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Abstract. Displays and causes of laziness and procrastination vary in both 
their essence and the influence they have on human activity. Students with 
different academic performance tend to display laziness and 
procrastination in different ways. The results of the research on 
procrastination and laziness patterns, shown by students with various 
academic performance rates, are described in the article. The levels and 
causes of laziness and procrastination for students with different academic 
performance were defined by means of diagnostic methodology. Based on 
the methods of Mathematical Statistics, such as the Spearman's rank 

correlation coefficient and the Mann–Whitney U test, the levels of 
procrastination and laziness were compared in correspondence with 
students’ academic performance rates. A negative correlation was 
discovered between the level of academic procrastination and students’ 
academic performance. Another correlation was established for such causes 
of laziness as “Capability deficiency” and “Lack of interest”. The 
differences in laziness levels as well as causes of laziness and 
procrastination were identified between students with high and low 

academic performance rates. A conclusion was made that in the process of 
forming the basic conditions for studying, it is highly important to 
recognize displays of procrastination and laziness among students with 
different academic performance rates. 

1 Introduction 

Constant and rapid changes in living conditions, as well as professional and academic 

activities, the increasing demands for self-management and self-control in human society, 

as well as the general increase in the level of anxiety and even fear of new information have 

become the characteristic traits of modern society [1]. Due to this fact, such phenomena as 

procrastination and laziness have become the object of the growing interest. However, there 

is still a significant lack of researches on this problem in modern Psychology. 

The level of procrastination and laziness defines the whole range of organizational 

behavior patterns, which occur in the process of solving professional and academic tasks. It 

also specifies the peculiarities of perceiving working situations, the vulnerability to distress 
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and its effects as well as the general perception of activity and surroundings in which it is 

performed.    

Despite the fact that many researchers have confirmed a strong dependence on the level 

of laziness and procrastination, the terminology areas of procrastination and especially 

laziness still reflect significant notional contradictions. New features constantly get added 

to these notions. Procrastination is often mixed with laziness, and their peculiar 

characteristics get combined within one conceptual field [2-4].    

According to surveys, 70-95% of people in Eurasia and North America admit feeling a 

desire to postpone completion of scheduled tasks, and almost 25% of them see this 

tendency as chronic [6]. It should be mentioned that students, who cannot overcome 

academic procrastination, experience more organizational and psychological problems than 
working people [7]. About 70-75% of students tend to postpone the beginning of 

performing some academic activities, such as completing supplementary tasks, writing 

course papers and preparing for seminars. Despite such tendencies, Psychology of 

Organization has developed more advanced procrastination and laziness control 

technologies than Psychology of Education. Most psychological researches on the learning 

process neglect the necessity to correlate the phenomena of procrastination and laziness 

among students. With minor exceptions, they are viewed as independent and not related to 

each other [8]. At the same time, the widespread apathy of students during the learning 

process has become one of the major problems of education. 

A number of studies show the negative effect of academic procrastination on students’ 

physical well-being as it leads to psychosomatic diseases, sleeping and eating disorders, 

and grave emotional problems, such as affective states, chronic anxiety, guilt, and 
depression. The majority of students admit being afraid to fail when they have to complete 

tasks, which results in limiting the goals they set and achieve. Such intention often leads to 

the loss of productivity and decrease in general efficiency. It should be noted that such state 

has a significant destructive impact on students’ social interaction within the academic 

environment, and undermines relations with teachers and people outside the educational 

establishment [9, 10].     

Moreover, some researches state that academic procrastination and laziness affect 

students’ academic achievements in the process of learning. According to researches by P. 

Steel, in most cases procrastination causes a steady decline in academic performance [6]. B. 

Bukhori emphasizes the fact that procrastination instigates students to achieve academic 

goals by fraud, as they plagiarize when writing papers and cheat on exams [11].    
However, the influence of procrastination is not considered to be purely negative. G. 

Schraw et al. emphasize that fear of failure can not only limit students’ ambitions, but can 

also stimulate a more diligent activity, which can improve the quality of education [12]. 

Moreover, the authors discovered that some students enjoyed working under strict time 

limiting conditions, especially when approaching the deadline. In this case, students tend to 

be proud of their ability to work efficiently under time pressure, when the quality of 

learning activity gets higher despite time limits. Consequently, procrastination does not 

necessarily have destructive impact on productivity and quality of students’ learning 

activity [12]. 

