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Abstract 

The aim of the present study is to investigate the relationship between cyberloafing (using 

the Internet for personal purposes during working hours) and trait procrastination, 

conscientiousness and those who hold senior positions in corporations. A cross - sectional 

correlational design was used and participants (n=88) completed a questionnaire via 

Facebook and LinkedIn. Lay’s (1986) General Procrastination Scale, the International 

Inventory Personality Pool (IPIP, 2014) was used to measure conscientiousness and, 

cyberloafing measures were from a study by Vitak, Crouse and LaRose (2011). The 

hypotheses were not supported, though procrastination was found to be positively related to 

conscientiousness. Additionally, males were found to cyberloaf more than females. Better 

definitions of cyberloafing and empirically tested measures would support more accurate 

analysis of cyberloafing in future research. 
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Introduction 

We live in a technological age that some say is more radical than the agrarian and 

industrial revolutions of the past, where 90% of all human innovations have appeared in less 

than 5% of the time modern humans have been on the planet. It took radio 37 years to reach a 

global audience of 50 million and television about 15 years, while the Internet took just 3 

years to achieve this figure (Forster, 2006, p. 1). In December 1995, the number of Internet 

users globally was 16 million. Less than 20 years later, in March 2014, this number was 170 

times higher, at 2,937 million Internet users worldwide (Internet Growth Statistics, 2014).  

 

Business activities, such as marketing, media and sales, have been transformed by the 

Internet and its associated technologies (Ugrin, Pearson & Odom, 2007, p. 76). With just a 

few mouse clicks, shipments can be tracked, products purchased, finances managed, and 

more. With the same few clicks, however, employees can waste billions of dollars of 

company time (Ugrin et al., 2007, p. 76).  

 

Although the Internet has dramatically transformed how we work, employees’ 

perceptions of this as a change for the better have been mixed, however. In a study of 

technology and its effect on U.S. workers (n = 1,000) 80% of respondents reported that 

technology had improved their ability to do their job, but in the same study, 49% of 

respondents said that technology had increased the stress in their job (Madden & Jones, 

2008). 



 

 

 

7 

Key Terms and Aim of the Present Study 

Definition and prevalence of cyberloafing. Using the Internet for personal purposes 

during working hours is known as cyberloafing (Lim, 2012). Typical cyberloafing behaviours 

include personal emailing, web-surfing, online shopping, social networking and text 

messaging (Piowtroski, 2013, p. 259). Other terms describing unproductive use of the 

Internet in the workplace include non-work related computing (Lee, Lim & Wong, 2005, p. 

1), cyberslacking, cyber deviance, Internet abuse, workplace Internet leisure browsing and 

junk computing (Vitak et al., 2011, p. 1751). For the purposes of the present study, the term 

cyberloafing will be used. 

 

Research shows that cyberloafing activity is both time consuming and, costly for 

employers. Zoghbi (2005) proposed that inappropriate use of the Internet is the most common 

way for employees to waste time at work (p. 1039). Furthermore, studies estimate that 51% 

of an employee’s time online is accounted for through Internet activities, such as sending or 

receiving personal emails, using chat rooms, shopping and checking personal finances 

(Whitty & Carr, 2006, p. 236). 

 

Furthermore, employees spend an estimated 1.7 hours per workday on personal activities, 

primarily web surfing (Webber, 2007) and, on average, 6.48 hours a week on non–work-

related activity (D’Abate & Eddy, 2007 p. 375). Moreover, cyberloafing is costing employers 

billions of dollars in lost productivity (Weatherbee, 2010, p. 35). 

 

What leads an employee to cyberloaf? Research into the antecedents of cyberloafing 

have identified organisational factors, such as Internet usage policies and monitoring by the 
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organisation (Garrett & Danziger, 2008; Ugrin et al., 2007; Ozler & Polat, 2012), as well as 

situational factors, such as job satisfaction or employee disaffection (Garrett & Danziger, 

2008; Stanton, 2002; Vitak et al., 2011) and, personality factors such as conscientiousness or 

neuroticism (Chak & Leung, 2004; Ozler & Polat, 2012).  

 

Research on personality, moreover, has shown that levels of Internet use vary based on 

personality factors (Chen, Ross & Yang, 2011; Amichai-Hamburger, Wainapel & Fox, 2002), 

and that personality is highly relevant in determining behaviour on the Internet (Amichai-

Hamburger, et al., 2002). Yet, in spite of this, relatively little research has been done into the 

relationship between personality factors and cyberloafing (Piowtroski, 2013, p. 260). 

Furthermore, research to date attempting to identify the employees who are more likely to 

cyberloaf has been inconclusive (Vitak et al., 2011) and little or no research could be found 

on cyberloafing in Ireland. 

 

Aim of the present study. The aim of the present study is to contribute to the body of 

literature on cyberloafing by investigating the relationship between cyberloafing and 

personality traits, specifically those of trait procrastination and conscientiousness. Trait 

procrastination, also called arousal procrastination, was selected for the present study because 

it has been defined as a tendency to defer that which is necessary to reach a goal (Lay, 1997, 

p. 271) and, as the avoidance of the implementation of an intention (Van Eerde, 2000), which 

can often result in negatively impacting performance (Ferrari, Doroszko & Joseph, 2005, p. 

140).  
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Aside from being a tendency to defer tasks, moreover, procrastination has also been 

linked to impulsivity (DeWitte & Schouwenburg, 2002). As the Internet can be used as a 

distraction for impulsivity, it is assumed to be a good tool to enable procrastination (Davis, 

Flett & Besser, 2002). Furthermore, research into work-related procrastination has been 

described as almost non-existent (Van Eerde, 2000). It is proposed, therefore, that the 

findings from the present study will contribute both to studies on cyberloafing behaviour and 

to research on procrastination in the workplace. 

 

In addition to examining the relationship between procrastination and cyberloafing, the 

present study also aims to analyse conscientiousness and its relationship with these two 

variables. Conscientiousness has been referred to as “the propensity to follow socially 

prescribed norms and rules, to be goal-directed, planful, able to delay gratification, and to 

control impulses” (Jackson et al., 2009, p. 446). Conscientiousness, moreover, plays a 

significant role in determining performance levels at work (Vardi and Weitz, as cited in 

Farhadi, Fatimah, Nasir, & Wan Shahrazad., 2012, p. 3), and is considered a valid predictor 

of performance across jobs (Fallon, Avis, Kudisch, Gornet & Frost, 2000, p. 340).  

 

As well as the suggested relationship between conscientiousness and job performance, 

research has indicated that procrastinations is actually a lack of conscientiousness (Lay & 

Brokenshire, 1997; Lay, 1997; The Ottawa Citizen, 2008; Steel, 2007; Schouwenburg & Lay, 

1995). Conscientiousness, moreover, has also been linked to a delay in gratification and the 

ability to control impulses (Jackson et al., 2009). A person who is low in conscientiousness 

may be more likely to procrastinate and to engage in cyberloafing behaviour in the workplace 

and, for these reasons, conscientiousness has been selected for analysis in the present study. 
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Additionally, some research has shown people in senior or higher status jobs are more likely 

to cyberloaf (Ugrin et al, 2007; Garrett and Danziger, 2008). The present study, therefore, 

proposes to also analyse respondents in senior roles in relation to cyberloafing behaviours. 

 

In addition to the aforementioned analysis, questions about employees’ perception of the 

influence of technology in the workplace will be asked in the present study. Participants will 

be asked how much technology has increased their ability to do their job, and how much it 

has increased stress in their job. These questions will be taken from similar research by 

Madden and Jones (2008) and results will be used for comparative purposes with the Madden 

and Jones study (2008). 

 

Introduction to the literature review. In this section, an overview of the review of the 

literature will be provided. Firstly, challenges in how cyberloafing is defined will be 

discussed, as well as the effect of Internet policy and demographic factors such as age and 

gender on cyberloafing. A brief discussion on whether cyberloafing has positive or negative 

consequences will follow as well as an overview of some of the measures used in 

cyberloafing research to date. Prior research on cyberloafing and personality factors and on 

procrastination and conscientiousness will then be considered. 
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Review of the Literature 

Overview of research on cyberloafing. Cyberloafing has attracted attention from 

businesses and scholars worldwide, been a topic of study for more than a decade (Guthrie & 

Gray, 1996; Straub & Nance, 1990), and remains an emerging issue across several academic 

disciplines (Griffiths, 2010). As cyberloafing can lead to negative consequences for 

companies, moreover, it is important for organisations to understand the reasons why 

employees’ cyberloaf and the factors which contribute to this behaviour, so they may 

effectively manage employees’ Internet usage at work (Liberman, Seidman, McKenna & 

Buffardi, 2011, p. 2192).  

 

In spite of considerable interest in cyberloafing, across both business and academic 

disciplines, the field seems to be struggling with definitional aspects of cyberloafing, 

however, (Piowtroski, 2013; Ozler & Polat, 2012). Use of terminology is broad and 

inconsistent and there are differing views amongst scholars about the nuances between the 

terms used to describe cyberloafing behaviour (Ozler & Polat, 2012, p. 2).  

 

Internet policy and cyberloafing. Organisational factors are often cited as possible 

antecedents to cyberloafing behaviour and include company policy on Internet use or, 

monitoring mechanisms used to deter employees from cyberloafing (Garrett & Danziger, 

2008; Ugrin et al., 2007; Ozler & Polat, 2012). Furthermore, personal Internet usage at work 

has shown to be reduced in organisations that restrict employees’ use of computers at work 
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through policy, technological deterrents, or both (Garrett & Danziger, 2008) and these factors 

influence whether or not employees choose to cyberloaf (Piowtroski, 2013).  

