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Correlates of procrastination and performance at work:
The role of having “good fit”

U. Baran Metin, Maria C. W. Peeters and Toon W. Taris

Department of Social Health and Organizational Psychology, Utrecht University, Utrecht, The
Netherlands

ABSTRACT
Occupational research often emphasizes the importance of
workplace characteristics for understanding job stress and
employee well-being, but the role of personal characteristics
and having a good match with the job is mostly neglected.
We explored how job crafting and feelings of being authentic
at work were related to work engagement, work engagement
of performance, and procrastination. A structural equation
model analyzed self-reports from 380 Dutch office employees.
Job crafting and authenticity were positively related to work
engagement, and high work engagement predicted? better in-
role and extra-role performance and less work procrastination.
Moreover, performance and procrastination were negatively
related. Results emphasize the importance of having a “good
fit” between the employment settings and employees to pro-
mote engagement. By improving employee’s work engage-
ment, organizations might improve the likelihood that
personnel respond favorably with organizational goals and
reduce the chances of engaging in workplace procrastination.

KEYWORDS
Job crafting; authenticity;
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performance; procrastin-
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The role of having “good fit”

Research on procrastination has become more popular during the last three
decades (Ferrari, 2010). Steel (2007, p. 66) and others (Ferrari, Johnson, &
McCown, 1995) described procrastination as a “voluntarily delay [of] an
intended course of action despite expecting to be worse off for the delay”.
Procrastination has been studied with respect to behaviors in various life
domains, such as activities in the academic, every day routine, or health
areas (Ferrari, 2010; Klingsieck, 2013). However, workplace procrastination
has received considerably less attention (DeArmond, Matthews, & Bunk,
2013). Despite the scarce available research in work contexts, chronic pro-
crastination is mainly associated with negative outcomes such as receiving a
lower salary, experiencing shorter spells of employment, having a tendency
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to be underemployed (Nguyen, Steel, & Ferrari, 2013), having lower self-
efficacy (Steel, 2007), and reporting higher levels of boredom (Wan,
Downey, & Stough, 2014).
To date, little is known about the possible relationships between procras-

tination and positive aspects of employee functioning, such as motivation
and performance. In the present study, we focus on examining the relation-
ship between procrastination and positive aspects of employee functioning,
namely work engagement and job performance. In addition, we explored
the role of the level of fit between a worker, his/her work environment
(cf. Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005), and workplace procras-
tination. We consider job crafting and workplace authenticity as possible
indicators of a good fit between the characteristics, preferences, goals, and
expectations of employees and their organizations. Finally, we propose and
test a heuristic mediation model for the links among these concepts. By
doing so, this study contributes to the understanding of the correlates of
procrastination in the workplace.

Procrastination, performance and work engagement

Work performance refers to employee behaviors consistent with the goals of
the organization (Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000), and, in turn, is among the
core work outcomes in occupational research. Risk exists that employees
may sometimes engage in non-work related activities during work hours,
such as procrastinating work tasks (e.g., excessive breaks, browsing on
social media, or online shopping). We proposed that the extent to which
employees engage in task-unrelated activities at work, is a function of their
cognitive-motivational involvement with their jobs. In this section, we
focused on the potential relationship between work engagement on the one
hand and performance and procrastination on the other hand.

Work engagement and performance

Work engagement (i.e., a positive, energetic, and fulfilling state of mind at
work) is one of the most-studied well-being conditions within the positive
psychology approach of the last two decades (Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, &
Taris, 2008). Work engagement may be characterized by vigor (the energy
and the mental resilience at work), dedication (the strong involvement in
one’s work and the experience of significance, enthusiasm, pride, and chal-
lenge at work), and absorption (being happily engrossed and fully concen-
trated in work). Work engagement is an important predictor of several
positive individual (e.g., better health) and organizational (e.g., job satisfac-
tion) outcomes. For example, engaged employees experience more flow,
confidence, and optimism (Cropanzano & Wright, 2001) and report fewer
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health problems (Schaufeli, Taris, & van Rhenen, 2008) than others.
Such positive, work-related emotions as well as physical conditions also
appear to increase energy and affect employee functioning positively.
Longitudinal studies show that work engagement is likely to improve both
task performance (e.g., submitting finance reports timely to the finance
department, Bakker & Bal, 2010; Bakker, Demerouti, & ten Brummelhuis,
2012) and contextual performance (such as helping new colleagues with
job-related problems, Bakker, Demerouti, & Verbeke, 2004). In this paper,
we examine the task as well as the contextual dimensions of performance.
Hypothesis 1 is therefore that work engagement positively related to both
indicators of job performance.

