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ABSTRACT. The authors examined the prevalence of and reasons, or excuses, for aca-
demic procrastination as a function of gender and academic grade level. In Study 1, a factor
analysis of responses by 203 Turkish undergraduate students to an academic procrastination
measure provided evidence of reliability and validity for the revised scale. In Study 2, 784
students (363 women, 421 men; M age = 20.6 years, SD age = 1.74 years) completed the
validated Turkish Procrastination Assessment Scale-Students. The results were that 52%
of students self-reported frequent academic procrastination, with male students reporting
more frequent procrastination on academic tasks than female students. Significantly more
female students than male students reported greater academic procrastination because of
fear of failure and laziness; male students reported more academic procrastination as a
result of risk taking and rebellion against control than did female students.

Keywords: academic procrastination, gender difference, prevalence, self-reported reasons

ALTHOUGH THERE IS NO CONSENSUS AMONG researchers on the defini-
tion of procrastination (Lay, 1986; Solomon & Rothblum, 1984), one character-
istic common among these researchers is the delay component (Ferrari, Johnson,
& McCown, 1995). For example, some authors have claimed that intentionality
of delay is a crucial component (Hess, Sherman, & Goodman, 2000; Piccarelli,
2003; Senecal, Koestner, & Vallerand, 1995), whereas other authors have stated
that an affective component including anxiety-related physical symptoms that
led to task delays was essential (Rothblum, Solomon, & Murakabi, 1986; Sigall,
Kruglanski, & Fyock, 2000). In academic settings, students have specific tasks to
perform, such as writing term papers, studying for exams, reading assignments,
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and performing academic administrative and attendance tasks; however, for one
reason or another, completion of these tasks is often postponed. The general pro-
pensity to engage in such dilatory behavior is called academic procrastination
(Ferrari et al.; Schowuenburg, Lay, Pychyl, & Ferrari, 2004; Steel, 2004).

Academic procrastination appears to be a significant problem among English-
speaking university students (Bishop, Gallagher, & Cohen, 2000; Onwuegbuzie &
Collins, 2001; Semb, Glick, & Spencer, 1979), and students engage in this behavior
in varying degrees (Steel, 2004). In fact, it has been estimated that approximately
70% of university students procrastinate (Ellis & Knaus, 1977). Solomon and
Rothblum (1984) found that students procrastinated more often when writing term
papers (46%) than they did when reading assignments (30%), studying for exams
(28%), or attending to academic (23%) and administrative (11%) tasks. In another
prevalence study, Clark and Hill (1994) found that high percentages of students
reported nearly always or always procrastinating on studying for exams (28%),
writing term papers (30%), and reading assignments (36%). However, relatively
few studies examined the levels of academic procrastination in terms of grade lev-
els of university students (Ferrari, 2004), and none focused on Turkish students. For
instance, the results of a study by McCown and Roberts (1994) revealed that 23%
of freshmen, 27% of sophomores, 32% of juniors, and 37% of seniors reported a
tendency to procrastinate and that this behavior impeded their academic achieve-
ment. These findings also suggested that procrastination increases over years dur-
ing university life at English-speaking schools (Ferrari, 2004).

When the sources of procrastination are considered, many causal factors con-
tributing to academic procrastination have been found by several researchers (e.g.,
Brown, 1983; Kachgal, Hansen, & Kevin, 2001; Schowuenburg, Lay, Pychyl, &
Ferrari, 2004). Early investigations into the reasons of procrastination by clinicians
Burka and Yuen (1983) and Ellis and Knaus (1977) suggested that an individual’s
cognitive processes are causal factors. Burka and Yuen also suggested that a number
of factors are related to procrastination, including evaluation anxiety, difficulty in
making decisions, rebellion against control, lack of assertion, fear of the conse-
quences of success, perceived aversiveness of the tasks, and overly perfectionistic
standards about competency. On the basis of a principal component factor analysis
of their procrastination measure, Solomon and Rothblum (1984) claimed two main
reasons for student academic procrastination—namely, fear of failure and task
aversiveness.