 

For most organisations, however, the issue of what constitutes acceptable versus 

unacceptable Internet behaviour is a grey area and can, therefore, be subjective. Lim and 

Thompson (2005) maintain this is confusing for both employees and management and clear 

and acceptable Internet usage policies should be developed to address this issue (p. 1090). 

The present study aims to ask respondents about their Internet usage policy in the workplace, 

and the data will be analysed with the results on cyberloafing behaviours found in the sample. 

 

Gender, age differences and cyberloafing. Findings on whether gender differences are an 

indicator of cyberloafing behaviour have also been mixed. Ozler and Polat (2012) found that 

gender may impact the frequency and type of cyberloafing behaviours (p. 7). This was also 

supported by Garrett and Danziger (2008, p. 290) and by Vitak et al. (2011), who posited that 

being younger and male significantly predicted the quantity and frequency of cyberloafing. 

Other studies  maintain, however, that men and women are equally likely to cyberloaf 

(Stanton, 2002; Ugrin, 2008). Ultimately, however, there is not enough empirical evidence to 

determine if gender is strongly related to cyberloafing or not (Weatherbee, 2010, p. 37).  

 

Similarly, findings have been mixed on the relationship between age and cyberloafing. 

Some research found that age was negatively related to cyberloafing (Restubog et al., 2011, 

p. 248), while other research showed significant differences between age groups and 

cyberloafing behaviour (Ugrin et al., 2007, p. 77; Stanton, 2002, p. 57). 
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Senior roles and cyberloafing. Interestingly, some research has shown that those in high 

status jobs are more likely to cyberloaf. Ugrin et al. (2007) found that executives and 

managers had a higher tendency to cyberloaf, a finding they suggested might be because 

people in these positions had more stressful jobs and; therefore, they posited, were more 

likely to use the Internet to take their mind off their work. Ugrin et al. (2007) also proposed 

that the autonomous nature of senior positions might be a factor in increasing cyberloafing 

among people with these roles (p. 86). Additionally, Garrett and Danziger (2008) proposed 

that highly paid, managers and professionals, those who were better educated, and those with 

greater workplace autonomy were more likely to cyberloaf than those in lower status jobs (p. 

291).  

 
Role titles and, the terminology used to describe them, can vary considerably across 

organisations. Rather than providing a list of categories of job titles, the current study 

proposes to ask respondents to answer yes or no to the question “Do you hold a position of 

seniority in their job (such as a senior manager, owner or director, for example)? This data 

will be used to assess if any significant correlation is found between a person in a senior job 

role and cyberloafing.  

 

Differing views on whether cyberloafing has positive or negative consequences. Besides 

the use of broad and inconsistent terms used to describe cyberloafing, moreover, the literature 

in determining whether cyberloafing behaviour has positive or negative consequences is not 

conclusive. Some studies view cyberloafing as a form of workplace deviance because it 

constitutes an unproductive use of time in the workplace and distracts employees from their 

duties (Lim, 2002; Lim & Teo, 2005). In this view, employee disaffection, such as employee 

stress and, perceived injustice at work, provoke cyberloafing behaviour in response to such 
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disaffection (Lim, 2002; Mastrangelo, Everton & Jolton, 2006). Lim (2002) suggests that the 

more individuals perceive their workplace as unjust, the more they are likely to rationalise the 

practice of cyberloafing. 

 

In other research it is suggested that cyberloafing can be a positive coping strategy against 

workplace stress (Anandarajan & Simmers 2005; Oravec 2002; Stanton, 2002; Lavoie & 

Pychyl, 2001). This is important, considering employees today are keeping longer working 

hours and are likely to suffer negative effects of stress and burnout (Maslach & Leiter, 1997). 

While many researchers argue that cyberloafing is bad or inappropriate, others argue that it 

provides a much needed diversion at work, which can lead to creativity, flexibility and foster 

a learning environment (Henle & Blanchard, 2008, p. 1069) or, that it can stimulate creativity 

and problem solving, making long work hours more bearable and enhancing the well-being of 

employees (Oravec, 2002).  

 

Furthermore, research by Vitak et al. (2011) found that people who perceive Internet use 

as beneficial to overall job performance are more likely to engage in personal Internet use in 

the workplace (p. 1752) and Lim and Chen (2002) found that using the company’s Internet 

for non-work purposes has a positive impact on individuals and (p. 351) that browsing 

activities had a positive effect on employees’ emotions (p. 347). In summary, however, there 

is no consensus currently on whether cyberloafing is ultimately a constructive or destructive 

behaviour in the workplace.  

 



 

 

 

15 

Measuring cyberloafing. Cyberloafing is a relatively new construct (Henle & Blanchard, 

2008), and so it is perhaps not surprising that the field has yet to consolidate its research in 

the aforementioned areas of definition of terminology, and of the perceived positive or 

negative consequences of engaging in this behaviour. Aside from these challenges, and 

perhaps because of them, differences also exist in the literature in how cyberloafing is 

measured. Though there is some consistency in the literature, in that many studies focus on 

communication and browsing activities as aspects of cyberloafing behaviour (Lim, 2002; 

Vitak et al., 2011; Garrett & Danziger, 2008).  

 

Measures used in previous research include those identified by Lim (2002), Garrett and 

Danziger (2008) and Vitak et al. (2011). An 11-item self report measure was used by Lim 

(2002), in which respondents were asked to rate the frequency with which they engaged in 

activities such as visiting sports related websites, visited news sites, shopped online or sent 

non -work related email (p. 685).  

 

In a study by Garrett and Danziger (2008) a 2- item measure was used to ask respondents 

to rate, on a 5-point scale, how much they used a computer for personal email and text 

messaging (p. 944). While these measures recorded cyberloafing activity reported by 

respondents, neither measure identified by Lim (2002) nor Garrett and Danziger (2008) rated 

frequency of engagement in the cyberloafing behaviour.  

 

Vitak et al. (2011) used a two measure approach, whereby respondents were asked to rate 

their engagement in work for a variety of online activities (such as emailing, blogging, 

visiting social networking sites, and so on). In addition to assessing this variety of 
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cyberloafing behaviour, Vitak et al. (2011) also used a frequency measure to capture 

communication activities such as emailing, texting and instant messaging. Because the 

measures used by Vitak et al. (2011) include both a cyberloafing variety measure, as well as a 

frequency measure for online communication activities, it was selected for the present study. 

It is proposed that using a measure for both variety and frequency of cyberloafing will 

provide richer results in the analysis. 

  

Cyberloafing and personality differences. Ajzen’s (1991) theory of planned behaviour 

stated that individual differences can be used to explain the function of behaviour which can 

influence the occurrence of deviant behaviour in the workplace (Cullen & Sackett, 2003, in 

Farhadi, Fatimah, Nasir & Wan Shahrazad, 2012, p. 1). Much of the research exploring how 

individual differences might influence ‘deviant behaviour’ in the workplace, view 

cyberloafing as having bad or negative consequences. Lim and Chen (2012) refer to 

cyberloafing as: “an abuse of company’s Internet resources” (p. 3) and Lim (2002) describes 

cyberloafing as a form of “production deviance” (p. 675). Lim (2002) and Lim and Teo 

(2005), moreover, posit that cyberloafing constitutes an unproductive use of time in the 

workplace and distracts employees from their duties. 

 

Furthermore, the view of cyberloafing as a negative behaviour seems to have influenced 

research on personal traits and Internet usage patterns, as much research has focused on 

Internet usage as problematic, and has looked at personality factors in that light. Chak and 

Leung (2004), for example, assessed factors such as shyness and loneliness, anxiety, 

depression, and self-consciousness in relation to Internet use (p. 559). Research by Ozler and 
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Polat (2012) assessed factors including isolation, self control, self-esteem and locus of control 

(p. 6).  

 

Additionally, studies by Restubog et al. (2011) posited that whether an individual has 

high or low self control will also have an impact on cyberloafing. They maintained that 

individuals with low self control are more likely to engage in workplace deviance (p. 248). 

Furthermore, Vitak et al. (2011) proposed that individuals with low self-esteem reported less 

self-control of Internet use (p. 1752). And Wyatt and Phillips (2005) found a relationship 

between disagreeableness and cyberloafing (p. 3), suggesting perhaps that Lim’s (2002) view 

of employee disaffection as a possible reason for cyberloafing could be accurate. 

 

Internet use that is deemed problematic Internet use, that is Internet addiction (Shapira, 

Goldsmith, Keck, Khosla & McElroy, 2000, p. 267) may benefit from research on personality 

traits such as shyness and anxiety but this type of research may not necessarily be useful, 

however, for studies on employees who are merely checking sports scores or shopping 

online.  

 

In summary, cyberloafing is a relatively new construct (Henle & Blanchard, 2008) and 

the characteristics of cyberloafers are not well established. Furthermore, studies attempting to 

identify the employees who are more likely to cyberloaf have been inconclusive (Vitak et al., 

2011). It is, therefore, proposed that the analysis in the present study will positively 

contribute to the field of cyberloafing and personality research. 
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Research on Procrastination. Procrastination has been referred to as: “Probably one of 

the least understood minor human miseries, affecting 15-25% of the population during their 

lifetime” (Larwood, 1990, as cited in Ferrari, 1992, p. 98) and is estimated to affect as many 

as one out of five normal (non-clinical) adults (Ferrari, 2000). Furthermore, Steel (2010) 

describes procrastination as consistent with our neurobiology, in that long-term intentions are 

made primarily in the prefrontal cortex but can be overridden by impulses generated by the 

limbic system, which is particularly sensitive to stimuli that indicates immediate gratification 

(p. 66). Most (but not all) evidence suggests that procrastination is associated with poorer 

performance and negative work outcomes (Steel, 2001), and those who are likely to 

procrastinate are not the most conscientious and are impulsive (The Ottawa Citizen, 2008). 

