personal achievement and have abundant internal 
resource storage.52,53 Thus, when experiencing challenge stressors appraisal, highly conscientious employees will 
reasonably arrange their work schedules to deal with the challenging demands.52,53,57 As discussed above that 
employees with high conscientiousness usually have high standards and are achievement-oriented.52 Such char-
acteristics enable them to view challenge stressors as opportunities rather than threats. It can lead them to deal 
with stressors proactively, resulting in less procrastination. In contrast, employees with low conscientiousness 
would face limited internal resource storage and not care about the goals at work very much. Thus, they would 
like to avoid further resource depletion and engage in more procrastination. Based on the above argumentation, it 
proposes that the negative relationship between challenge stressor appraisal and procrastination will be stronger 
for employees with higher conscientiousness.

Hypothesis 3b: Employees’ conscientiousness moderates the relationship between challenge stressor appraisal and 
procrastination, such that the negative relationship is stronger when employees’ conscientiousness is high.

Neuroticism reflects an individual’s emotional instability. Highly neurotic employees have relatively low internal 
resource reserves and tend to respond negatively to challenges and difficulties.53,57,59 In response to higher hindrance 
stressor appraisals, individuals with high neuroticism lack the corresponding internal resources to deal with resource 
threats. They may believe that hindrance stressors could threaten their growth and development, and they can do nothing 
to change that, resulting in more negative emotions, such as anxiety and stress. Reducing the effort and energy that is 
directed toward hindrance stressors at work, allows individuals to psychologically disengage from those stressors.51 

Consequently, under hindrance stressors, employees high in neuroticism will be more likely to engage in procrastination 
behavior. Indeed, as also noted by Hobfoll,24 individuals’ internal resource storage not only impacts how individuals 
react to resource loss but also how they evaluate resource loss. Those with less internal resource storage are more likely 
to evaluate external threats as high-level resource loss, which can ultimately lead to adverse reactions. Thus, it contends 
that employees high in neuroticism, who have limited internal resource storage, view hindrance stressors as more 
resource-consuming, leading to more procrastination behavior.

Hypothesis 4a: Employees’ neuroticism moderates the relationship between hindrance stressor appraisal and procrastina-
tion, such that the positive relationship is stronger when employees’ neuroticism is high.

Highly neurotic individuals are more likely to lose control of their emotions and believe they cannot complete tasks 
well.52,53 When faced with challenge stressor appraisal, they tend to evaluate their challenge stressors as more resource- 
consuming than stimulators. Additionally, individuals with high neuroticism are characterized by low internal 
resources.52,53 Thus, challenge stressors appraisal is considered a threat to goal attainment because employees will 
have insufficient resources to accomplish the task to reach more achievement and personal growth.51 Therefore, to avoid 
resource depletion, individuals will adopt a negative response to preserve resources from detaching, which weakens the 
positive relationship between challenge stressor appraisal and procrastination.

Hypothesis 4b: Employees’ neuroticism moderates the relationship between challenge stressor appraisal and procrastina-
tion, such that the negative relationship is stronger when employees’ neuroticism is high.

The theoretical framework hypothesized is depicted in Figure 1.
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Method
Research Design
To test our model, this research followed prior studies by applying the positivism paradigms. Positivism paradigms 
assume that individuals’ behavior is intrinsically connected, and individuals are clear about their own motivations and 
meanings.60 Using rigorous methods (eg, conceptualization, measurement, surveys), researchers explore and understand 
the insider’s interpretation of behavior. Positivism paradigms highlight that research for causes and explanations that 
support the causality explanation, emphasizing the generality and universality of the theory.60 Also, positivism paradigms 
advocate that empirical methods of the natural sciences (such as observation, experiments, and questionnaires surveys) 
should be used to study social phenomena (eg).61 In the current study, a questionnaire survey was adopted to evaluate our 
theoretical model by following the positivism paradigm.

Besides, the randomized cluster sampling method was taken to collect the data. In the field of organizational behavior 
and psychology research, researchers are often use randomized cluster sampling methods are often using by the 
researchers whose subjects are fragmented over larger geographical areas because it saves time and money (eg).60,62,63 

As Wilson pointed out,64 cluster sampling is where the whole population is divided into clusters or groups; subsequently, 
a random sample is taken from these clusters, all of which are used in the final sample. The strengths of cluster sampling 
are that it is easy to implement and cost-effective.65 The inclusion criteria for the participants included two points, 
participants are regular employees of the organization and have not retired; participants can understand the survey 
questions and participate in the survey voluntarily.

