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Abstract
The present study examined the relationships between potentially adaptive andmaladaptive aspects of psychopathy distinguished
within the triarchic model (i.e., boldness, meanness and disinhibition) and two types of procrastination, reflecting its functional
and dysfunctional aspects (i.e., active procrastination and passive procrastination). Additionally, the potential mediating mech-
anisms underlying these associations were investigated. The results revealed that the three components of the triarchic model of
psychopathy were related to different forms of procrastination in distinct ways. In particular, active procrastination displayed a
positive link to boldness and meanness, whereas passive procrastination was found to be positively related to disinhibition and
negatively to boldness. Furthermore, two parallel multiple mediation analyses demonstrated the mediating effects of individual
difference variables (i.e., impulsiveness, negative affectivity, general self-efficacy) on these relationships. As hypothesized,
impulsiveness and negative affectivity partially mediated the association between disinhibition and passive procrastination, while
self-efficacy partially mediated the relationship between boldness and active procrastination. The paper concentrated on the
theoretical implications of these findings for understanding how different psychopathy-related traits are related to different
aspects of procrastination.
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Introduction

Procrastination is usually depicted as a deliberate delay in
starting or completing task-related activities (Ferrari et al.
2005) and described in terms of self-regulatory failure (Steel
2007). In achievement-oriented, individualistic societies it is
seen as a morally reprehensible, unacceptable, dysfunctional
habit, bringing detrimental consequences for the individual
and the society (van Eerde 2003a, b). However, despite the
dominance of such a negative view on procrastination in the
psychological literature, recent research suggests the existence
of an alternative type of procrastination, reflecting potentially
functional aspects of this phenomenon (Fernie et al. 2018).
According to Chu and Choi (2005), in addition to passive
procrastination, resulting from self-regulatory deficits and
connected with negative outcomes, it is possible to identify
active procrastination. This form of procrastination also

manifests in putting off necessary tasks. However, as opposed
to its passive counterpart, the delays are made intentionally
and serve as a way to regulate own motivation (Wessel et al.
2019). In the case of active procrastinators, the preference to
work under time pressure does not disturb the ability to finish
tasks on time and achieve positive personal outcomes (Choi
and Moran 2009; Chu and Choi 2005).

Previous research showed that, as opposed to those who
passively procrastinate, active procrastinators are able to self-
regulate own learning behaviors, have better academic perfor-
mance (Corkin et al. 2011) and display a wide range of posi-
tive features, including high self-efficacy, more effective time
management and reliance on task-oriented stress coping strat-
egies (Chu and Choi 2005). With regard to personality traits
constituting the Big Five model, active procrastination was
reported to be positively associated with emotional stability
and extraversion, whereas passive procrastination was nega-
tively linked to conscientiousness and emotional stability
(Choi and Moran 2009; Kim et al. 2017). These findings in-
dicate the importance of individual difference variables, in-
cluding personality traits for understanding how both types
of procrastination are expressed in academic and non-
academic settings.
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The empirical evidence suggests that socially aversive dis-
positional characteristics comprising the Dark Triad of person-
ality (i.e., Machiavellianism, narcissism and psychopathy)
play an important role in explaining impulsive behaviors,
resulting from self-regulatory deficits (e.g., Crysel et al.
2013; Malesza and Ostaszewski 2016). Subclinical psychop-
athy, encompassing high impulsivity, thrill-seeking, low em-
pathy and anxiety (Paulhus and Williams 2002) may be
expressed in procrastination, which is connected with impul-
siveness and weak self-control (Steel 2007; van Eerde 2003b).
However, within the perspective of individual differences and
personality psychology only limited research exists that links
different forms of procrastination to the “dark” personality
traits. Thus far, the only study on psychopathy and
procrastination by Lyons and Rice (2014) has concentrated
on the associations between the Dark Triad of personality
and avoidant and arousal procrastination. Its results showed
that psychopathy was the strongest, albeit weak, predictor of
procrastination among the Dark Triad traits, and suggested the
existence of discrepancies in relationships between separate
facets of psychopathic personality and distinct aspects of
procrastination, such as avoidant and arousal procrastination.
Nevertheless, the nature of associations between psychopathy
and procrastination remains largely unclear, as the
relationships between maladaptive and potentially adaptive
aspects of both constructs with regard to potential mediating
mechanisms explaining this linkage have not been analyzed
yet. Meanwhile, as Choi and Moran (2009) stated, active and
passive procrastination results from separate underlying self-
regulatory mechanisms affecting task-related behaviors. In
line with this view, passive procrastination is derived from
poor self-regulation, impulsiveness, negative self-efficacy be-
liefs and less effective coping strategies with negative emo-
tions and stress. In contrast, active procrastination arises from
more positive self-beliefs, better self-control and greater emo-
tional stability (Chu and Choi 2005; Choi and Moran 2009;
Kim et al. 2017). As a result, self-efficacy, impulsivity, and
positive and negative affectivity may serve as proximal pre-
dictors of distinct forms of procrastination. In turn, it is possi-
ble that different components of psychopathy function as
more distal predictors of active and passive procrastination.

The current study is aimed at extending previous research
on psychopathy and procrastination by Lyons and Rice (2014)
by comparing how active and passive procrastination are
linked to distinct dimensions of psychopathy differentiated
within the triarchic framework proposed by Patrick et al.
(2009) and testing the potential mediating role of four individ-
ual difference variables, i.e. impulsiveness, self-efficacy, pos-
itive and negative affectivity. Analyzing these two forms of
procrastination in relation to separate aspects of psychopathy
in the general population with regard to mediation effects may
help to better understand how subclinical psychopathy leads
to negative consequences, resulting from self-regulatory

deficits, and manifests in less detrimental effects. Due to reli-
ance in the present study on the triarchic model and the active-
passive distinction in procrastination, it would be possible to
broaden our understanding of how psychopathic individuals
are able to successfully complete necessary tasks and capture
the behavioral differences among various psychopathic
personalities.

