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CHAPTER 4

Procrastination as a Social Norm
Violation: The Role of Domain and

Age in Evaluative Judgments

Cormac Monaghan, Fuschia Sirois, Rafael de Andrade Moral, and Joanna McHugh Power

Abstract: Although often conceptualised as an individual self-regulatory failure,
procrastination may also function as a social norm violation by conflicting with ex-
pectations surrounding productivity, responsibility, and self-regulation. The present
study examined whether evaluations of procrastination vary across behavioural do-
mains and age groups. Using a mixed-factorial experimental design, 200 UK adults
(18–30 years; 60+ years) recruited through Prolific were randomly assigned to eval-
uate either procrastination or non-procrastination vignettes across three domains:
general, health, and financial. Participants rated each vignette using a negative pro-
ductivity index and four bipolar adjective pairs reflecting social and self-evaluative
judgments. Financial procrastination was judged as more negatively productive and
more shameful than general procrastination, while health procrastination was eval-
uated as more negatively productive and more self-critical than general procrasti-
nation. Contrary to expectations, there was little evidence that age moderated these
domain-specific evaluations. Overall, the findings indicate that procrastination is
perceived as a social norm violation, but that the severity of this evaluation depends
on the domain in which the behaviour occurs.



68 Chapter 4. Procrastination as a Social Norm Violation

4.1 Introduction

Procrastination involves the voluntary delay of an intended course of action despite
expecting negative consequences (Klingsieck, 2013a; Steel, 2007). Although often
conceptualised as an individual self-regulatory failure, procrastination also has im-
portant interpersonal and social dimensions (J. R. Ferrari et al., 1998; Giguère et al.,
2016). Procrastination frequently occurs in socially embedded contexts such as ed-
ucation, employment, and health management (Abbasi & Alghamdi, 2015; Sirois,
2007), where performance is observable and carries implications for others. Con-
sequently, delays in these settings can carry interpersonal implications that extend
beyond the individual, shaping how others evaluate the appropriateness, reliability,
and responsibility of one’s behaviour (Giguère et al., 2016).

One framework for understanding these evaluations is social norms. Social norms
are cognitive representations of how others would typically think, feel, or act in a
given situation (Giguère et al., 2016). Social norms are oftentimes seen as unwritten
rules or expectations. Examples include, saying “please” and “thank you”, returning
shopping carts, or queuing in lines. However, social norms are not universal and
can vary substantially across cultures, social groups, and contexts (Chen-Xia et al.,
2023; Filippidis et al., 2026). Behaviours that are considered normative in one setting
may be less expected or even absent in another. For instance, norms surrounding
queuing in lines or standing on a particular side of an escalator may be more strongly
enforced in one country but not another (Filippidis et al., 2026). As such, social
norms are not fixed behavioural rules, but rather context-dependent. Nevertheless,
across contexts, social norms play a fundamental role in shaping human behaviour
by providing standards against which actions are evaluated.

Social norms influence behaviour through several interrelated mechanisms. One
important mechanism is social comparison (Giguère et al., 2016). Social comparison
theory (Festinger, 1954) posits that individuals evaluate their own behaviour rela-
tive to that of others, using perceived norms as benchmarks for what is appropri-
ate. However, norm adherence is not solely driven by comparative processes. They
also operate through broader regulatory mechanisms, including perceptions of what
most people do (i.e., descriptive norms) and perceptions of what most people ap-
prove of (i.e., injunctive norms) (Cialdini & Trost, 1998; Cialdini et al., 1990). Taken
together, these processes motivate individuals to align their behaviour with group
expectations in order to avoid social disapproval (Cialdini & Trost, 1998). Conse-
quently, behaviours which fall outside these norms are more likely to be noticed and
may be perceived as socially incongruent.

Within this framework, procrastination can be conceptualised as a behaviour that
frequently violates social norms. Delaying important tasks often conflicts with widely
endorsed expectations surrounding productivity, reliability, and effective self-regulation.
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However, not all forms of procrastination are equally socially consequential. Norm-
based evaluations are most likely to arise in situations where delays disrupt interper-
sonal expectations or have implications for others (Giguère et al., 2016). For example,
an individual who delays completing a work assignment until after the deadline, de-
spite having sufficient time to do so, may be perceived not only as inefficient but also
as inconsiderate or unreliable if their delay affects colleagues or collaborators. Over
time, repeated violations of such interpersonal expectations may contribute to neg-
ative social evaluations and social devaluation by others (J. R. Ferrari et al., 1998;
Giguère et al., 2016; Schouwenburg & Lay, 1995).