Sample and Procedures
The sample for this study was composed of civil servants from an organization located in the Shandong province of the 
People’s Republic of China. The participants’ tasks mainly focused on sorting documents and offering public services. 
The participants’ daily work had no specific quantitative requirements; therefore, they could procrastinate and indulge in 
relaxing behavior. Consequently, the participation of public civil servants is suitable for this study. At the beginning of 
the survey, the researchers communicated with human resource managers to explain the purpose of the research and 
obtain their support. Our research team explained the academic nature of the survey to the participants and informed 
them that responses will be kept confidential and will not be shared with anyone for any purpose. Each participant was 
provided with a survey envelope containing a questionnaire and a cover letter. The cover letter included directions on 
returning the survey and indicated voluntary participation. This study also assured the participants that the research was 
only for academic purposes, there were no right or wrong answers, the confidentiality of their responses, and that the 

Figure 1 The Theoretical Model of This Study.
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personal information would be removed from the dataset at the completion of the study. All participants were informed 
that their participation is voluntary, and they can stop responding to the questionnaire at any time. The respondents signed 
a written consent form before the survey.

The data was collected in two stages with a lag time of two months. In the first stage (Time 1), the human resource 
department assisted with soliciting voluntary participation from employees, and the study’s second author administered 
an on-site employee survey at the locations of the organization. Groups of 20–30 employees were scheduled to go to 
an on-site room for 30 minutes of organization-paid time. The participants received letters from the researcher 
ensuring the confidentiality of their responses and filled out their work ID, demographic information and assessed 
their FFM traits, proactive personality, workplace stressor appraisal, and perceived leader support. The Time 1 survey 
included 400 employees. In the second stage (conducted two months later, Time 2), the participants were asked to 
assess their procrastination. Based on the participants’ work ID, the research assistants paired the two waves of 
responses. This study received 347 valid questionnaires, and the overall response rate was 87%. The final sample of 
347 participants had an average age of 28.84 years (SD = 3.35), and 76% were male. All participants were graduates 
with bachelor’s degrees.

Measures
The survey items were initially formulated in English. The survey instrument was administered in Chinese; all items 
underwent a standard back-translation process (Brislin, 1986). The FFM was measured with a seven-point scale from 1 
(“strongly disagree”) to 7 (“strongly agree”), and all other measures were rated on a scale ranging from 1 (“strongly 
disagree) to 5 (“strongly agree).

Stressor Appraisal
The current study measured challenge stressor appraisal and hindrance stressor appraisal using six items (three items for 
each type) based on a validated scale developed by LePine et al.42 A sample item of hindrance stressor appraisal was 
“Working to fulfill the demands of my job thwarts my personal growth and well-being”, and the reliability coefficient of 
hindrance stressor appraisal was 0.88 (AVE=0.71). A sample item of challenge stressor appraisal was “Working to fulfill 
the demands of my job helps to improve my personal growth and well-being.” The reliability coefficient of challenge 
stressor appraisal was 0.83 (AVE=0.64).

Neuroticism and Conscientiousness
This study used the scale of the FFM traits of Shi et al.66 Neuroticism and conscientiousness were measured using six 
items. A sample item of neuroticism was “calm vs worried”, and the reliability coefficient was 0.89 (AVE=0.53). 
A sample item of conscientiousness was “disorganized and well organized, with a reliability coefficient of 0.89 
(AVE=0.58).

Procrastination
Procrastination was assessed using an eight-item scale developed by Tuchman.67 The items were as follows: “I 
needlessly delay finishing jobs, even when they are important”, “I manage to find an excuse for not doing 
something”, “I am an incurable time waster”, “I am a time waster now, but I cannot seem to do anything about 
it”, “I promise myself I will do something and then drag my feet”, “Even though I hate myself if I do not get 
started, it does not get me going”, “I get stuck in neutral, even though I know how important it is to get started”, 
“Putting something off until tomorrow is now the way I do it.” To verify the reliability and validity of the 
procrastination scale, a scale test was conducted with a separate sample of 85 MBA graduates, 67.43% of whom 
were female. The average age was 31.21 (SD = 4.57), and the average tenure was 4.5 years (SD = 3.21). All 
participants had earned a bachelor’s degree. Based on eigenvalues greater than one factor-analysis, the exploratory 
factor analysis yielded a single factor (explaining 55.38% of the total variance, reliability =0.88). The factor 
loadings of all individual items ranged from 0.66 to 0.81. In this study, the reliability coefficient for procrastination 
was 0.91 (AVE=0.55).
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Control Variables
During the analysis, this study controlled for several variables, including gender, age, educational level, and tenure, 
because they could affect individuals’ procrastination.3 For instance, Steel demonstrated that people procrastinate less as 
they age;3 females tend to procrastinate less than males;68 with more years of experience and repeated practice, people 
tend to procrastinate less.69 This study also controlled for employees’ proactive personalities because individuals with 
highly proactive personalities would adopt less procrastination behavior. The proactive personality variable was mea-
sured using ten items from Seibert et al.70 A sample item of proactive personality was, “I am constantly on the lookout 
for new ways to improve my life.” The reliability coefficient for proactive personality was 0.91. This study also 
controlled for perceived leader support because previous studies have indicated that perceived leader support is related 
to individuals’ stressor appraisal.22 Perceived leader support was assessed using the eight-item scale developed by Ilies 
et al.71 A sample item of perceived leader support was “The supervisor gave advice on how to deal with a certain task or 
problem.” The reliability coefficient of the perceived leader support was 0.90. This study also controlled for the three 
other variables of the Big Five personality traits using the scale developed by Shi et al.66 Each of the five dimensions was 
measured using six items. A sample item of extraversion was “loner vs joiner”, and the reliability coefficient of 
extraversion was 0.84. Sample items of openness to experience were “uncreative vs creative” and “traditional vs non- 
traditional.” The reliability coefficient for openness to experience was 0.87. Sample items of agreeableness were 
“ruthless vs soft-hearted” and “suspicious vs trusting.” The reliability coefficient of agreeableness was 0.91.