Theoretical Background

Active and Passive Procrastination

In line with the conceptualization proposed by Chu and Choi
(2005), active procrastination reflects functional aspects of the
purposeful delay and depicts such core elements as an inten-
tional decision to delay something, motivation and preference
to work under time pressure, and ability to finish tasks on
time, which results in positive, satisfactory personal out-
comes. On the contrary, passive procrastination is character-
ized as a dysfunctional type of task delay, treated as a result of
an inability to plan own actions and meet deadlines (Choi and
Moran 2009). The existing empirical data generally support
the notion that active and passive procrastination may be seen
as theoretically and empirically distinct, non-overlapping con-
structs with separate nomological networks (Chu and Choi
2005; Kim et al. 2017; Kim and Seo 2015). Several studies
indicated that both forms of procrastination are influenced by
different bright-side dispositional variables (Corkin et al.
2011; Choi and Moran 2009; Hensley 2014; Kim et al.
2017). However, in previous research on individual difference
characteristics influencing active and passive procrastination,
socially aversive personality traits such as psychopathy have
been largely overlooked. In particular, there is only one study
comparing the possible relationships between the “dark” per-
sonality trait such as psychopathy and procrastination (Lyons
and Rice 2014). Meanwhile, investigating associations be-
tween psychopathy and procrastination with the use of the
triarchic model (Patrick et al. 2009) and the theoretical pro-
posal developed by Chu and Choi (2005) may shed new light
on adaptive and maladaptive aspects of both constructs. These
conceptualizations offer a more nuanced, alternative approach
to both psychopathy and procrastination by emphasizing their
potential functionality. Consequently, the present study may
help to determine under what conditions psychopathy leads to
less harmful consequences.

The Triarchic Conceptualization of Psychopathy

In clinical literature, psychopathy is widely defined as a per-
sonality disorder represented by the constellation of affective,
interpersonal and behavioral features (Hare 2003) distinct
from antisocial personality disorder (ASPD) (Smith and
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Lilienfeld 2013). In contrast, as a subclinical construct, psy-
chopathy is treated as a continuous variable normally distrib-
uted in the general population (Neumann and Hare 2008),
involving such psychological characteristics as high impulsiv-
ity, thrill-seeking and low empathy (Paulhus and Williams
2002).

Criminal psychopathy in clinical tradition is linked to var-
ious negative outcomes, including violent/versatile criminal
behaviors (Campbell et al. 2004), recidivism (Hemphill et al.
1998), aggressive misbehaviors in institutional settings
(Edens and Campbell 2007) and relatively weak response to
treatment (Skeem et al. 2011). Research on psychopathy in
community samples showed that psychopathic individuals en-
gage in a broad spectrum of unethical or antisocial (but not
definitely criminal) acts, including violent behaviors, in-
creased alcohol consumption (Hare 2003; Neumann and
Hare 2008), suicide attempts, drug dependence (Coid et al.
2009), and in intimate relationships with risky and violent
sexual behaviors, negative attitudes toward partners and infi-
delity (Williams et al. 2005). In the workplace, corporate psy-
chopathy was reported to be positively associated e.g. with
bullying and unfair supervision (Boddy 2011), careerism
(Chiaburu et al. 2013), white-collar crimes, aggression and
counterproductive work behavior, unethical decision making
(Smith and Lilienfeld 2013), and negatively with management
skills, ability to act as a team player, and performance (Babiak
et al. 2010).

Recently, in accordance with the research trend aimed at
searching some positive sides of the “dark” traits (Judge et al.
2009; Spain et al. 2014), a growing number of studies on
psychopathy in non-institutionalized settings elucidate the po-
tentially adaptive aspects of the syndrome, linked to the notion
of the successful psychopath (described also as a subclinical
or noncriminal psychopath) (Hall and Benning 2006;
LeBreton et al. 2006; Smith and Watts 2014). Generally, such
individuals display less maladaptive behaviors and are able to
achieve success in different life areas despite possessing many
core features of psychopathy (Lilienfeld et al. 2015). For ex-
ample, past studies indicated that certain psychopathic traits
were linked to higher conscientiousness (Mullins-Sweatt et al.
2010), entrepreneurial tendencies and abilities (Akhtar et al.
2013), professional satisfaction and material success
(Eisenbarth et al. 2018) and successful political leadership
appraisals (Lilienfeld et al. 2012). Such associations mainly
refer to primary psychopathy, which entails affective and in-
terpersonal features of psychopathy, including callousness,
lack of empathy and fearlessness (Akhtar et al. 2013; Lee
and Salekin 2010; Skeem et al. 2007), and fearless dominance,
characterized by social dominance, immunity to anxiety, and
fearlessness (Lilienfeld et al. 2012).

On the theoretical basis, the triarchic conceptualization of
psychopathy proposed by Christopher Patrick and colleagues
(Patrick 2010; Patrick et al. 2009) may be particularly useful

in research on the adaptive and maladaptive aspects of psy-
chopathy in the general population (e.g., Drislane et al. 2014b;
Poy et al. 2014). This integrative model identifies three phe-
notypically distinct, but intertwined, subcomponents of the
syndrome, treated as dispositional constructs, i.e. boldness,
meanness and disinhibition (Drislane and Patrick 2017;
Patrick and Drislane 2015; Patrick et al. 2009). Each compo-
nent reflects different psychological characteristics of psy-
chopathy and is derived from separate conceptions and re-
search traditions (Patrick et al. 2012). Boldness reflects adap-
tive features of psychopathic personality and mostly refers to
the concept of successful psychopathy. In the triarchic model,
it is characterized by fearlessness, social dominance, efficacy
in interpersonal relations, self-confidence, emotional stability,
high tolerance for stress and risk. Meanness (callous-
unemotionality) manifests in empathy deficits, inability to
form close bonds, exploitativeness, manipulativeness and ag-
gression. Disinhibition entails deficits in impulse control,
planning, irresponsibility and tendency toward externalizing
behavior problems (Drislane et al. 2014a; Patrick et al. 2009,
2012).

By identifying separate phenotypic manifestations of psy-
chopathy traits and indicating distinct etiologic and
developmental mechanisms underlying them, Patrick et al.
(2009) emphasized the heterogeneous and multidimensional
nature of psychopathy (Lilienfeld 2018). In line with this ap-
proach, the vast majority of research involving the triarchic
framework concentrates on the analysis of the specific corre-
lation patterns with external criteria for each dimension. To
date, empirical data indicate that the psychopathy facets dis-
tinguished in the triarchic framework have distinct nomolog-
ical networks and can bring different consequences (Anestis
et al. 2019; Craig et al. 2013). In particular, boldness was
connected to a lesser extent to criminal and antisocial behav-
ioral manifestations of psychopathy (Anestis et al. 2019),
higher levels of well-being and stress immunity (Patrick and
Drislane 2015), and a diminished tendency to engage in coun-
terproductive organizational behaviors in the workplace (Neo
et al. 2018). In contrast to boldness, meanness and disinhibi-
tion were negatively associated with psychological character-
istics accompanying successful psychopathy, including socio-
economic status and personality functioning (Persson and
Lilienfeld 2019).