However, the perception and evaluation of these norm violations are unlikely to be
uniform across individuals or cultures and may vary across the lifespan. Younger
adults tend to be more responsive to social comparison processes and peer-based
evaluation (Koppenborg & Klingsieck, 2022; Nordby et al., 2017). Moreover, pro-
crastination frequently occurs in contexts such as education and early career devel-
opment (Abbasi & Alghamdi, 2015; Koppenborg & Klingsieck, 2022), where perfor-
mance and competence are highly visible to others (Bursztyn & Jensen, 2015). As a
result, procrastinatory behaviours may be particularly likely to attract social scrutiny
among younger adults and consequently carry greater evaluative significance.

In contrast, later life is generally characterised by a more stable sense of self and
age-related shifts in motivational priorities (Buunk et al., 2020). According to So-
cioemotional Selectivity Theory, as we age we increasingly prioritise emotionally
meaningful goals and long-term well-being (Carstensen, 2001). Consequently, eval-
uations of procrastination may become less influenced by peer-based comparison
and more influenced by the perceived consequences of delay. This suggests that
age differences in evaluations of procrastination may be particularly evident across
domains that differ in their relevance to long-term well-being.

These considerations suggest that the relationship between social norms and pro-
crastination is inherently domain-specific. While much research has focused on
“general procrastination”, procrastination is particularly consequential within the
health (Johansson et al., 2023; Monaghan et al., 2025; Sirois, 2007; Sirois et al., 2003,
2023) and financial (Brown & Previtero, 2014; Gamst-Klaussen et al., 2019; Shah &
Mukherjee, 2025) domains, where delays can carry meaningful and often long-term
consequences. For instance, procrastinating health screenings could result in un-
detected issues increasing in severity, especially as we get older (Monaghan et al.,
2025). Importantly, each of these domains are embedded within distinct normative
contexts. In general task contexts, norms emphasising productivity and timely com-
pletion are reinforced through social expectations and peer-based evaluation (Cial-
dini et al., 1990). In contrast, health-related behaviours are guided by social norms
that emphasise self-care and taking care of one’s health for the future (Ball et al.,
2010; Dean & Kickbusch, 1995), while financial behaviours are shaped by norms
surrounding personal responsibility (Samuel et al., 2023).
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Beyond shaping the domains that individuals prioritise, age-related differences in
social comparison and motivational processes may also influence the overall evalu-
ation of procrastination. Younger adults are generally more sensitive to peer evalu-
ation and social comparison (Koppenborg & Klingsieck, 2022; Nordby et al., 2017),
whereas older adults tend to report greater emotional regulation and self-compassion
(Buunk et al., 2020; Carstensen, 2001). Consequently, procrastination may carry dif-
ferent psychological meanings across age groups, even when it occurs in the same
context. Younger adults may be more likely to interpret procrastination as reflecting
some form of personal inadequacy or failure, whereas older adults may adopt a less
self-critical perspective.

Building on this framework, we propose that procrastination is not uniformly per-
ceived as a norm violation, but that its evaluation depends jointly on the domain in
which it occurs and the age of the individual evaluating the behaviour. Specifically,
we expect procrastination to be i) evaluated more negatively in domains associated
with long-term responsibility and consequential outcomes (i.e., health and finance)
than in more general task contexts. Furthermore, we expect that ii) these domain
effects will be moderated by age, such that older adults will judge both health and
financial procrastination more harshly than younger adults. Finally, we expect that
iii) in general older adults and younger adults will differ in their evaluations of the
procrastination scenarios.

4.2 Methods

4.2.1 Study design

This study employed a mixed-factorial experimental design to elicit norms relating
to traits across three life domains (general, health, financial). Specifically, the norms
were elicited using vignettes to enable participants to imagine themselves as either
a procrastinator or a non-procrastinator. The full text of all vignettes is provided
in Appendix A. The study employed a 2 (vignette condition: procrastination vs.
non-procrastination; between-subjects) × 2 (age group: younger adults 18 − 30 vs.
older adults 60+; between-subjects) × 3 (domain: general, health, financial; within-
subjects) mixed factorial design.