Gender difference with respect to academic procrastination is a controversial
issue that may be hard to predict (Steel, 2004). Although some studies reported
significant gender differences (Milgram, Marshevsky, & Sadeh, 1994; Pychyl,
Coplan, & Reid, 2002), other studies reported no such gender difference (Ferrari,
1991; Ferrari, 2001; Schouwenburg, 1992). Nevertheless, to further understand
the factors contributing to academic procrastination in university settings, we
believed it was important to investigate the effects of gender and grade level on
academic procrastination. The results of the present study may provide important
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cues for counselors and university staff to develop new programs that may reduce
the negative effects of such behaviors on students’ academic performance. Conse-
quently, it may be significant for the students who would like to reduce the power
of procrastination. We expected that the present study would expand the limited
literature about procrastination associated with gender, grade level, and academic
achievement within Turkish higher education systems and, thus, possibly lead to
cross-cultural comparisons of academic procrastination.

Despite the increasing number of students engaging in academic procrasti-
nation in Turkey (Uzun Ozer & Demir, 2005), little empirical research has been
conducted to determine the levels of academic procrastination and the causal
factors contributing to the procrastination experience among Turkish students.
Understanding and discussing the tendency of academic procrastination in the
university setting may be best achieved by the adaptation of valid and reliable
measures for non-English speaking populations. Turkish higher education could
benefit greatly from research that demonstrates the utility of self-report measures
that may apply to their student population. Thus, our aim in the present study was
first to test the usability of the Procrastination Assessment Scale-Students (PASS)
for Turkish university students. The present study explored the prevalence and
reasons of academic procrastination associated with gender and academic grade
level among Turkish university students. In this respect, Study 1 included the
validity and reliability of the most widely used procrastination scale, the PASS
(Solomon & Rothblum, 1984), with a Turkish sample. In Study 2, frequency,
prevalence, and reasons for academic procrastination as a function of gender and
academic grade level were assessed by validated Turkish-PASS.

STUDY 1
Method
Farticipants

A sample of 203 undergraduate Turkish students (109 women, 94 men)
participated in Study 1. The average age of the participants was 20.60 years old
(8D = 1.78 years) with an age range from 17 to 28 years. These participants were
undergraduate students from different grade levels, enrolled in 37 departments at
areputable public, urban university in the capital of Turkey. The participants were
54 1st-year students (34 women, 20 men), 39 sophomores (19 women, 20 men),
48 juniors (27 women, 21 men), and 61 seniors (29 women, 32 men).

Instrument and Procedure

The PASS (Solomon & Rothblum, 1984) was used to collect data. The
PASS is a 5-point Likert-type, self-report measure including 44 items divided
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in two parts. Part 1 has 18 items that assess the prevalence of procrastination
in six areas of academic functioning: (a) writing a term paper, (b) studying
for an exam, (c) keeping up with weekly reading assignments, (d) performing
administrative tasks, (e) attending meetings, and (f) performing academic tasks
in general. Each of these six areas contains three items rated on 5-point Likert-
type scales. The first scale was used to ascertain the frequency of procrastina-
tion on tasks (e.g., “To what degree do you procrastinate on writing a term
paper?”’) and ranged from 1 (never procrastinate) to 5 (always procrastinate).
The second scale measured the degree to which procrastination on the task was
causing a problem for them (e.g., “To what degree is procrastination on writing
a term paper a problem for you?”’) and ranged from 1 (not at all a problem) to
5 (always a problem). The third scale measured the extent to which they have
a tendency to decrease their procrastination behavior (e.g., “To what extend do
you want to decrease your tendency to procrastinate on writing a term paper?”’),
ranging from 1 (do not want to decrease) to 5 (definitely want to decrease). Part
2 of the PASS comprised 26 items, each rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 (not at all reflects why I procrastinated) to 5 (definitely reflects
why I procrastinated), assessing the reasons of academic procrastination. It
first provides a procrastination scenario, which is about delaying writing a term
paper, and then lists a variety of possible reasons of procrastination on the task.
In Part 2, two statements are listed for each of these reasons. For example, the
two risk-taking statements are ‘““You looked forward to the excitement of doing
this task at the last minute” and “You liked the challenge of waiting until the
deadline.” There are a number of studies indicating that PASS scores possessed
adequate reliability and validity. Onwuegbuzie (2004), for example, found .82
for the first and .89 for the second part of the scale. Ferrari (1989) also found
adequate levels of coefficient alpha with test—retest reliability over a six-week
interval yielding .74 for prevalence and .65 for reasons. In the original PASS,
results of the factor analysis yielded two main factors named fear of failure and
task aversiveness.