Analytical Strategy
A two-step strategy was applied to evaluate the theoretical model. First, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and 
descriptive analysis were conducted. CFA was used to confirm the validity and reliability of the measurement model, and 
the descriptive analysis showed the correlations among the key variables. In the second step, regression analyses were 
done to test the hypotheses. CFA and regression analyses were performed using Mplus 7.2.

Results
CFA of the Measures
This study conducted a CFA analysis for the main variables. The results were shown in Table 1. When performing a CFA 
analysis of the stressor appraisal measure, it became clear that the estimates of the standard parameter were acceptable 
and all of them exceeded the ratio of 0.40.72 The structural model had a high degree of conformity, and the model 
matching indicators were acceptable (χ2 = 29.29, df = 9, RMSEA = 0.09, CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.97, SRMR = 0.04). Also, 
this study showed that the factor loading score ranged from 0.74 to 0.95.

When conducting a CFA analysis of the conscientiousness measure, it showed clear that the estimates of the standard 
parameter were acceptable and all of them exceeded the ratio of 0.40.72 The structural model had a high degree of 
conformity, and the model matching indicators were acceptable (χ2 =30.13, df =9, RMSEA = 0.08, CFI = 0.98, TLI = 
0.97, SRMR = 0.02). Also, this study showed that six items loaded on a single factor, and the factor loading score ranged 
from 0.63 to 0.85.

When conducting a CFA analysis of the neuroticism measure, it showed clear that the estimates of the standard 
parameter were acceptable and all of them exceeded the ratio of 0.40.72 Explicitly, the structural model had a high degree 
of conformity, and the model matching indicators were acceptable (χ2 =15.28, df =9, RMSEA = 0.06, CFI = 0.99, TLI = 
0.98, SRMR = 0.02). Also, this study showed that six items loaded on a single factor, and the factor loading score ranged 
from 0.66 to 0.77.

When conducting a CFA analysis of the procrastination measure, it showed clear that the estimates of the standard 
parameter were acceptable and all of them exceeded the ratio of 0.40.72 The structural model had a high degree of 
conformity, and the model matching indicators were acceptable (χ2 =78.99, df =20, RMSEA = 0.09, CFI = 0.87, TLI = 
0.95, SRMR = 0.04). Also, this study showed that eight items loaded on a single factor, and the factor loading score 
ranged from 0.62 to 0.84.
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Preliminary Analysis
The current study conducted a series of CFAs to examine the construct validity of the multi-item variables in our study 
using Mplus 7.2. The CFA results are presented in Table 2. This study tested the hypothesized ten-factor model by 
loading items on their respective latent variables. The results revealed that the hypothesized ten-factor model fit the data 
best with χ2 = 3039.62, df =1784, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) =0.05, confirmatory fit index (CFI) 
=0.90, Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) =0.90, standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) =0.05. The nine-factor model 

Table 1 Results of CFA

Items Loading Standard Error Fit indices

Challenge stressor appraisal χ2 = 29.29, df = 9, RMSEA = 0.09, CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.97, SRMR = 0.04
CSA1 0.74 0.03

CSA2 0.90 0.03

CSA3 0.75 0.03
Hindrance stressor appraisal
HSA 1 0.77 0.03

HSA2 0.95 0.02
HSA3 0.80 0.03

Conscientiousness personality χ2 = 30.13, df = 9, RMSEA = 0.08, CFI = 0.98, TLI = 0.97, SRMR = 0.02
CP1 0.63 0.04