Psychopathy and Procrastination

Thus far, the linkage between psychopathy and procrastina-
tion has been explained from the evolutionary perspective.
Within the evolutionary framework, for those high in psy-
chopathy and the other Dark Triad personality traits, procras-
tination may represent a functional solution based on the fast
life history strategy, in which immediate benefits are valued
above long-term rewards (Lyons and Rice 2014). Previous
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studies confirmed the importance to use the evolutionary ap-
proach in research on the relation between psychopathy and
procrastination and indicated that psychopathic individuals
are more likely to procrastinate in an unpredictable environ-
ment in order to enhance the relation between costs and ben-
efits (Chen and Chang 2016). Moreover, from the evolution-
ary perspective, different dimensions of psychopathy may be
related to different types of procrastination. Accordingly, in
the study by Lyons and Rice (2014), primary psychopathy
(which entails lack of empathy, callousness, and fearlessness)
was associated with arousal procrastination (i.e., putting off
tasks to seek excitement) in women. In contrast, secondary
psychopathy (characterized by higher anxiety and greater ten-
dency to display antisocial behaviors) was associated with
avoidance procrastination (i.e., putting off activities to avoid
failure) in men and women (Lee and Salekin 2010; Skeem
et al. 2007; Steel 2010). Nevertheless, despite some concep-
tual similarities between active-passive and arousal-avoidant
distinctions of procrastination (Hensley 2014) as well as the
possibility to empirically link the primary-secondary dichoto-
my of psychopathy with the triarchic framework (Drislane
et al. 2014a), both the conceptualization of active and passive
procrastination and the triarchic model of psychopathy seem
to better explain the relationships between adaptive and mal-
adaptive features of both constructs than the concepts used in
the study by Lyons and Rice (2014). As both the active-
passive differentiation and the triarchic model invoke the
adaptive-maladaptive dichotomy, the theoretical framework
applied in the present study may be particularly useful in
highlighting positive-adjustment aspects of psychopathy and
procrastination.

The existing theoretical and empirical work concentrates
on the dysfunctional types of psychopathy and procrastina-
tion, which present similar correlation patterns with different
psychological features, and implies that they may be connect-
ed with regard to common self-regulatory problems (Lyons
and Rice 2014). Indeed, metanalyses indicate that passive
procrastination arises from self-regulatory deficits and is pos-
itively correlated with impulsivity, sensation seeking, bore-
dom proneness, distractibility, and negatively with self-
control along with conscientiousness (Steel 2007; van Eerde
2003b). Similarly, within different theoretical models impul-
sivity and self-regulatory problems are considered character-
istic of the psychopathic personality (Hare and Neumann
2008; Hart and Dempster 1997; Poythress and Hall 2011),
and in past research psychopathy was linked to dysfunctional
impulsivity, low conscientiousness and problems with self-
control (Jones and Paulhus 2011).

Within the triarchic framework, disinhibition is identified
as being directly linked to impulsivity due to the accompany-
ing poor behavioral control, lack of long-term goals, reliance
on immediate gratification and externalizing problems
(Patrick et al. 2009). Previous findings proved that on a

behavioral level disinhibition manifests in higher levels of
impulsivity and an inability to plan ahead, characteristic of a
low behavioral inhibition system (Drislane et al. 2014a;
Sellbom and Phillips 2013; Weidacker et al. 2017). Given
these considerations, the psychopathic tendency to engage in
irrational, impulsive, disinhibited acts (in the triarchic model
mainly embodied by disinhibition) may take the form of dys-
functional, passive procrastination, involving unintentional
delays resulting from problems with time control (Choi and
Moran 2009). In other words, disinhibited individuals may be
more likely to passively procrastinate, mainly due to an inabil-
ity to self-control. Similarly, meanness might be also related to
passive procrastination, as this dimension of psychopathy en-
compasses excitement seeking through cruelty (Patrick et al.
2009) and was reported to be negatively associated with con-
scientiousness (Poy et al. 2014) and positively associated with
low behavioral control (Sellbom and Phillips 2013) along with
different forms of impulsivity (Weidacker et al. 2017).
Therefore, those high in meanness may show a greater ten-
dency to passively procrastinate due to both low self-control
and increased need for stimulation.

However, several studies stressed impulsivity as a key syn-
drome of some types of psychopathy (i.e., primary psychopa-
thy and “successful psychopathy”) (Poythress and Hall 2011;
Snowden and Gray 2011), thus raising the possibility that
certain subdimensions of psychopathy may manifest them-
selves in various acts of functional impulsivity (Jones and
Paulhus 2011), including deliberate delays aimed to increase
stimulation. This means that boldness (seen as potentially ad-
vantageous and adaptive dimension of psychopathy) may be
reflected by the tendency to actively procrastinate,
representing a more functional side of impulsive behaviors.
Past research proved that although all three facets of psychop-
athy from the triarchic model were linked to various aspects of
impulsivity, only those individuals high in boldness tended to
plan ahead and engage in instrumental risk taking (Weidacker
et al. 2017).

Mediating Mechanisms

Based on theoretical and empirical grounds, several individual
difference variables can be identified as potential mediators in
the relationships between various aspects of psychopathy and
procrastination. Firstly, two individual difference constructs,
i.e. impulsivity and negative affectivity, may at least in part
mediate the link between disinhibition and passive procrasti-
nation. Because of high impulsivity, irresponsibility, deficient
inhibitory control and externalizing tendencies (Patrick et al.
2009), disinhibition may manifest in passive procrastination
through impulsivity. Additionally, due to a greater tendency to
experience negative emotions and increased stress reactivity
(Drislane et al. 2014a; Stanley et al. 2013), disinhibition may
serve as a dispositional variable that translates into negative
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affectivity, which in turn, increases the tendency to passive
procrastination. Accordingly, meta-analytic results indicate
that impulsivity and negative affectivity are positively associ-
ated with passive procrastination (Steel 2007; van Eerde
2003b). In turn, other studies showed that passive procrasti-
nators reported elevated stress and depression, more frequent-
ly employed emotion-oriented stress coping strategies, had
problems with self-regulation and effective time management
(Choi and Moran 2009; Chu and Choi 2005; Corkin et al.
2011). These findings suggest that disinhibition may lead to
an unintentional, passive form of delay, partially owing to a
greater impulsivity and negative affectivity characterizing this
type of procrastinator. Thus, in face of the necessity to com-
plete a task before deadline, those high in disinhibition on the
dispositional basis may react in more impulsive manners and
experience less positive feelings. As a result, it is possible that
their impulsivity and negative affectivity may lead to uninten-
tional and passive task delays.