Work engagement and procrastination

Procrastination at work is a type of self-regulatory failure to execute an
intended work task (Nguyen et al., 2013). In the present study, we concep-
tualized procrastination at work as an adverse and non-productive type of
work activity. Consistent with this notion, previous studies showed that
procrastination at work was associated with fatigue, psychological detach-
ment (DeArmond et al., 2014), job-related stress (Wan et al., 2014), and
low income (Nguyen et al., 2013). However, a shortcoming of these earlier
studies was that they used general and academic procrastination scales for
measuring procrastination at work. Consequently, typical procrastination
activities that can be applied in work settings, such as taking long pauses or
playing computer games during work hours, cannot be measured with these
instruments. Recently, Metin, Taris, and Peeters (2016) addressed this gap
and developed the Procrastination at Work Scale (PAWS) to measure and
explore specific employee idle behaviors. In their conceptualization, pro-
crastination at work refers to putting off work-related action by engaging
(behaviorally or cognitively) in nonwork-related actions, with no intention of
harming the employer, employee, workplace, or client. They distinguished
between soldiering and cyberslacking. The former may be defined as avoid-
ing work (such as taking longer coffee breaks or daydreaming) without
aiming to harm others or shift work onto colleagues, whereas the latter can
be defined as the utilization of mobile technology and internet for personal
purposes during work hours (Garrett & Danziger, 2008). Metin et al. (2016)
deliberately excluded usage of internet and mobile technology from the
manifestation of soldiering as it corresponds to the cyberslacking dimension
of procrastination. Cyberslacking is a contemporary and a very prevalent
type of workplace behavior; apparently, employees spend no less than 30%
of their of day with non-work related online activity and almost 80% of the
employees report that they use internet for their personal interest while at
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work, such as checking social network sites, reading blogs, doing online
shopping (Eddy, D’Abate, & Thurston, 2010; Lavoie & Pychyl, 2001).
Scantiness of positive emotions at work could steer employees to seek for

shorter or longer spells of non-work related but potentially pleasurable
activities during work hours, and such employees might show lower levels
of productivity than others. For instance, procrastination at work was found
to be related to job boredom (Metin et al., 2016) which is a state of under-
stimulation at work (Reijseger et al., 2013). Employees who do not experi-
ence high levels of cognitive-physical stimulation might experience less
cognitive energy and feel less committed to their work; therefore, they
might be open for or even be actively looking for pleasurable distractions
from work, such as engaging in instant messaging or taking overly long
breaks. In contrast, engaged workers are expected to have high resilience, to
be active, and to experience pleasure while working, which could diminish
their need to engage in off-task activities. This leads to the expectation that
work engagement is negatively related to procrastination at work
(Hypothesis 2).

Procrastination and performance

Although the workplace procrastination literature presents little evidence
for a possible relationship between procrastination and work performance,
research on academic procrastination revealed that procrastination is
strongly and negatively related to conscientiousness. In turn, conscientious-
ness is positively linked to academic performance. Moreover, procrastin-
ation was mostly associated with lower academic performance (such as
grade average) and higher stress (Steel, 2007; van Eerde, 2003). We expect a
similar pattern within the work context. Employees displaying high levels of
procrastination spend a significant amount of their work hours on non-
work related activity. Therefore, in order to finish their daily tasks, they
might work for longer hours (resulting in lower levels of concentration and
more exhaustion) or might rush their tasks (possibly resulting in mistakes).
As a result, by engaging in procrastination behaviors, employees could dis-
play poorer job performance. Thus, Hypothesis 3 is that procrastination at
work and job performance are negatively related.