CP2 0.85 0.02

CP3 0.84 0.02
CP4 0.84 0.02

CP5 0.68 0.03

CP6 0.69 0.03
Neuroticism personality χ2 = 15.28, df = 9, RMSEA = 0.06, CFI = 0.99, TLI = 0.98, SRMR = 0.02

NP1 0.68 0.04

NP2 0.75 0.03
NP3 0.77 0.03

NP4 0.76 0.03

NP5 0.66 0.04
NP6 0.73 0.03

Procrastination behavior χ2 = 78.99, df = 20, RMSEA = 0.09, CFI = 0.896, TLI = 0.95, SRMR = 0.04

PB1 0.62 0.03
PB2 0.67 0.03

PB3 0.71 0.03

PB4 0.84 0.02
PB5 0.81 0.02

PB6 0.81 0.02

PB7 0.76 0.03
PB8 0.70 0.03

Table 2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Model χ2 df Δχ2 (Δdf) RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR

Ten-factor combing five control variables (hypothesized model) 3039.62 1784 —— 0.05 0.90 0.90 0.05
Nine-factor model A 3525.79 1793 486.17** (9) 0.06 0.87 0.86 0.07

Six-factor model B 4376.87 1814 1337.26** (30) 0.07 0.81 0.79 0.08

Five-factor model C 5487.75 1819 2448.13**(35) 0.08 0.73 0.71 0.09
Five-factor model D 4862.20 1819 1822.59**(35) 0.07 0.77 0.76 0.09

Single factor model E 8162.10 1829 5122.48** (45) 0.10 0.54 0.50 0.12

Notes: N = 347. Nine-factor model A combines challenge stressor appraisal and hindrance stressor appraisal into one factor; Six-factor model B combines the FFM into one 
factor; Five-factor model C combines the FFM and proactive personality into one factor; Five-factor model D combines the FFM into one factor, and also combines challenge 
stressor appraisal and hindrance stressor appraisal into one factor; Single factor model E combines all the variables into one factor. **p < 0.01.
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was constructed by combining challenge stressor appraisal and hindrance stressor appraisal (χ2 = 3525.79, df = 1793, 
RMSEA = 0.06, CFI = 0.87, TLI = 0.86, SRMR = 0.07), which yielded a worse fit than the ten-factor model (Δχ2 = 
486.17 [Δdf = 9], p < 0.01). All other alternative factor models fit significantly worse than the proposed model. Hence, 
the CFA results support the ten-factor model. Factor loadings ranged from 0.61 to. 94 (p < 0.01).

The means, standard deviations, and correlations of the variables studied are listed in Table 3. Hindrance stressor 
appraisal was positively correlated with procrastination (r = 0.16, p < 0.01), and challenge stressor appraisal was 
negatively correlated with procrastination (r = −0.29, p < 0.01). Conscientiousness was also negatively correlated with 
procrastination (r = −0.31, p < 0.01), and neuroticism was positively correlated with procrastination (r = 0.26, p < 0.01). 
These results provide initial support for our hypotheses.

Tests of Hypotheses
This study performed hierarchical regression analysis for hypothesis testing. The current study entered age, gender, 
educational level, tenure, proactive personality, perceived leader support, extraversion, openness to experience, and 
agreeableness as control variables in Step 1. Then, this study entered the independent variables, including hindrance 
stressor appraisal, challenge stressor appraisal, conscientiousness, and neuroticism in Step 2. Lastly, this study entered the 
interaction terms (ie, hindrance stressor appraisal × conscientiousness, hindrance stressor appraisal × neuroticism, chal-
lenge stressor appraisal × conscientiousness, challenge stressor appraisal × neuroticism) in Step 3. When testing moderation 
effects, this study centralized the variables. All standardized coefficients were reported in the regression results.

Direct Effects Test
Table 4 presents the regression results. After ruling out the control variables,1 (We also did a robustness check by moving 
out all the controls in our regression analysis. The results remained unchanged. In particular, hindrance stressor appraisal 
was positively related to procrastination (B = 0.12, SE = 0.04, p < 0.01), and challenge stressor was negatively related to 
procrastination (B = −0.21, SE = 0.04, p < 0.01); conscientiousness was negatively related to procrastination (B = −0.19, 
SE = 0.04, p < 0.01), while neuroticism was positively related to procrastination (B = 0.10, SE = 0.03, p < 0.01). The 
interaction between challenge stressor appraisal and conscientiousness on procrastination was significant (B = −0.10, SE 
= 0.03, p < 0.01).) hindrance stressor appraisal was positively related to procrastination (B = 0.10, SE = 0.04, p < 0.05), 
and challenge stressor appraisal was negatively related to procrastination (B = −0.20, SE = 0.05, p < 0.01). Therefore, the 
current study found support for H1a and H1b. Further, the results showed that conscientiousness was negatively related 
to procrastination (B = −0.13, SE = 0.06, p < 0.05), and neuroticism was positively related to procrastination (B =0.12, SE 
= 0.04, p < 0.01). Therefore, H2a and H2b were supported.