 

Trait procrastination, moreover, (sometimes referred to as arousal procrastination), 

indicates a tendency to delay tasks that are perceived as unpleasant, boring or difficult 

(Ferrari et al., 2005, p. 141). Steel (2007) cites a study of twins on procrastination where the 

heritability factor was 22%, in support of the notion that procrastination is a trait (p. 67). 

Thatcher, Wretschko and Fridjhon (2008) argue, however, that there is little consensus on 

whether procrastination is a trait or a consequence of a person’s situational circumstances. 

Low levels of conscientiousness might be associated with trait procrastination but situational 

procrastination may be experienced when a task is unpleasant, for example (p. 2239). 

 

Although other types of procrastination have been identified in the literature. Ferrari 

(2000), for example, distinguishes between behavioural (arousal and avoidance) and 

cognitive (indecision) forms of procrastination but maintains that all 3 forms of chronic 

procrastination related positively to measures of attention deficits, namely: inattention, 
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impulsivity, under activity, disorganization, moodiness, and emotional difficulty (p. 193).  

Our knowledge about the mechanisms underlying procrastination, however, remains rather 

limited (Freeman, Cox-Fuenzalida, & Stoltenberg, 2011, p. 376). Furthermore, much of the 

research on procrastination to date has been on academic procrastination among student 

populations and research into work-related procrastination, has been described as almost non-

existent (Van Eerde, 2000). 

 

Procrastination and the workplace. Some studies have been conducted, in the workplace, 

however. Ferrari et al. (2005), for example, found that workplace procrastination is motivated 

by performance fears, anxiety about evaluation, is prevalent among men and women and 

could depend on employment status and geographic location (p. 140).  In corporate settings, 

employees may avoid deadlines through fear of failure and poor performance, or, fear of 

success and future task demands, and more needs to be done to consider the causes and 

consequences of employee procrastination (Ferrari et al., 2005). Other research shows that 

procrastinators are highly motivated but vulnerable to temptation and that trait procrastination 

is related to impulsivity (DeWitte & Schouwenburg, 2002, p. 485).   

 

Furthermore, the literature suggests that white-collar workers and professional employees 

tend to demonstrate higher levels of procrastination than blue-collar workers and unskilled 

employees (Hammer & Ferrari, 2003). The suggestion that people who are more educated are 

more likely to procrastinate provides an interesting connection with the view of Garrett and 

Danziger (2008) that those who are better educated are more likely to cyberloaf (p. 951). 
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Although much of the research on procrastination views it as a negative behaviour, other 

research contradicts this view. Choi and Moran (2009), for example, found a form of active 

procrastination that does have desirable outcomes. They posit that active procrastinators 

make intentional decisions to procrastinate, using their strong motivation under time pressure, 

and are able to complete tasks before deadlines and achieve satisfactory outcomes (p. 196).  

 

Procrastination and cyberloafing. Procrastination may be related to an inability to stay 

focused on a task and a need for frequent sensory stimulation (Ferrari, 2000, p. 185) and trait 

procrastination has been linked to impulsivity (DeWitte & Schouwenberg, 2002). As the 

Internet is often described as entertaining and interesting, it is assumed to be a good distracter 

to enable procrastination (Davis et al., 2002). Furthermore, Nicholson & Scharff (2007) posit 

that quick gratification and the ability to discontinue at will are two key elements found in 

Internet activities that drive an individual to engage in Internet procrastination (p. 140). 

 

Moreover, research findings support this relationship, between Internet use and 

procrastination. A web-based survey of 308 Internet users found more than 50% of 

respondents reported engaging in frequent Internet procrastination, and spending 47% of time 

online procrastinating (Lavoie and Pychyl, as cited in Davis et al., 2002, p. 332). Another 

study found that those who engaged in procrastination were more likely to engage in personal 

business at work (D’Abate & Eddy, 2007, p. 376). Davis et al. (2002) hypothesised that some 

people use the Internet to cope with stress, and, as procrastination involves cognitive task 

avoidance and engaging in activities to distract from their goals, many engage in Internet 

activities for this reason (p. 333). 
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In spite of the relationship between procrastination and the need for sensory stimulation 

and, between procrastination and impulsivity, both factors which can be associated with 

cyberloafing, studies on the relationship between trait procrastination and cyberloafing have 

been less prevalent in the literature. According to The Ottawa Citizen (2008), procrastination 

related to technology has jumped from 5% to 25% in recent years, suggesting that an analysis 

of the relationship between procrastination and cyberloafing is relevant and would contribute 

to our understanding of these types of behaviours.  

 

Furthermore, it is proposed that Lay’s (1986) General Procrastination Scale be used to 

assess procrastination in the present study, as it is based on examining behavioural delays in 

the start of completion of everyday tasks and is associated with a need for sensation seeking 

or thrill seeking experience (Ferrari et al., 2005, p. 143). It is possible that this association of 

trait procrastination with sensation seeking or thrill seeking experience may result in a 

positive correlation between procrastination and cyberloafing behaviour. 

 

 
Research on conscientiousness. Conscientiousness, as a personality trait, is defined as a 

basic tendency composed of six facets: competence, order, dutifulness, achievement, 

strivings, self discipline and deliberation (Ferrari & Pychyl, 2012, p. 15). Research suggests 

that those who display high levels of trait conscientiousness are better workers than those 

who do not (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Jackson et al., 2010; Moon, 2001, in Artistico & 

Rothenberg, 2013, p. 84).  

 

Not all research maintains that conscientiousness a trait, however. Srivastava, John, 

Gosling & Potter (2003) maintain that significant changes occur in conscientiousness in early 
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and middle adulthood and that people become more conscientiousness as they age and that 

this is conflicts with McCrae and Costa’s 1996 five factor theory, which asserts that traits 

arise from biological causes exclusively and reach maturity in adulthood (p. 1041). Jackson et 

al. (2009) support this view, moreover, maintaining that the aspects of conscientiousness 

relating to impulse control, reliability and conventionality change as we mature (p. 455). 

 

Research has shown that there is a negative relationship between conscientiousness and 

counterproductive work behaviour (Farhadi et al., 2012), however. Moreover, Fallon et al. 

(2000) found significant correlations between hard work and productive behaviours and 

between orderliness and productive behaviours (P. 347). It could be inferred, therefore, that 

employees low in conscientiousness who engage in counterproductive work behaviour may 

cyberloaf more frequently than those who display higher levels of the trait.  

 

The conscientiousness measure from the International Inventory Personality Pool (IPIP, 

2014) will be selected for the present study. The IPIP website provides access to measures of 

individual differences in the public domain, for use among scientists worldwide (Goldberg, 

2006, p.87) and the conscientiousness measure from IPIP (2014) is based on Costa and 

McCrae’s (1992) NEO-PI-R. 

 

Relationship between procrastination and conscientiousness. Given the tendency to 

control impulses and to delay gratification, inherent in the conscientiousness trait (Ferrari & 

Pychyl, 2012), compared with that of trait procrastination, with its links to impulsivity (De 
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Witte & Schouwenberg, 2002), it is possible that conscientiousness could be negatively 

correlated with that of trait procrastination.  

 

Indeed, procrastination has frequently been defined as a lack of conscientiousness in the 

literature (Lay & Brokenshire, 1997; Lay, 1997; The Ottawa Citizen, 2008; Steel, 2007; 

Schouwenburg & Lay, 1995; Van Eerde, 2003, p. 1409). In a study by Lay (1997) on the 

relationship between personality factors and procrastination among a student population, a 

Pearson’s correlation showed that trait procrastination was negatively correlated with 

conscientiousness (r (278) = -0.61, p <.01) (p. 272). This was supported by research of a 

student population by Van Eerde (2003) which found a large effect size for procrastination 

with conscientiousness (r = 0.63). Other research by Lay, Kovac and Danto (1998) found that 

procrastination was strongly related to conscientiousness among young children, and Lay and 

Brokenshire (1997) had similar findings in a sample of unemployed adults.  

 

Furthermore, Lay (1997) and Schouwenburg and Lay (1995) describe trait procrastination 

as “essentially the lack of conscientiousness” (p. 85). Their conclusion was based on an 

assessment of the relationship between each of the big-five factors (Costa & McCrae, 1992) 

and trait procrastination. They found a high negative association between the factor 

conscientiousness and the lower-order trait procrastination, coupled with the relative 

independence of the trait to the remaining four big-five factors, and this was consistent with 

comparable data reported by Johnson and Bloom (1995).  
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Conscientiousness, moreover, was found to correlate with procrastination (Ferrari and 

Pychyl (2012), thereby supporting Lay’s argument (p. 15, p. 20). This is supported by Steel 

(2007) who refers to procrastination as conceptually representative of low conscientiousness 

and self-regulatory failure (p. 70). According to Davis et al. (2002), procrastination is 

negatively related to other personality traits, such as conscientiousness and agreeableness, 

which have established associations with productivity and work performance (p. 341). 