Authenticity and job crafting as indicators of fit

According to Person-Environment Fit theory, good fit is obtained if the
characteristics of a work environment match well with employees’ needs
and abilities (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). In the literature, different types of
person-environment fit at work are distinguished, including needs–supplies
fit (the capability of environmental supplies to meet individual needs),
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demands–abilities fit (the degree to which individual knowledge, skills, and
abilities meet the demands of the job), and value congruence (the similarity
between individual values and the values of others in the organization or
the social environment). Although conceptually different, all types of fit
assume that high levels of fit are associated with positive work outcomes.
Clearly, it is important for both the employee and the organization that the
employee fits well in the organizational/job context, i.e., that good fit
is achieved.
In the present study, we focus on two concepts that can be considered as

indicators of good fit, namely authenticity and job crafting. Authenticity at
work refers to being able to experience one’s true self at work (Van den
Bosch & Taris, 2014b). It is the degree to which a person is able to act in
accordance to one’s true self (Harter, 2002). Although authenticity is both
conceptually and empirically different from person-environment fit (Van
den Bosch, Schaufeli, Taris, Peeters & Reijseger, 2016), both concepts also
overlap to a substantial degree, since employees who experience good fit
with their respective environments in terms of their values, needs and abil-
ities are likely to indicate that they can act in accordance with their own
values, needs and abilities – i.e., their true selves. In this sense, high levels
of authenticity signify good fit of the individual worker in their work envir-
onment. Job crafting refers to “the physical and cognitive changes individu-
als make in the task or relational boundaries of their work” (Wrzesniewski
& Dutton, 2001, p. 179). Physical changes refer to changes regarding the
form, scope, or the number of job tasks; whereas, cognitive changes refer to
changes about how one experiences the job (Demerouti & Bakker, 2014).
Workers can craft their jobs for a multitude of reasons, and among these is
the wish to achieve better fit between the requirements of their job and
their values, needs and abilities. Thus, it can be assumed that high levels of
job crafting are associated with good fit.

Authenticity

In their person-centered concept, Wood, Linley, Maltby, Baliousis, and
Joseph (2008) defined authenticity as a three-dimensional concept. The first
dimension is self-alienation, referring to the (mis)match between an indi-
vidual’s actual physiological states and this individual’s conscious awareness
of this state. A perfect match is almost never possible; hence, the discrep-
ancy between these two domains might lead to a more inauthentic state,
thus leading to misfit. The second dimension is authentic living, which
stands for the expression of emotions in such a way that it is consistent
with the conscious awareness of an individual’s physiological states, emo-
tions, beliefs, and cognitions. It is the degree to which people are true to
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their own selves and live in accordance with their values and beliefs. The
last dimension is external (or social) influence, referring to the acceptance
of others’ expectations. External influence can affect both self-alienation
and authentic living processes, thus completing the tripartite nature of
authenticity (van den Bosch & Taris, 2014a).
Although authenticity has been studied in different domains, authenticity

at work only gained interest very recently. Van den Bosch and Taris
(2014b) adapted the general authenticity scale of Wood et al. (2008) to the
workplace context, and reported positive relationships between workplace
authenticity, job satisfaction, in-role performance, and work engagement.
Similarly, Metin, Taris, Peeters, Van Beek, and Van den Bosch (2016) found
that authenticity at work mediated the association between job resources on
the one hand and job satisfaction, work engagement and subjective job per-
formance on the other. M�enard and Brunet (2011) also found a positive
association between managers’ cognitive and behavioral authenticity and
their subjective well-being. In short, individuals who experience a good fit
between their job/work environment and their true selves tend to be more
engaged a work and perform better than others. Thus, Hypothesis 4a is that
authenticity at work positively related to performance, but this relationship
is (at least partly) mediated by work engagement. Further, Hypothesis 4b
states that authenticity at work is negatively related to procrastination, but
this relationship is (at least partly) mediated by work engagement.