With regard to the relation between boldness and active
procrastination, self-efficacy and positive affectivity are likely
to serve as mediators. As boldness manifests in low stress
reactivity, high emotional stability, self-confidence and sensa-
tion seeking (Patrick et al. 2009), individuals high in this trait
should be calmer under pressure resulting from working to
tight deadlines, experience more positive feelings in regard
to task-related activities and tend to believe that they success-
fully accomplish a task despite the limited time. These posi-
tive beliefs and affective states that adopt the form of disposi-
tional factors may result in a greater propensity to undertake
deliberate, strategic acts of delay. Consequently, in previous
research boldness was positively linked to indicators of posi-
tive emotionality and stress immunity (Drislane et al. 2014a),
as well as with self-esteem and self-efficacy facet of consci-
entiousness from the International Personality Item Pool
(IPIP-120) questionnaire (Donnellan and Burt 2016).
Additionally, active procrastination was repeatedly reported
to be associated with higher self-efficacy, emotional stability
and employing task-oriented strategies to cope with stress
(Cao 2012; Choi and Moran 2009; Chu and Choi 2005;
Corkin et al. 2011). Based on these results, it is expected that
the above constructs (i.e., self-efficacy and positive affectivi-
ty) are likely to explain the associations between boldness and
active procrastination.

The Current Study

The first aim of the present study was to investigate the rela-
tions between noncriminal psychopathy and different types of
procrastination, reflecting its functional and dysfunctional
aspects. In order to stress the heterogeneous nature of
psychopathy and identify unique associations between
separate dimensions of psychopathy and the tendency to
procrastinate in the general population, the triarchic

conceptualization of psychopathy proposed by Christopher
Patrick et al. (2009) was applied. Three subdimensions of
psychopathy differentiated within the triarchic framework
(boldness, meanness, disinhibition) were analyzed in relation
to two separate procrastination styles, discriminated by Chu
and Choi (2005), i.e. active and passive procrastination.
Although Choi and Moran (2009) additionally discerned four
components of active procrastination (preference for pressure,
intentional decision to procrastinate, ability to meet deadlines
and outcome satisfaction), the dimensionality of the construct
has not been supported by the majority of previous research
(Chowdhury and Pychyl 2018; Hensley 2014). Therefore only
the composite scale was considered, which is consistent with
the prevailing approach in the studies on active procrastina-
tion. Given the preliminary investigations on the relationships
between various manifestations of psychopathy and procras-
tination (Lyons and Rice 2014) and the character of the ana-
lyzed constructs (c.f. Patrick et al. 2009; Chu and Choi 2005),
distinct patterns of interrelationships were expected between
functional and dysfunctional aspects of both variables. Given
that past research indicated that gender plays an important role
in the expression of components of the triarchic model of
psychopathy and men reported higher scores than women in
the TriPM subscales (e.g., Poy et al. 2014; Sica et al. 2015),
gender was controlled in the present study.

The second aim of the present study was to determine
whether the individual difference variables mediate the
relationships between separate psychopathy dimensions
and procrastination types. It was expected that each com-
ponent of psychopathy translates into different disposi-
tional and temperamental characteristics, which subse-
quently manifest themselves in the form of various activ-
ities connected with task-related delay. To clarify the psy-
chological mechanisms underlying the linkage between
psychopathy and procrastination, several potential media-
tors of these relationships were proposed, including self-
efficacy, impulsiveness, positive and negative affectivity.
As other variables (e.g., motivational, dispositional or sit-
uational) might explain the associations between psychop-
athy dimensions and different kinds of procrastination
(Steel 2007), partial mediation effects were expected in
the present study.

Based on the empirical and theoretical evidence, the fol-
lowing hypotheses were formulated:

Hypothesis 1. Disinhibition and meanness are positively
related to passive procrastination and unrelated to active
procrastination.
Hypothesis 2. Boldness is positively related to active pro-
crastination and unrelated to passive procrastination.
Hypothesis 3. Impulsiveness and negative affectivity par-
tially mediate the relationship between disinhibition and
passive procrastination.
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Hypothesis 4. Self-efficacy and positive affectivity par-
tially mediate the relationship between boldness and ac-
tive procrastination.

Methods

Participants and Procedure

The sample comprised 280 undergraduate and postgraduate
students from different universities in southern Poland. The
participants included 168 women (60%) and 112 men (40%),
aged 17–44 (M = 21.63; SD = 2.73). The sample was diverse
in terms of academic institution, year at university and aca-
demic majors. Accordingly, in the present study 153 (54.64%)
participants majored in humanities, 52 (18.57%) in economics
and management, 29 (10.36%) in engineering, 20 (7.14%) in
social sciences, 11 (3.92%) in medical sciences, and 15
(5.36%) declared other fields of study. The subjects, who par-
ticipated in the current study on a voluntary basis and without
compensation, were asked to complete a set of the self-
reported anonymous questionnaires. This required approxi-
mately 15–20 min to complete. Two measures of procrastina-
tion used in the present study (the Active Procrastination Scale
and the Tuckman Procrastination Scale) were translated from
English using the back-translation method.

Measures

Psychopathy Psychopathy was measured with the Polish
shortened version of the Triarchic Psychopathy Measure
(TriPM; Patrick 2010; Polish version: Pilch et al. 2015). The
questionnaire derived from the triarchic conceptualization of
psychopathy which distinguishes three distinct components of
psychopathy, i.e. boldness, meanness and disinhibition
(Patrick et al. 2009). The Polish adaptation of the instrument
(TriPM-41) includes 41 items with a 4-point response rate (1 -
“true”, 2 - “somewhat true”, 3 - “somewhat false”, 4 -
“false”) and is composed of three subscales, reflecting pheno-
typically separate dimensions of psychopathy, i.e. boldness
(15 items), meanness (10 items) and disinhibition (16 items).
Representative items for the specific subscales include the
following: “I’m afraid of far fewer things than most people”
(for boldness), “How other people feel is important to me” (for
meanness – item inverted) and “I jump into things without
thinking” (for disinhibition). The TRiPM-41 demonstrated
good psychometric properties as a measuring instrument of
psychopathy in the general population (Pilch et al. 2015).
For the current study, estimated reliabilities for boldness,
meanness and disinhibition were .87, .90 and .81, respectively.