The current study also conducted a comparison between the impact power of the stressor appraisal-procrastination 
relationship and the personality-procrastination relationship. The results showed that there was no significant difference 
between the positive impact of hindrance stressor appraisal on procrastination and neuroticism on procrastination (B = 0.02, 
SE = 0.06, p > 0.05). Moreover, there was no significant difference between the positive impact of challenge stressor 
appraisal on procrastination and conscientiousness on procrastination (B = 0.07, SE = 0.07, p > 0.05). The results revealed 
that there was no significant difference in the influence of contextual factors and individual traits on procrastination.

Moderating Effect Test
The interaction term between challenge stressor appraisal and conscientiousness on procrastination was negative (B = 
−0.10, SE = 0.04, p < 0.01). The results indicated that the second regression model reached explanatory ability (R2 = 
0.24), and the third regression model (R2=0.28) was attained. There was a positive difference between the second and 
third models in R2 value (∆R2=0.04), indicating that the difference was because of the entry of the interaction variable in 
the third regression model. To examine this interaction effect, this study plotted the interaction patterns in Figure 2. The 
relationship between challenge stressor appraisal and procrastination was negative when conscientiousness was at one 
standard deviation above the mean (−.32, SE = 0.06, p < 0.01), and this relationship became non-significant when 
conscientiousness was at one standard deviation below the mean (−.09, SE = 0.06, p > 0.05). The difference in 
relationship magnitude between high and low conscientiousness was significant (r = −0.23, SE = 0.08, p < 0.01). 
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Table 3 Descriptive Statistics and Correlations of Variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

1. Age 28.84 3.35

2. Gender 0.76 0.43 0.14**

3. Education 2.32 0.63 0.25** −0.03
4. Tenure 1.26 0.61 0.51** −0.07 0.08

5. Proactive personality 3.36 0.83 0.07 −0.03 0.14* 0.03 (0.91)

6. Perceived leader support 3.68 0.72 −0.03 0.07 0.06 −0.06 0.33** (0.90)
7. Extraversion 4.56 1.17 −0.01 0.01 −0.08 0.05 0.33** 0.34** (0.84)

8. Openness to experience 4.64 1.17 0.06 0.00 −0.09 0.06 0.28** 0.23** 0.65** (0.87)

9. Agreeableness 5.20 1.21 0.06 −0.04 0.06 0.04 0.34** 0.45** 0.63** 0.52** (0.91)
10. Hindrance stressor appraisal 2.70 1.03 −0.05 −0.06 −0.11† −0.06 0.09† −0.04 0.01 0.05 −0.03 (0.88)

11. Challenge stressor appraisal 3.51 0.97 0.05 0.02 −0.05 −0.08 0.17** 0.31** 0.20** 0.08 0.23** 0.04 (0.83)

12. Conscientiousness 5.23 1.16 0.05 −0.02 0.04 0.07 0.35** 0.47** 0.64** 0.55** 0.75** 0.00 0.18** (0.89)
13. Neuroticism 3.54 1.23 −0.09 0.03 −0.11* 0.07 −0.18** −0.19** 0.00 −0.01 −0.17** 0.20** −0.10 −0.15** (0.89)

14. Procrastination 2.39 0.86 −0.10† −0.07 −0.07 −0.05 −0.05 −0.26** −0.25** −0.20** −0.29** 0.16** −0.29** −0.31** 0.26** (0.91)

Notes: N = 347. Gender: 0 = male, 1 = female. The reliabilities are shown in parentheses on the diagonal. **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, †p < 0.10.
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Therefore, H4b was supported, indicating that the negative relationship between challenge stressor appraisal and 
procrastination became more salient under high conscientiousness.

This study then summarize our overall results regarding whether or not our proposed hypotheses (see Figure 1)are 
supported in Figure 3 below.