Participants were randomly assigned to read either the procrastination or
non-procrastination vignettes, with allocation balanced across conditions (vignette
condition, age group, and gender). Each participant read the three vignettes in order
to facilitate within-person comparisons of the ratings of each of the three domains.
The general vignette was always presented first, while the health and financial vi-
gnettes were then presented in randomized order to control for sequence effects. Ad-
ditionally, two attention checks (i.e., “please select strongly agree”) were randomly
presented within the study to ensure data quality. Participants remained blind to the
study’s hypotheses and to the between-subjects manipulation (i.e., age).
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4.2.2 Participants

Data were collected via the crowdsourcing platform Prolific, targeting two age groups
of UK-based adults: younger adults (18–30 years) and older adults (60+ years). A
total of 200 participants were recruited, yielding 600 vignette evaluations (3 evalua-
tions per participant). Of these 200 participants 51% (n = 101) were female. Partic-
ipants were compensated £2 for on average 10 minutes of participation, consistent
with Prolific’s fair payment guidelines.

Participants who failed the attention checks or had excessive missing data (i.e., >
80% missing) were excluded from analyses and additional participants were gath-
ered until the target quota was met. Ethical approval for the study was obtained
from Institutional Research Ethics Boards at Durham University.

4.2.3 Materials and procedure

Vignette stimuli

Participants were presented with three short, domain-specific vignettes wherein they
were instructed to imagine themselves as the type of person described in the vi-
gnettes. In the procrastination condition, participants imagined themselves as some-
one who often unnecessarily delays important tasks despite negative consequences.
In the non-procrastination condition, they imagined themselves as someone who
rarely delays tasks and typically acts promptly. Each vignette included realistic ex-
amples (e.g., booking a medical check-up or paying a bill) to encourage vivid and
self-relevant mental simulation. Following the presentation of each vignette, partic-
ipants were first asked to rate how “easy or difficult it was to imagine themselves”
in the scenario (1 = very easy; 5 = very difficult) and secondly asked to self-rate how
“they would feel about themselves” using a set of bi-polar adjectives (described be-
low).

Social norm evaluations

Participants rated each vignette using ten bipolar adjective pairs reflecting social
and productivity-related norms (e.g., careful–careless, industrious–lazy), which were
selected from both a study by Robinson et al. (2016) and an unpublished under-
graduate thesis conducted by a student of the second author (Markham & Sirois,
n.d.). Each of the adjective scores ranged from 1 - 7, with higher scores indicating a
greater evaluation of the negative adjective. Six of these adjectives formed a nega-
tive productivity index (Markham & Sirois, n.d.), averaged such that higher scores
indicated a stronger evaluation of negative productivity. The remaining four adjec-
tive pairs were analysed separately (future-oriented - present-oriented, anxious–relaxed,
admirable-shameful, and self-compassionate – self-critical).
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4.2.4 Data analysis

All data analysis was carried in R (R Core Team, 2025). Given that multiple vignette
ratings were nested within participants, we used multilevel models with random
intercepts included to account for within-participant variability. Let i = 1, . . . , N
represent participants and j = 1, . . . , ni represent observations within participant.
For each outcome, the linear predictor was defined as:

ηij = x⊤ij β + ui

where xij is a vector of fixed-effect predictors (in this case, vignette scenario, vignette
domain, and age group), β is the corresponding vector of regression coefficients, and
ui ∼ N (0, σ2

u) represents participant-specific random intercepts.

Outcome 1: Negative productivity index

The negative productivity index was measured by averaging six of the adjective
pairs and as such was on a continuous scale bounded between 1 – 7. Because stan-
dard linear models assume unbounded normally distributed residuals, applying a
Gaussian model to bounded data may lead to biased estimates and spurious predic-
tions (S. Ferrari & Cribari-Neto, 2004). To address this, the index was rescaled to an
open unit interval (yij ∈ {0, 1}) and modelled using a beta distribution, with the
glmmTMB package (McGillycuddy et al., 2025). Such formulation allows for both the
modelling of the mean µij and dispersion ϕij such that:

yij ∼ Beta(µij, ϕij)

logit(µij) ∼ ηij

log(ϕij) = z⊤ij γ

where zij is a vector of predictors (in this case, vignette domain) and γ are regression
coefficients.