Nevertheless, it should be mentioned that in such cases the reason may lie in the lack of 

distinction between procrastination and laziness. If the work is organized in such a way that 

a person cannot postpone completing a task, it deals more with limitation or self-limitation, 
which makes people act, thus weakening their inner resistance. In this case, the 

phenomenon observed is not procrastination, but laziness. 

To understand the real correlation between these phenomena in human behaviour, it is 

necessary to define the application ranges for both notions.   
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Originally, the phenomena of procrastination and laziness were viewed as inseparable. 

Both laziness and procrastination used to be defined as a mental state of not wanting to do 

something, whenever any significant effort of will is required [8,9,12,13]. 

A. Binet was one of the first researchers, who attempted to distinct these notions. He 

believed laziness to be a certain inborn human trait, while procrastination was seen as a 

form of situational behavior, which appeared under definite circumstances. As he developed 

a cognitive abilities test, the author got concerned whether the terms “laziness” and “lack of 

will” were used correctly when interpreting the results of task solving. According to A. 

Binet, procrastination can be explained by a temporary loss of motivation, after regaining of 

which a person resumes active work. Laziness, however, is considered to be a much rarer 

phenomenon, which can be explained by such trait as “inertia” [14].   
The first researches on procrastination proper were conducted by foreign psychologists 

S. Lay, N. Milgram, P. Steel, W. Simpson and J. Ferrari.  

S. Lay introduced a significantly wider notion by defining procrastination as a voluntary 

irrational intention to postpone planned actions without realizing the negative consequences 

the procrastinator will have to face [15]. Later on, the definition underwent numerous 

amendments and changes. For example, N. Milgram’s research distinguished several types 

of procrastination (academic, daily, compulsive and neurotic). R. Tenne then divided all the 

types into two main categories: putting off task solving, and putting off decision making 

[16]. P. Steel sees procrastination as a specific strategy of avoiding work, which triggers 

negative emotions [6]. W. Simpson and J. Ferrari have a different understanding of the 

phenomenon and believe that people try to force themselves to solve tasks as quickly as 

possible by means of evoking intense emotions [17,18].    
Russian psychologists A. Gorbunova, S. Mokhova, A. Nevzorov and partly Y. 

Varvaricheva [19] tend to view the phenomenon of procrastination as a set of personality 

traits, thereby making it similar to laziness. V. Vorobyova, E. Ilyin and S. Posokhova 

consider that, despite objective differences between laziness and procrastination, both 

phenomena are based on similar or even identical mechanisms, which directly depend on 

low motivation and will [20].    

Few foreign researches have been devoted to the problem of laziness. In one of them, L. 

Tomasevic and Z. Kresimir prove the purely social character of the phenomenon. They 

believe that, as the definition of laziness depends on social and cultural context, it can be 

described as a specific form of an individual’s social interaction, or, to be more precise, the 

lack of such interaction [21].   
Furthermore, despite the significant contradictions in the understanding of 

procrastination and laziness, researchers notice a tendency for a strong correlation between 

these phenomena [9,12,13]. Moreover, the causes of academic procrastination and laziness 

during studying seem to be almost identical.   

Among numerous causes, researchers single out the difficulty of the task as the major 

factor of academic procrastination and laziness [22]. The difficulty can be understood as the 

clarity of the problem, its volume (defined by the time input) as well as the information and 

knowledge, required to solve it. If the task is too difficult, students will have trouble trying 

to apply their skills and will most likely refuse to make efforts at all, as solving the task will 

seem to be a waste of energy. On the contrary, a task that is too easy reduces motivation and 

results in the loss of interest [17].    

Another cause, which triggers laziness and academic procrastination, is the importance 
of the task. As the deadline comes due, it gets harder for a student to refuse to work, hence 

many students get down to solving tasks just before the deadline [23].   

As can be seen, general causes of academic procrastination and laziness have 

organizational nature. Students’ consistency in education can be achieved by changing the 

way in which training materials are delivered, such as dividing large tasks into smaller, but 
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interconnected components. Moreover, it can decrease mental workload and facilitate 

higher quality of task solving [22]. 

