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Abstract 
Based on self-determination theory, our study investigates the mechanism and 
boundary condition of procrastination behavior. We had a sample of 327 em-
ployees to test our hypothesis, and regression method and the structural equa-
tion model were used to analyze the data. The results show that: 1) inclusive 
leadership could negatively influence on procrastination behavior; 2) mediat-
ing effect of intrinsic motivation was found between inclusive leadership and 
procrastination; 3) moderating effects of perceived insider status were found 
upon the relationship between intrinsic motivation and procrastination beha-
vior; 4) moreover, perceived insider status moderated the mediating effect of 
intrinsic motivation between inclusive leadership and procrastination beha-
vior. 
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1. Introduction 

The acceleration of social development pace and quick development of informa-
tion technology is accompanied by more and more procrastination phenome-
non. Procrastination refers to the voluntary delay of an intended action despite 
the expecting negative consequences for the act (Steel, 2007). Procrastination 
could not only influence the employees’ performance, salary and well-being 
(Cadena, Schoar, Cristea, & Delgado-Medrano, 2011), but also reduce the effi-
ciency, and increase working cost to the organization (D’Abate & Eddy, 2007). 
Thus, how to reduce employees’ procrastination behavior draws more and more 
attention from the managerial field. However, current research mainly takes a 
student group as the study object, and employees’ procrastination has received 
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less attention. Klingsieck (2013), Sirois and Pychul (2016) have appealed that re-
searcher should expand the range of procrastination in the workplace. In re-
sponse to the appeal, our study will focus on the employee, and find the way to 
reduce procrastination. 

Researcher has investigated the reasons which probably cause to procrastina-
tion, however, most of the previous researches have focused on employees’ indi-
vidual factor, such as individual’s intrinsic motivation, task characteristic, work-
load and so on (Ackerman & Gross, 2005; Brownlow & Reasinger, 2000; DeAr-
mond, Matthews, & Bunk, 2014), but less on external factor such as leadership. 
As a part of the organization, employees’ behavior should be influenced by their 
leader or organization. For example, leader could influence how employee uses 
time, and influence their performance (Mohammed & Nadkarni, 2014). Leader 
could help the employee to perform better through supervision and support 
(Gevers & Demerouti, 2013). Undoubtedly, leadership should be seriously con-
sidered to research employees’ procrastination. 

Besides, the impact of the external factor on procrastination remains contro-
versial. On one hand, researchers considered that the relaxed working environ-
ment may induce employees’ procrastination (Sirois & Pychyl, 2016). On the 
other hand, there are some studies pointed out that employee could show more 
procrastination behavior under the strict management lacking of opportunity 
and autonomy (Meyer, Dalal, & Bonaccio, 2009; Nguyen, Steel, & Ferrari, 2013). 
In order to explore the relationship between the relaxed, autonomous environ-
ment and procrastination, we import inclusive leadership. As interactional lea-
dership which leaders interact with follower, inclusive leadership was regarded 
as compatible leadership to adapt the complicated management context (Zhu & 
Qian, 2014). Inclusive leadership could help to employees’ active behavior. For 
example, inclusive leadership could facilitate employees’ innovation behavior 
and work engagement (Carmeli, Reiter-Palmon, & Ziv, 2010; Choi, Tran, & 
Park, 2015). However, the role of inclusive leadership in employees’ procrastina-
tion even deviant behavior is still unclear. So, we will discuss the role of leader-
ship in procrastination behavior under the workplace environment. 