Outcome 2: Adjective ratings

In contrast, the individual adjectives were measured on an ordinal Likert scale rang-
ing from 1 – 7. Rather than treating these ordinal responses as continuous, cumula-
tive link mixed models were fitted using the ordinal package (Christensen, 2025),
which appropriately accounts for the ordered nature of the data without assuming
equal spacing between scale points. Let Yij ∈ {1, . . . , 7} denote the ordinal response.
A cumulative link mixed model was specified such that:

Pr(Yij ≤ k) = logit−1(θk − ηij), k = 1, . . . , 6

where θk are ordered threshold parameters.
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Model interpretation and follow-up analyses

To facilitate interpretation, estimated marginal means and pairwise contrasts were
derived from the fitted models using the emmeans package (Lenth & Piaskowski,
2026). Additionally, to account for the multiple comparisons, all resulting p-values
were adjusted using a Hochberg correction (S. Y. Chen et al., 2017).

For the negative productivity index (beta regression model) both the estimated marginal
means and resulting pairwise contrasts were likewise computed on the response
scale, allowing for the effects to be interpreted as differences in predicted scores be-
tween conditions. For the cumulative link models, estimated marginal means and
resulting pairwise contrasts were back-transformed from the logit scale to the origi-
nal 1 – 7 response scale. As such, reported values represent predicted mean ratings
and differences on the original Likert scale.

4.3 Results

Participants (N = 200) were evenly distributed across age groups, with 100 younger
adults and 100 older adults. The mean age for the younger adults was M = 24.49 (SD =

3.49) while for older adults the mean age was M = 65.1 (SD = 4.53). Additionally,
mean ratings for both the negative productivity index and individual adjective pairs
are presented in Figure 4.1. Finally, full demographic information for the study sam-
ple is presented in Table A.1.

4.3.1 Negative productivity index

The negative productivity index was analysed using a beta mixed-effects regression
model with a logit link function. The model included three factors: scenario (pro-
crastination and non-procrastination), domain (general, health, and financial), and
age group (younger adult and older adult). Likelihood ratio tests indicated that in-
cluding both the scenario × domain interaction, (χ2(2) = 42.30; p < .001), and the
scenario × age group interaction, (χ2(1) = 7.79; p = .005), significantly improved
model fit, whereas the domain × age group interaction did not (χ2(2) = 0.99; p = .63).
Full model results are presented in Table A.2.

H1: Domain differences in evaluations of procrastination

The results for the negative productivity index were consistent with our hypothesis
that domain differences would be present between both the procrastination and non-
procrastination scenarios (see Figure 4.2). Within the non-procrastination scenarios,
negative productivity evaluations were generally low across all domains. Within
this scenario, the financial domain (M = 0.11 [0.09; 0.13]) was associated with lower
perceived negative productivity than both the general (M = 0.13 [0.11; 0.16]; p =
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.026) and health (M = 0.16 [0.14; 0.18]; p < .001) domains. Additionally, the health
domain was rated slightly more negatively than the general domain (p = .048).

More importantly, in the procrastination scenario, negative productivity evaluations
were substantially higher across all domains. Procrastination in the financial domain
(M = 0.68 [0.65; 0.71]) was associated with the highest levels of negative productiv-
ity, exceeding both the general (M = 0.60 [0.57; 0.63]; p < .001) and slightly the
health (M = 0.64 [0.61; 0.67]; p = .001) domains. Similarly, procrastination in the
health domain was evaluated as more negatively productive than the general do-
main (p = .034).
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Figure 4.1: Mean self-evaluation scores for the negative productivity index and each adjec-
tive pair in the procrastination and non-procrastination condition, across both domain and
age group. Self-evaluations were made on a 1-7 point Likert scale and were rearranged on a
-3 to 3 scale for illustrative purposes. Error bars represent the standard error of the mean.
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H2: Age differences in domain evaluations of procrastination

Contrary to our hypothesis that age differences would be present in the domain eval-
uations of procrastination, there was little evidence that evaluations of each procras-
tination domain differed between younger and older adults. As mentioned, the like-
lihood ratio tests indicated that the domain × age group interaction had no significant
effect within the model and inspection of the model results revealed non-significant
effects for all domains (see Table A.2).

