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ABSTRACT

The present research was carried out to explore the relationship between academic procrastination 
and academic performance among virtual and conventional university students. The role of the 
demographic characteristics of the participants was also explored. Nonprobability convenience sampling 
technique was used to select a sample of 200 students. Academic procrastination scale (McCloskey, 2011) 
and students’ CGPA were used to measure variables. Pearson product-moment correlation, multiple linear 
regression, and independent sample t-test were used to test study hypotheses. Among the demographic 
characteristics, level of education, living status, and mode of education were positively related to 
academic procrastination. Gender negatively predicted academic procrastination. Living status, mode 
of education, and job status positively predicted academic procrastination. Level of education and mode 
of education positively predicted academic performance. Academic procrastination negatively predicted 
academic performance. Men showed more academic procrastination than women. Graduate-level 
students had higher academic performance than undergraduate students. Students belonging to rural 
areas had significantly higher academic procrastination than urban students. Conventional university 
students showed less academic procrastination than virtual students. Working students had higher 
academic procrastination than nonworking students. The findings of the study can be used to provide 
pertinent recommendations to institutes and parents to overcome academic procrastination and enhance 
academic performance.
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INTRODUCTION
Several changes in the attitudes and behav-

ior of students have been observed in the 21st 
century, but procrastination in students has been 

proliferating for years. Academic procrastination 
is a widespread phenomenon observed among 
students of all ages in nearly all academic insti-
tutions across the world. Essentially, it involves 
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intentionally postponing tasks related to course-
work, such as submitting assignments late or taking 
quizzes at the last minute (Steel & Klingsieck, 
2016). Between 80% and 90% of students engaged 
in procrastination (O’Brien, 2002) and 47.9% of 
students have reported it to be problematic (Hayat 
et al., 2020). Academic procrastination may not be 
considered as serious as a disease, but it can have 
several negative impacts, such as stress, anxiety, 
low self-efficacy, neuroticism, task delay, impul-
sivity, and non-conscientiousness (Dumitrescu et 
al., 2011). The adverse consequences of academic 
procrastination can significantly affect a student’s 
performance, resulting in poor grades. Although 
postponing a task may initially seem harmless, it 
often leads to a more substantial workload, feel-
ings of guilt and anxiety, and social disapproval 
for failing to meet commitments and fulfill respon-
sibilities. Additionally, it could result in different 
types of academic dishonesty (Patrzek et al., 2015). 

Although there are several empirical research 
studies devoted to academic procrastination and 
its impact on academic performance, the results of 
these studies have been inconsistent. Studies con-
ducted by Aremu et al. (2011), as well as Balkis 
(2013), have reported negative effects of pro-
crastination on students’ learning, grades, and 
achievement, often leading to course withdrawal. 
Students often experience time pressure while 
delaying a task, which in turn results in task inaccu-
racy, reduced punctuality, and impacts on students’ 
performance (van Eerde, 2003). On the other hand, 
few studies (e.g., Seo, 2011) have reported no 
significant association between academic procras-
tination and academic performance or explored a 
positive association between both variables, such 
as Brinthaupt and Shin (2001) and Schraw et al. 
(2007), who explored the positive effect of pro-
crastination on academic achievement. Hence, the 
nature of the relationship between both variables 
remains ambiguous and inconsistent throughout 
the literature. Therefore, this research aims to re-
explore these variables in the 21st century. 

It is crucial to investigate this phenomenon in 
the modern era where technology is prevalent in 
almost every aspect of life, and many universi-
ties are either adopting online or hybrid modes of 
learning. This shift has become particularly notice-
able in the past two years due to the COVID-19 
pandemic, which forced universities to transition 