Job crafting

If workers are indeed capable of making changes in their tasks or the social
conditions under which they work (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), it is
plausible that active job crafters are more likely to achieve good fit with
their job (and experience the positive outcomes thereof) than others. For
example, Bakker (2011) argued that employees may be able to improve
their person-job fit as a consequence of job crafting.
Job crafting can facilitate fit in three different ways. First, individuals aim

to avoid uncertainty regarding their jobs by aiming to take more control
over what they do. Second, job crafting motivates individuals to change cer-
tain aspects of the tasks in order to experience a more positive sense of self,
which is expressed and confirmed by coworkers. Third, job crafting satisfies
employees’ need for being affiliated with others (Wrzesniewski & Dutton,
2001). Job crafting is found to contribute to the creation of more healthy
and motivating work conditions that correspond with individual needs.
Earlier longitudinal and diary research has largely confirmed these ideas.
For example, a five-day diary survey showed that day-level challenge-seek-
ing was positively and day-level demands-reduction was negatively related
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to day-level work engagement, illustrating the potential motivational role of
job crafting (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012). Similarly, Tims, Bakker, and
Derks (2015) found that job crafting intention was related to increasing job
resources and challenges and eventually higher levels of work engagement
in time. Moreover, Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli, and Hetland
(2012) found that day-level fluctuations in job crafting corresponded with
day-level fluctuations in work engagement. Last, in their longitudinal study,
Lu et al. (2014) found that work engagement was positively related to
changes in person-job fit via changes in physical and relational job crafting.
In short, job crafters seem to be aware of their personal needs and change
their work conditions according to these needs, eventually leading to higher
levels of work engagement and performance. Consequently, we expect a
positive relationship between job crafting and work engagement. Hypothesis
5a is that job crafting positively related to performance, but this relation-
ship is (at least partly) mediated by work engagement. Hypothesis 5b states
that job crafting is negatively related to procrastination, but this relation-
ship is (at least partly) mediated by work engagement. A summary of the
relationships expected in this study as well as the heuristic model to be
tested is illustrated in Figure 1.

Method

Sample and procedure

Sample consisted of white-collar full-time employees who worked in the
Netherlands in various (i.e., 20% government, 15% education, and 12.5%
insurance). An online questionnaire was distributed using the authors’ per-
sonal networks and social network websites, such as LinkedIn. Individuals
received a message that obtained a short description of the study and a link
to the web-based survey. A total of 380 individuals completed the survey,
yielding equal numbers of males and females (50.0% each) with an average

Figure 1. Proposed model (model M1) for the associations between authenticity at work, job
crafting, work engagement, job performance, and procrastination at work.

234 U. B. METIN ET AL.



age of 42.1 years (SD¼ 12.4) and 72% of the participants earned a college
or university degree. On an average, respondents reported they worked
33.9 hours (SD¼ 7.1) per week, with an average of 4 hours of overwork per
week. Respondents had a career length of 20.1 years (SD¼ 12.3), worked in
their current organization for on average 11.6 (SD¼ 10.9) years.

Measures

Job crafting was assessed by the 13-item job crafting questionnaire of
Petrou et al. (2012). Responses ranged along a 5-point Likert scale
(1¼ never, 5¼ often). The dimension of seeking resources was measured by
six items (e.g., ‘I ask my colleagues for advice’). The dimension of seeking
challenges was measured by three items (e.g., ‘I ask for more challenging
tasks’). Finally, the dimension of reducing demands was measured by four
items (e.g., ‘I make sure I do less physical tasks’).
Work authenticity was assessed by the 12-item Individual Authenticity

Measure at Work (IAM Work: Van den Bosch & Taris, 2014b), consisting
of three dimensions: self-alienation (including “At work, I feel alienated
from myself”), authentic living (e.g., “At work, I am true to myself”), and
social influence (for example, “At work, I usually do what others tell me”).
Each dimension was measured with 4 items (1¼ strongly disagree,
7¼ strongly agree).
Work engagement was measured with the nine-item version of the

Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003). Its three sub
dimensions (vigour, e.g., ‘At my work, I feel bursting with energy’; dedica-
tion, e.g., ‘I am enthusiastic about my job’; and absorption, e.g., ‘I get car-
ried away when I am working’) were measured by three items each that
were answered on a 7-point Likert scale (0¼ never, 6¼ always).
Procrastination at work was measured by the Procrastination at Work

