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Abstract

A MODEL OF TIME USE AT WORK: INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCESTIME USE,
AND PERFORMANCE

Alicia A. Stachowski, Ph.D.
George Mason University, 2011

Dissertation Director: Dr. Seth A. Kaplan

As jobs become more complex and autonomous, isswesunding time use are
becoming more important. At present, we know reddyi little about how time-related
individual differences influence how people chotzssetructure their time, and
furthermore, how these choices impact task perfoo@aBased on an interactionist
approach, a model was proposed incorporating batsop and situational variables
associated with time use. Several time-related/iddal difference variables (i.e., time
perspective, polychronicity, and time urgency) wexpected to predict time use
behaviors. Individual differences were hypothesizecklate differentially to time use
dimensions (i.e., time management, pacing, anditasking), and time use behaviors
were hypothesized to relate to performance outcoB8iasational moderators (i.e.,
autonomy and time scarcity) were also examinedetyifour undergraduate students

enrolled in a psychology research methods couasied their progress on a final course



project once per week for four weeks leading ughéodeadline. Self- and instructor-
rated project grades served as performance mea§imdsigs provide some support
linking time-related individual differences to timee dimensions. Specifically, future
time perspective was positively related to time aggment. Polychronicity and time
scarcity were positively correlated with multitasiu Situational variables (autonomy and
time scarcity) moderated some of the time-relatelividual difference-time use
relationships. Support was not found for the refahip between time use dimensions
(i.e., time management, pacing, and multitaskimg) performance. Implications for the

workplace and future research directions are dgsmlis



Introduction

As work changes, becoming more autonomous, comatektechnologically-
driven (Burke & Cooper, 2006), issues surroundingetuse are becoming more
important. For example, some researchers have steghiat nearly every job requires
at least some degree of multitasking (Buhner, KoRigk, & Krumm, 2006). While some
attempt to “do more with less” by multitasking, ets engage in non-work activities
while on the job. A 2008 survey of 2,500 (mostli-fume) employees in the U.S.
reported that 22% of respondents wasted approxiynate hours of each workday, and
an additional 14% wasted three or more hours (esgng the internet, making personal
phone calls; Salary.com). Surprisingly, while tmedudl concept of time use is an inherent
part of many aspects of work (e.g., long-rangemlam distribution of tasks among team
members, deadlines, interruptions), we know reddyilittle about how individual
differences influence choices concerning structutime, and how people choose to
prioritize time throughout the workday. Individwifferences in awareness of time,
construal of time, and preferences for using titkely predict some of this variability
and are thus important to our understanding ofeh¢ime use at work.

The purpose of this dissertation is to offer a nhefiéme use linking time-
related individual differences (i.e., time perspagtpolychronicity, and time urgency) to

dimensions of time use (i.e., time managementngaeind multitasking), and task
1



performance. While the topic of time is gainingemast in the IO and management
literatures (e.g., Ancona, Okhuysen, & Perlow, 20Rde, 2008), most of the relevant
research comes from other disciplines approactmnagdpic from a variety of
perspectives (e.g., economic value of time as@ures, Becker & Mulligan, 1997; team
or group communication, Ballard & Seibold, 2004 rkeding, Kaufman-Scarborough &
Lindquist, 2003). To my knowledge, this is thetfinsodel testing the relationships
between a number of individual time-related differes, time use dimensions, and
performance. Related to this point, the majorityitefature on time-related individual
differences tends to focus on a single relationghig., polychronicity and time
management). By exploring a larger model, | aiml&oify the existing dimensions of
time use at work (Ballard & Seibold, 2003, 2004hi$wer & Gutek, 1987) and their
relationships with both individual time-relatedfdiences and performance (see Figure
1).

In general, people spend little time thinking abloadvthey spend their time
(Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999). In a practical sense, expl a larger model of how time use
preferences themselves relate to actual time uggnoaide a useful platform from
which to examine tailored time use/managementitrgirif conceptualization of, and
preferences for, using time relate to differenteg$p of time use at work (e.g., preference
for checking email constantly throughout the dalieathan set times, working on tasks
at the last minute), assessing time-related indalidifferences may be a valuable place
to begin improving time use efficiency.