to digital modes of learning. As a result, students 
were at risk of experiencing academic procrasti-
nation and psychological distress (Stoliarchuk et 
al., 2022). However, only a few studies have been 
devoted to distance learning students, and there 
has been minimal exploration of the comparison 
between distance education and conventional/
traditional education. The conventional/tradi-
tional university is where students take full-time, 
on-campus classes and have face-to-face interac-
tion with the teachers, while a virtual university 
is where students never meet their lecturer face-
to-face in a classroom but take classes virtually 
through a learning management system (LMS) 
(Pollock & Cornford, 2002). As both modes of 
education (virtual and traditional/conventional) 
are currently in use, it is important to explore dif-
ferences among students in certain situations. 
The difference is significant to highlight because 
students studying in the conventional/traditional 
mode have direct access to instructors and face-to-
face communication, which often makes it easier 
for them to request more time and justify their 
delays. However, in virtual modes of education, 
students are bound to submit their semester activi-
ties (i.e., assignments, projects, and quizzes) online 
through an LMS (e.g., Canvas, Moodle, etc.) that 
limits the submission of assignment or re-attempt 
of quizzes after the due date. Thus, procrastination 
in virtual modes of education may lead students 
to not complete quizzes due to going over time 
or they may fail to upload their assignments and 
projects online, resulting in submitting incomplete 
and disorganized work that leads to lower grades. 
Although virtual modes of education provide stu-
dents the flexibility to attend lectures at their own 
time, they have more autonomy in deciding their 
schedule and when to take exams. Despite this 
flexibility in online distance learning, high dropout 
rates, low academic performance, and procrastina-
tion have been observed among students (Cerezo et 
al., 2017; Srinivasan et al. 2021). 

Other significant factors that may contribute to 
academic procrastination and performance are the 
demographic characteristics of the learners (i.e., 
their age, gender, background, ethnicity, etc.), but 
these are less often explored in the existing litera-
ture. Stoter et.al. (2014) have supported the idea that 
the characteristics of distance learners are different 
from traditional learners, and their role in academic 
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procrastination and academic performance is 
important to explore. As compared to traditional 
learning, online learning is more flexible in pro-
viding opportunities for individuals of all ages, 
genders, and educational backgrounds to engage in 
educational activities, regardless of any accessibil-
ity limitations they may face. Additionally, online 
education fosters a supportive environment for 
learners from diverse cultural and regional back-
grounds that empowers them to actively participate 
and excel in courses spanning various disciplines 
(Xu & Rees, 2016). Demographic characteris-
tics often reflect individuals’ unique contexts and 
environments. Factors such as family responsibili-
ties, employment status, and access to resources 
can differ among various demographic groups. 
Therefore, exploring these characteristics helps in 
understanding the contextual influences that may 
contribute to differences in procrastination levels 
between distance and traditional learners.

Most distance learners prefer this mode 
because of some family responsibility, employ-
ment status, or difficulty in attending on-campus 
classes. Employment status is one of the demo-
graphic characteristics of students that may impact 
their academic performance. Previous surveys 
have reported that most of the students in distance 
learning and telecourses were married and work-
ing full time while pursuing their studies (Galusha, 
1998; Sheets, 1992; Wood, 1996). Management of 
professional and educational responsibilities at the 
same time put lot of challenges for students because 
online learning requires students to have self-regu-
lating skills. The comparison of students based on 
their gender has also been a common theme in lit-
erature. Researchers have found that male students 
procrastinate more than female students (Balkis & 
Duru, 2009; Steel, 2007), while Rodarte-Luna and 
Sherry (2008) and Washington (2004) reported that 
female students have more academic procrastina-
tion. Özer (2011) reported no gender differences. 
Considering the inconsistent findings, the current 
research aims to explore gender differences as well. 

Additionally, the environment in which stu-
dents learn also plays a significant role in their 
academic performance. Students belonging to 
rural areas often have fewer facilities compared to 
those living in urban areas, as the development in 
both areas is not consistent (Mohammadi, 2015). 
Rural and urban students often differ in terms of 

the facilities available to them. Urban areas gener-
ally have better educational facilities, including 
schools with modern infrastructure, well-equipped 
classrooms, libraries, computer labs, and access to 
a wider range of educational resources. In contrast, 
rural areas often face challenges such as limited edu-
cational infrastructure, fewer resources, and a lack 
of access to technology, electricity, and the internet, 
which may contribute to their delaying tasks. Haider 
et al. (2022) also supported the idea that students 
belonging to rural areas show more academic pro-
crastination than those belonging to urban areas. 