The PASS was developed and used extensively with English-speaking uni-
versity students and, therefore, needed to be translated and adapted for adminis-
tration to Turkish students. Hence, for Study 1, three psychological counselors
and two English instructors translated each item of the PASS independently.
Items that best represented the original version were chosen among translations,
and a back translation was then conducted among the selected items to check that
the original constructs were assessed. To determine content-related validity, the
Turkish version of the PASS was then given to field experts for evaluation; the
field experts were actively working in the Department of Psychological Counsel-
ing and Guidance at the same university. These experts stated that the content of
the Turkish version of the PASS reflected the content of the original PASS and
would represent areas of academic procrastination experienced by Turkish stu-
dents. Student opinion questionnaires also investigated to what extent the PASS
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represented Turkish students at the university. Last, after obtaining feedback from
experts and student opinion data, the Turkish version of the PASS was revised
and the physical layout of Part 1 was changed. Then it was pilot tested with the
students who participated in Study 1. We hypothesized that the first part of the
PASS would reflect the same factor structure as it did in the original, although
it would be possible to get different causal factors for Part 2 when the cultural
factors were taken into consideration.

Results

To examine the factor structure of the Turkish-PASS, we performed factor
analysis separately for the first and second parts of this revised measure. We
conducted principal component analysis with oblimin rotation on a sample size
of 203 students for the first part of the PASS. The results of the analysis yielded
three factors, which explained 44.5% of the total variance. The items loading on
the three factors represented the original three-factor structure for the first part
of the PASS proposed by Solomon and Rothblum (1984). That is, the first fac-
tor, frequency of procrastination, included six items, and it accounted for 13.7%
of the variance. The second factor, causing a problem, included six items and
accounted for 12.9% of the total variance. The third factor, tendency to decrease,
explained 17.8% of the total variance and included six items. Factor loadings
and the items of the first part of the Turkish version of the PASS are presented
in Table 1. Internal consistencies were .68 for frequency of procrastination, .65
for causing a problem, and .81 for tendency to decrease subscales. For Part 2 of
the PASS, 26 items for reasons of academic procrastination were subjected to
a principal component analysis. We used three criteria to determine the number
of factors to rotate the a priori hypothesis, which stemmed from the original
study, that the measure has two main factors and the scree test together with
the eigenvalues and interpretability of the factor solution (Green & Salkind,
2003). The scree plot and eigenvalues indicated that the initial hypothesis of
two dimensionality was not suitable for the Turkish sample. Instead, the scree
test demonstrated that a four-factor solution was a better fit. Consequently, four
factors were oblimin rotated. Oblimin rotation of a principal axis produced a
four-factor solution explaining 46.5% of the total variance. The first factor with
11 items accounted for 18.2% of the total variance and focused on fear of failure
as a task delay. The second factor, which explained 10.5% of the total variance,
contained seven items and focused on risk taking. The third factor, containing
five items, explained 9.5% of the total variance and focused on laziness. The last
factor, containing three items, explained 8.2% of the total variance and focused
on rebellion against control. The results of the factor analysis showed that the
present factor structure does not match up with the Solomon and Rothblum
(1984) study, which produced two main factors—fear of failure and aversive-
ness of task. Because the items of the first factor contained a structure similar to
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TABLE 1. Factor Loadings of the First Part of the Prevalence of Procras-

tination Items

Factors

Items 3 1 2
To what extent do you want to decrease your

tendency to procrastinate on writing a term paper? .75 .10 .04
To what extent do you want to decrease your

tendency to procrastinate on studying for exams? 75 .08 -.01
To what extent do you want to decrease your

tendency to procrastinate on reading weekly

assignments? .74 -.08 1
To what extent do you want to decrease your

tendency to procrastinate on attendance tasks? .74 12 22
To what extent do you want to decrease your