Intrinsic motivation always plays an important role in the research on pro-
crastination. It is essential to discuss procrastination through intrinsic motiva-
tion. Based on Self-Determination Theory, individual has three basic needs: 
competence, autonomy, relatedness. When the basic need was satisfied, individ-
ual’s intrinsic motivation would be strengthened (Gagné & Deci, 2005). As a re-
lational leadership, inclusive leadership could show their openness, availability 
and accessibility in the interaction process with followers. So it may satisfy em-
ployees’ basic need, and then improve their intrinsic motivation. Moreover, re-
search has proved that people with high level intrinsic motivation could show 
less procrastination (Brownlow & Reasinger, 2000; Klingsieck, 2013). Therefore, 
we proposed that intrinsic motivation could make an important influence be-
tween inclusive leadership and procrastination behavior. 
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Moreover, it is also important to consider the content of culture values into 
the research under the Chinese cultural emphasizing collective consciousness 
and individual belongingness. In this context, whether employees’ could perce-
ive the sense of organizational belonging and identify to their “internal mem-
bers”, will also influence employees’ behavior (Zhao & Tang, 2015). Thus, our 
study will consider perceived insider status into the research. Perceived insider 
status refers to people’s perception of their identity of “insider member” and of 
the degree of being accepted (Stamper & Masterson, 2002). Stamper and Mas-
terson (2002) have indicated that, employees’ who has higher perceived insider 
status could have less productive deviant behavior. And Li and his colleague 
(2014) have found that perceived insider status could moderate the relationship 
between environmental factor and individual behavior. And we also consider 
perceived insider status as a moderation role in this research. 

In the summary, the current study seeks to provide a nuanced understanding 
of the relationship between inclusive leadership and procrastination behavior by 
the mediating role of intrinsic motivation and moderated role of the perceived 
insider status. The contributions of current study not only make a deep under-
standing to leadership and procrastination behavior on theory, but also provide 
guidance in practice. 

2. Hypothesis 
2.1. Inclusive Leadership and Procrastination 

Research has shown that, procrastination behavior could influence by some job 
characteristic, but also influenced by leader’s characteristic (Metin et al., 2016; 
Schraw et al., 2007; Steel & Klingsieck, 2016). For instance, Schraw et al. (2007) 
indicated that, as a leader of students, teacher will impact on students’ procras-
tination. Specifically, if teacher couldn’t show clear direction and provide suffi-
cient information for students, then student will behave more protracted. Simi-
larly, employee’s procrastination may influenced by their leader. 

Inclusive leadership always means positively interaction with employee. In-
clusive leadership has three characteristics in the interaction: openness, availa-
bility and accessibility. Through this three characteristics, inclusive leadership 
could response to employee more positively and support to the employee more 
effectively (Carmeli et al., 2010), then reduce employee’s negative behavior. 
Firstly, when leader show more openness, it will listen to employee’s new view-
point, focus on the way that could enhance employee’s work efficiency, and dis-
cuss the way to achieve employee’s goal with employee. Through openness, 
leader could help employee to be competent for the job, and reduce the procras-
tination for task difficulty. Secondly, it means that employee could consult to the 
leader anytime when leader shows the availability. Leader’s availability could not 
only improve employee’s ability, but also facilitate their participation of job and 
autonomy for job (Hollander, 2012). Blunt and Pychy (2000) point out that, the 
employee could procrastinate less when they are autonomous. Thirdly, leader’s 
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accessibility will encourage the employee to seek help to their leader, and it helps 
to build a high quality relationship between them. In this process, employee’s 
need of belongingness will be satisfied (Komives et al., 2013; Randel et al., 2017). 

According to Self-determination theory, people have three basic psychological 
need: competence, autonomy and relatedness, and people will strive for these 
need and tend to the environment that satisfied these need (Gagné & Deci, 2005; 
Zhang et al., 2010). When the basic psychological need was satisfied, people 
showed more positive consequence, in contrast, it will bring the negative influ-
ence (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Gagné & Deci, 2005; Grund & Fries, 2018). Katz et al 
(2014) have indicated that when individuals are in “need-supportive” environ-
ment which could support their need of competent, autonomy and relatedness, 
their procrastination behavior will reduce obvious. As an open, encouraging 
leadership style, inclusive leadership may provide the “need-supportive envi-
ronment” to the employee, then let employee delay less. 

Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 1: Inclusive leadership is negatively related to procrastination be-

havior. 