As understood from the existing literature, it is 
important to explore the relationship between aca-
demic procrastination and academic performance. 
Moreover, the role of characteristics of the learn-
ers is also important to explore. Undertaking such 
studies can provide a better understanding of the 
phenomenon at hand. Therefore, the present study 
aimed to test the nine hypotheses mentioned below:
H1.	 There is likely to be a negative relationship 

between academic procrastination and aca-
demic performance. 

H2.	 Demographic characteristics of the learn-
ers (gender, education, living status, mode 
of education, and job status) are likely to 
be related to academic procrastination and 
academic performance.

H3.	 Demographic characteristics of the learn-
ers (gender, education, living status, mode 
of education, and job status) are likely to 
predict academic procrastination.

H4.	 Demographic characteristics of the learn-
ers (gender, education, living status, mode 
of education, and job status) and aca-
demic procrastination are likely to predict 
academic performance.

H5.	 Men are likely to differ from women 
in academic procrastination and 
academic performance.

H6.	 Undergraduate students are likely to differ 
from graduate students in academic procras-
tination and academic performance.

H7.	 Students living in urban areas are likely 
to differ from students living in rural 
areas in academic procrastination and 
academic performance.
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H8.	 Conventional university students are likely 
to differ from virtual students in academic 
procrastination and academic performance.

H9.	 Employed students are likely to differ from 
unemployed students in academic procrasti-
nation and academic performance.

METHOD

Participants and Procedure
The study was quantitative, using a correla-

tional research design. The data were collected 
from both conventional/traditional university stu-
dents who attend face-to-face, on-campus classes 
and virtual university students who take online 
classes. Following COVID-19 SOPs (i.e., social 
distancing), data for this research were collected 
online through a Google form using a nonprob-
ability convenience sampling technique. Moreover, 
since virtual university students belong to different 
regions and do not attend on-campus classes, we 
were limiting to approaching them online for data 
collection. A Google form link was shared among 
students, and a total of 200 students with an age 
range of 21–28 (M = 22.76, SD = 1.59) responded 
to the questionnaire. Based on gender, an equal 
number of participants participated, with 100 
males (50%) and 100 females (50%). All students 
were taking undergraduate (49%) and graduate 
(51%) classes from higher education conventional 
and online universities, among them 77 (38.5%) 
students were from conventional universities, and 
123 (61.5%) were from virtual universities. Most of 
the students belonged to rural areas (68.5%) while 

the rest were from urban areas (31.5%). Out of 200 
participants, 105 (52.5%) were unemployed and 95 
(47.5%) were employed. 
Measures

We used the Academic Procrastination Scale 
(McCloskey, 2011) to measure academic procrasti-
nation. The scale consists of 25 items with a 5-point 
Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree = 1 to 
strongly agree = 5. We replaced the term “school” 
with “university” because the data were collected 
from university students. Although the scale is 
validated on school students it has been used on uni-
versity students by other researchers (Karla Silva 
Soares et. al. 2022; McCloskey, 2011). Moreover, the 
“school” refers to academic institutes internation-
ally, but in Pakistan, “school” is used for grades 1 
to 10. Therefore, we replaced the term with “uni-
versity” to make it understandable for participants. 
The Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of the scale in the 
present research was .86 indicating a reliable scale 
(Taber, 2018) while McCloskey has reported an 
excellent reliability of α = .95 (2011). 

Academic performance was assessed using 
the Cumulative Grade Point Average (CGPA) of 
the students. All participants were studying in 
the semester system, and they were asked to men-
tion their overall CGPA for the semesters they had 
qualified for so far. 
Data Analysis

To test Hypotheses 1 and 2, Pearson product-
moment correlation analysis was used. The third 
and fourth hypotheses were tested through multiple 

Table 1. 
Pearson Product Moment Correlation between Study Variables (n=200)

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 M SD
Age - .19** −.06 −.03 −.05 .09 −.07 −.04

Gender - −.04 .18** .11 .19* −.14* −.03

Level of Education - −.10 .02 .01 .01 .15*

Living status - .10 .17* .18** −.09

Mode of education - .15* .23** .09

Job status - .24*** −.00

Academic procrastination - −.15* 55.80 12.60

Academic performance - 3.19 .29

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, M=mean, SD=standard deviation, for gender 0=male, 1=female, for level of education 0=undergraduate, 1=graduate, 
for living status 0=urban, 1=rural, for mode of education 0=conventional, 1=online, for job status 0=unemployed, 1=employed.
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linear regression analysis. An independent sample 
t-test was used to test the 5th, 6th, 7th, 8th, and 
9th hypotheses.
RESULTS