Active Procrastination Active procrastination was measured
with the Active Procrastination Scale (APS; Choi and Moran
2009), which is a 16-item self-report measure of active pro-
crastination depicted as a functional strategy deliberately cho-
sen by the individual to successfully perform the task.
Participants rate diagnostic statements on a 7-point Likert-
type scale, ranging from 1 (“Not at all true”) to 7 (“Very
true”). Sample items include: “To use my time more efficient-
ly, I deliberately postpone some tasks” and “I intentionally put
off work to maximize my motivation”. Higher scores on the
Active Procrastination Scale indicate a greater tendency to
actively procrastinate in different social contexts. In the pres-
ent sample, the scale had high internal consistency (α = .82).

Passive Procrastination The Tuckman Procrastination Scale
(TPS; Tuckman 1991) was used to assess the passive form
of procrastination. The measure consists of 16 items with a
4-point rating scale (from 1 – “That’s not me for sure” to 4 –
“That’s me for sure”) and is used to assess the maladaptive
form of procrastination regarded as the consequence of self-
regulatory failure (Kim and Seo 2015). Items capture dysfunc-
tional delay tendency (e.g.” I needlessly delay finishing jobs,
even when they’re important.”,” When I have a deadline, I
wait until the last minute.”) in the academic and general con-
texts. A higher score indicates a higher level of passive pro-
crastination. In the current study internal consistency coeffi-
cient for the scale was satisfactory (α = .85).

Positive and Negative Affect Positive and negative affectivity
was measured using the Polish version of the Positive and
Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson et al. 1988;
Polish version: Brzozowski 2010). The PANAS is a 20-item
measurement tool consisting of two 10-item mood subscales
developed to measure positive and negative affect.
Participants are asked to rate the general level of their affective
state on the 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (“Very
slightly or not at all”) to 5 (“Extremely”). Sample adjectives
for positive affect (PA) are:” Interested”,” Excited”,”
Enthusiastic”. Sample adjectives for negative affect (NA) in-
clude:” Distressed”,” Upset”,” Scared”. A higher score for
each subscale indicates greater intensity of positive or nega-
tive emotions, respectively. Cronbach’s alpha for positive af-
fect was .86, and for negative affect .88.

Impulsiveness The Barratt Impulsiveness Scale (BIS-11) de-
veloped by Patton et al. (1995; Polish adaptation by Grzesiak
et al. 2008) assesses individual differences in impulsiveness.
The 30-item questionnaire has good psychometric properties
and is the most widely used scale to measure personality/
behavioral construct of impulsiveness (Stanford et al. 2009).
The response scale ranges from 1 (“Rarely/Never”) to 4
(“Almost Always/Always”). Illustrative items are” I do things
without thinking” and “I act on the spur of the moment”. The
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higher the score, the greater impulsiveness shown by the re-
spondent. In the present study, Cronbach’s alpha for the BIS-
11 was .78.

General Self-Efficacy The General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSES;
Schwarzer and Jerusalem 1995; Polish adaptation: Schwarzer
et al. 2001) was applied to measure personal general ability to
cope with a broad spectrum of stressful or demanding situa-
tions in different areas of life. The GSES is a 10-item measure
with possible response rate from 1 (“no”) to 4 (“yes”). Each
response is scored positively. Higher scores indicate a higher
level of general self-efficacy. Exemplary items include “I can
solve most problems if I invest the necessary effort” and
“Thanks to my resourcefulness, I can handle unforeseen situ-
ations”. Cronbach’s alpha for this study was .83.

Results

Data Analysis

Statistical analyses were performed using SPSS Statistics
25.0. To test the hypotheses, correlational analysis was con-
ducted, followed by a hierarchical regression analysis. Finally,
to clarify the mediating effects of individual differences fac-
tors in the interplay of different aspects of psychopathy and
procrastination, two parallel multiple models were computed
with the use of SPSS macro PROCESS (Hayes 2013).
Normality of the data was checked visually on Q-Q plots
along with frequency distributions, and through the K-S test
with Lilliefors correction. Most study variables, except for
positive affectivity and passive procrastination, were not nor-
mally distributed, implying the use of Spearman’s correlation
coefficient. Considering the significant number of estimators

included in the correlational analysis, Bonferroni correction
was applied for correlation coefficients. One observation
was identified as an influential outliner, using Cook’s distance
measures, leverage values, and studentized residuals, and was
excluded from further analyses. In regard to the regression
models calculated in the present study, all relationships be-
tween the independent and dependent variables were linear,
no influential points were identified, and the assumption of
homoscedasticity was met. Additionally, there was no evi-
dence of autocorrelation in the residuals (with the Durbin-
Watson statistics at the levels of 1.85 and 1.83) or
multicollinearity (as VIF statistics ranged from 1.00 to 2.68).

G*Power 3.1.9.4 software (Faul et al. 2007) was used to
conduct a priori power analysis. The minimum sample size
required to achieve statistical power of .95 at .05 significance
level with medium effect size (f2 = 0.15) for multiple regres-
sion model with 8 predictors was 160. Therefore, the sample
size of 280 participants (279 after removing one outlying ob-
servation in the correlational and regression analyses) in the
present study was appropriate.

Intercorrelations among Study Variables

Means, standard deviations, Spearman’s correlations and al-
pha coefficients for gender, three dimensions of psychopathy
differentiated within the triarchic model, individual difference
variables and two types of procrastination are reported in
Table 1. Gender (dummy coded 0 =males, 1 = females) was
negatively associated with all three psychopathy components,
confirming that men score higher in psychopathy.

In accordance with Hypotheses 1 and 2, separate
psychopathy-related traits were differently correlated to vari-
ous types of procrastination. As predicted in Hypothesis 1,
disinhibition was strongly positively associated with passive

Table 1 Means, standard deviations and intercorrelations between study variables

Variable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

(1) Gender –

(2) Boldness −.19* –

(3) Disinhibition −.23* .02 –

(4) Meanness −.44* .10 .31* –

(5) Self-efficacy −.09 .62* −.13 −.05 –

(6) Impulsiveness .01 −.05 .55* .14 −.18* –

(7) Positive affectivity −.13 .64* −.08 −.02 .60* −.05 –

(8) Negative affectivity .12 −.47* .37* −.01 −.39* .26* −.27* –

(9) Active procrastination −.15 .44* −.01 .16 .36* −.01 .28* −.25* –

(10) Passive procrastintion −.03 −.23* .46* .13 −.36* .52* −.27* .27* −.18* –

M – 25.64 12.29 6.88 31.29 68.27 34.01 21.58 65.75 39.88

SD – 8.11 6.85 5.73 4.07 10.42 6.69 7.60 15.47 7.71

N = 279. Gender is coded as 0 =male, 1 = female. Bonferroni-corrected (.05/17 = .003) Spearman correlation coefficents significant at p < .05 are
denoted by* and highlighted in bold
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procrastination and unrelated to active procrastination.
However, meanness was found to be unrelated to active and
passive procrastination. Boldness displayed an expected pos-
itive link to active procrastination and an additional negative
association with passive procrastination, thus partially
supporting Hypothesis 2.