2.2. The Mediating Role of Intrinsic Motivation 

Intrinsic motivation involves people doing an job because their interest and af-
fection and derive spontaneous satisfaction from the job (Gagné & Deci, 2005), 
it always derives from the positive response to the task or job, such as curious-
ness, involvement, interest, satisfaction and so on (Amabile et al., 1996; Van 
Yperen & Hagedoorn, 2003). Some studies have manifested that leadership 
could influence to employee’s intrinsic motivation. For instance, Shin and Zhou 
(2003) has found that transformational leadership could positively influence 
one’s intrinsic motivation. Zhang and Bartol (2010) also indicated that empo-
wering leadership could influence employee’s intrinsic motivation through em-
powerment to employee.  

As an open, encouraging and supportive leadership, inclusive leadership will 
facilitate the formation of positive response to the job. To be more specific, in-
clusive leadership’s openness could encourage employees to express their opi-
nions and to join the discussion more positively (Nembhard & Edmondson, 
2006; Carmeli et al., 2010). So, employee may prone to perceive the importance 
and significance of the work that they are engaged in, then promote their intrin-
sic motivation (Amabile et al., 1996). In the same vein, leader’s availability will 
encourage the employee to consult with leader actively and make them more 
autonomy to work (Hollander, 2012). Moreover, leader’s accessibility will bring 
more active interaction between leader and employee, in turn help to build the 
high quality relationship of them. Some research refers that high quality rela-
tionship could motivate the employee’s interest and involvement in the job, and 
then promote their intrinsic motivation (Nishii & Mayer, 2009). Besides, ac-
cording to Self-determination theory, inclusive leadership could create a 
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need-supported environment for the employee, then make them show more 
positive response for the job, and make them love the job. Thus, inclusive lea-
dership could be positively influence on employee’s intrinsic motivation. 

As mentioned before, intrinsic motivation has been regarded as an important 
factor for procrastination (Rakes & Dunn, 2010; Dunn, 2014). As the strength to 
engage in an activity (Brownlow & Reainger, 2000), it reflected the degree that 
someone engages in work for activity itself. Some research has indicated that in-
dividual’s work motivation could not only come from the work itself, but also 
some extrinsic factor such as money, achievement or supervision (Gagné & Deci, 
2005). However, once the extrinsic stimulation disappears, employee could keep 
their action no more. For example, when employee works hard for their leader’s 
supervision, once there is no supervision, they may delay or procrastinate. 
Therefore, the motivation could be maintained better when employee’s satisfac-
tion is from the work itself but not the other extrinsic stimulation. Some re-
search also manifest that people who have higher intrinsic motivation will pro-
crastinate less (Dunn, 2014; Katz et al., 2014; Rakes & Dunn, 2010; Senécal et al., 
2003). 

In sum, inclusive leadership may provide an environment that satisfied em-
ployee’s basic psychological need, then improve their intrinsic motivation, in 
turn reduce their procrastination behavior. Hence, intrinsic motivation may play 
a mediating role between inclusive leadership and procrastination behavior. 

Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 2: Inclusive leadership is positively related to intrinsic motivation. 
Hypothesis 3: Intrinsic motivation is negatively related to procrastination be-

havior. 
Hypothesis 4: Intrinsic motivation mediated the like between inclusive lea-

dership and procrastination behavior. 

2.3. The Moderating Role of Perceived Insider Status 

The extent to which employees perceive themselves to be organization insider is 
perceived insider status, that is the sense that employees have gained a “individ-
ual space” and be accepted by their work organization (Stamper & Masterson, 
2002). Perceived insider status is an important indicator to measure employees’ 
self-concept and their belongingness to the organization (Chen & Aryee, 2007; 
Masterson & Stamper, 2003). Employees who have a high level of perceived in-
sider status own more belongingness and identify to their organization, so that 
they will strive more for their organization and prone to show more positive at-
titude and behavior (Wang, Cai, & Lin, 2014). Stamper and Masterson (2002) 
indicated that a high level of perceived insider status influence one’s 
self-determination behavior, such as increase organizational citizenship behavior 
or decrease deviant behavior. 