Pearson correlation coefficients were computed 
among the study variables as a preliminary analysis 
(Table 1). Among demographic variables, gender 
(male/female) was negatively related to academic 
procrastination. Level of education (undergradu-
ate/graduate) was positively related to academic 
performance. The living status (rural/urban), mode 
of education (online/conventional), and job status 
(employed/unemployed) of the participants were 
positively related with academic procrastination. 
Besides demographic characteristics, the main vari-
ables of the study were negatively correlated with 
each other, as an increase in academic procrastina-
tion showed a decrease in academic performance.

As there was a significant correlation between 
the study variables, initially multiple linear regres-
sion was run to predict academic procrastination 
from the characteristics of the learners including 
gender, level of education, living status, mode of 
education, and job status. (Table 2). The overall 
regression model was a good fit for the data, F 
(5, 194) = 8.07, p < .001, R2 = .17. Among demo-
graphic characteristics, gender (male = 0, female 
= 1) negatively predicted academic procrastination 
(β = −.24, p < .001). Living status (urban = 0, rural 
= 1) (β = .17, p < .05), mode of education (conven-
tional = 0, online = 1) (β = .21, p < .01), and job 
status (unemployed = 0, employed = 1) (β = .22, p 
< .01), positively predicted academic procrastina-
tion. While education (undergraduate = 0, graduate 
= 1) did not predict academic procrastination.

Another multiple linear regression analysis 
was run to predict academic performance from 
gender, level of education, living status, mode of 
education, job status, and academic procrastina-
tion. (Table 3). The overall regression model was 
a good fit for the data (F (6, 193) = 2.67, p < .05, 
R2 = .07). Among the demographic characteristics, 
gender, living status, and job status did not predict 
academic performance while education (β = .14, p 
< .05) and mode of education (β = .14, p < .05) pos-
itively predicted academic performance. Academic 
procrastination negatively predicted academic per-
formance (β = −.20, p < .01). 

Table 3. 
Multiple Linear Regression Analysis Predicting 
Academic Performance (N=200).

Variables
Academic Performance

β SE 95% CI
Constant [3.19, 3.59]

Gender −.07 .04

Level of Education .14* .04

Living Status −.04 .04

Mode of Education .14* .04

Job Status .04 .04

Academic Procrastination −.20** .00

F 2.67*

R2 .07*

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01, β=Beta, SE=standard error, CI=confidence interval, for gender 0=male, 
1=female, for Level of Education 0=undergraduate, 1=graduate, for living status 0=urban, 1=rural, 
for mode of education 0=conventional, 1=online, for job status 0=unemployed, 1=employed.

To compare the gender differences in academic 
procrastination and academic performance, an 
independent sample t-test was run (Table 4). Men 
(M = 57.58, SD = 16.73) reported significantly 
higher academic procrastination than women (M 
= 54.01, SD = 5.74), t (198) = 2.01, p < .01. There 
were no significant gender differences in academic 
performance. 

Table 2. 
Multiple Linear Regression Analysis Predicting 
Academic Procrastination (N=200).

Variables
Academic Procrastination 

β SE 95% CI
Constant [45.31, 53.47]

Gender −.24*** 1.69

Level of Education .01 1.65

Living status .17* 1.83
Mode of 

education
.21** 1.72

Job status .22** 1.70

F 8.07***

R2 .17***

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, β=Beta, SE=standard error, CI=confidence 
interval, for gender 0=male, 1=female, for Level of Education 0=undergraduate, 
1=graduate, for living status 0=urban, 1=rural, for mode of education 
0=conventional, 1=online, for job status 0=unemployed, 1=employed.
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Furthermore, students were compared based 
on their level of education (Table 5). Graduate stu-
dents (M = 3.14, SD = .27) reported significantly 
higher academic performance than undergradu-
ate students (M = 3.23, SD = .31). There were no 
significant differences in academic procrastination 
based on level of education.