Impulsiveness and negative affectivity were positively cor-
related to disinhibition and passive procrastination. General
self-efficacy and positive affectivity were positively related
to boldness and active procrastination. These results
corresponded with the mediation hypotheses, indicating that
impulsiveness, self-efficacy, positive and negative affectivity
may be identified as possible mediators.

Hierarchical Regression Analysis

In the next step, two series of three-step hierarchical regres-
sion analyses were conducted to predict active and passive
procrastination. Gender as control variable was entered into
regression equations in step 1, psychopathy dimensions
(i.e., boldness, meanness, disinhibition) in step 2, and four
individual difference variables (i.e., impulsiveness, positive
affectivity, negative affectivity, self-efficacy) in step 3.
Both regression models for passive procrastination proved
statistically significant. In step 1 (F(1, 277) = .00, p > .05)
gender was nonsignificant. In step 2 (F(3, 274) = 38.65,
p < .001) disinhibition served as a positive predictor, while
boldness was a negative predictor, cumulatively explaining
additional 30% of the variance in passive procrastination.
In step 3 (F(4, 270) = 16.07, p < .001) disinhibition
remained a significant positive predictor, whereas impul-
siveness and self-efficacy emerged as two new predictors,
accounting for an additional 14% of the variance in passive
procrastination. Similarly, the models predicting active pro-
crastination were found to be significant. In step 1 (F(1,
277) = 6.34, p < .05) gender was significant. In step 2
(F(3, 274) = 23.47, p < .001), boldness and meanness posi-
tively predicted active procrastination, explaining addition-
al 20% of its variance. In the final model (F(4, 270) = 2.26,
p > .05), both boldness and meanness remained positive
predictors, and self-efficacy appeared to positively predict
active procrastination. These results showed that the indi-
vidual difference variables (i.e., impulsiveness, positive
and negative affectivity, general self-efficacy) predict dif-
ferent types of procrastination beyond psychopathy-related
traits (Table 2).

Mediation Analysis

In order to examine the mediating effects of individual dif-
ference variables on the relationships between distinct as-
pects of psychopathy and procrastination, SPSS macro
PROCESS was used (Hayes 2013). The bias-corrected

bootstrapping method involving 95% confidence intervals
of 5000 resamples was used. To test Hypotheses 3 and 4,
two separate multiple mediation analyses were conducted.
Table 3 presents the summary statistics for the calculated
mediation models.

The mediating role of impulsiveness and negative affectiv-
ity in the relation between disinhibition and passive procras-
tination was tested within the first model. The bootstrap re-
sults indicated that both indirect paths for impulsiveness (in-
direct effect = .26, bootstrapped SE = .05, 95%CI = .18, .36)
and negative affectivity (indirect effect = .05, bootstrapped
SE = .02, 95%CI = .005, .10) were significant, thus fully
confirming Hypothesis 3. As expected, disinhibition was pos-
itively linked to impulsiveness (B = .83, SE = .08, t = 10.75,
p < .001) and negative affectivity (B = .40, SE = .06, t = 6.43,
p < .001), while impulsiveness (B = .31, SE = .04, t = 7.39,
p < .001) and negative affectivity (B = .12, SE = .05, t = 2.25,
p < .05) were associated with increased passive procrastina-
tion. The total indirect effect for the overall model including
both mediators was statistically significant (indirect effect =
.31, bootstrapped SE = .05, 95%CI = .21, .41). The mediation
analysis indicated that impulsiveness and negative affectivity
partially mediated the relation between disinhibition and pas-
sive procrastination. When testing for these mediating vari-
ables, the initial positive association between disinhibition
and passive procrastination (B = .53, SE = .06, t = 8.-78,
p < .001) remained significant (B = .22, SE = .07, t = 3.28,
p < .01).

Within the second multiple mediation model, the hy-
pothesized mediating effects of general self-efficacy and
positive affectivity on the linkage between boldness and
active procrastination were investigated. The obtained data
partially confirmed Hypothesis 4. The full mediation mod-
el was found to be significant for self-efficacy (indirect
effect = .21, bootstrapped SE = .10, 95%CI = .01, .43),
and nonsignificant for positive affectivity (indirect effect =
.02, bootstrapped SE = −.09, 95%CI = −.16, .19). In partic-
ular, boldness was positively related to self-efficacy
(B = .33, SE = .02, t = 14.59, p < .001), which in turn was
positively linked to active procrastination (B = .65,
SE = .29, t = 2.22, p < .05). On the other hand, boldness
was strongly positively associated with positive affectivity
(B = .52, SE = .04, t = 13.75, p < .001), which was not re-
lated to active procrastination (B = .03, SE = .17, t = .17,
p > .05). The total indirect effect for the overall model in-
cluding both mediators displayed statistical significance
(indirect effect = .23, bootstrapped SE = .11, 95%CI = .01,
.45). The positive association between boldness and active
procrastination (B = .80, SE = .11, t = 7.60, p < .001) after
entering two possible mediating variables in the model
decreased in value, however still remained significant
(B = .57, SE = .15, t = 3.76, p < .001), thus indicating par-
tial mediation by self-efficacy.
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Discussion

Most studies referring to the differentiation between active
and passive procrastination focus on the opposite effects of
both forms of delay in the academic sphere (e.g., Wessel et al.
2019). While this perspective may bring interesting results in
the field of educational psychology, the phenomenon of pro-
crastination might be additionally explored in alternative con-
texts (Klingsieck 2013). As most researchers treat procrasti-
nation as a trait (van Eerde 2003a), its associations with

personality constructs are of particular relevance, especially
in regard to interventions derived from various research on
procrastination (Schouwenburg 2004). Consequently, the in-
dividual difference approach adopted in this study was aimed
at analyzing “dark” dispositional antecedents of two types of
procrastination proposed by Chu and Choi (2005). Thus, the
present study had two goals: (1) to examine the relationships
between separate dimensions of psychopathy distinguished
within the triarchic model and distinct categories of procrasti-
nation, (2) to examine whether the links of different