tendency to procrastinate on academic

administrative tasks? .65 .01 .14
To what extent do you want to decrease your

tendency to procrastinate on school activities

in general? S5 -.14 23
To what degree do you procrastinate

on studying for exams? 17 74 -.07
To what degree do you procrastinate

on writing a term paper? 18 73 -13
To what degree do you procrastinate

on reading weekly assignments? .08 73 -12
To what degree do you procrastinate

on academic administrative tasks? -.05 .59 17
To what degree do you procrastinate

on attendance tasks? -13 54 24
To what degree do you procrastinate

on school activities in general? -.09 31 15
To what degree is procrastination on

writing a term paper a problem for you? 11 .14 .67
To what degree is procrastination on

studying for exams a problem for you? .10 12 .64
To what degree is procrastination on

attendance tasks a problem for you? 23 -.03 .58
To what degree is procrastination on academic

administrative tasks a problem for you? 12 -.07 53
To what degree is procrastination on school

activities in general a problem for you? .00 -.00 .50
To what degree is procrastination on reading

weekly assignments a problem for you? .07 -.07 49

Note. Bolded values represent the greater loading of the item. 1 = frequency of procrastination;

2 = causing a problem; 3 = tendency to decrease.
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the original study, this factor was named fear of failure. The names of the other
causal factors were assigned to a given factor when loading on that factor was
higher than the loading on the other factors (Milgram et al., 1994). Factor load-
ings and the items of the second part of the PASS are given in Table 2. Internal
consistencies were found to be .86 for fear of failure, .69 for risk taking, .61 for
laziness, and .66 for rebellion against control factors. Thus, Cronbach’s alpha for
the entire Turkish-PASS with the pilot sample was 0.86 (M score = 123.9, SD =
18.2 score), with the first part at 0.76 (M score = 37.3, SD = 5.7 score) and the
second part at .86 (M score = 66.2, SD = 13.7 score).

Discussion

Study 1 was a factor analysis of the PASS (Solomon & Rothblum, 1984),
assessed on a sample of Turkish university students. Scores on Part 1 of the
PASS replicated the same factor structure of the original version. In contrast,
the factor structure of scores on Part 2 showed variations with the original scale;
however, such differences were expected (Milgram, Batori, & Mowrer, 1993).
Watson (2001) clarified that data having to do with reasons for procrastination
are affected by the population and methods used for collecting data. The popula-
tion is different in that the present sample was drawn from a different culture,
which may account for the differences in the findings. Considering the empirical
studies carried out with different cultures (e.g., Brownlow & Reasinger, 2000;
Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Watson, 2001), it is possible to see different factor structures
for Part 2 of the PASS. Overall, Part 1, prevalence of procrastination, and Part 2,
reasons of procrastination, of the PASS yielded satisfactory reliabilities, although
the factors showed poorer reliabilities.

STUDY 2

We conducted a second study to examine the rates, prevalence, and reasons
for academic procrastination as a function of gender and academic-grade level
by the validated Turkish-PASS. Therefore, this study extends the utility of the
Turkish-PASS with a different sample of students.

Method
Participants

A total of 784 undergraduate students (363 women, 421 men) participated
in Study 2. The participants consisted of 215 1st-year students (128 women, 87
men), 182 sophomores (78 women, 104 men), 194 juniors (89 women, 105 men),
and 193 seniors (68 women, 125 men). The average age was 20.6 years old (SD
= 1.74 years), with an age range between 16 and 30.
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Procedure

The demographic information sheet and the Turkish-PASS were adminis-
tered to 784 undergraduate students enrolled in 37 departments at the university.
None of these participants was involved in Study 1. To identify the procrastinators
and nonprocrastinators, we used a median split procedure that has been frequently
used in several other academic procrastination studies (e.g., Brownlow & Reas-
inger, 2000; Konig & Kleninmann, 2004; Van Eerde, 2003). With the present
sample, students with Turkish-PASS scores at or below 36.0 were identified as
nonprocrastinators (186 women, 193 men; M score = 32.4, SD score = 3.51), and
students who scored 37.0 or above were labeled academic procrastinators (177
women, 228 men; M score = 40.9, SD score = 4.11).