Students were also compared based on their liv-
ing area (rural/urban) using an independent sample 
t-test (Table 6). Students belonging to rural areas 
(M = 57.39, SD = 12.36) showed more academic 
procrastination than those living in urban areas 
(M = 52.32, SD = 12.52). However, there were no 

significant differences in academic performance 
based on the living status of students. 

Both conventional and virtual university stu-
dents participated in this research. Therefore, a 
comparison was made of academic procrastina-
tion and academic performance among virtual and 
conventional students (Table 7). Virtual and con-
ventional students did not differ in their academic 
performance; however, students studying in the 
virtual mode of education showed more academic 
procrastination (M = 58.16, SD = 13.02) than con-
ventional students (M = 52.01, SD = 10.95).

Table 4. 
Independent Samples t-test Comparing Study Variables in Men and Women (N=200)

Variable
Men

(n=100)
Women
(n=100) t(198) p

95% CI
Cohen’s d

M SD M SD LL UL

Academic 
procrastination

57.58 16.73 54.01 5.74 2.01 .04 .06 7.07 .28

Academic performance 3.20 .32 3.17 .26 .53 .59 −.06 .10 .10

Note: M=mean, SD=Standard Deviation, CI=Confidence Interval, LL=Lower Limit, UL=Upper Limit.

Table 5. 
Independent Samples t-test Comparing Study Variables in Undergraduate and Graduate Student (N=200)

Variable
Undergraduate(n=98) Graduate

(n=102) t (198) p
95% CI

Cohen’s d
M SD M SD LL UL

Academic 
procrastination

55.64 12.52 55.94 12.74 −.16 .86 −3.82 3.22 .02

Academic performance 3.14 .27 3.23 .31 −2.26 .02 −.17 −.01 .30

Note: M=mean, SD=Standard Deviation, CI=Confidence Interval, LL=Lower Limit, UL=Upper Limit.

Table 6.
Independent Samples t-test Comparing Study Variables in Rural and Urban Students (N=200)

Variable
Urban
(n=63)

Rural
(n=137) t(198) p

95% CI
Cohen’s d

M SD M SD LL UL
Academic 

procrastination
52.32 12.52 57.39 12.36 −2.68 .08 −8.80 −1.35 .40

Academic performance 3.22 .28 3.17 .30 1.27 .20 −.03 .14 .17

Note: M=mean, SD=Standard Deviation, CI=Confidence Interval, LL=Lower Limit, UL=Upper Limit.
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Assuming that working students may differ in 
their level of academic procrastination and aca-
demic performance from nonworking students, an 
independent sample t-test was run to assess differ-
ences between employed and unemployed students 
(Table 8). There were significant differences in 
academic procrastination, with employed students 
showing more procrastination (M = 59.02, SD = 
12.14) than unemployed, full-time students (M = 
52.88, SD = 12.35). However, there were no signifi-
cant differences in academic performance between 
employed and unemployed students.
DISCUSSION

Academic performance is a crucial indicator 
of an institute’s success and education excellence. 
However, this performance can be significantly 
impacted by various internal and external fac-
tors. One of the key factors that has been a cause 
of concern over the years is academic procrastina-
tion (Pychyl & Flett, 2012). To address this issue, 
this research aims to investigate the relationship 
between academic procrastination and academic 
performance. The first hypothesis put forward is 
that there is a negative correlation between these 
variables, and the correlation coefficients validate 
this assumption. The results reveal a significant 

negative relationship between the two variables, 
with academic procrastination being a negative 
predictor of academic performance. The existing 
literature also supports this relationship. Bashir 
and Gupta (2018) confirmed the existence of a 
negative relationship between both variables in 
university students. Asikhia (2010) and Steel and 
Klingsieck (2016) reported that it was a major 
obstacle in the progress and academic achievement 
of students. Procrastination has a negative associa-
tion with the performance of students and results 
in lower grades and less effective learning in the 
field of education (Akinsola et al., 2007; Aremu et 
al., 2011; Balkis, 2013; Fernie et al., 2017; Goroshit, 
2018; Grunschel et al., 2016; Hayat et al., 2020; 
Hen & Goroshit, 2018; Karmen et al., 2015; Kim & 
Seo, 2015; Lakshminarayan et al., 2013; Lee, 2005; 
Okoye & Onokpaunu, 2020; Roghani et al., 2015; 
van Eerde, 2003; You, 2015). Kljajic and Gaudreau 
(2018) also reported academic procrastination to 
be negatively related to the student’s learning. The 
findings of these studies showed that academic 
procrastination may badly impact the grades of 
the students, their performance, and their achieve-
ment, as well as other aspects of their academic 
and personal lives.