Table 3 Parallel multiple mediation analyses based on 5.000 bootstrap samples

Independent
variable (IV)

Mediating
variable (M)

Dependent
variable (DV)

Effect of IV
on M (a)

Effect of M
on DV (b)

Direct
effects (c`)

Indirect effect
(a x b)

Total
effects (c)

1 Disinhibition Impulsiveness Passive procrastination .83*** .31*** .22** .26[.18, .36] .53***

Negative affectivity .40*** .12*** .05[.005, .10]

2 Boldness Self-efficacy Active procrastination .33*** .65* .57*** .21[.01, .43] .80***

Positive affectivity .52*** .03 .02[−.16, .19]

N = 280. Bias-corrected 95% confidence intervals are presented in brackets. Confidence intervals not including 0 are statistically significant
* p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .001

Table 2 Hierarchical
reggression analysis
predicting active and
passive procrastination

Variable Passive procrastination Active procrastination

B (SE) Β ΔR2 B (SE) β ΔR2

Step 1
.00 .0-

2*

Gender .00 (.94) .00 −4.71(1.87) −.15*

Step 2
.3-
0*-
**

.2-
0*-
**

Gender 1.10 (.90) .07 .25 (1.90) .01
Boldness −.25 (.05) −.27*** .81 (.10) .42***

Disinhibition .52 (.06) .46*** −.04 (.13) −.02
Meanness .09 (.08) .07 .44 (.17) .16**

Step 3
.1-
4*-
**

.03

Gender .08 (.83) .01 .28 (1.92) .01
Boldness −.11 (.07) −.11 .47 (.17) .25**

Disinhibition .28 (.07) .24*** −.02 (.16) −.01
Meanness .00 (.07) .00 .48 (.17) .18**

Self-efficacy −.26 (.12) −.14* .70 (.29) .19*

Impulsiveness 30.12 (.04) .40*** .07 (.10) .05
Positve affectivity −.12 (.07) −.10 .10 (.17) .05
Negative affectivity −.04 (.06) −.04 −.11 (.14) −.05
Model R2 .42*** .23***

N = 279
* p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .001
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dimensions of psychopathy and different types of procrastina-
tion were mediated by four individual difference variables, i.e.
impulsiveness, general self-efficacy, positive and negative af-
fectivity. Based on the prior research on the dark triad of
personality (Lyons and Rice 2014), unique associations be-
tween adaptive and maladaptive aspects of psychopathy and
procrastination were expected. More specifically, disinhibi-
tion was identified as the most plausible positive predictor of
passive procrastination, whilst boldness was recognized to be
the best candidate for predicting active procrastination. To
provide additional insight into these relationships, the poten-
tial mediating mechanisms were investigated.

As expected, different psychopathy facets revealed con-
trasting correlation patterns with two types of procrastination,
supporting the notion that psychopathy in triarchic terms is a
multidimensional construct whose components manifest
themselves in divergent antisocial behaviors (Drislane et al.
2014a; Patrick and Drislane 2015; Patrick et al. 2012).
Disinhibition was positively related to passive procrastination,
suggesting that both constructs share the same kind of impul-
sive dysfunctionality. In contrast, boldness displayed a posi-
tive link with active procrastination. These findings are in line
with previous research on psychopathy in triarchic terms and
impulsivity, suggesting that bold individuals, as opposed to
those who display disinhibition tendencies, are able to calcu-
late risks and remain calm under pressure from a close dead-
line (Weidacker et al. 2017). Accordingly, prior research on
the relations between psychopathy-related traits and decision-
making under risk revealed that boldness was positively
linked to risk taking in a gain context, whereas disinhibition
was positively linked to risk taking in a loss context (Maes
et al. 2018). Thus, the results obtained in the present study
seem to support the assumption that boldness embodies po-
tentially adaptive aspects of psychopathic personality which
might be displayed in the absence of other dysfunctional
psychopathy-related traits, and therefore those high in bold-
ness (i.e., fearless dominance) and low in disinhibition may
represent “successful psychopaths” (Lilienfeld et al. 2015;
Weidacker et al. 2017). Such psychopathic individuals prob-
ably tend to adopt less detrimental task-related strategies and
are more likely to self-regulate own behaviors in the academic
and organizational context by deliberate planning of own ac-
tions. However, future research on samples from the general
population is warranted to confirm this assumption.

Contrary to the expectations, in regression analysis, a mod-
est positive link was observed between the third component of
psychopathy from the triarchic model, i.e. meanness and ac-
tive procrastination. This result suggests that meanness plays a
certain role as a predictor of engagement of psychopathic in-
dividuals in the intentional forms of delay. As meanness in-
volves empathy deficits and shallow affect accompanied by
active resource-seeking without regard for feeling and needs
of others (Patrick et al. 2012), people possessing this trait are

probably more likely to act in a cold, unemotional and purely
instrumental way to get the job done (Weidacker et al. 2017).
In reference to procrastination, higher meanness may mean a
greater tendency to choose the most beneficial task-related
strategy for the individual. Alternatively, considering that in
several prior research studies meanness was associated with
increased impulsivity and sensation-seeking along with weak-
er behavioral control (Sellbom and Phillips 2013; Weidacker
et al. 2017), the results reported in the current study suggest a
positive link between meanness and functional impulsivity.
Moreover, the convergence in correlation patterns with
active procrastination for both boldness and meanness seems
to indirectly confirm the hypothesis by Patrick et al. (2009)
that fearless temperament explains the similarities between
both domains of psychopathy.