H3: Age differences in evaluations of procrastination

Finally, contrary to our hypothesis that age differences would be present in the over-
all evaluations of procrastination, there was little evidence that evaluations of pro-
crastination itself differed between younger and older adults (see Figure 4.2). When
evaluating the procrastination scenarios, both older adults (M = 0.64 [0.60; 0.69])
and younger adults (M = 0.64 [0.61; 0.69]) reported similar evaluations of nega-
tive productivity (p = 0.864). Interestingly however, when evaluating the non-
procrastination scenarios, older adults (M = 0.16 [0.14; 0.18]) reported significantly
higher levels (p < 0.001) of negative productivity than younger adults (M = 0.11
[0.09; 0.13]).
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Figure 4.2: Estimated marginal means for the negative productivity index as a function of
the vignette scenario and domain (left panel), as well as the vignette scenario and age group
(right panel).
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4.3.2 Adjective ratings

Each of the four individual adjective pairs were analysed using a cumulative link
mixed model. Similar to the negative productivity index, the model included three
factors: scenario (procrastination and non-procrastination), domain (general, health,
and financial), and age group (younger adult and older adult). For all adjectives
pairs (except relaxed - anxious) likelihood ratio tests indicated that both the scenario
× domain interaction (χ2(2) ∈ {9.68 − 71.37}; p < 0.001) and the scenario × age
group interaction (χ2(2) ∈ {4.00 − 13.74}; p ∈ {0.0002 − 0.045}) significantly im-
proved model fit, whereas the domain × age group did not (χ2(2) ∈ {0.21− 3.44}; p ∈
{0.179− 0.912}). For the relaxed - anxious adjective pair, none of the interaction terms
improved the model fit, and while an additive model was retained for interpretation,
none of the adjective results were in line with our hypotheses. Full model results are
presented in Table A.3.

H1: Domain differences in evaluations of procrastination

For several of the adjective pairs, significant domain effects were present depending
on whether participants evaluated a procrastination or non-procrastination scenario
(see Figure 4.3).

For the admirable – shameful adjective, non-procrastination scenarios were rated as
uniformly admirable across domains (all p ≥ .244). In contrast, the procrastination
scenarios were rated as substantially more “shameful”, with the financial domain
receiving the most negative evaluations (M = 5.26 [5.03; 5.49]), followed by the
health (M = 5.01 [4.79; 5.24]), and general (M = 4.86 [4.64; 5.09]) domain. Pairwise
comparisons of the marginal means indicated that financial contexts were evaluated
significantly more shamefully than general contexts (p = .001), with a marginal
difference between financial and health contexts (p = .050).

Results for the future-oriented – present-oriented adjective provided weaker evidence
for domain specific evaluations. Within the non-procrastination scenarios, both health
(M = 2.10 [1.77, 2.42]) and financial (M = 2.08 [1.76, 2.42]) domains were rated as
significantly more “future-oriented” than in the general domain (M = 2.59 [2.22,
2.97]; both p = .011). In contrast, no significant differences (all p ≥ 0.083) were
noted in the procrastination scenarios with the general (M = 5.28 [4.92 − 5.65]),
health (M = 5.61 [5.30 − 5.92]) and financial (M = 5.64 [5.33 − 5.95]) domains
being rated similarly.

For the self-compassionate – self-critical adjective, the results for the non-procrastination
scenarios indicated the health domain was associated with the most “self-compassionate”
evaluation (M = 2.19 [1.19; 2.48]), followed by the financial (M = 3.32 [2.92; 3.53])
and general (M = 3.81 [3.50; 4.12]) domains. Subsequent pairwise comparisons of
the marginal means indicated that all the domains significantly differed from one
another (all p < 0.001). In contrast, for the procrastination scenarios, the health
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domain was associated with the most “self-critical” evaluations (M = 4.75 [4.49;
5.02]), followed by the financial (M = 4.44 [4.18; 4.71]) and general (M = 4.39 [4.11;
4.66]) domains. Pairwise comparisons indicated that health domain was evaluated
as significantly more self-critical than general contexts (p = 0.043), whereas differ-
ences between financial and general (p = 0.703) and between financial and health
domains (p = 0.067) were both not significant.

Overall, the strongest domain-specific differences were present for both the evalu-
ations of “shamefulness” and “self-criticism”, with procrastination in the financial
and health domains generally receiving more negative evaluations than procrasti-
nation in the general domain.
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Figure 4.3: Estimated marginal means for three of the adjective pairs as a function of the
vignette scenario and domain. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals.

H2: Age differences in domain evaluations of procrastination

Similar to the negative productivity index, there was little evidence that adjective
evaluations of each procrastination domain differed between younger and older
adults. As mentioned, the likelihood ratio tests indicated that the domain × age group
interaction had no significant effect within the model and inspection of the model
results revealed non-significant effects for all domains (see Table A.3).