Table 7. 
Independent Samples t-test Comparing Study Variables in Virtual and Conventional University Students (N=200)

Variable
Conventional

(n=77)
Virtual
(n=123) t(198) p

95% CI
Cohen’s d

M SD M SD LL UL
Academic procrastination 52.01 10.95 58.16 13.02 −3.58 .00 −9.66 −2.63 .51

Academic performance 3.15 .32 3.21 .27 −1.29 .19 −.14 .02 .20

Note: M=mean, SD=Standard Deviation, CI=Confidence Interval, LL=Lower Limit, UL=Upper Limit.

Table 8. 
Independent Samples t-test Comparing Study Variables in Employed and Unemployed University Students (N=200)

Variable
Unemployed

(n=105)
Employed

(n=95) t(198) p
95% CI

Cohen’s d
M SD M SD LL UL

Academic 
procrastination

52.88 12.35 59.02 12.14 −3.54 .00 −9.56 −2.72 .50

Academic performance 3.19 .30 3.19 .29 .10 .91 −.07 .08 0

Note: M=mean, SD=Standard Deviation, CI=Confidence Interval, LL=Lower Limit, UL=Upper Limit.
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In addition, the outcomes of our study sup-
ported the notion that certain characteristics of 
learners may contribute to academic procrastina-
tion and affect their academic performance. The 
results of the regression analysis indicated that 
the gender of the participants negatively predicted 
academic procrastination, whereas living status 
(rural/urban), level of education (undergraduate/
graduate), and job status (employed/unemployed) 
had a positive correlation with academic procras-
tination. Furthermore, when we examined the 
predictors of academic performance, we found that 
level of education and mode of education had a 
positive relationship with academic performance. 
Comparing male and female students, we found 
that male students had higher levels of academic 
procrastination than female students. These find-
ings align with the research conducted by Hayat 
et al. (2020). Although few studies have reported 
no gender differences (Watson, 2001), some 
reported that women procrastinate more (Solomon 
& Rothblum, 1984), while other findings were in 
line with the current findings, such as Özeret al. 
(2009) and Kim et al. (2017), who confirmed more 
procrastination in males. Although the study con-
firmed differences in procrastination, no significant 
gender differences were found in academic perfor-
mance. Some studies have reported that females 
have higher academic performance (e.g., Kusnierz 
et al., 2020), while Trick et al. (1988) reported 
that men perform better academically. However, 
few studies have found no significant differences, 
such as Faisal et al.’s (2017) comparison of medical 
students, which found no significant differences 
between male and female academic performance. 
Similarly, Abubakar & Bada (2012) found insig-
nificant differences in college students. Other 
studies conducted in the West Indies (Mlambo, 
2011), Kenya (Kangahi et al., 2012), and Nigeria 
(Raheem, 2012) also reported insignificant results.

We also examined the differences in level of 
education, mode of education, and living sta-
tus. Moreover, we found that education level 
(undergraduate/graduate) had a positive correla-
tion with academic performance. However, we 
did not observe significant differences between 
undergraduate and graduate students for procras-
tination, although graduate students showed higher 
academic performance than undergraduate stu-
dents. One possible reason for this could be that 