Scale (PAWS; Metin, Taris, & Peeters, 2016). The PAWS is a 12-item two-
dimensional scale that focuses on contemporary workplace procrastination
behaviors. It is scored on a 7-point Likert scale (0¼ never, 6¼ always).
Eight items measure soldiering (i.e., “When I have excessive amount of
work to do, I avoid planning my tasks, and find myself doing something
totally irrelevant”) and 4 items measure cyberslacking (such as “I do online
shopping during working hours”).
Job performance was assessed with the Individual Work Performance

Questionnaire (IWPQ; Koopmans et al., 2012). Only the positive dimen-
sions of the IWPQ were used in this study, namely task performance and
contextual performance. The items of the IWPQ refer to the 3months
before the questionnaire was completed. Items are rated on 5-point Likert
scales (1¼ seldom; 5¼ always). Five items assess task performance (such as
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“I managed to plan my work so that it was done on time”) and 8 items
assess contextual performance (i.e., “I took on extra responsibilities”).

Statistical analysis

The model proposed in Figure 1 was tested using structural equation mod-
eling. The model fit was examined through the chi-square test, the
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), the Root Mean Squared Error of
Approximation (RMSEA), the Normed Fit Index (NFI), and the
Comparative Fit Index (CFI). RMSEA values smaller than 0.08, as well as
GFI, NFI, and CFI values higher than 0.90 indicate acceptable model fit
(Hu & Bentler, 1999). For the mediation analyses Shrout and Bolger’s
(2002) bootstrapping method was used. Bootstrap samples (2000 resamples)
were generated from the original sample using random sampling with
replacement and maximum likelihood method. Mediation takes place if the
95% CI for the estimates of the indirect effect excludes zero.

Results

Descriptive statistics reporting the means, standard deviations, bivariate cor-
relations between the study variables, and internal consistencies of the
scales are shown in Table 1. As this table shows, all dimensions of work
engagement were related to soldiering (rs ranging from �.13 to �.27,
p< .05) but only vigor was related to cyberslacking (r¼�.14, p< .01).
Likewise, all dimensions of authenticity were negatively related to soldiering
(rs ranging from �.11 to �.27; p< .05). Both the authentic living and self-
alienation dimensions of authenticity showed positive correlations with task
(rs were .17 and .25, ps< .01) and contextual (rs were .25 and .23; ps< .01)
performance, respectively.

Model Testing

The results revealed a poor fit for M1, v
2 (df¼ 60)¼ 589.06, GFI¼ 0.90,

NFI¼ 0.83, CFI¼ 0.86, RMSEA¼ 0.09. The modification indices suggested
the addition of direct paths from job crafting to job performance and pro-
crastination, as well as a direct path from authenticity to procrastination at
work. Moreover, the residuals of the two dimensions of job crafting, namely
demand reducing and resource seeking, were correlated. The new model
(M2) had a significantly better fit, v2 (df¼ 56)¼ 166.52, GFI¼ 0.94,
NFI¼ 0.89, CFI¼ 0.92, RMSEA¼ 0.07, Dv2 M1�M2 (df¼ 6)¼ 92.54,
p< .01. Hence, M2 was accepted as the final model.
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Hypothesis Testing

Figure 2 presents the final model (M2) and its standardized regression coef-
ficients. Hypotheses 1 stated a positive relationship from work engagement
to performance whereas Hypothesis 2 stated a negative relationship from
work engagement to procrastination. Both Hypotheses 1 and 2 were sup-
ported as work engagement was positively linked to performance (b¼ 0.53,
p< .01) and negatively to procrastination (b¼�0.19, p< .05). Moreover,
performance and procrastination were negatively related (r¼�.23, p< .05),
supporting Hypothesis 3. For Hypotheses 4a–b and 5a–b, a series of boot-
strapping analysis was conducted. As can be seen in Table 2, work engage-
ment mediated the indirect paths from authenticity to performance
(b¼ 0.19, p< .01, 95% lower CI¼ 0.12, higher CI¼ 0.27, Hypothesis 4a
confirmed) and from job crafting to performance (b¼ 0.14, p< .01, 95%
[CI: 0.07, 0.22]), supporting Hypothesis 5a. No mediation was found for the
indirect path from job crafting and authenticity to procrastination via work
engagement (Hypotheses 4b and 5b rejected).