Table 4 Regression Results

Variables Procrastination

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

B SE B SE B SE

Intercept 4.90** 0.50 4.04** 0.54 4.20** 0.53

Control variables

Age −0.02 0.02 −0.01 0.02 −0.01 0.02
Gender –0.18 0.11 −0.19† 0.10 −0.19 0.10

Education −0.05 0.08 −0.04 0.07 −0.05 0.07

Tenure −0.07 0.09 −0.08 0.09 −0.07 0.08
Proactive personality 0.03 0.06 0.11† 0.06 0.11† 0.06

Perceived leader support −0.32** 0.07 −0.09 0.07 −0.10 0.07

Extraversion −0.07 0.06 −0.06 0.06 −0.07 0.06
Openness to experience −0.04 0.05 −0.05 0.05 −0.05 0.05

Agreeableness −0.10† 0.05 0.02 0.06 0.02 0.06

Independent variables
Hindrance stressor appraisal (HSA) 0.09* 0.04 0.10* 0.04

Challenge stressor appraisal (CSA) −0.20** 0.05 −0.20** 0.05

Conscientiousness −0.13* 0.06 −0.13* 0.06
Neuroticism 0.14** 0.04 0.12** 0.04

Interaction term

HSA x Conscientiousness −0.06 0.04
CSA x Conscientiousness −0.10** 0.04

HSA x Neuroticism 0.01 0.04

CSA x Neuroticism −0.05 0.03
R2 0.14 0.24 0.28

∆R2 0.10** 0.04**

∆F 5.45 13.92 4.29

Notes: N = 347.**p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, †p < 0.10.

Figure 2 Interactive Effect of Conscientiousness and Challenge Stressor Appraisal on Procrastination.
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Additional Analyses
Although the effect of procrastination on employees’ job performance was not hypothesized in this study, the current 
study also conducted an analysis using the Monte Carlo method to estimate the effect of procrastination on employees’ 
conscientiousness and CPB.29 The results showed that procrastination was negatively related to subordinates’ conscien-
tious behavior, as assessed by supervisors (B = −0.24, SE = 0.06, p < 0.01). Procrastination was positively related to 
subordinates’ CPB, as assessed by supervisors (B =0.16, SE = 0.06, p < 0.05). The results indicated that individuals’ 
procrastination led to negative evaluations of subordinates by supervisors, which also verified the negative consequences 
of procrastination.

Discussion
Results discussion
Building on the conservation of resources (COR) theory, the purpose of the current study is to explore the direct impact 
of external situational factors (ie, stressor appraisals) and individual traits (ie, personality) and their interactive effect on 
workplace procrastination behavior. The study adopted a quantitative approach and used two-wave data. Data was 
collected through a randomized cluster sampling technique and a structured questionnaire survey. Based on the data from 
347 Chinese public employees, this study evaluated the hypotheses and revealed several essential conclusions that may 
contribute to the existing literature as follows.

First, hindrance stressor appraisal was positively related to employees’ procrastination. The result is consistent with 
the previous findings that hindrance stressor appraisal is a destructive occupational stressor, which is detrimental to 
employees’ attitudes and outcomes (eg).73,74 Explicitly, hindrance stressor appraisal has been found to decrease employ-
ees’ creativity,73 work engagement,74 and job performance,75 and increasing employees’ psychological strain and 
turnover intention.76,77 This study has found that hindrance stressor appraisal also has an effect on employees’ 
procrastination, and it has empirically supported this finding.

Second, challenge stressor appraisal was negatively related to employees’ procrastination, which seems consistent 
with the previous empirical studies that challenge stressor appraisal would lead to positive employees’ outcomes 
(eg).51,78,79 For instance, Michell et al found that daily performance pressure, which was appraised as a challenge, 
would elicit engagement that explains enhanced task proficiency.78 Jiang et al found that challenge stressors have 
a significant positive effect on affective commitment in a sample of 226 Chinese public servants.79 Rosen et al found 
that, when employees experience a stable pattern of challenge stressors across time periods, they have positive indirect 
effects on employee performance and well-being.51 Differing from the positive relationship between hindrance stressor 

Figure 3 The Results of This Model.
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appraisal and employees’ procrastination, challenge stressor appraisal was negatively related to employees’ procrastina-
tion. This result also highlights the differential effects of challenge and hindrance stressors on employees’ outcomes. It 
confirms the challenge-hindrance stress framework, which is useful for researchers and practitioners to discover different 
occupational stress domains (eg).74,76,77

Third, conscientiousness was negatively related to employees’ procrastination behavior, while neuroticism was 
positively related to employees’ procrastination behavior. The results showed that individuals with high neuroticism 
and low conscientiousness will procrastinate, which may shed light on the important antecedent role of conscientiousness 
and neuroticism. These results also seem to align with the findings of the trait-based procrastination perspective, which 
highlights that procrastination is affected by individuals’ personality traits (eg).3,13 In other words, individuals’ procras-
tination, which is driven by personality traits, is a stable, domain-general behavior across settings, contexts, and time for 
years.6 By revealing the relationships between neuroticism, conscientiousness, and employees’ procrastination, the study 
complements and extends previous studies regarding the personality traits- procrastination relationship.