undergraduate students usually come from col-
leges with annual systems (where they take classes 
throughout the year and attempt their exams 
after one year rather with a gap of six months as 
observed in the semester system), which may 
make it difficult for them to adjust to university 
environments, semester systems, and higher-level 
concepts. In contrast, graduate students have 
already been through these stages and may strug-
gle more to achieve good grades. However, there 
is limited literature to support these differences. 
The mode of education (conventional/online) sig-
nificantly predicted both academic procrastination 
and performance. Additionally, online learners dis-
played more academic procrastination. Studies by 
Hooshyar et al. (2020) and Azevedo et al. (2004) 
reported that due to procrastination and insuf-
ficient time, online learners experience more 
failures and sometimes even drop their courses. 
Rakes and Dunn (2010) highlighted that procras-
tination is higher in distance learning students 
and they are required to have more self-regulation 
than conventional students. Although there is a 
significant amount of research on procrastination 
in distance learners, the difference between tra-
ditional and virtual learners is often overlooked. 
Therefore, the findings of this study can be used to 
initiate future research, as this difference needs to 
be explored more extensively in various cultures. 
One of the reasons why distance/online learners 
procrastinate more is that they must manage most 
of their activities in isolation, which requires them 
to be more self-regulated. As a result, the lack of 
self-regulation and no direct access to instructors 
can contribute more to procrastination (Ucar et 
al., 2021).

Another reason that could cause students to 
procrastinate more is their living situation and 
employment status. Many of the students in our 
sample come from rural areas where they have 
limited resources to complete their tasks on time, 
and many of them also have to work to make ends 
meet. Therefore, the lack of resources and the con-
flict between work and education can significantly 
contribute to procrastination, as demonstrated in 
this study. Employed students and those from 
rural areas showed more academic procrasti-
nation, supporting this claim. The results are 
consistent with previous literature. Manichander 
(2019) reported that urban students score high on 
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a few dimensions of academic procrastination, 
such as time management, sincerity, and personal 
initiative, compared to rural students. The study 
by Haider et al. (2022) also supports the finding 
that learners belonging to rural areas have high 
levels of procrastination. The job status of the 
students also creates conflict between manag-
ing their university-related and job-related tasks. 
Mortensen (2022) also supports the idea that stu-
dents can easily be distracted by their part-time 
jobs, which can result in procrastination. Huus 
(2015) reported that adult students have more 
responsibilities to fulfill, often working full time 
or part time, and therefore, students with no job 
are better prepared for lectures than those who 
have a job.
STRENGTHS, LIMITATIONS, AND SUGGESTIONS

The current study has contributed to defining 
the nature of the relationship between academic 
procrastination and performance, which has been 
inconsistent in previous literature. Our find-
ings show a negative relationship between these 
variables and emphasize the role of learners’ char-
acteristics, which have been overlooked by previous 
researchers. Specifically, the comparison between 
traditional and online learners, and employed ver-
sus unemployed students, has been overlooked in 
the literature, and the role of learners’ locality has 
been the least explored. Thus, our significant find-
ings can open new horizons for future researchers 
to explore these characteristics under different cir-
cumstances. Like other research, this study is not 
without limitations, but future research can over-
come them. The sample in this research was limited 
as only 200 participants responded to the question-
naire. Future research can be carried out on a larger 
sample. Moreover, the sample based on the mode 
of learning was inconsistent, therefore, more con-
ventional, and online learners are needed in future 
studies. The data for this study were collected 
online due to COVID-19 restrictions; therefore, 
there may be response biases. Face-to-face data 
collection and in-depth interviews are necessary to 
explore these factors in more detail. Academic per-
formance is measured mostly through the CGPA of 
the students so there is a need to develop a relevant 
scale covering all aspects of performance. There 
is a need to distinguish the factors of procrastina-
tion in conventional and virtual students as each 

of them studies in entirely different modes and the 
factors can also be different. Future researchers 
can split data of conventional and virtual learners 
while doing analysis and explore all characteristics 
of the learners separately (e.g., whether working or 
nonworking virtual or conventional students pro-
crastinate more). Online learning requires students 
to have stronger self-regulation skills, which is 
why it is important to investigate the moderating 
role of self-regulation in the relationship between 
academic procrastination and performance. 
Additionally, we should also examine the impact 
of learning motivation and learning self-efficacy 
on the study variables. Regardless of limitations, 
the findings of the study are helpful for future 
researchers to explore this phenomenon in-depth 
and for instructors to plan interventions to help 
students to overcome this problem and enhance 
their performance. Instructors are required to play 
a more active role to understand these factors and 
there should be a proper channel of feedback so 
any students facing procrastination and low grades 
can be guided towards success. 
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