However, research by Choi and Moran (2009) found that, contrary to their expectations, 

conscientiousness was not a significant predictor of active procrastination (r = -.03). A result, 

they suggest, which may have been due to a strong positive relation with an ability-to-meet-

deadlines dimension (r = .33, p < .001) (p. 206). 

 

Rationale for the Current Study and Hypotheses 

It is clear, from the literature review, that business activities, such as marketing, media 

and sales, have been transformed by the Internet and its associated technologies (Ugrin, 

Pearson & Odom, 2007, p. 76). Using the Internet for personal reasons at work is a concern 

for businesses, being the most common way for employees to waste time at work (Zoghbi, 

2005, p. 1039) and is on the increase in organisations (Garrett & Danziger, 2008, p. 938; 

Ozler & Polat, 2012, p. 1).  

 

Despite considerable interest in cyberloafing, across business and academic disciplines, 

the findings determining which employees are more likely to cyberloaf have not been 

conclusive (Vitak et al., 2011) and variances exist in how it is measured (Lim, 2002; Garrett 

and Danziger, 2008; Vitak et al., 2011). In addition to this, while personality factors have 
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been linked to Internet usage, a content analysis of the literature showed less research has 

been done in this area (Piowtroski, 2013).  

 

The present study aims, therefore, to extend the existing literature by analysing the traits 

of procrastination and conscientiousness as possible antecedents of cyberloafing behaviour. 

Furthermore, as research by Ugrin et al. (2007) and Garrett and Danziger (2008) found that 

people in higher status roles were more likely to cyberloaf – the present study also aims to 

assess whether respondents in senior level roles are more likely to cyberloaf.  

 

Procrastination has been selected for analysis in the present study because much of the 

studies on procrastination to date have sampled student populations (Lay, 1997, Van Eerde, 

2000) and research on procrastination in the workplace has been described as non-existent 

(Van Eerde, 2000). Moreover, trait procrastination has been linked to impulsivity, (DeWitte 

& Schouwenberg, 2002) and, as the Internet is often described as entertaining and interesting, 

it is assumed to be a good distracter to enable procrastination (Davis et al., 2002).  

 

Furthermore, conscientiousness has been selected for analysis, because procrastination 

has been defined as a lack of conscientiousness (Lay & Brokenshire, 1997; Lay, 1997; The 

Ottawa Citizen, 2008; Steel, 2007; Schouwenburg & Lay, 1995). Given the tendency to 

control impulses and to delay gratification, inherent in the conscientiousness trait (Ferrari & 

Pychyl, 2012), compared with that of trait procrastination, with its links to impulsivity 

(DeWitte & Schouwenberg, 2002), it could be inferred that conscientiousness would be 

negatively correlated with that of trait procrastination.  
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A cross - sectional design will be used in the present study, based on measures that 

include Lay’s (1986) General Procrastination Scale, the conscientiousness measure based on 

the International Personality Item Pool (IPIP, 2014) and cyberloafing frequency and variety 

measures based on research by Vitak et al. (2011). Aside from the key measures, respondents 

will be asked broader information relating to workplace factors, questions about Internet 

policy and whether they perceive the impact of technology has improved their ability to do 

their job or increased the stress in their job. These last two questions will be based on similar 

research conducted by Madden and Jones (2008). 

 

Based on the literature reviewed, the following research questions are of particular 

interest: Is there a relationship between procrastination and cyberloafing and between, 

conscientiousness and cyberloafing? Secondly, are senior level employees more likely to 

cyberloaf? Thirdly, is conscientiousness negatively related to procrastination?  

 

H1: There will be a positive relationship between procrastination and cyberloafing. 

H2: There will be a negative relationship between conscientiousness and cyberloafing. 

H3: There will be a negative relationship between procrastination and conscientiousness. 

H4: There will be a positive relationship between level of seniority and cyberloafing. 
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Method 

 

Participants 

A total of 111 respondents took part in the questionnaire, however 23 records were 

excluded which meant a sample of 88 participants (N = 88) was used for the final analysis. 

The 23 records that were excluded were composed of participants who did not have access to 

the Internet during working hours, those who were retired or a student, and questionnaires 

that were unusable due to incomplete data.  

 

Respondents were invited to complete the questionnaire via email and a link to the 

questionnaire through LinkedIn and Facebook. Respondents were not paid for their 

participation and data was collected over approximately a three week period. A total of 45 

males and 43 females took part in the questionnaire and the majority of respondents were 

aged between 35- 44 (46.6%) with 28.4% being aged between 25- 44 and the remainder 25% 

being aged 45 or over. Of the total population sample, 29, or 33% reported holding a position 

of seniority in their job, such as that of senior manager, owner or director. A majority of the 

population worked in the IT & Computing industry (34.1%), with the remainder working in a 

variety of industries including Construction, Sales/Marketing and Healthcare.  
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Design 

A cross-sectional correlational design was used. The dependent variables were 

Cyberloafing Frequency and Cyberloafing Variety and the criterion variables were 

Conscientiousness and Procrastination. For hypothesis H3 (there will be a negative 

relationship between procrastination and conscientiousness), the dependent variable was 

Conscientiousness and the criterion variable was Procrastination.  

 

Materials 

A self - report questionnaire was used that included 27 questions (See appendix 1 for the 

full questionnaire). The questionnaire included demographic questions, questions about 

participants’ use of technology in the workplace and about procrastination, conscientiousness 

and cyberloafing behaviours. These measures are explained in more detail in the following 

sections.  

 

Procrastination measure. Lay’s (1986) General Procrastination Scale (GPS) (appendix 4) 

is a 20-item inventory that measures procrastination as a personality trait. It contains 

statements such as “I often find myself performing tasks that I had intended to do days 

before”, “When it is time to get up in the morning, I most often get right out of bed” and “I 

generally delay before starting on work I have to do”. The scale has a Cronbach’s alpha of 

.82 (Lay, 1986) and a retest reliability of .80 (Ferrari, 1989b). Instructions for the measure 

stated: “People may use the following statements to describe themselves. For each statement, 

decide whether the statement is uncharacteristic or characteristic of you using the following 5 
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point scale”. Response on the scale ranged from "extremely uncharacteristic" (1) to 

"extremely characteristic" (5). Ten items were reversed-keyed: 3,4,6,8,11,13,14,15,18,20 (1 = 

5, 2 = 4, 3 = 3). Responses were then summed to obtain a single score per participant, with a 

higher score reflecting greater procrastinatory behaviour.  

 

Conscientiousness measure. A 20-item inventory from the International Personality Item 

Pool (IPIP, 2014) was used to measure conscientiousness (see appendix 5). Participants were 

asked to rate their behaviours against behaviour description statements. The question stated: 

“The following section provides phrases describing people's behaviours. Please use the rating 

scale below to describe how accurately each statement describes you. Statements in the 

measure included: “Do things according to a plan”, “Waste time”, “Neglect my duties” and 

“Pay attention to details”. Response on a five point scale ranged from “very inaccurate” to 

“very accurate” and the inventory has a Cronbach’s alpha of (.88). Of the 20 questions in the 

measure, 9 were reversed keyed (Q. 2,3,6,7,8,13,14,17,18). Responses were then summed to 

obtain a single score, with a higher score indicating a greater level of conscientiousness. 

 

Cyberloafing measures. Cyberloafing was measured using two dependent variables from 

research by Vitak et al. (2011). The variable names used in the Vitak et al. research were 

“Cyberslacking Variety” and “Cyberslacking Frequency” but names were changed in the 

present study to “Cyberloafing Variety” and “Cyberloafing Frequency” as the term 

cyberloafing was used throughout the present study. For full details of both cyberloafing 

measures, see appendix 2 and 3. 
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“Cyberloafing Variety” was a cumulative index of 9 online activities that included 

sending emails; sending “instant messages” to someone who’s online at the same time; 

sending texts online; using an online social or professional networking site like MySpace, 

Facebook or LinkedIn; watching videos; writing blogs; reading blogs and shopping online. 

 

Participants were asked to indicate whether they engaged in each activity at home only, at 

work only, at home and work or neither. Binary coding was used where 1 indicated the 

participant engaged in the behaviour at work or at work and home and 0 indicated they did 

not. The total score possible was 9, with a higher score indicating greater cyberloafing 

variety.  

 

In the Vitak et al. (2011) research, the first four activities (emails, IM, texting, SNS) were 

coded as 1 only if the participant reported engaging in the activity at work only (not at home 

and work) (p. 1754). The other 5 activities in Vitak et al. (2011) (watching videos; writing 

blogs; reading blogs and shopping online) were coded 1 in cases where participants said they 

engaged in them at work only or at home and work. However, the present research coded 1 

for all 9 activities, as it was expected that today many people work at home. 

 

A second variable, “Cyberloafing Frequency” was based on a accumulation of the four 

frequency based variables (send emails; send “instant messages” to someone who’s online at 

the same time; send texts online and use an online social or professional networking site like 

MySpace, Facebook or LinkedIn (Vitak et al., 2011). Participants were asked to “Rate the 

frequency with which you engage in the following activities for personal reasons at work”. 
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Responses ranged from less often (0) never; (1); less often then every few days (2); every few 

days (3), once a day (4), several times a day (5) and constantly (6). Each behaviour was 

coded with a 1 if the respondent engaged in the behaviour. 