Actually, perceived insider status not only impact on employees directly, but 
also plays an important role between context factor and employees’ behavior. Li 
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et al. (2014) has shown that perceived insider status can moderate the risk of or-
ganizational policy, then facilitate employees’ voice behavior. Choi et al. (2017) 
also indicated that perceived insider status could interaction with fami-
ly-supportive management, then positively influence employees’ organizational 
commitment and organizational citizenship behavior through improve their job 
satisfaction. Hence, the influence of inclusive leadership to employees’ behavior 
possibly affected by perceived insider status.  

In this regard, when employees consider themselves as a part of organization, 
they will have high identify with the organization (Stamper & Masterson, 2002). 
This sense of identifies promote employees shows more helpful behavior in the 
organization. So, employees make no difference although they have different ex-
tent of intrinsic motivation, because high identify with organization impels them 
to avoid harm to the organization’s interest. In contrast, for employees who have 
low level of perceived insider status, they always feel be excluded from their or-
ganization, so that they have low identify with the organization. Then, em-
ployees in low intrinsic motivation could be hard to engage in job, even behave 
harmful for organizational benefit, such like delay the task or job. Thus, when 
the level of perceived insider status is low, the negative relationship between in-
trinsic motivation and procrastination behavior will be strong.  

To summarize, we hypothesize: 
Hypothesis 5: Perceived insider status moderates the negative relationship 

between intrinsic motivation and procrastination behavior, such that this rela-
tionship is more strongly when the degree of perceived insider status is low than 
when the degree of perceived insider status is high. 

Hypothesis 6: Perceived insider status moderates the mediating effect of in-
trinsic motivation on the negative relationship between inclusive leadership and 
procrastination behavior. That is, the stronger the perceived insider status is, the 
weaker the negative correlation between inclusive leadership and employee’s 
procrastination which through intrinsic motivation is. 

3. Method 
3.1. Participants and Procedure 

The sample included 327 employees working in different industries in China. 
There were 167 women and 159 men in the sample. Most of the participants 
within the age range of 21 to 30, to 64.2%, the average age was 29.99 years. And 
for 56.3% of participants are general staff, 25.1% of participants are junior man-
agers, 15.3% are middle manager, and 3.4% are senior manager. Moreover, 
21.1% of participants are engaged in service work, 19.9% of them are in mana-
gerial work, 17.7% are in marketing work and 14.1% are in research and devel-
opment work.  

3.2. Measures 

Participants were required to answer an on-line questionnaire consisting of four 
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different self-report measures on procrastination, perceived of their leader’s lea-
dership style, intrinsic motivation and perceived of insider status. The informa-
tion of questionnaire is shown in next. 

Procrastination 
We used the Irrational Procrastination Scale (Steel, 2007) which is a 9-item 

questionnaire to measure the irrational tendency of an individual to procrasti-
nate. Item was rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree) to (5 = 
strongly agree). A sample item is “When I should be doing one thing, I will do 
another”. The Cronbach’s α is 0.876. 

Inclusive Leadership 
We assessed inclusive leadership using the 9-item scale of Carmeli, Reiter-Palmon 

and Ziv (2010), which including three dimensions: openness, availability and 
accessibility. It was scored on a 5-point Likert-type scale from 1 (strongly disag-
ree) to 5 (strongly agree). A sample item is ‘The manager is open to hearing new 
ideas’. The Cronbach’s α is 0.937. 

Intrinsic motivation 
We assessed intrinsic motivation using the 12-item adjusted version scale 

from Van Yperen and his associates, which were based on Vallerand and his as-
sociates (1997). This 12-item scale including three types of intrinsic motivation: 
to know, to accomplish things and to experience stimulation. It was scored on a 
5-point Likert-type scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). A sam-
ple item is “Because I feel a lot of personal satisfaction while mastering certain 
difficult job skills”. The Cronbach’s α is 0.946. 