However, without distinction between specific characteristics of academic 

procrastination and laziness, introducing organizational changes alone to the educational 

process will not be sufficient. The research outcomes allow us to conclude that the main 

difference between these phenomena lies in the starting point of their appearance. Laziness 

makes students postpone the decision on starting to work, while procrastination leads to 

putting off the work itself, as the decision on its necessity has already been made. Thus, the 

nature of laziness is strategic, as it determines whether there is an intention to perform the 

activity. In contrast, procrastination can be considered tactical, as it defines the beginning of 

such action, but not the necessity of performing it. Consequently, to introduce efficient 
organizational changes to the educational process, it is vital to define what exactly hinders 

students from learning – academic procrastination or laziness. Furthermore, it should be 

taken into account that displays of such phenomena may differ for students with high and 

low academic performance rates. 

2 The research methods and procedure 

The research engaged 40 males and females from 17 to 18 years old. Participants were 

divided into two groups according to their academic performance level. The first group 

consisted of high performing students (with the average grade above 4,2). The second 

group included low performing students (with the average grade below 3,7). The test 

audience consisted of first-year Liberal Arts students of Don State Technical University. 
The following methods were used to analyze laziness and procrastination during the 

research: 

1. The “Self-assessment of laziness” method (D. Bogdanova, S. Posokhova) was used to 

study the level of laziness [24]. 

2. The “Procrastination scale for students” method (S. Lay) was used to study the level 

of procrastination [25]. 

3. The “Diagnosis of prerequisites and attitudes to laziness” method (D. Bogdanova, S. 

Posokhova) was used to study the causes of laziness [26]. 

4. The “Questionnaire on propensity for procrastination” method (O. Shirvari, E. 

Chernaya, V. Panov) was used to study the causes of procrastination [27]. 

The use of two methods for the diagnosis of each phenomenon was determined by the 
necessity to evaluate other factors besides quantity and quality.  

The Spearman's rank correlation coefficient and the Mann–Whitney U test were used as 

the methods of statistical analysis. The analysis was carried out via the SPSS Statistics 

software, version 17. 

3 Results 

In order to obtain the results, shown in Table 2, the Spearman's rank correlation coefficient 

test was used to find the relationship between academic performance and indices of laziness 

and procrastination. 
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Table 1. Correlation of laziness and procrastination rates for students with high and low academic 
performance. 
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High 

rate 

-

0.621 
3.15 

-

0.494 
54.5 0.175 3.55 0.485 5.88 

-

0.159 
4.5 0.261 4.65 -0.564 

Low 

rate 
-0.21 4.55 

-

0.855 
63.9 0.147 4.05 

-

0.345 
3.7 

-

0.902 
4.77 

-

0.145 
6.95 -0.334 

A negative correlation (r = -0,621; p < 0,01) was established between high academic 

performance and the laziness self-assessment rate. Hence, according to students within the 

high-performance group, the higher their performance rate is, the lower laziness level they 

demonstrate. No correlation with the self-assessment of laziness rate was found for low 

performing students (r = -0,21; p < 0,01). The average of laziness self-assessment appears 

to be significantly higher for students with low academic performance (4,55) than the high-

performance group (3,15).   
A negative correlation with the academic procrastination rate was found for students 

with both high and low academic performance. Low performing students show a more 

significant correlation with academic procrastination (r = -0,855; p < 0,01) than high 

performing students (r = -0,494; p < 0,01). Within the low-performance group there is a 

stronger tendency, showing that a decreasing level of academic performance is 

accompanied by an increasing level of academic procrastination. The average of 

procrastination is higher among students with low academic performance (63,9) than 

among high performing students (54,5).   

The correlation of students’ high and low academic performance rates with such cause 

of laziness as “Peculiar state” appears insignificant with r = 0,175; p < 0,01 and r = 0,147; p 

< 0,01 respectively. The average of the “Peculiar state” cause is found higher for students 
with low academic performance (4,05) than for high performing students (3,55). Regardless 

of the academic performance rate, students believe that their reluctance to perform a certain 

activity is not related to a state of discomfort, when people get lazy because they feel tired 

or unwell. However, the high average proves that students with low academic performance 

show a stronger propensity for laziness and attribute it to feeling tired or ill more often. 