 

Procedure 

Participants were provided with a link to the questionnaire that was created and hosted on 

Survey Monkey (www.surveymonkey.com). An email was sent to participants via LinkedIn 

and Facebook containing the link to the questionnaire which provided information about the 

name of the researcher and the institution through which the study was being conducted. The 

email advised participants that they would be asked about their use of the Internet in the 

workplace and about behaviours that best described them and how they liked to manage 

tasks. Participants were also advised that the questionnaire would take less than 10 minutes to 

complete.  

 

Upon clicking on the link to the questionnaire, respondents were taken to the introduction 

page which restated the research brief, as outlined in the email. The introduction page then 

advised respondents that participation was anonymous and confidential. Because individual 

participants could not be identified from any answers they provided, respondents were 

advised it would not be possible to withdraw from participation, after the questionnaire had 

been submitted and, that by submitting the questionnaire; they were consenting to participate 

in the research. Participants were also advised that the data collected would be securely 

stored in electronic format on a password protected computer.  

 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/
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Question 1 of the questionnaire asked participants if they could access the Internet during 

working hours. Only participants who answered yes were taken to the next question in the 

questionnaire. Questions 2, 3 and 4 asked about gender, age and nationality. Questions 5 

through 25 asked about the working environment including participant’s industry, hours 

worked per week and use of technology and the Internet in work (using the cyberloafing 

frequency and variety measures). Question 26 was about procrastination, using Lay’s General 

Procrastination Scale (1986) and Question 27 used the IPIP conscientiousness measure. Upon 

completion of the survey respondents were thanked for their participation. 
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Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

Gender, age, nationality and industry statistics. Of the total sample (n = 88), 45 were 

male (51.1%) and 43 were female (48.9%). The majority of respondents were in the 35 to 44 

age category (46.6%), 25 respondents (28.4%) were in the 25 to 34 age category, 15% in the 

45 to 54 category and 7 (8%) were in the 55 to 64 category. The results for age are provided 

in table 1. 

 

Most of the respondents were Irish (63 or 71.6%), with the remainder being from: other  

European countries 14 (15.7%), America 5 (5.7%), and Australia 2 (2.3%). The majority of 

respondents, 30 or (34.1%) were in the IT & Computing industry, 13 (14.8%) in sales/ 

marketing or retail, 11 (12.5%) in admin, 7 in education (8%), 7 in construction (8%) and the 

remaining 32 (22.6%) in other industries including banking, management consultancy and 

customer service. 
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Table 1: Frequency and Percent for Age of Respondent. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Role seniority. Those respondents who indicated they held a senior position in their job 

(such as senior manager, owner or director) are shown in table 2. Of the total sample (n = 88), 

29 respondents or 33% of the sample indicated they held a position of seniority, compared 

with 59 respondents (67%) who did not. 

 

Table 2: Frequency and Percent for “Do you hold a position of seniority in your job (senior 
manager, owner or director, for example?). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Internet policy. Respondents were asked 3 questions about their workplace Internet 

policy: If their workplace had an acceptable Internet usage policy, if so, were they familiar 

Variable  Frequency Percent 

25 to 34 25 28.4 

35 to 44 41 46.6 

45 to 54 15 17.0 

55 to 64 7 8.0 

Total 88 100.0 

Variable  Frequency Percent 

Yes 29 33.0 

No 59 67.0 

Total 88 100.0 
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with it and how well the policy was enforced. Table 3 provides details of whether or not an 

acceptable internet policy was operational in the respondent’s workplace. Of the total sample 

(n = 88), 68 said yes, 7 said no and 13 were not sure. 

 

Table 4 provides the results to the question about whether respondents were familiar with 

their workplace Internet policy. 26%. Of the total sample (n = 65), 4 were familiar with it 

(4.5%), 25 somewhat familiar (28.4), 22 familiar (25%), 14 very familiar (15.9%), 23 

respondents (26.1%) did not answer the question. 

  

Table 5 lists responses to the question of how well participants thought the Internet policy 

was enforced. Of the total sample (n = 88), 68 replied including 6 who said it was not at all 

enforced (6.8%), 29 somewhat enforced (33%), 18 a little enforced (20.5%) and 15 very 

enforced (17%). 

 

Table 3: Frequency and Percent for “Does your workplace have an acceptable Internet 
usage policy”. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variable  Frequency Percent 

Yes 68 77.3 

No 7 8.0 

Not Sure  13 14.8 

Total 88 100.0 
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Table 4: If your workplace has an Internet policy, are you familiar with it?. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5: If your workplace has an internet policy, how well do you think it is enforced? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variable  Frequency Percent 

Yes 4 4.5 

Somewhat Familiar 25 28.4 

Familiar  22 25 

Very Familiar 14 15.9 

Missing 23 26.1 

Total 88 100.0 

Variable  Frequency Percent 

Not at all 6 6.8 

Somewhat enforced 29 33.0 

A little enforced 18 20.5 

Very enforced 15 17.0 

Missing 20 22.7 

Total 88 100.0 
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Effects of technology. In response to the question “How much has technology improved 

your ability to do your job?”, (n = 88), 67 or 76.1% said a lot, 18 or 20.5% said some, 2 or 

2.3% said only a little and 1 or 1.1% said not at all. Results of the question “How much 

technology has increased stress in your job”, of the total sample (n = 88), 18 (20.5%) said a 

lot, 23 (26.1%) said some, 11 (12.5%) said only a little, 33 (37.5%) said not at all and 3 

(3.4%) said does not apply. 

  

Cyberloafing, procrastination and conscientiousness. Table 6 provides the descriptive 

statistics for the psychological measures including Cyberloafing Variety (Mean = 3.35, SD = 

1.8) and Cyberloafing Frequency (Mean = 10.91, SD =4.33). Procrastination results reported 

to high procrastination, 72 respondents out of 88 or 82% of the population had a total score of 

60 or more for procrastination (Mean = 64.34, SD = 8.24). Conscientiousness scores were 

also high, with a total of 81 (91%) of respondents reporting a score of 60 or over (Mean = 

73.97, SD = 10.99).  

 

Table 6: Descriptive Statistics of Psychological Measures. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variable  Mean Standard Deviation 

Cyberloafing Variety 3.35 1.8 

Cyberloafing Frequency 10.91 4.33 

Procrastination  64.34 8.24 

Conscientiousness 73.97 10.99 
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Inferential Statistics 

Results of hypotheses. Hypothesis 3 (There will be a negative relationship between 

procrastination and conscientiousness) was not supported. A moderate significant positive 

correlation, however, was found between Procrastination and Conscientiousness. A Pearson’s 

correlation was run to analyse the relationship between procrastination and 

conscientiousness. The mean score for Procrastination was 64.34 (SD = 8.24) and for 

Conscientiousness was 73.97 (SD = 10.99).  A Pearson’s correlation found that there was a 

moderate positive significant relationship between Procrastination and Conscientiousness (r 

(86) = 0.265, p < .05). Therefore the null hypothesis is rejected. 

 

Table 7: Relationship between Procrastination and Conscientiousness. 

Variable Procrastination Conscientiousness 

Procrastination -  

Conscientiousness .265*  

                   **. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Hypothesis 1 (There will be a positive relationship between procrastination and 

cyberloafing) was not supported. A Spearman’s Rho correlation found there was no 

significant association between Procrastination and Cyberloafing Variety (rest (88) = .015, p 

= .892) and no significant association between Procrastination and Cyberloafing Frequency 

(rs (88) = .040, p = .711). 

Table 8: A Spearman’s Rho correlation showing the relationship between Cyberloafing, 
Procrastination and Conscientiousness. 

Variable Cyberloafing 

Variety 

Cyberloafing 

Frequency 

Procrastination Conscientiousness 

Cyberloafing Variety -    

Cyberloafing Frequency .615** -   

Procrastination .015 .040 -  

Conscientiousness .043 .014 .443** - 

Note: **.Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

 

Hypothesis 2 (There will be a negative relationship between conscientiousness and 

cyberloafing) was not supported. A Spearman’s Rho correlation found there was no 

significant association between Conscientiousness and Cyberloafing Variety (rs (88) = .043, 

p = .693) or between Conscientiousness and Cyberloafing Frequency (rs (88) = .014, p = .9). 

 

To test Hypothesis 4 (There will be a positive relationship between level of seniority and 

cyberloafing) an independent samples t-test found the hypothesis was not supported for level 

of respondents with senior roles and Cyberloafing Frequency and Cyberloafing Variety 

compared with non senior roles.  
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Senior roles (mean = 3.52, SD = 1.75) were found to have a higher level of cyberloafing 

variety then those who did not have senior roles (mean = 3.27, SD = 1.84). The 95% 

confidence limits show that the population mean difference of the variables lies somewhere 

between -.569 and 1.061.  An independent samples t-test found that there was no significant 

difference between cyberloafing variety of senior and non senior respondents (t (86) = 6, p = 

.5).  Therefore the null cannot be rejected. 

 

Respondents in senior roles (mean = 11.45, SD = 4.81) were found to have a higher level 

of cyberloafing frequency then those who did not have senior roles (mean = 10.64, SD = 

4.09). The 95% confidence limits show that the population mean difference of the variables 

lies somewhere between -1.15 and 2.76. An independent samples t-test found that there was 

no significant difference between cyberloafing frequency of senior and non senior 

respondents (t (86) = .82, p = .42). Therefore the null cannot be rejected. 

 

Table 9: An Independent Samples T-test table displaying the differences between Senior and 
non senior employees and cyberloafing. 