Perceived insider status 
A 6-item scale developed by Stamper and Masterson (2002) was used to 

measure employees’ perceived insider status. Response options ranged from (1 = 
strongly disagree) to (5 = strongly agree). A sample item is “I feel very much a 
part of my work organization”. The Cronbach’s α is 0.898. 

4. Result 
4.1. Descriptive Analysis 

Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations and correlations of four con-
structs of our measurement model. The significant associations were observed 
between inclusive leadership and intrinsic motivation (r = 0.486, p < 0.01) and 
procrastination (r = −0.244, p < 0.01), between intrinsic motivation and procras-
tination (r = −0.340, p < 0.01), between perceived insider status and intrinsic 
motivation (r = 0.420, p < 0.01) and procrastination (r = −0.380, p < 0.01). 

4.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

To evaluate the validity of our variables, we conducted a confirmatory factor 
analyses (CFA) with Mplus 7.4. Specifically, we tested our measurement model by 
comparing our four-factor model (inclusive leadership, intrinsic motivation, per-
ceived insider status, procrastination) with other rival model present in Table 2.  
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Table 1. Means, standard deviations (SD), and correlations of variables (N = 327). 

 Gender Age Edu WA Position IL IM PIS PB 

Gender 1.000         

Age −0.071 1.000        

Edu 0.049 −0.238** 1.000       

WA −0.127* 0.841** −0.356** 1.000      

Position −0.142* 0.554** −0.047 0.586** 1.000     

IL 0.110* −0.077 −0.051 −0.059 0.003 1.000    

IM 0.101 −0.080 0.040 −0.057 −0.010 0.486** 1.000   

PIS 0.112* −0.001 −0.086 −0.014 −0.004 0.389** 0.420** 1.000  

PB −0.016 −0.067 0.076 −0.089 −0.003 −0.244** −0.340** −0.380** 1.000 

Mean 1.510 2.470 2.560 2.530 1.660 3.531 3.691 3.525 2.478 

SD 0.501 0.875 0.887 1.153 0.857 0.948 0.896 0.976 0.919 

Note: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01. Edu: Employees’ education, WA: working age, IL: Inclusive Leadership, IM: In-
trinsic motivation, PIS: Perceived insider status, PB: Procrastination behavior. 

 
Table 2. Results of confirmatory factor analyses. 

Model factor χ2 df χ2/df RMSEA CFI TLI 

Four-factor model IL, IM, PIS, PB 1182.770 514 2.301 0.063 0.914 0.906 

Three fator-1 model IL, IM + PIS, PB 2376.728 524 4.536 0.104 0.762 0.745 

Three fator-2 model IL + PIS, IM, PB 2399.059 524 4.578 0.105 0.759 0.742 

Three fator-3 model IL + IM, PIS, PB 2855.392 524 5.449 0.117 0.701 0.680 

Two factor model IL + PIS, IM + PB 3144.235 526 5.978 0.123 0.664 0.642 

One-factor model IL + IM + PIS + PB 4348.770 527 8.252 0.150 0.505 0.473 

IL: Inclusive Leadership, IM: Intrinsic motivation, PIS: Perceived insider status, PB: Procrastination beha-
vior. RMSEA: Root-mean-square error of approximation, CFI: Comparative fit index, TLI: Tucker-Lewis 
index. 

 
And we use chi-squared, chi-squared/df, RMSEA, CFI, TLI to assess the model 
fit. The result indicated an acceptable model fit (χ2/df = 2.301 < 3, RMSEA = 
0.063 < 0.08, CFI = 0.914 > 0.90, TLI = 0.906 > 0.90). As shown in Table 2, the 
fit indexes revealed that the four-factor model fit the data considerably better 
that other alternative models. Therefore, the distinctiveness of the key variables 
was supported. Given these results, four constructs could be applied in further 
analysis. 