A positive correlation (r = 0,485; p < 0,01) was established between the high academic 

performance rate and such cause of laziness as “Capability deficiency”, while no significant 

correlation was discovered for students with low academic performance (r = -0,345; p < 

0,01). Hence, within the high-performance group, the higher the performance rate is, the 

more students tend to explain their laziness by inability to obtain the required information 

and start working due to the insufficient competence or the objective lack of time. The 

“Capability deficiency” average appears to be much higher for students with high academic 
performance (5,88) than for the low-performance group (3,7). Low performing students do 

not consider lack of capabilities to be a major cause of laziness.    

Among students with low academic performance there is a strong negative correlation (r 

= -0,902; p < 0,01) with such cause of laziness as “Lack of interest”, while no significant 
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correlation was established for high performing students (r = -0,159; p < 0,01). Hence, 

within the low-performance group, the lower performance rates get, the more inclined 

students are to get lazy due to the lack of interest in studying or cognitive activity. The 

“Lack of interest” average is also somewhat higher for low performing (4,77) than high 

performing (4,5) students.  

The correlation between students’ high and low academic performance rates with such 

cause of procrastination as “Personal procrastination” is considered insignificant with r = 

0,261; p < 0,01 and r = -0,145; p < 0,01 respectively. The average of “Personal 

procrastination” is higher for students with low academic performance (6,95) than high 

performing students (4,65). Thus, the increase or decrease in the academic performance rate 

does not influence students’ idea, that their desire to postpone completing a certain task 
may be caused by their peculiar personality traits. Still, students with different academic 

performance rates admit having such personality traits, which trigger academic 

procrastination.      

A negative correlation (r = -0.564; p < 0,01) was discovered between high academic 

performance and such cause of procrastination as “Situational procrastination”. At the same 

time, there is no significant correlation for low-performing students (r = -0,334; p < 0,01). 

Consequently, within the high-performance group, the higher students’ academic 

performance is, the less they tend to put off their tasks due to the lack of extrinsic 

motivation or favourable conditions. The average of “Situational procrastination” is higher 

for high performing (5,4) than low performing (4,55) students.   

In order to obtain the results, shown in Table 2, the Mann–Whitney U test was used to 

find the differences in laziness and procrastination rates for students with high and low 
academic performance. 

Table 2. The differences in laziness and procrastination rates for students with high and low academic 

performance. 
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The comparison between students with high and low academic performance revealed 
statistically valid differences in the self-assessment of laziness rates (Uemp = 93,5 at p < 

0,01). Among low performing students the rates of the self-assessed laziness are 

significantly higher than among their advanced fellow students. Those with lower academic 
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performance aim less at achieving positive results and allow themselves to get lazy, which 

prevents them from starting work. 

On the contrary, high performing students consider learning and working activities more 

important than rest and leisure and have a greater propensity for staying determined and 

active when completing tasks. 

 The results of academic procrastination rates comparison between students with high 
and low academic performance appear to be within the area of uncertainty (Uemp = 137 at 

p < 0,01). Procrastination rates vary from student to student, and it is impossible to divide 

high- and low-performance groups according to their propensity for putting off learning 

activities. In general, students admit the tendency to delay the necessary activities or 

postpone making decisions on performing them.   

The comparison between students with high and low academic performance did not 
reveal any statistically valid differences in such cause of laziness as “Peculiar state” (Uemp 

= 144,5 at p < 0,01). Neither high nor low performing students tend to attribute reluctance 

to work to their current state of being tired or unwell. 

The differences in “Capability deficiency” cause appear to be statistically significant 
between students with high and low academic performance rates (Uemp = 144,5 at p < 

0,01). Advanced students show a stronger tendency to get lazy due to the lack of facilities, 

equipment or tools, necessary for task solving. Their reluctance to work is attributed to 

unmanageable objective obstacles. 
The comparison of the “Lack of interest” cause rates between high and low performing 

students did not reveal any statistically valid differences (Uemp = 186 at p < 0,01). 

Regardless of their academic performance, students tend to refuse to accomplish certain 

purposes and tasks in case the process or result does not activate cognition or seem 

interesting.    
Statistically significant differences were discovered (Uemp = 102 at p < 0,01), when the 

“Personal procrastination” cause rates were compared for the students of both groups. 

Students with lower academic performance believe that the desire to postpone certain tasks 

is caused by their peculiar personality traits. High performing students, however, rarely 

consider personality traits to be a major cause of their procrastination. 