To ascertain the prevalence of academic procrastination across six academic-
related areas, we followed the procedures developed by Solomon and Rothblum
(1984). That is, the PASS items in the first part of the inventory that pertained to
the frequency with which respondents procrastinate on each of the six tasks and
whether academic procrastination was a problem on each task were summed sepa-
rately, producing scores for each task ranging from 2 to 10 (Rothblum et al., 1986).
Students who reported on the PASS that they nearly always or always procrastinate
on each task, and that such deleterious behavior nearly always or always creates a
problem, were considered to be high procrastinators on each task. In other words,
students who were labeled as high procrastinators had total scores ranging from 8
to 10 on these academic areas. All of the other subjects (with scores ranging from
2 to 7) were labeled as low procrastinators.

Results
Levels and Prevalence of Academic Procrastination

The overall mean of academic procrastination was 36.8 (SD = 5.7). Among
784 students, 405 of them (52%) were labeled as procrastinators, whereas 379
of the students (48%) were nonprocrastinators. Results revealed that students
procrastinated more when studying for exams (33%), reading assignments (30%),
and writing term papers (30%) than they did in the other three academic areas:
academic administrative tasks (10%), attendance tasks (8%), and school activities
in general (5%).

Gender and Grade Level in Academic Procrastination

A 2 (gender) x 4 (grade levels) analysis of variance yielded a significant
main effect for gender, F(1, 776) = 6.879, p < .05, partial n>=.009. Specifically,
male participants (M = 37.39, SD = 5.71) reported procrastinating significantly
more than did female participants (M = 36.15, SD = 5.65); however, the find-
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ings revealed no grade difference in academic procrastination. Similarly, no
significant interaction effect was found in academic procrastination. Means and
standard deviations for academic procrastination by gender and grade level are
presented in Table 3.

Gender and Grade Level in the Reasons of Academic Procrastination

A 2 (gender) x 4 (grade levels) multivariate analysis of variance revealed a
significant main effect for gender, F(4, 773) = 18.729, p < .05, partial n> = .088
in the reasons for academic procrastination. Follow-up univariate tests showed a
significant main effect for gender, F(1, 776) = 17.685, p < .01, partial n> = .022.
Female participants (M = 29.15, SD = 7.60) had higher academic procrastination
scores for the reason of fear of failure than did males (M = 26.73, SD = 7.10).
However, neither significant effects regarding grade differences nor interaction
was found in the reason of fear of failure. Regarding the reason of risk taking,
follow-up univariate tests revealed a significant main effect for gender, F(1, 776) =
16.128, p < .01, partial n*= .020. Male participants had higher academic procrasti-
nation scores (M = 17.82, SD = 4.60) on the reason of risk taking than did female
participants (M = 16.55, SD = 4.87). However, no significant main effect regarding
grade differences in the reason of risk taking was found. Similarly, no interaction
effect was found. Regarding the reason of laziness, univariate tests showed a

TABLE 3. Means and Standard Deviations for Academic Procrastination,
by Gender and Grade Levels
Gender Grade level n M SD
Female Freshman 128 35.70 6.00
Sophomore 78 37.45 5.45
Junior 89 35.64 541
Senior 68 36.16 5.37
Total 363 36.15 5.65
Male Freshman 87 36.99 6.72
Sophomore 104 36.80 5.15
Junior 105 36.94 5.83
Senior 125 38.55 5.15
Total 421 37.39 5.71
Total Freshman 215 36.22 6.32
Sophomore 182 37.08 5.28
Junior 194 36.35 5.66
Senior 193 37.71 5.34
Total 784 36.82 5.71
Note. For all values, p < .05.
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significant main effect for gender, F(1, 776) = 9.003, p < .05, partial 1> = .011,
with female students reporting higher academic procrastination scores (M = 17.20,
SD = 3.56) than male students (M = 16.49, SD = 3.40). No significant main effects
in terms of grade differences in laziness were revealed. Similarly, no interaction
effect was found. Last, univariate tests for the reason of rebellion against control
showed a significant main effect for gender, F(1, 776) = 5.431, p < .05, partial n°
=.007. Male students reported higher academic procrastination level on the reason
of rebellion against control (M = 4.57, SD = 2.04) than did female students (M =
4.23, SD = 2.03). Neither significant main effect for grade difference nor interac-
tion effect was found. Means and standard deviations for the reasons of academic
procrastination by gender and grade level are presented in Table 4.