Discussion

The present study had three main goals. Firstly, we aimed at improving the
understanding of procrastination at work by focusing on its relationship
with important positive occupational constructs, such as work engagement

Figure 2. Final model M2 of the relationships between authenticity at work, job crafting, work
engagement, job performance, and procrastination at work. Coefficients represent standardized
estimates. Direct effects from authenticity and job crafting are presented within the parenthesis.
Coefficients over 0.11 indicate significance at �p< .01 level.

Table 2. Indirect pathways after executing bootstrapping (N¼ 380).
Indirect Effects Bootstrapping (CI 95%)

x ! m ! y Estimate SE Lower Upper

Authenticity ! Work engagement ! Performance 0.19� 0.05 0.12 0.27
Authenticity ! Work engagement ! Procrastination at work �0.07 0.05 �0.14 0.01
Job crafting ! Work engagement ! Performance 0.14� 0.05 0.07 0.22
Job crafting ! Work engagement ! Procrastination at work �0.05 0.05 �0.14 0.01
�p< .01.
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and performance. Secondly, we examined the role of having good person-
job fit by focusing on two indicators of fit (job crafting and authenticity).
Lastly, we explored whether work engagement mediates the link between
having a good match with one’s work on the one hand and performance
and procrastination on the other hand. By doing so, our purpose was to get
a better understanding of the correlates of procrastination at work and the
specific role of having a good fit in this respect.
As expected, there was a negative relationship between engagement and

procrastination. Apparently, individuals who have high levels of energy,
mental resilience, enthusiasm, inspiration, and concentration (i.e., engaged
workers, Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003), do not spend much time on non-work
related activities during work hours. Also as expected, procrastination and
performance were negatively related. Hence, it is plausible that spending
excessive time on personal activities while actually at work (such as reading
blogs, engaging in gossiping, and instant messaging, etc.) could affect per-
formance negatively, either by decreasing the quality or the amount of the
work done.
Our findings also provide insight in certain strategies that might increase

productivity and worker functioning. Results demonstrated that both job
crafting behavior and feeling authentic at work (as two possible indicators
of having a good person-job fit) (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005) may have a
positive effect on in-role and extra-role performance via the promotion of
work engagement. Although no such effect of having good fit was found
for procrastination, our results still provide empirically significant evidence
for the negative relationship of idle behavior with work engagement and
performance. These are notable findings for understanding the nature of
this relatively novel concept and its relationship with some of the most pro-
found positive workplace constructs.
Our results further demonstrate that employees report higher levels of

work engagement when they are able to experience their authentic being at
work and can redesign their tasks according to their preferences. Building
on earlier studies (Metin et al., 2016; Petrou et al., 2012; Tims et al., 2015),
these findings suggest that individuals who are seeking to control their
environment and structure their work with the aim of achieving a better
match with their jobs, are likely to experience improved well-being.
Possibly, individuals who experience good fit also experience higher levels
of energy at work because they find their jobs more meaningful, which
eventually improves their engagement. Hence, an organization that values
and promotes job crafting and authenticity at work is likely to be able to
achieve higher levels of work engagement among its employees, in turn
leading to the positive outcomes associated with engagement (Petrou,
Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2015).
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Unexpectedly, we did not find indirect links between the two person-job
fit indicators and procrastination. One explanation for the absence of these
relationships could be that procrastination is perhaps better explained
through personality factors such as discipline and carelessness
(Schouwenburg & Lay, 1995) or self-handicapping processes (Jones &
Berglas, 1978) than by the interaction between a person and his/her envir-
onment. In an earlier study, procrastination was found to be linked to bore-
dom at work; however, procrastination was not directly related to
workplace characteristics such as autonomy or mental demands (Metin
et al., 2016). Moreover, in her meta-analytic study, van Eerde (2003) found
strong links between personality (especially conscientiousness), self-imaging
(self-efficacy and self-esteem), self-handicapping and procrastination, which
suggests that procrastination is a type of behavior that is not directly
affected by the environment, but rather stems from either personality fac-
tors or from states that are evoked by the environment (such as work
engagement or boredom). However, note that both job crafting and authen-
ticity were indirectly related to performance via work engagement, and that
both work engagement and performance were negatively related to procras-
tination. Hence, it can be argued that by achieving high levels of work
engagement, it could be possible to limit procrastination behaviors.
In summary, the present study focused on the factors that can boost