The comparison of the “Situational procrastination” cause rates between high and low 
performing students did not reveal any statistically valid differences (Uemp = 145 at p < 

0,01). Regardless of their academic performance rates, students tend to postpone work in 

response to the decrease in extrinsic motivation. A certain reward is required to encourage 

them to perform tasks. 

4 Discussion and conclusions    

The presented results prove that in general, students with low academic performance are 

more subject to laziness and procrastination. Capability deficiency can be defined as the 
main cause of laziness for high performing students, while the group with low academic 

performance attributes laziness to the lack of interest. For the high-performance group, the 

major cause of procrastination is the specific conditions of activity, but for low performing 

students it is the personality traits, which hinder them from starting work. However, the fact 

is that sometimes it is not the absolute high or low academic performance that matters, but 

the relative performance rate within the high and low performing groups [14]. Besides, a 

number of cases prove that laziness, procrastination or their causes are typical of both high 

and low performing students, hence the increasing level of laziness or procrastination does 

not necessarily depend on the decreasing academic performance rate. In other words, 
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academic performance has not only quantitative, but also qualitative characteristics [8]. The 

advanced students’ attitude to studying appears to be essentially different from that of low 

performing students, although the quantitative differences in their grades may be 

insignificant. 

The results of the research allow us to make the following conclusions: 

1. Self-assessment of laziness is significantly higher among students with low academic 

performance. At the same time, within the high-performance group, the higher the average 

grade is, the lower the level of self-assessed laziness appears to be. No such correlation was 

established within the low-performance group. Consequently, students with low academic 

performance show variable, but generally high propensity for laziness, which prevents them 

from improving their grades. However, upon reaching a certain level of academic 
performance, the less students consent to laziness, the better grades they get.    

2. The level of academic procrastination is considered to be higher for low performing 

students compared to their high performing peers. In both groups, the higher the grades, the 

lower the academic procrastination rates are. However, this tendency is more prominent 

among the low-performance group. Thus, academic procrastination has the strongest impact 

on students, who achieve relatively low academic results. As the performance rate gets 

higher, fighting procrastination no longer facilitates the improving of academic 

achievements. It may occur due to the fact that there is a definite level of procrastination, 

which allows a student to postpone the activity, but then resume it successfully before the 

deadline.        

3. The main cause of laziness for the high-performance group is found to be the lack of 

certain capabilities, knowledge or tools. According to the research results within this group, 
students with higher grades tend to show a stronger propensity for refusing to work due to 

this cause. The improving of the performance rate within the group seems to appear 

because of the students’ increasing resistance to major causes of laziness, which implies 

will and discipline. However, students still remain subject to putting off activities, which 

require complex labour-consuming preparation. Low performing students name the lack of 

interest to the content or activity itself as the main cause of laziness. The tendency for the 

low-performance group is that the lower the performance rate gets, the more students refer 

to this cause. Hence, the level of academic performance within this group depends on the 

primary interest of students in the learning content or teaching methods. Taking into 

account that the only significant differences between the groups were found in the 

“Capability deficiency” cause rate, a conclusion can be made that high performing students 
have already overcome the influence of personal interest on their productivity and can now 

control it during studying. At the same time, low performing students have not yet reached 

the level, on which reluctance to work is caused by objective obstacles.     

4. The main cause of procrastination for high performing students is the lack of 

favourable conditions to start working. Within this group, the lower performance rate is, the 

more students tend to procrastinate due to this cause. For low performing students, 

however, “Personality traits” becomes the major cause of procrastination. Taking into 

account that the only significant differences between the groups were found in the 

“Personality traits” cause rate, a conclusion can be made that low academic performance is 

generally defined by peculiar personality traits, which do not let students overcome 

unfavourable conditions at the beginning of work. However, upon reaching a certain level 

of academic performance, it gets easier for students to deal with such conditions, which 
make them postpone planned actions, and they do not longer tend to attribute difficulties to 

their personality traits.      

To conclude the research, it can be stated that the problem of difficulties in learning can 

be solved by means of identifying the levels and causes of laziness and procrastination for 

students with different academic performance rates. The differentiated approach should be 
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applied when forming the basic conditions of setting tasks and providing the necessary 

tools for solving them. 
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