DISCUSSION

In Study 2, we examined the levels and prevalence of academic procrasti-
nation. Fifty-two percent of university students reported being procrastinators,
which is consistent with the previous studies (Damacela-Orellana, Tindale, &
Balcazar-Suarez, 2000; Hill, Hill, Chabot, & Barral, 1978). The results regarding
the prevalence of academic procrastination showed that a substantial proportion
of students have strong tendencies to procrastinate on their academic tasks. For
example, 33% of students reported nearly always and always procrastinating on
studying for exams. A similar pattern of responses was also found on the tasks
of writing term papers (30%) and reading assignments (30%). Moreover, small
percentages of students reported procrastinating on academic administrative tasks
(10%), attendance tasks (8%), and school activities in general (5%). Consistent
with the results of previous studies (e.g., Clark & Hill, 1994; Kachgal, Hansen,
& Kevin, 2001), the present findings revealed that Turkish students procrastinate
more when studying for exams, reading assignments, and writing term papers
than they do when performing the other tasks. The higher frequency of procras-
tination on studying for exams, reading assignments, and writing term papers
indicated that “these tasks are likely to be viewed as most important by students”
(Solomon & Rothblum, 1984, p. 505) because these are probably the tasks that
have the greatest effect on a student’s academic life and academic success. Tasks
such as academic administrative tasks, attendance tasks, and school activities
in general seem to be less important for students because these tasks have little
effect in determining the students’ performance. As revealed by the factor analysis
drawn from Part 2 of the PASS—reasons of procrastination—Turkish students
procrastinate on important tasks, such as studying for exams, reading assign-
ments, and writing term papers, because of fear of failure, risk taking, laziness,
and rebellion against control. In this respect, procrastination may be viewed as
less of a problem with such tasks as academic administrative tasks, attendance
tasks, and school activities in general, and consequently, students may tend to
procrastinate less on these tasks (Kachgal et al., 2001).
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Male students reported significantly higher levels of academic procrastination
than did female students. The literature concerning gender differences on academic
procrastination is somewhat inconsistent. Although some studies have indicated no
significant gender difference in the incidence of procrastination (Hess et al., 2000;
Johnson & Bloom, 1995; Schouwenburg, 1992; Watson, 2001), others have sug-
gested that women are at more risk for being procrastinators than are men (Doyle
& Paludi, 1998; Kutlesa, 1998; Solomon & Rothblum, 1984). However, the present
findings were consistent with studies conducted by Milgram et al. (1994) and Senecal
etal. (1995), in which male students reported procrastinating more on academic tasks
than did female students. Making inferences from the aforementioned studies, one
could argue that the difference in the results was attributed to cultural differences.

Behavior patterns such as procrastination may be affected by culture and
may show variations. For instance, Lay (1995) explained the cultural differences
with the impact of individualistic and collectivistic cultural forces. Culture is an
important determinant in shaping human behavior (Eskin, 2003; Triandis, 1989).
More specifically, procrastinators in Western cultures are more likely to experi-
ence actual-ideal discrepancy than are procrastinators in more collectivistic or
interdependent societies, such as Turkey (Mocan-Aydin, 2000), because they are
more likely to experience actual-ought discrepancies (Lay, 1995; Verkuyten, Thijs,
& Canatan, 2001). In the collectivistic cultures, women may be expected to be
more successful and procrastinate less on their academic tasks because they are
dependent on the traditional segment of the Turkish society, and it may be difficult
for them to express their individualistic concerns (Karakitapoglu & Imamoglu,
2002). In terms of behaviors and gender roles, women are subject to stricter control
(Kumru & Thompson, 2003), which may mean they are assigned more responsi-
bility in school. Their motivation to achieve is strongly determined by feelings of
loyalty and obligation toward their parents and family (Verkuyten et al.). In light
of this information, the cultural issues may account for the result that the Turkish
female students procrastinate less than do male students.