Fourth, this study found that when employees have rich internal resource reserves (ie, high conscientiousness), the 
negative relationship between challenge stressor appraisal and procrastination will be strengthened. Of note, the current 
study expected the moderating effect of neuroticism in the relationship between stressor appraisal and procrastination 
behavior, such that the positive relationship between hindrance stressor appraisal and procrastination is stronger for 
employees with higher neuroticism. Furthermore, the negative relationship between challenge stressor appraisal and 
procrastination is stronger for employees with higher neuroticism. However, no support was found for these hypotheses. 
A possible explanation is that highly neurotic individuals with poor internal resource storage have a relatively weak 
ability to cope with environmental job demands because they tend to view all external job demands (including challenge 
and hindrance stressors) as resource depletion threats. The result consists of the previous research argument that highly 
neurotic individuals are disposed toward negative cognitions and thoughts and a pessimistic interpretation of the external 
situation (eg).80 Therefore, neuroticism failed to moderate the relationship between stressors appraisal and procrastina-
tion. Also, our study shows that highly conscientious individuals with rich internal resource storage can adjust their 
behavior according to the environmental demands that were perceived as challenging rather than hindrance stressors.

Theoretical Implications
This study makes the following four contributions: First, by focusing on procrastination in the work domain, the current 
study enriches the literature on procrastination in a broader context. Previous research primarily focused on the 
manifestation of procrastination in the general and academic context,3,17 such as students’ academic procrastination in 
their study assignments and individuals’ procrastination in time management in their daily lives.5,13–15 Although 
procrastination is generally believed to exist in the workplace, and a few studies have explored the procrastination 
behavior of employees,5,13,14 however, they overlooked to understand the nature and antecedents of procrastination in the 
workplace. By examining the antecedents of employee procrastination, this study answers the call for understanding why 
and when employees procrastinate in the workplace. It helps to develop efficient intervention strategies to manage 
employee procrastination behavior. Besides, most previous empirical studies have examined procrastination in the 
western context.3,17 The current study contribute to explore the non-western context in examining employees’ procras-
tination behavior based on Chinese samples.

Second, by differing from previous studies that treated procrastination as a self-defeating behavior to manage one’s 
negative emotions by engaging in leisure activities rather than tackling the task that one is dreading.6 The current study 
highlights the resource conservation perspective explaining why employees engage in procrastination. Drawing on COR 
theory, individuals strive to protect their current resources (conservation) and acquire additional resources (acquisition).24 

Although it is a well-argued perspective, little research has been linked to the COR theory and procrastination. This study 
characterized procrastination as individuals’ intentional actions to protect their resources from loss, then opened new 
avenues for future research on procrastination from a resource conservation perspective.

Third, previous studies on the antecedents of procrastination either focused on the influence of personal traits or 
situations, while ignoring the integration of the impact power of the two factors.16 To show which factors may contribute 
to employees’ procrastination, this study integrated situational and individual factors in an empirical investigation and 
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revealed their different impact power. Moreover, addressing whether procrastination is internally or externally driven 
deepens our understanding of whether procrastination is changeable or unchangeable. In addition, by proposing the 
different impacts of hindrance stressor appraisal and challenge stressor appraisal on employees’ procrastination behavior, 
this study offers further evidence of the different roles of stressors on employees’ procrastination of workplace 
outcomes.45 It confirms that hindrance stressor appraisal has negative implications for employees, while challenge 
stressor appraisal has positive implications for employees.81

Finally, following COR, this study revealed the interactive effect between the individual’s internal resource storage 
and their external resource threats in influencing individual procrastination behavior. It highlights that employees’ 
personalities can indicate their resource storage, enabling them to deal with situational threats. More specifically, by 
examining the interactive effect of personality and situational factors on employees’ procrastination behavior, this study 
found that conscientiousness was also found to moderate the challenge stressor appraisal–procrastination relationship to 
make the negative relationship more salient, when employees are high in conscientiousness. The result also offers 
empirical evidence that individuals’ personal traits can impact their ability to deal with external resource loss. Basically, 
the different reactions toward resource loss may also lie in the fact that individuals with different internal resource 
storage view resource loss differently. These findings are consistent with the person-situation interactionist perspective in 
understanding behavioral reactions to environmental settings.82 It highlights the importance of exploring why individuals 
may react differently when facing similar situational threats.78,83