4.3. Test of Hypotheses 

To test our hypotheses, we conducted hierarchical regression analyses with SPSS 
22.0. Hypothesis 1 predicted that Inclusive leadership is negatively associated 
with procrastination behavior. As showed in Table 3, inclusive leadership was 
negatively related to procrastination behavior (β = −0.253, p < 0.001, M4). Thus, 
Hypothesis 1 was supported. 
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Table 3. Results of regression analyses (N = 327). 

Variables 
IM PB 

M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8 M9 

Gender 0.089 0.032 −0.033 −0.003 −0.001 0.007 0.021 0.013 0.011 

Age −0.138 −0.087 0.007 −0.020 −0.042 −0.047 − 0.014 −0.018 −0.016 

Education 0.044 0.091 0.047 0.022 0.063 0.050 0.025 0.071 0.073 

Marriage 0.007 0.001 −0.046 −0.043 −0.043 −0.042 −0.030 −0.070 −0.070 

WA 0.037 0.063 −0.097 −0.111 −0.084 −0.091 −0.125 −0.061 −0.060 

Position 0.066 0.018 0.074 0.099 0.097 0.105 0.100 0.054 0.053 

Work type 0.091 0.097 0.042 0.038 0.074 0.068 0.062 0.071 0.072 

IL  0.483***  −0.253***  −0.105   0.023 

IM     −0.358*** 
−0.307**

* 
−0.238*** −0.167** −0.175** 

PIS       −0.284*** −0.223*** −0.227*** 

IM × PIS        0.339*** 0.343*** 

△R2 0.026 0.253 0.016 0.078 0.141 0.149 0.205 0.305 0.099 

Adjusted R2 0.005 0.234 −0.005 0.055 0.119 0.125 0.183 0.283 0.281 

F 1.238 13.429*** 0.745 3.373** 6.506*** 6.158*** 9.092*** 13.865*** 12.585*** 

Note: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. WA: Working age, IL: Inclusive Leadership, IM: Intrinsic motiva-
tion, PIS: Perceived insider status, PB: Procrastination behavior.  

 
Hypothesis 2 - 4 predicted the mediation role of intrinsic motivation between 

inclusive leadership and procrastination behavior. The result in Table 3 demon-
strates that inclusive leadership was positively related to intrinsic motivation (β = 
0.483, p < 0.001, M2), supporting hypothesis 2. In addition, intrinsic motivation 
was negatively related to procrastination behavior (β = −0.358, p < 0.001, M5), 
supporting hypothesis 3. When intrinsic motivation was present, the relationship 
between inclusive leadership and procrastination became non-significant (β = 
−0.105, p > 0.05, M6), and the intrinsic motivation was significant (β = −0.307, p 
< 0.001, M6). Thus, Hypothesis 4 received support. Intrinsic motivation me-
diates the relationship between inclusive leadership and procrastination beha-
vior. 

To further confirm the mediation role of employees’ intrinsic motivation, we 
use Mplus 7.4 to compute bias-corrected confidence intervals following the ad-
vice of Preacher and Haye (2008). With 5000 bootstrapping replications, we 
found that the indirect effect for inclusive leadership → intrinsic motivation → 
procrastination behavior was −0.160, with a 95% bias-corrected bootstrap CI of 
[−0.277, −0.077] (Table 4). This finding indicates that inclusive leadership was 
negatively and significantly related employees’ procrastination behavior via in-
trinsic motivation, providing support for Hypothesis 4.  

Hypothesis 5 predicted that perceived insider status moderates the relation-
ship between intrinsic motivation and procrastination behavior. As shown in 
Table 3, the interaction between intrinsic motivation and perceived insider sta-
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tus was positively related to procrastination (β = 0.339, p < 0.001, M8). Thus, 
Hypothesis 5 was supported. Meanwhile, we computed the slopes one standard 
deviation above and below the mean of the perceived insider status, then plotted 
the interactive effect, shown in Figure 1. Figure 1 indicated that the stronger the 
perceived insider status is, the weaker the negative correlation between intrinsic 
motivation and procrastination behavior is.  