The present findings are consistent with those of Senecal, Lavolie, and
Koestner (1997) and reveal that female students procrastinate more on their aca-
demic tasks as a result of fear of failure and laziness than do male students. Archer
and Lloyd (1982) stated that when masculine and feminine stereotypes were
considered, women were found to be more fearful and avoidant than were men,
as a result of hormonal constitution. Different than men, women show a fear of
strangers and unfamiliar events at an earlier age. They then develop an avoidance
of a fearful object. When they consider getting low grades in university courses
to be a fearful event, it is more likely for female students to avoid than it is for
male students. On one hand, in line with Archer and Lloyd, female students may
procrastinate or avoid performing their academic tasks because of fear of failure.
On the other hand, male students more often reported that they were procrastina-
tors on academic tasks because of risk taking and rebellion against control. Their
tendency to engage in academic procrastination because of risk taking validated
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a meta-analytic study (see Lippa, 2002). The results revealed that men proved
to take more risk than did females. Similarly, another study revealed that men
show more aggressive behavior than do women toward psychological and social
pressures (see Lippa, 2002). Such findings can be an indirect explanation for the
reasons of rebellion against control for male students.

Cultural issues may also account for this finding. That is, when one consid-
ers that adolescence is a transition period characterized by relative differentiation
from family, it is seen as increasing on the demands for freedom and enjoyment
(Ericson, 1968). In line with this, adolescents from collectivistic societies such as
Turkey may emphasize values that serve individualistic concerns (Karakitapoglu
& Imamoglu, 2002). Also, perception of external control is strongly related to
academic performance and failure (Hortagsu & Uner, 1993). Accordingly, when
family or society pressure for becoming successful is considered an external
control, it could be speculated that male students, who are more dominant and
independent in the Turkish culture, engage in procrastination on academic tasks
more often than do female students because of risk taking and rebellion against
control. The female gender role is assumed to be more communal or passive,
whereas the male gender role is assumed to be more agentic and active (Eskin,
2003). Considering this assumption, the differences between women’s and men’s
reasons for academic procrastination seem reasonable. Further research across
varied cultures should be conducted.

General Conclusions

In Study 1, PASS was translated and adapted into Turkish to obtain evidence
of reliability and validity of the scale to use in a Turkish sample. Part 1 represent-
ed the same structure as in the original PASS, whereas Part 2 showed variation in
factor analysis producing four causal factors. The results showed that reliabilities
of Parts 1 and 2 of the Turkish PASS were satisfactory. Internal consistencies in
the factors drawn from Part 1—prevalence of procrastination—and Part 2—rea-
sons of procrastination—of the Turkish PASS were found adequate. Study 2
demonstrated that more than half of the students frequently engaged in academic
procrastination, especially when studying for exams, writing term papers, and
maintaining reading assignments. Although male students procrastinated more,
in general, than did female students, the results differentiated that female students
procrastinated more because of fear of failure and laziness than did males. The
lack of literature regarding procrastination in Turkey made it difficult to compare
the findings with Turkish students.

Therefore, the present findings may be logically compared with the original
academic procrastination studies by Solomon and Rothblum (1984) and others
(see Ferrari, 2004) with students from Europe, Australia, and the United States. In
this respect, several implications arise out of the present study for counselors and
educators. The results indicate that more than half of university students engage
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nearly always or always in procrastination. Hence, the present findings may provide
valuable data for university counselors and educators who should be aware of the
procrastination levels of the students on academic tasks. Another important implica-
tion that can be drawn from the present study is gender differences among the rea-
sons for procrastination. Therefore, counselors working on procrastination should
understand that what indicates reasons for procrastination among males may not be
the same among females. Considering the gender differences in the procrastination
issue will aid counselors in setting appropriate techniques and treatment goals.
Because the present study is one of the first attempts at investigating the
levels and reasons for academic procrastination in the university population in
Turkey, results should be considered to be preliminary. However, further research
with larger and more demographically diverse populations would strengthen the
findings of the present study. We suggest that future studies be conducted with
samples from different universities, and different regions of Turkey. Last, because
findings in the present study reveal cultural differences, future researchers may
consider investigating cross-cultural issues regarding academic procrastination.
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