Practical Implications
This study has several important implications. In a broader sense, this study did not find significant differences in the 
impact power of personality-procrastination and stressor-procrastination relationships. This may suggest that individuals’ 
personalities and situational context play equal importance in procrastination behavior. This yields several insights. First, 
organizations or managers can create a positive pressure environment by setting challenging tasks but avoiding those that 
are beyond the ability of employees so that employees believe they can complete the tasks and apply more work effort. 
Hence, work pressure can motivate employees and promote their growth and development. At the same time, organiza-
tions should avoid giving employees the perception that no matter how hard they try, they cannot improve their work. 
This can harm employees’ work motivation, hinder their work engagement, and lead them to adopt passive behavior. 
Second, practical support the organization or leader provides may reduce employees’ procrastination behavior. For 
example, this study found that employees’ procrastination behavior could be effectively reduced when the leader 
provided support (B = −0.32, SE = 0.07, p < 0.01). Therefore, necessary external support can help employees adjust 
and proactively deal with their work requirements. Third, conscientious employees are more likely to engage in positive 
behavior, even when faced with stress and a lack of external support. Therefore, organizations should consider employ-
ees’ conscientiousness when recruiting and hiring. Finally, previous studies have found that when faced with different 
stressors, a positive response may work better to reduce negative emotions than a negative response.46 Therefore, it is 
suggested that employees adopt positive behavior toward pressure rather than passive avoidance behavior such as 
procrastination, which may ultimately cause pressure and stress.

Limitations and Future Directions
This study had the following limitations. First, challenge stressor appraisal and hindrance stressor appraisal can have 
different effects on procrastination, but the underlying mechanism has not been explored. For instance, the negative 
impact of challenge stressor appraisal on procrastination may be due to a tight work schedule in which employees cannot 
procrastinate. In contrast, the negative impact of hindrance stressor appraisal may be due to employees’ negative 
emotions distracting them from work. Therefore, future studies could further explore the underlying mechanisms linking 
different stressor appraisals and employees’ procrastination behavior. Second, this study focused on the antecedents of 
procrastination; however, the outcomes of procrastination should also be further explored. While most studies mention 
that procrastination has adverse effects, some have argued that it can be beneficial, as employees may think of new ways 
to deal with a more significant workload when facing deadlines.84 However, research on exploring the outcomes of 
procrastination remains limited. Therefore, this study suggests that future studies explore the paradoxical side of 
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procrastination and the different underlying mechanisms leading to these different outcomes. Third, the current study 
tries to avoid the common method issue by collecting data in two separate time spaces. However, this method calls for 
caution regarding the generalization of the causal relationships between variables. For instance, it is possible that with 
more procrastination behavior, employees can have a high evaluation of hindrance or challenge stressor appraisal because 
of their anxiety. Future research should seek to adopt an experimental design to show internal causality. Lastly, this study 
used a sample from the public service department, which may not have strict work schedules that create an environment 
for procrastination, so there may exist the selection bias. Future studies can use samples from other industries, such as 
manufacturing and financial service companies, which have stricter work schedules and assignments to examine 
employees’ procrastination behavior.

Conclusion
Despite its prevalence, workplace procrastination has received limited research attention, especially in non-west context. 
This study examined the antecedents of employees’ procrastination behavior in the workplace. Applying COR theory, the 
current study explained when and why employees procrastinate. Particularly, this study investigated the direct impact of 
external situational factors (ie, stressor appraisals) and individual traits (ie, personality) and their interactive effect on 
workplace procrastination behavior.

In conclusion, the results of this study are quite promising as they provide quantitative empirical evidence that 
procrastination is not only affected by internal personal traits but also by external situations such as workplace demand 
appraisals. More explicitly, it revealed that hindrance stressor appraisal leads to employees’ procrastination, whereas challenge 
stressor appraisal diminishes procrastination. Neuroticism contributes to procrastination, while conscientiousness is adversely 
related to procrastination. At the same time, evidence is given on the interactive effect of challenge stressor appraisals and 
conscientiousness on procrastination. This study suggests that conscientiousness moderates the challenge stressor appraisal– 
procrastination relationship to make the negative relationship more salient. This could lead us to conclude that individuals may 
procrastinate differently when facing similar external challenge stressors. Our findings are consistent with the person- 
environment interaction perspective in understanding behavioral reactions to environmental settings.82 As a final note, this 
study confirms the comprehensive reach and applicability of the COR theory developed by scholars such as Hobfoll.24 It 
adequately explained the direct impact of stressor appraisals and individual personality traits and their interactive effect on 
employees’ procrastination in the Chinese context. Overall, this research has not only offered scholars an interactive 
perspective into the research of antecedents of employees’ procrastination but also provided new suggestions to organization 
managers about how to develop a more effective strategy to manage employees’ procrastination, such as creating a positive 
pressure environment by setting challenging tasks.
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