 Variables Groups Mean SD t df p 

Cyberloafing Frequency 

  

Senior 11.45 4.81 .82 86 .42 

Not Senior 10.64 4.09    

Cyberloafing Variety Senior 3.52 1.75 .6 86 .5 

Not Senior 3.27 1.84    

 

 

Gender and age differences with key variables. Males (mean = 11.84, SD = 4.6) were 

found to have a higher level of Cyberloafing Frequency than females (mean = 9.93, SD = 
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3.84). The 95% confidence limits show that the population mean difference of the variables 

lies somewhere between .114 and 3.71. An independent samples t-test found that there was a 

statistically significant difference between Cyberloafing Frequency of males and females (t 

(86) = 2.11, p = .037). Therefore the null can be rejected. 

 

Males (mean = 3.78, SD = 1.82) were also found to have a higher level of Cyberloafing 

Variety than females (mean = 2.91, SD = 1.69). The 95% confidence limits show that the 

population mean difference of the variables lies somewhere between .126 and 1.62.  An 

independent samples t-test found that there was a statistically significant difference between 

Cyberloafing Variety of males and females (t (86) = 2.32, p = .022).  Therefore the null can 

be rejected. 

 

Procrastination and conscientiousness. Females (mean = 67.23, SD = 4.71) were found 

to have a greater tendency to procrastinate than males (mean = 61.58, SD = 9.85). The 95% 

confidence limits show that the population mean difference of the variables lies somewhere 

between -8.92 and -2.39. An independent samples t-test found that there was a statistically 

significant difference between Procrastination for females compared with males (t (64) = -

3.46, p = .001). Therefore the null can be rejected. 

 

Females (mean = 75.56, SD = 9.33) were found to have higher levels of 

conscientiousness than males (mean = 72.44, SD = 12.29). The 95% confidence limits show 

that the population mean difference of the variables lies somewhere between -7.75 and 1.53. 

An independent samples t-test found that there was no statistically significant difference 
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between Conscientiousness for females compared with males (t (86) = -1.33, p = .186). 

Therefore the null cannot be rejected. 

 

Table 10: An Independent Samples T-test table displaying the differences between males and 
females. 

 

Variables Groups Mean SD t df p 

Cyberloafing Frequency 

  

Male 11.84 4.60 2.11 86 .037 

Female 9.93 3.84    

Cyberloafing Variety Male 3.78 1.82 2.32 86 .022 

Female 2.91 1.69    

Procrastination Male 61.58 9.85 -3.46 64 .001 

 Female 67.23 4.71    

Conscientiousness Male 72.44 12.29 -1.33 86 .186 

 Female 75.56 9.33    

 

 

Age differences and cyberloafing. A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if 

Cyberloafing Variety and Cyberloafing Frequency varied by age group. A one-way ANOVA 

analysis of variance showed that there was no significant difference between the four age 

groups in Cyberloafing Variety  (F (5, 277) = .505, p = .68)  and a one-way ANOVA analysis 

found no significant difference between age groups and Cyberloafing Frequency (F (14.08, 

1617.2) = .244, p = .87). 

 

Internet policy and cyberloafing. Analysis of the results from the question: “Does your 

workplace have an Internet policy” was conducted in relation to Cyberloafing Variety and 
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Cyberloafing Frequency. Responses to this question were: Yes, No or Not Sure. A one-way 

ANOVA analysis of variance showed that there was no significant difference between these 

groups and Cyberloafing Variety (F (2, 85) = .177, p = .680) and no significant difference 

between the groups and Cyberloafing Frequency (F (14.08, 1617.2) = .244, p = .866).    

 

Response to the question: “If your workplace has an Internet policy, are you familiar with 

it?” was also assessed in relation to Cyberloafing Variety and Cyberloafing Frequency. 

Responses collected were Yes, Somewhat Familiar, Familiar, and Very Familiar. A one-way 

ANOVA analysis of variance showed that there was no significant difference between the 

groups in Cyberloafing Variety (F (3, 61) = 2.42, p = .08) and no significant difference 

between the groups and Cyberloafing Frequency (F (3, 61) = 2.44, p = .07). 

 

Finally the question: “If your workplace has an acceptable Internet usage policy, how 

well do you think it is enforced?” was analysed. Responses collected were: Not at all, 

Somewhat enforced, Enforced, Very enforced. A one-way ANOVA analysis of variance 

showed that there was no significant difference between the groups and Cyberloafing Variety 

(F (3, 61) = .29, p = .83) and no significant difference between the groups and Cyberloafing 

Frequency (F (3, 61) = .8, p = .5). 
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Discussion 

The aim of the present study was to investigate the relationship between cyberloafing, 

procrastination and conscientiousness in the workplace. The following research questions 

were noted as being of particular interest: Is there a relationship between procrastination and 

cyberloafing and between, conscientiousness and cyberloafing? Secondly, are senior level 

employees more likely to cyberloaf? Thirdly, is conscientiousness negatively related to 

procrastination? The research questions were asked in the form of 4 hypotheses. 

 

Hypothesis 1 (There will be a positive relationship between procrastination and 

cyberloafing), hypothesis 2 (There will be a negative relationship between conscientiousness 

and cyberloafing), hypothesis 3 (There will be a negative relationship between 

procrastination and conscientiousness) and hypothesis 4 (There will be a positive relationship 

between level of seniority and cyberloafing) were not supported in the analysis.  

 

One unanticipated finding, however, was that a moderate positive significant relationship 

was found between procrastination and conscientiousness (r (86) = 0.265, p < .05). This 

finding contradicted the hypothesis, which posited that there would be a negative correlation 

between these two variables.  

 

In evaluating the findings on procrastination and cyberloafing and on conscientiousness 

and cyberloafing, a number of reasons can be considered to explain the results in the present 



 

 

 

45 

study. Firstly, the field is struggling with definitional aspects of cyberloafing (Piowtroski, 

2013; Ozler & Polat, 2012), which is evident from the many different ways to refer to 

cyberloafing (cyberslacking, Junk Computing, cyber deviance, workplace Internet leisure 

browsing etc.). The challenges in definitional aspects of cyberloafing may make it difficult to 

measure, as there is not yet consensus on what exactly cyberloafing is and, findings to date on 

reasons why employees cyberloaf have been inconclusive (Vitak et al., 2011). 

 

A second, related factor, is that there is no consistency in the measures used to assess 

cyberloafing and, what does exist, is not empirically tested in the way procrastination and 

conscientiousness are, for example. Lim (2002); Vitak et al., (2011); and Garrett and 

Danziger (2008) each defined their own measures to perform analysis on cyberloafing 

behaviours. This suggests there may be some work to be done in the field to consolidate, 

research and test widely accepted measures that accurately and reliably assess cyberloafing 

behaviour. As already discussed, cyberloafing is a relatively new construct (Henle & 

Blanchard, 2008) and this may explain the differences in measures used currently in the field.  

 

The findings on the relationship between procrastination and conscientiousness were 

unexpected, however. A moderate positive significant relationship was found between these 

two variables instead of the negative relationship that was hypothesised. A negative 

relationship was expected, as prior research maintained that procrastination is essentially a 

lack of conscientiousness (Lay & Brokenshire, 1997; Lay, 1997; The Ottawa Citizen, 2008; 

Steel, 2007; Schouwenburg & Lay, 1995). Moreover, a study by Lay (1997) on the 

relationship between personality factors and procrastination showed that trait procrastination 

was negatively correlated with conscientiousness (r (278) = -0.61, p <.01) (p. 272).  



 

 

 

46 

Moreover, the results for both procrastination and conscientious were high in the 

population sampled, (82% of the population scored 60 or higher for procrastination, 

indicating a moderate towards high tendency to procrastinate and 92% of the population 

scored 60 or higher in Conscientiousness, indicating a moderate to high level of 

conscientiousness. Research has shown that people become more conscientious as they age 

(Srivastava et al., 2003, p. 1051; Jackson et al., 2009, p. 455). These results be explained, in 

part, by the older age group sampled (70% were aged 35 or over). It is suggested, therefore, 

that these levels would not be representative of the general population and may have skewed 

the results and, that the sample size in the current study (n = 88), moreover, was not large 

enough to accurately test the relationship between these two variables. 

 

Another potential reason for the variance in results on procrastination and 

conscientiousness is that much evidence from prior research has been on academic 

procrastination among student populations (Van Eerde, 2000), rather than employees in a 

corporate setting. Furthermore, research into work-related procrastination has been described 

as almost non-existent (Van Eerde, 2000). Moreover, our knowledge about the mechanisms 

underlying procrastination remains rather limited (Freeman et al., 2011, p. 376).  

 

Statistical differences were found in gender differences and cyberloafing between males 

and females, both in the frequency with which they chose to cyberloaf (t (86) = 2.11, p = 

.037), and in the types of cyberloafing activities in which they were likely to engage (t (86) = 

2.32, p = .022). Additionally, differences were found in gender and procrastination, whereby 

females were significantly more likely to procrastinate than males (t (64) = -3.46, p = .001). 

However, no significant difference was found in males and females in their levels of 

conscientiousness, nor in age and the tendency to cyberloaf. 
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The findings on gender differences and cyberloafing were consistent with research by 

Vitak et al. (2011), the measures upon which the present study is based. Moreover, Ozler and 

Polat (2012) also found gender impacted the frequency and variety of cyberloafing 

behaviours. Other research maintained that men and women were equally likely to cyberloaf 

(Stanton, 2002; Ugrin, 2008). Ultimately, however, there is not enough empirical evidence in 

the field to determine if gender is strongly related to cyberloafing or not (Weatherbee, 2010), 

but the current findings contribute to the literature, nonetheless.  