Toward these ends, | developed and tested a mud®@iiorating both person and
2



situational variables described below (see Figirdie model begins with several time-
related individual difference variables, namelydiperspective, polychronicity, and time
urgency. These individual differences in concepzasibn of, awareness, and preference
for using time are hypothesized to relate to adioa use behaviors. Typically, only a
single aspect of time use is examined in a givedysfe.qg., “pacing”; Ariely &
Wertenbroch, 2002, Gersick, 1988, or “multitaskingdnig, Buhner, & Mrling, 2005).
In contrast, the second component of the proposetehincludes several dimensions of
time use: time management, pacing, and multitasking moderators of these
individual difference — time use relationships examined: perceived autonomy and
time scarcity. Time scarcity, in addition, is exjgetto relate directly to some of the time
use dimensions. Finally, and potentially of mostgtical importance, are the
hypothesized connections among the time use betsaamol performance outcomes.
Each of these terms, as well as the linkages imiheel, will be described below.
Time-related Individual Differences

Individual differences in perceptions of time andfprences for using time are
important to our understanding of how people chaostructure their time (e.g., Conte,
Schwenneker, Dew, & Romano, 2001). Three time-edlatdividual differences are of
interest in the present study: time perspectivg,gboonicity, and time urgency. These
specific variables were selected for inclusion dase a factor analysis of 24 time-related
individual differences and their likely relevancetime use at work (Francis-Smythe &
Robertson, 1999a). Francis-Smythe and Robertsoaasure of “time personality”

consists of five dimensions. Specifically, theim@insions of planning, polychronicity,
3



and impatience should be important in explainirftegences in how people use their
time to accomplish work. Because their scale himequently been used to date,
constructs (and measures) consistent with theiedgion descriptions (in some cases,
instead of the actual construct names they choseg used. See Table 1 for their
described factofé

Of note is that, while these time-related individdifferences are associated with
the Big Five personality dimensions (e.g., Con898t Conte & Gintoft, 2005; Conte &
Jacobs, 2003; Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999), existing aesle also indicates that they
contribute incremental predictive validity above fBig Five personality dimensions. For
instance, polychronicity accounted for additionati&nce in lateness and absence in train
operators beyond the Big Five (Conte & Jacobs, P@@8reover, it predicted sales
performance, supervisor ratings of customer seraicd overall performance of retail
sales associates (Conte & Gintoft, 2005). | elaieooa the three time-related individual
differences below.
Time Perspective

Time perspective is the “degree of emphasis [peplales] on the past, present,
and future” (Bluedorn 2000, p. 124), and consisthe subjective focus, or frame, a

person takes when making decisions and takingrec{e.g., Boniwell & Zimbardo,

! Two dimensions were omitted: “leisure time awassfieonsisting of time spent outside of paid work,
and thus outside the scope of this project, anch¢tuality”, which by definition is a part of theme
urgency construct.

2 Time urgency has components of both keeping tedwdles and adhering to external deadlines (Conte,
Landy, & Mathieu , 1995), and those high in timgamcy have been shown to be punctual to work
(Dishon-Berkovits & Koslowsky, 2002).
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2003). In line with the majority of current litetae, | conceive of time perspective as
dimensional rather than as one continuum (Hofsg€eB8end, 1988). Research on time
perspective as an individual difference has focusegdresent and future perspectives
when studied in the context of work and organizegi@imbardo & Boyd, 1999). Waller,
Conte, Gibson, and Carpenter (2001) note that thres@erspectives are often
emphasized in organizational research becauseinfithpact on decision-making and
performance (e.g., West & Meyer, 1998). Furthermthre literature on the planning
fallacy (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979) suggests thatmivaluating the time needed to
complete a task, people rarely consider past exapees and performances, rather
electing to focus on future thoughts of how thd tasght be completed. Buehler, Griffin,
and Ross (1994) demonstrated that people, indanstructed narratives of how future
events would unfold without contemplating past egees. When thegid evaluate
past behaviors, it was typically to confirm an gxtaen (i.e., extenuating circumstances).
As such, | examine both present and future timspsatives here.