work engagement and employee functioning. Our findings highlight the
importance of two relatively novel concepts, authenticity, and job crafting,
as indicators of person-job fit and demonstrate their benefits for sustaining
work engagement. A further added value of this study is that it provides
evidence for the relationships between positive work constructs, such as
work engagement and performance, and procrastination. To our knowledge,
this is the first study to examine the positive workplace correlates of pro-
crastination in a structural equation model. Hence, we hope that our find-
ings are helpful for improving our understanding of this slippery concept.

Limitations and suggestions for future studies

There are three major limitations to this study. First, the cross-sectional
design of this study prevents us from making causal interpretations.
Therefore, longitudinal data are needed to further validate these findings
(Taris & Kompier, 2006). Nevertheless, our results for the nomological net-
work of our study variables mesh well with earlier research. Thus, we
encourage researchers to test the proposed relationships in a longitudinal
design for causal implications.
Second, participants filled in an online self-report questionnaire, which

may have resulted in inflated correlations among the concepts due to
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common method variance (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003).
However, Spector (2006) argues that self-report scales do not necessarily
and automatically inflate associations among variables. In our study, we
found a varied pattern of correlations without unexpectedly high associa-
tions among the study variables (the highest r was .54; cf. Table 1), which
supports Spector’s view and goes contrary to the assumption that common-
method bias affected all of these correlations uniformly.
Finally, the data were collected from a convenience sample. Our sample

consisted of highly educated white-collar employees, which are most likely
not representative of the population, resulting in an underestimation of the
true associations among the study concepts due to restriction-of-range
effects. This implies that the estimates reported in the current study are
conservative estimates of the population effects. Future studies among more
representative samples may provide more insight in the true magnitude of
the associations reported in this study.

Practical and scientific implications

Despite these limitations, this study has implications for both research and
practice. From a scientific point of view, the present study adds to our
insight in two concepts that have only recently been examined within the
work context, namely authenticity and procrastination. The significant rela-
tionships of authenticity and workplace procrastination with some of the
most widely studied concepts in occupational psychology underline the
relevance of these concepts within the work context and this finding will
hopefully encourage researchers to explore these constructs in more detail
in the future.
From a practical point of view, our findings emphasize the positive out-

comes of having a good match with one’s work. This confirms previous
findings that showed that job crafting behaviors are beneficial for achieving
organizational and personal goals (Tims et al., 2015); experiencing authenti-
city seems to have similar outcomes (Van den Bosch & Taris, 2014a,
2014b). Further, the strong positive link between engagement and perform-
ance (specifically to decrease procrastination behavior) speaks to the
importance of promoting work engagement in organizations. Thus, organi-
zations are encouraged to consider how they can maximize employees’
opportunities for job crafting and authenticity, as these facilitate employee
fit and work engagement.
To this aim, supervisors may help individuals to experience their core

selves and execute their tasks as they prefer in order to exhibit better func-
tioning through work engagement. For example, managers can organize
meetings to ask subordinates how satisfied they are with their task
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execution and if they would like to change certain characteristics according
to their preferences. Receiving feedback from employees concerning their
work environment and task execution can guide management towards ways
to improve the positive aspects of work. By focusing on these antecedents,
organizations are more likely to provide employees with the personal and
job resources they need, which could result in higher levels of well-being
(Petrou et al., 2012, 2015). Note that organizations are also likely to benefit
from implementing such employee-centered interventions, like job crafting
and authenticity, since this is expected to lead to higher task and contextual
performance, as well as less non-work related activity during work hours.
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