 

Internet policy questions (based on whether an Internet policy was in place; if the 

respondent was familiar with it, and, how well the policy was enforced) were also analysed in 

relation to cyberloafing. Respondents who said either, there was no Internet policy at work 

or, they did not know if there was, were more likely to engage in a wider variety of 

cyberloafing activities. Though none of the results on Internet policy and cyberloafing was 

significant, the suggestion that type of Internet activity can be influenced by the presence of 

an Internet policy is an interesting one.  

 

Apparently contradictory findings were found in relation to the two questions about the 

influence of technology in the workplace. Participants were asked: “How much has 

technology improved your ability to do your job?” and “How much technology has increased 

stress in your job?” A significant number of respondents (96.6%) said technology had 

improved their ability to do their job, compared with 80% in the study by Madden and Jones 

(2008, p. 3). Furthermore, 46.7% of participants said technology had increased the stress in 

their jobs, compared with 49% in the study by Madden and Jones (2008, p. 3).  
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These results are interesting because they suggest that technology is a mixed blessing for 

workers, a finding also cited by Madden and Jones (2008, p. 1). Results in the present study 

may have been skewed in favour of technological jobs, however, as 34.1% of the population 

sampled were from the IT and Computing industry. 

 

Strengths and Limitations of the Present Study  

The present study has made a positive contribution to cyberloafing research in relation to 

the personality traits of procrastination and conscientiousness, as well as to the field of 

cyberloafing overall and, in Ireland, in particular. Although no statistical results were found 

for the main hypotheses, gender differences in cyberloafing were found to be significant, in 

support of previous research by Vitak et al. (2011) and Ozler and Polat (2012). Additionally, 

comparative analysis was done on employees’ attitudes to the impact of technology on their 

jobs, highlighting that technology is a mixed blessing for them, a finding consistent with a 

prior U.S. study conducted by Madden and Jones (2008). 

 

The results of population sampled in the present study had both strengths and limitations 

from an analysis point of view. The sample was even in terms of the gender split: 45 

respondents were male (51.1%) compared with 43 who were female (48.9%). The sample 

size of 88 may not have been large enough to capture significant differences in the results, 

however. Furthermore, results may have been skewed because a relatively large portion of 

the sample being from the IT and Computing industry (30 respondents or 34.1%). Moreover, 

the sample population did not contain an even spread of age categories, 46% or 41 
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respondents were in the 35 – 44 age range and only a minority were over 55 (7 respondents, 

or 8%).  

 
A second limitation of the present study was that positive reasons for cyberloafing were 

not accounted for in the research. Research has suggested that cyberloafing may be a positive 

coping strategy against workplace stress (Anandarajan & Simmers 2005; Oravec 2002; 

Stanton, 2002; Lavoie & Pychyl, 2001) and that it can be constructive when it helps 

employees and the organisation (Henle & Blanchard, 2008). Although employees were asked 

if they used the Internet as part of their jobs, this information was not incorporated into the 

cyberloafing measures. 

 

Furthermore, some of the questions in the procrastination measure (Lay, 1986) may be 

outdated. Statements such as “A letter may sit for days after I write it before mailing it” may 

not be very meaningful in today’s technology oriented workplace. A more accurate questions 

may be “Unanswered emails may sit in my inbox for days”, for example. Moreover, Steel 

(2010) argued that some of the questions in the Lay’s (1986) measure relate to procrastination 

but are not definitive of procrastination per se. Steel suggests, for example, the statement: 

“When it is time to get up in the morning, I most often get right out bed.” isn’t a strong 

enough statement to be an indicator of procrastination itself (p. 10). 

 

Statements in the procrastination measure such as “I am continually saying I’ll do it 

tomorrow” or those in the conscientiousness measure such as “Neglect my duties” or “Make 

a mess of things” may be deemed inappropriate, particularly in an organisational context, 

where a respondent is in a position of responsibility in their role. Questions about 

cyberloafing are also possibly subjected to a positive self report bias, particularly if the 
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behaviour is considered to have negative consequences or, if the organisational context does 

not condone such activity.  

 

Another potential limitation of the current study was the use of self-report measures. 

Generally, participants want to respond in a way that makes them look as good as possible 

and, in so doing, they tend to under report behaviours deemed inappropriate by observers or 

researchers and, over report behaviours deemed appropriate (Donaldson & Grant–Vallone, 

2002, p. 247). According to Ferrari (1992) procrastinators may have completed the 

questionnaire after observing themselves procrastinating (which is consistent with Bem's 

(1972) self-perception theory) (p. 107).  

 

Interestingly, Steel et al. (2001) maintain that many of the previous findings in the 

procrastination literature could reflect the effect of traits and states on just the self-report of 

procrastination instead of on procrastination behaviour itself (p. 103). Steel et al. (2001) 

argue, moreover, that mixed results in studies on procrastination are due to different 

interpretations of the construct.  
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Implications and Future Research Directions 

It is clear from previous research that cyberloafing is a topic of great interest to academics 

and businesses alike. Furthermore, cyberloafing has been a topic of study for more than a 

decade (Guthrie & Gray, 1996; Straub & Nance, 1990), and it is an emerging issue across 

several academic disciplines (Griffiths, 2010), probably due, in no small part, to the billions 

of dollars in lost productivity for employers (Weatherbee, 2010).  

 

The findings of the present study have gone some way in contributing to the literature on 

cyberloafing, procrastination and conscientiousness in the workplace. Nevertheless, future 

research may benefit from employing larger population samples from a wider variety of age 

and industries. Moreover, a clearer definition of terms for cyberloafing and what constitutes 

cyberloafing behaviour would be beneficial, as well as the use of empirically tested measures 

that assess cyberloafing in the workplace.  

 

In relation to personality, Barrick and Mount Arousal (1991) expressed the view that, for 

any field of science to advance, it is necessary to have an accepted classification scheme for 

accumulating and categorising empirical findings (p. 23). While this may be true for 

personality research, it is also true for the field of cyberloafing. Evidently a classification 

scheme to classify and categorise empirical findings is required in the field of cyberloafing. 

 

Additionally, self-report is a recognised limitation of the present study and, while 

correlational studies are reliant upon such measures, future research in the field may benefit 
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from other types of analysis, such as experimental designs. In relation to procrastination, 

moreover, Ferrari (2000) recommended that experimental designs that explore the variables 

that account for the relation between indecision and attention in procrastination would be 

helpful for future studies (p. 192). 

 

Given that procrastination can often result in negatively impacting performance (Ferrari 

et al., 2005, p. 140), and that research to date has been primarily on academic populations 

(Van Eerde, 2000), more extensive and in-depth research on procrastination in a corporate 

setting would be beneficial. Procrastination is estimated to affect as many as one out of five 

normal (non-clinical) adults (Ferrari, 2000) and more research on this trait in the workplace 

may give employers useful information about understanding and managing, not only 

cyberloafing behaviour, but job performance in the workplace. 

 

Additionally, the findings in the present study have implications for companies. 

Organisations that want to reduce cyberloafing and improve working conditions for 

employees could implement stress management programs (Henle & Blanchard, 2008, p. 393). 

Moreover, organisations need to consider the trade-offs between the positive effects 

cyberloafing might have on employee well-being and productivity, and any serious liabilities 

associated with it (Henle & Blanchard, 2008, p. 394). 

 

Furthermore, corporations who wish to better manage cyberloafing in the workplace 

could improve their communications around their policies on Internet usage in the workplace. 

Although 77% of respondents in the present study said their workplace had an Internet 
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policy, only 15.9% were very familiar with it and only 17% said it was very enforced. These 

findings suggest the issue of what constitutes acceptable versus unacceptable Internet 

behaviour is a grey area and, to Lim and Thompson’s (2005) point, this is confusing for both 

employees and management. Clear and acceptable Internet usage policies should be 

developed to address this issue (p. 1090).  

 

Although the body of research on cyberloafing will inevitably grow over the coming 

years, a challenge for the field is that technology grows at such a pace that what might have 

been viewed as ‘deviant’ behaviour in the workplace, some 10 or so years ago, today may 

just be a fact of working life. This is especially true with the advent of smart phones, as 

people are constantly online. 

 

Furthermore, just as the television has been normalised since the ‘50s and ‘60s, so too has 

the Internet become a tool for everyday use rather than necessarily a pleasant pastime. 

Moreover, technology is influencing how we work; cases of virtual workers are on the rise, 

with one report estimating that by 2016, 63 million Americans will be working in this way 

(Meyer, 2012). In the virtual office employees are provided the portable means to do their job 

and granted more autonomy to choose where to work (Hill, Ferris, & Märtinson, 2003, p. 

222). Over time, such a paradigm shift inevitably would change how we work and could 

herald new challenges for employers and employees alike.  
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Conclusion 

The findings in the current study make a useful contribution to the body of literature on 

cyberloafing in the workplace, especially in relation to the personality traits of procrastination 

and conscientiousness. Of particular note was the positive relationship between 

conscientiousness and procrastination, the finding on gender differences and cyberloafing and 

that technology is a mixed blessing for employees. Overall, the field has some way to go in 

consolidating definitions of what cyberloafing means and how it is measured so that future 

studies in this area could benefit from a more empirical means of testing cyberloafing.  
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Appendices 

 

Appendix 1: Questionnaire 

This questionnaire will ask you about your use of the internet in your place of work and about 
the behaviours that best describe you and how you like to manage tasks.  
 