H3: Age differences in evaluations of procrastination

With regard to our hypothesis that age differences would be present in the over-
all evaluations of procrastination, there was weak evidence present for differences
between younger and older adults (see Table A.3 and Figure 4.4).
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For the admirable – shameful adjective, younger adults evaluated the non-procrastination
scenarios as more “admirable” than older adults (M = 1.79 [1.51, 2.06] vs. M = 2.24
[1.96, 2.53]; p = .024). However, no age differences were observed between younger
and older adults when evaluating the procrastination scenarios (M = 5.09 [4.83,
5.35] vs. M = 5.00 [4.73, 5.27]; p = .631).

A similar set of results were noted for the future-oriented – present-oriented adjec-
tive. Younger adults evaluated the non-procrastination scenarios as more “future-
oriented” than older adults (M = 1.76 [1.43, 2.09] vs. M = 2.76 [2.31, 3.21]; p < .001).
Again, no such differences were noted in the procrastination scenarios with younger
and older adults reporting similar evaluations (M = 5.75 [5.39, 6.11] vs. M = 5.27
[4.86, 5.69]; p = .089).

For the self-compassionate – self-critical adjective, no such age differences were noted
between younger and older adults in the non-procrastination scenario (M = 2.90
[2.56, 3.24] vs. M = 3.26 [2.93, 3.58]; p = .134). However, younger adults evaluated
procrastination scenarios as significantly more “self-critical” than older adults (M =

4.82 [4.53, 5.12] vs. M = 4.23 [3.93, 4.53]; p = .005).
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Figure 4.4: Estimated marginal means for three of the adjective pairs as a function of the
vignette scenario and age group. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals.
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4.4 Discussion

The current study examined whether procrastination is perceived as a violation of
social norms, and whether such evaluations depend on both the domain in which
the behaviour occurs and the age of the individual making the evaluation. Overall,
three key findings emerged from the analysis. First, procrastination was repeatedly
associated with more negative self-evaluations relative to non-procrastination sce-
narios, supporting its conceptualisation as a norm-violating behaviour (Giguère et
al., 2016). Second, these evaluations varied across domains, with procrastination in
the financial and health domains generally attracting stronger negative evaluations
than procrastination in the general domain. Third, contrary to expectations, there
was little evidence that domain-specific evaluations differed between younger and
older adults. However, younger adults viewed procrastination itself (irrespective
of domain) more self-critically than older adults. Together, these findings suggest
that procrastination is understood not only as a self-regulatory failure but also as a
socially evaluated behaviour whose meaning depends on context.

Consistent with theoretical accounts of social norms (Cialdini & Trost, 1998; Cialdini
et al., 1990; Giguère et al., 2016), procrastination was associated with more nega-
tive evaluations across nearly all the bi-polar adjectives. Participants who imag-
ined themselves procrastinating reported significantly higher negative productivity,
shamefulness, self-criticism, and present-orientation. From a social comparison per-
spective (Festinger, 1954), procrastination likely signals a deviation from perceived
normative behaviour, thereby eliciting negative self-evaluation. Importantly, these
effects were observed even though participants were asked to imagine themselves
in hypothetical scenarios, suggesting that the normative meaning of procrastination
is deeply internalised rather than requiring real-world consequences.

However, the perceived severity of procrastination as a norm violation depended
on the domain in which it occurred. Although procrastination was evaluated nega-
tively across all domains, its effects were strongest in the financial domain, followed
by the health domain, and then weakest in the general domain. This pattern was
consistent across the negative productivity index as well as key adjective pairs such
as admirable - shameful and self-compassionate – self-critical.

One explanation for these domain differences is that financial and health behaviours
are embedded within particularly strong normative expectations. Financial behaviours
are closely tied to norms of responsibility, planning, and future-oriented decision-
making (Samuel et al., 2023; Shah & Mukherjee, 2025). Procrastination in this do-
main may be especially salient because it signals a failure to uphold socially val-
ued standards with clear long-term consequences. Similarly, health-related procras-
tination has been widely linked to adverse outcomes, such as reduced well-being
and poorer health behaviours (Johansson et al., 2023; Monaghan et al., 2025; Sirois,
2007; Sirois et al., 2003, 2023). Consequently, delaying health-related actions may be
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viewed as particularly problematic because it conflicts with norms surrounding self-
care and long-term well-being. In contrast, general procrastination may be perceived
as less consequential, resulting in comparatively weaker evaluations. This may be
because, norm violations are most salient when they disrupt shared expectations or
carry visible consequences (Giguère et al., 2016). In the present study, financial and
health scenarios likely made these consequences more explicit, thereby amplifying
the perceived severity of the violation.