To test the moderated mediation in Hypothesis 6, it predicts that perceived 
insider status moderates the indirect effects of intrinsic motivation. We per-
formed a moderated path analysis at different levels of intrinsic motivation (±1 
SD), bootstrapping 5000 samples to compute the bias-corrected CI (see Table 5). 
When perceived insider status at a high level, the indirect effect was 0.455 with a 
95% CI of [0.300, 0.652]. And the indirect effect was 0.226 with a 95% CI of 
[0.136, 0.342] when in low level of perceived insider status. The effect of the dif-
ference between the two conditions was 0.229 with a 95% CI of [0.160, 0.318], 
indicating that the moderating effect of perceived insider status on the indirect  

 
Table 4. Result of bootstrapping of mediation. 

Path Estimate 2.5%LLCI 97.5%ULCI 

IL → IM 0.462 0.343 0.597 

IM → PB −0.346 −0.556 −0.162 

IL → IM → PB (indirect effect) −0.160 −0.277 −0.077 

IL → PB (direct effect) −0.095 −0.263 0.048 

Total effect −0.255 −0.414 −0.108 

IL: Inclusive Leadership, IM: Intrinsic motivation, PIS: Perceived insider status, PB Procrastination beha-
vior. 

 

 
Figure 1. The moderating effect of perceive insider status. 

 
Table 5. Results of bootstrapping of moderated mediation. 

 Estimate 2.5% LLCI 97.5% ULCI 

High level perceived insider status (Mean + 1SD) 0.455 0.300 0.652 

Low level perceived insider status (Mean – 1SD) 0.226 0.136 0.342 

Difference 0.229 0.160 0.318 
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effect was significant, supporting Hypothesis 6.  

5. Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the procrastination behavior in the 
workplace context. More precisely, based on Self-Determination theory, we fo-
cus on the moderating role of perceived insider status and the mediating role of 
intrinsic motivation between inclusive leadership and procrastination. The re-
sults indicate that inclusive leadership negatively influences employees’ procras-
tination behavior through employees’ intrinsic motivation. That is, inclusive 
leadership could create a need-supportive environment which could satisfy em-
ployees’ basic psychological need. According to Self-Determination theory, when 
the need was satisfied, employees’ intrinsic motivation will be motivated and 
strengthened, so as to act more positive behavior and cut down negative beha-
vior like procrastination (Gagné & Deci, 2005). Finally, the results support the 
suggestion that perceived insider status as a moderator of this relationship. That 
is, the mediating effect will be different under different level of perceived insider 
status. 

5.1. Managerial Implication 

The managerial implication of our study focuses on following aspect. Firstly, 
improving employees’ procrastination behavior not only is good for their physi-
cal and mental health, but also plays an immeasurable role in enhancing their 
work performance and promoting their career development. Secondly, accord-
ing to our research conclusions, we encourage leaders to interaction with em-
ployees, so as to enhance the perceived of autonomy and relatedness by creating 
a need-supportive environment, and then motivate employees’ passion for the 
job and reduce their procrastination behavior. Therefore, the research of the re-
lationship between leadership and procrastination and the mechanism between 
them is of great significance to the management practice. Finally, as for the or-
ganization, the improvement of employees’ behavior can not only improve the 
performance, but also help to build a positive image for the organization. 

5.2. Limitation and Future Research 

Although our study is helpful to broaden the research range, enrich related theo-
ries and guide the practice of procrastination behavior in China, there are still 
several limitations. At first, because we mainly conduct our survey in city of 
Guangdong province, the generalizability of the results may be limited. Thus, 
this type of survey should be repeated with participants from several areas in 
China even other countries. Second, our questionnaire is all self-reported by 
employees, so that it may result in common method variance inevitable to some 
extent. So the future research could broaden the source of investigation, and let 
the college or leader report the case jointly. Third, our study discusses the role of 
inclusive leadership in procrastination. However, different leadership could 
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make diverse influence to employees’ behavior. These indicate that future re-
search could study procrastination of different leadership style, such as some ri-
gorous, abusive leadership. 
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