To address the second goal in the current study, two series
of parallel multiple mediator models were constructed. As
anticipated, in the first mediation analysis, the link between
disinhibition and passive procrastination was partially medi-
ated by impulsivity and negative affectivity. These findings
provided support for the notion that certain individual differ-
ences may explain the underlying mechanism through which
individuals with lower behavioral control are prone to engage
in dysfunctional forms of procrastination. The observed me-
diating effect might also indicate that disinhibition leads to an
increased tendency to engage in a dysfunctional form of pro-
crastination through greater dispositional impulsivity and neg-
ative affectivity. However, as the present research had a cross-
sectional character, using an alternative study design (i.e., lon-
gitudinal or experimental) in the future would enable re-
searchers to conclude the direction of causality. As the second
multiple mediation model showed, the expected mediation
effect of positive affectivity on the relationship between bold-
ness and active procrastination was not confirmed. However,
as hypothesized, the relationship of boldness with active pro-
crastination was partially mediated via general self-efficacy,
suggesting that greater self-efficacy facilitated the tendency to
deliberately undertake active delays among individuals
displaying high levels of boldness. In general, the mediating
role of increased self-efficacy on the relation between bold-
ness and active procrastination might be explained in terms of
triarchic theory (Patrick et al. 2009), stressing the possibility
that boldness reflects potentially adaptive aspects of psycho-
pathic personality not only in the social context, but also in
relation to positive self-beliefs. Furthermore, the results from
both mediation analyses suggest that separate paths related to
different individual difference attributes lead individuals with
psychopathic traits to distinct forms of task delay. Thus, the
current study implies that impulsiveness and to a lesser extent
negative affectivity trigger the positive relation between dis-
inhibition and passive procrastination by decreasing self-reg-
ulation, whereas general self-efficacy plays a crucial role as a
mediator between boldness and active procrastination by
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enabling the personal belief in own ability to successfully
accomplish the task despite a close deadline.

Limitations, Strengths and Future Directions

The current study has several limitations. Firstly, the concept
of active procrastination has been criticized as being
contradictory and redundant. Some authors argued that
introducing an additional term describing a deliberate delay
is unjustified both empirically and theoretically. For instance,
Pychyl (2009) and Hensley (2014) understood active procras-
tination as a positive, intentional, strategic delay rather than
procrastination per se, which as a self-regulatory failure is
dysfunctional in nature. In line with this view, as
Chowdhury and Pychyl’s (2018) recent research reveals, ac-
tive procrastinationmay be treated as a heterogeneous, higher-
order construct, comprising purposeful and arousal delay.
Future research should therefore include distinct types of de-
lay combining the adaptational tendency to actively put off
tasks. Alternatively, it would be beneficial to use the less con-
troversial notion of “active delay” instead of the contested
concept of active procrastination (Corkin et al. 2011).
Secondly, the sample in the present study consisted solely of
university students. In future it would be worth testing the
posited hypotheses in other populations, functioning in non-
academic settings. For instance, unique associations between
psychopathy described within the triarchic framework and
procrastination might be highlighted in institutionalized sam-
ples. Additionally, exploring the “dark” personality predictors
of active procrastination in the organizational context would
enable a better understanding as to how corporate psychopaths
succeed in meeting deadlines and might help to implement
more effective interventions directed to minimalize procrasti-
nation. Another potential limitation stems from the reliance on
cross-sectional data. Given that complex, intra-individual and
motivational processes play a crucial role in procrastination
(Grund and Fries 2018; van Eerde 2003a; Steel 2007), further
investigations should involve experimental and longitudinal
study designs, reflecting this dynamics. Subsequent research
may also consider the motivational basis of active and passive
procrastination among psychopathic individuals. An addition-
al shortcoming of the present research concerns the applied
measurement tools that were based on self-reported data.
Moreover, the use of the Active Procrastination Scale (APS)
is questioned as in several studies this measure demonstrated
an unstable factor structure (Choi and Moran 2009;
Chowdhury and Pychyl 2018; Hensley 2014). Consequently,
as recent findings proved that changes in the levels of procras-
tination might be studied in relation to behavioral delay lon-
gitudinally (Wessel et al. 2019), future investigations should
apply complementary methods with regard to self-reports. In
particular, behavioral or observational measures of

procrastination might better capture different aspects and the
processual nature of this phenomenon.

Despite these limitations, the present study provides some
unique insight into the character of associations between dif-
ferent aspects of psychopathic personality and procrastination
in the general population. Combining potentially adaptive and
maladaptive elements of psychopathy and procrastination
within one research study facilitated the adoption of a wider
approach in the analysis of both variables, which were treated
as complex, multidimensional constructs, accordingly. The
obtained results seem to only partially support the statement
that within the triarchic model “successful psychopathy”
might be described as a combination of high boldness and
low disinhibition (Lilienfeld et al. 2015). The positive corre-
lation between boldness and active procrastination reported in
the present study seems to rather confirm the assumption by
Patrick et al. (2009, 2012) that mainly this component of psy-
chopathy represents its more adaptive side associated with
better adjustment indicators. Accordingly, as active procrasti-
nation was unrelated to disinhibition and weakly linked to
meanness, low disinhibition, as opposed to boldness and to
some extent to meanness, may not play a decisional role in
achieving success in completing task on time.

Moreover, significant positive relationships between two
dimensions of psychopathy (boldness and meanness) and ac-
tive procrastination suggest that at least some psychopathic
individuals (mainly those high in boldness) are able to behave
in a non-impulsive manner in certain conditions. In contrast to
disinhibited individuals who tend to unintentionally and im-
pulsively procrastinate, those high in boldness may deliberate-
ly risk by delaying necessary tasks to increase stimulation and
achieve positive outcomes. These findings are consistent with
prior empirical evidence indicating that boldness manifests
itself in the tendency to take calculated risk and in the prefer-
ence for potentially stressful, high-pressure situations, provid-
ing opportunity to win (Maes et al. 2018; Weidacker et al.
2017). Another strength of the present study arises from em-
phasizing not only the direct associations between distinct
facets of psychopathy and procrastination, but also analyzing
the mediation mechanisms underlying these associations. By
identifying individual difference variables mediating the di-
vergent relationships between psychopathy and procrastina-
tion constructs, the current study provides some empirical
support for the personality perspective on procrastination.

Conclusions

This study investigated how three dimensions of psychopathy
differentiated within the triarchic framework are related to
active and passive procrastination, and what underlying me-
diating mechanisms may explain these relationships. The cur-
rent findings proved that psychopathy-related traits are
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significant predictors of different types of procrastination (c.f.
Lyons and Rice 2014). Thus, passive procrastination was pos-
itively associated with disinhibition, while active procrastina-
tion displayed a positive link with two other components of
psychopathy, i.e. boldness and meanness. Further multiple
mediation analyses revealed that the relationship between dis-
inhibition and passive procrastination is partially mediated by
impulsiveness and negative affectivity, whereas the link be-
tween boldness and active procrastination is partially mediat-
ed by general self-efficacy. These results suggest that distinct
underlying mechanisms may lead different types of psycho-
pathic individuals (i.e., successful or unsuccessful) to engage
in different forms of task delay.
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