Contrary to our expectations however, there was no evidence that these domain
evaluations of procrastination differed between younger and older adults. Across
all the social norm adjectives, evaluations of each of the procrastination domains
were broadly similar between younger and older adults. Despite sharing age-related
differences in motivational priorities and social goals, younger and older adults ap-
peared to share a broad consensus regarding the social undesirability of procrastina-
tion. Such results suggest that norms surrounding procrastination may be relatively
stable across adulthood, even if the reasons individuals seek to avoid procrastination
change with age.

One notable exception was in the evaluations of self-criticism. Younger adults viewed
procrastination (irrespective of domain) as significantly more self-critical than older
adults. In contrast, all other evaluations were largely comparable across both age
groups. This age difference suggests that while there is shared consensus between
younger and older adults regarding the external evaluation of procrastination (e.g.,
reduced productivity or increased shamefulness), they may differ in how they in-
terpret its internal, self-reflective implications. Younger adults are generally more
responsive to social comparison processes and peer-based evaluation (Koppenborg
& Klingsieck, 2022; Nordby et al., 2017). As such, they may be more likely to in-
ternalise procrastination as a sense of failure and respond with heightened self-
criticism. On the other hand, older adults may adopt a more emotionally regulated
or self-compassionate perspective, which not only reduces procrastination (Sirois,
2014b) but also may reduce any internalised judgements about procrastination it-
self, offering an interesting avenue of future research.

Taken together, these findings extend existing understandings of procrastination by
demonstrating that procrastination is not merely a private self-regulatory failure but
also a socially evaluated behaviour. The results further suggest that the social mean-
ing of procrastination depends less on the age of the individual and more on the
domain or context in which the delay occurs. Behaviours that threaten long-term
health or financial well-being appear particularly likely to attract negative evalua-
tions, highlighting the importance of considering the social and contextual dimen-
sions of procrastination alongside its individual determinants.
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From an applied perspective, these findings suggest that interventions aimed at
reducing procrastination may benefit from leveraging domain-specific normative
cues. Highlighting the long-term consequences of procrastination in financial and
health contexts at any age may strengthen its perceived normative relevance and,
in turn, motivate behavioural change. At the same time, the observed age dif-
ference observed for self-criticism suggest that interventions may need to account
for developmental differences in how procrastination is interpreted. For younger
adults, approaches that address potential self-criticism and social comparison pro-
cesses may be particularly beneficial, whereas for older adults, emphasising well-
being and long-term outcomes may be more effective.

In conclusion, this study provides evidence that procrastination functions as a mean-
ingful social norm violation, but one whose severity is not fixed. Rather than be-
ing uniformly evaluated across situations, procrastination is interpreted through
the lens of the domain in which it occurs and the consequences associated with de-
lay. Although younger and older adults showed largely similar evaluative patterns,
procrastination in financial and health contexts was consistently judged more nega-
tively than procrastination in general contexts. These findings advance our under-
standing of procrastination beyond an individual self-regulatory failure, highlight-
ing its role as a socially embedded behaviour shaped by shared norms, contextual
consequences, and developmental processes.

4.4.1 Limitations and future research

Several limitations to this study should be acknowledged. First, the use of vignette-
based scenarios may limit ecological validity, as imagined self-evaluations may not
fully reflect real-world behaviour. Second, the cross-sectional design prevents strong
conclusions about developmental change, and future longitudinal work would be
necessary to disentangle age and cohort effects.

Future research could build on these findings by examining individual differences
in norm sensitivity, such as trait procrastination or social comparison orientation, as
potential moderators of these effects. Additionally, linking these evaluative patterns
to actual behavioural outcomes would provide a more comprehensive understand-
ing of how perceived norm violations translate into real-world consequences.
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4.4.2 Conclusions

In conclusion, the present study demonstrates that procrastination is widely per-
ceived as a violation of social norms, but that the strength and nature of this evalua-
tion depend on the domain in which it occurs, and in some unique cases, the age of
the individual making the evaluation. These findings underscore the importance of
adopting a context-dependent and lifespan-informed perspective when examining
the social meaning of procrastination and contribute to a broader understanding of
how social norms shape the evaluation of self-regulatory behaviour.
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