It should take less than 10 minutes to complete. 
 
Participation is anonymous and confidential. As individual participants cannot be identified 
from any answers they have provided, it will not be possible to withdraw from participation, 
after the questionnaire has been submitted.  
 
Because of the anonymous nature of the research, no identifying information such as names 
or email addresses will appear in any thesis or publication. 
 
The data collected in the questionnaire will be securely stored in electronic format and stored 
on a password protected computer. 
 
It is important that you understand that, by completing and submitting the questionnaire, you 
are consenting to participate in the research. 
 
Thank you for your participation. 

 

1. Can you access the internet during working hours? 
 
Yes 
No 

2. What is your gender? 
 
Male 
Female 

3. What is your age? 
 
18 to 24 
25 to 34 
35 to 44 
45 to 54 
55 to 64 
65 to 74 
75 or older 

 

4. What is your nationality? (If your country is not listed, select Other) 
 

5. What industry do you work in? If Other, please specify. 
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Other 
Accounting 
Admin 
Banking & Finance 
Construction 
Creative&Design 
Customer Services 
Education 
Engineering 
Human Resources 
IT & Computing 
Legal 
Management 
Consultancy 
Marketing 
Retail 
Sales 
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Appendix 1: Questionnaire continued.. 

 

6.  How would you describe the place where you work?    

Large corp 
Medium Sized Company 
Small business 
State or local government 
School or educational institution 
Non profit organization 
Other 

 

7. Are you now employed full-time, part-time, retired, or are you not employed for pay? 

  
 

8. Are you self-employed or do you work for someone else, such as at a company or for the 
government?  

 
 

9. In a typical week, about how many hours do you work?  
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Appendix 1: Questionnaire continued.. 

10. How often, if ever, do you work from home… every day, almost every day, a few times a 
week, a few times a month, less often, or never?  

 
 

11. what kind of work do you do 

 
12. Do you hold a position of seniority in your job (senior manager, owner or director, for 

example)?  

  

13. The following are a list of statements that might describe your job situation. Rate your 
agreement for each, on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being strongly agree and 5 being 
 strongly disagree 
 

1. Strongly agree 2. Agree 3. Neither agree 
nor disagree 4. Disagree 5. Strongly 

disagree 
 
 
I have a lot to say about what happens in my job. 
I have opportunities for advancement in my job. 
My job requires a high level of skill. 
My job requires creativity. 
My job requires that I do the same things over and over 
My job requires abstract knowledge about the ideas behind my work. 
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Appendix 1: Questionnaire continued.. 

14. Now thinking about your job overall, would you say you are completely satisfied with your 
job overall, mostly satisfied, mostly dissatisfied, or completely dissatisfied?  

 

  

15. Now thinking about what you do at work … How often do you use the following items at 
work… constantly, several times an hour, several times a day, about once a day, every few 
days, less often or never?  
 

a)  A desktop computer 
b)  A laptop computer 

 c)  Some other type of device that is not a desktop or laptop, such as a smartphone 
      or tablet. 

 
 

16. Out of the total hours you work in a week, approximately how many hours do you spend on a 
computer?  
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Appendix 1: Questionnaire continued.. 

17. About how often do you use the internet from work?  

 
 

18. In a typical working week, do you use the internet at work most often for work, for personal 
reasons,or about an equal amount on both?  

  

19 See appendix 2. Cyberloafing Variety 
20. See appendix 3. Cyberloafing Frequency 
21. Do you go online/ use the internet as part of your job?  

 
 

22. Does your workplace have an acceptable use of the internet policy?  
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Appendix 1: Questionnaire continued.. 

23. If your workplace does have an acceptable internet usage policy, are you familiar with it?  

 
 

24. If your workplace has an internet usage policy, how well do you think it is enforced? 
 
Not at all 
Somewhat  
A little 
enforced 
Very 
enforced 

 

25. How much, if at all, have technologies such as internet, email, cell phones, instant 
messaging…done the following? 
 
1 A lot 
2 Some 
3 Only a 
little 
4 Not at all 
5 Does not 
apply 

 
a. Improved your ability to do your job 
b. Increased demands that you work more hours  
c. Increased stress in your job 
d. Allowed you more flexibility in the hours you work 
e. Improved your ability to share your ideas with co-workers 
f. Made it harder for you to forget about work at home and on the weekends 
g. Made it harder for you to focus at work 
h. Expanded the number of people you communicate with 
 
 

 

26. See Appendix 4: Procrastination Scale (Lay, 1986). 

27. Appendix 5: Conscientiousness measure (IPIP, 2014). 
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Appendix 2: Cyberloafing Variety  

(Source: Vitak  et al., 2011) 

Extremely Moderately Neutral Mode  Which of the following activities do you engage in for personal reasons? Do you generally do 

this at home, work, both or neither? 

 

  1. At home 
only 

2. At work 
only 

3. At home 
and work 

4. 
Neither 

1. Send emails.     

2. Send “instant messages” to 
someone who’s online at the same 
time. 

    

3. Send texts online.     

4.  Use an online social or 
professional networking site like 
MySpace,Facebook or LinkedIn. 

    

5.  Watch videos.     

6.  Write blogs.     

7.  Read blogs.     

8.  Play games.     

9.  Shop online.     
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Appendix 3: Cyberloafing Frequency 

(Source: Vitak  et al., 2011) 

Extremely Moderately Neutral Mode  Rate the frequency with which you engage in the following activities for personal reasons at 

work. 

 

  1.  

Never 

2.  

Less often 
than every 
few days 

3.  

Every 
few day 

4.  

Once a 
day 

5.  

Several 
times a 

day 

6.  

Constantly 

1. Send emails.       

2. Send “instant messages” to 
someone who’s online at 
the same time. 

      

3. Send texts online.       

4.  Use an online social or 
professional networking 
site like 
MySpace,Facebook or 
LinkedIn. 
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 Appendix 4: Procrastination Scale (Lay, 1986). 

Instructions:  

People may use the following statements to describe themselves. For each statement, decide 

whether the statement is uncharacteristic or characteristic of you using the following 5 point 

scale. Note that the 3 on the scale is Neutral – the statement is neither characteristic nor 

uncharacteristic of you. In the box to the right of each statement, fill in the number on the 5 

point scale that best describes you.  

 

Extremely 
Uncharacteristic 

Moderately 

Uncharacteristic 

Neutral Moderately  

Characteristic 

Moderately  

Uncharacteristic 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

1  I often find myself performing tasks that I had intended to do days before.   

2.*  
I often miss concerts, sporting events, or the like because I don’t get around to 
buying tickets on time.  

 

3.*  When planning a party, I make the necessary arrangements well in advance.   

4.  When it is time to get up in the morning, I most often get right out of bed.   

5.  A letter may sit for days after I write it before mailing it.   

6.  I generally return phone calls promptly.   

7.  
Even with jobs that require little else except sitting down and doing them, I 
find they seldom get done for days.  

 

8.  I usually make decisions as soon as possible.   

9.  I generally delay before starting on work I have to do.   

10.*  When travelling, I usually have to rush in preparing to arrive at the airport or  
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station at the appropriate time.  

11.  
When preparing to go out, I am seldom caught having to do something at the 
last minute.  

 

12.  In preparing for some deadline, I often waste time by doing other things.   

13.*  If a bill for a small amount comes, I pay it right away.   

14.*  I usually return an RVSP request very shortly after receiving the invitation.   

15.  I often have a task finished sooner than necessary.   

16.  
I always seem to end up shopping for birthday or Christmas gifts at the last 
minute.  

 

17.  I usually buy even an essential item at the last minute.   

18.  I usually accomplish all the things I plan to do in a day.   

19.  I am continually saying I’ll do it tomorrow.   

20.  
I usually take care of all the tasks I have to do before I settle down and relax 
for the evening.  

 

 

Note: * indicates items that differ from student to non-student forms  
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Appendix 5: Conscientiousness measure (IPIP, 2014). 

On the following pages, there are phrases describing people's behaviors. Please use the rating 

scale below to describe how accurately each statement describes you. Describe yourself as 

you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe yourself as you honestly 

see yourself, in relation to other people you know of the same sex as you are, and roughly 

your same age. So that you can describe yourself in an honest manner, your responses will be 

kept in absolute confidence. Please read each statement carefully, and then fill in the bubble 

that corresponds to the number on the scale. 

Extremely Moderately Neutral Mode  

  Very 

Inaccurate 

Moderately 

Inaccurate 

Neither 
Inaccurate 

nor 
Accurate 

Moderately 

Accurate 

Very 

Accurate 

1  Am always prepared.       

2.  Pay attention to details      

3.* Leave my belongings 
around 

     

4. * Make a mess of things.      

5.  

 

Get chores done right away. 

  Like order. 

     

6.  Like order.      

7. * Often forget to put things 
back in their proper place. 

     

8. * Shirk my duties.      

9.  Follow a schedule.      
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10. Am exacting in my work.      

11.  Do things according to a 
plan. 

     

12.
*  

Waste my time.      

13.
* 

Neglect my duties.      

14.  Continue until everything 
is perfect. 

     

15.  Make plans and stick to 
them. 

     

16. 
* 

Do things in a half-way 
manner. 

     

17.
*  

Find it difficult to get down 
to work. 

     

18.
*  

Leave a mess in my room.      

19.  Love order and regularity.      

20.  Like to tidy up.      

 

 