Time perspective influences a person’s expectatigoels, and imagination
(Boyd & Zimbardo, 2005) by becoming the (tempofedjme from which to view the
world. People scoring high on the present perspedimension focus on the “here and
now,” attending to immediate goals. Because oftiise narrow time lens, people high
on present time perspective have a tendency tevaethat planning is not useful, are
more likely to behave impulsively, and often loseck of time (Zimbardo & Boyd,
1999). In contrast, a high score on future timespective is associated with a more long

range time lens, or cognitive frame. As the nam@ies, a person with this focus thinks
5



about a larger scope or span of time. Those hidlutone time perspective engage in
more goal-directed behaviors and imagining or eariag an ideal future world
(Boniwell & Zimbardo, 2003). People high in a fugyrerspective tend to believe that
present behaviors will have an influence on fugoals and accomplishment of those
goals (Jones, 1988). They are inclined to creatotlists, maintain a daily planner, carry
a watch, and define and set goals (Zimbardo & Bap&9).
Polychronicity

Polychronicity was first introduced by Hall (195)d expanded upon by
Bluedorn, Kalliath, Strube, and Martin (1999) whefided it as, “the extent to which
people prefer to be engaged in two or more tasksents simultaneously, and believe
their preference is the best way to do things2(7). With the escalating interest in
multitasking in the workplace (Konig, OberacherkK&inmann, 2010), polychronicity
may have important implications for how people thsar time and perform their work,
especially under circumstances in which they ageired to manage multiple
responsibilities simultaneously (Onken, 1999). Gonmg the stability of this trait,
Bluedorn et al. (1999) reported test-retest relitgttoefficients of 0.89 in a sample of 23
managers over a two-week period, and 0.78 in arniedal 21 managers over a month
using the Inventory of Polychronic Values.

Given the conceptual similarity between polychragiand multitasking, noting
the distinction between the two is important. Kéargl Waller (2009) recommend using
the term “polychronicity” only when describing theeference for working on several

things at the same time. The term “multitaskingdwever, should be applied to the
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behaviorof engaging in multiple tasks at the same timellbw this recommendation in
describing the individual difference as a prefeegnehich is thought to predict actual
behavior.
Time Urgency

The third time-related individual difference ofen¢st is time urgency. The
concept of time urgency is a component of the TAiiehavior pattern (Friedman &
Rosenman, 1974) and is defined as a “frequenteraneith the passage of time”
(Waller et al., 2001, p. 589). People high in tinngency have a tendency to construe
time as a scarce resource, and as such, plareisavsfully (Landy, Rastegary, Thayer,
& Colvin, 1991). Time urgency has previously beémost interest in predicting
coronary heart disease and stress (e.g., Bond &&gd 988; Ganster, Schaubroeck,
Sime, & Mayes, 1991) and has thus been heavilyedud the area of work stress and
health (e.g., Friedman & Rosenman, 1959; MohangRMowever, this individual
difference has also been studied in the performasle¢ed literature, as it has been
associated with perceptions of deadlines, time emess, and perceived rate at which
tasks should be performed (Landy et al., 1991).

Landy and colleagues’ (1991) original five factbusture of time urgency was
confirmed by Conte, Ringenbach, Moran, and Lan®@{2, who found the same

dimensions using a sample of 393 travel agentselof the five dimensions are of

3 It should be noted that time urgency is distimonf time pressure (or temporal urgency; Zaccaro,
Gualtieri, & Minionis, 1995). In contrast to anénhal sense of time urgency, time pressure istgine,
external and creates situations of varying timestraints (Rastegary & Landy, 1993). The individual
difference of time urgency is often confused wititaation of time urgency or the experience of not
having enough time (e.g., Blatchley et al., 2007).
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interest in this study: competitiveness, task-egldturry, and general hurry. Speech
patterns and eating behavior are not expecteddter® task work and performance, and
as such, will not be discussed further. Landy et1#91) reported the following test-
retest reliability coefficients for a sample of 182rical workers over four months:
competitiveness (0.93), task-related hurry (0.88) general hurry (0.90).
Time Use

As seen in the model in Figure 1, the individu#fledences discussed above are
expected to relate to actual time use {H1). Previous studies have described
dimensions of time use from cultural (Schriber &€k 1987), communication (Ballard
& Seibold, 2003, 2004), and organizational (Benald®99) perspectives. The current
study is, to the best of my knowledge, the firgtraipt at empirically testing the
relationships among a variety of time-related idlnal differences, time use dimensions,
and performance.

| explore several time use dimensions, buildingrutie existing studies of time
dimensions at work. Schriber and Gutek (1987) mesly examined time dimensions of
work applied to organizational culture, describirf@junique aspects of time in
organizations (i.e., schedules and deadlines, pahist, future orientation, time
boundaries between work and nonwork, quality vespeed, synchronization and
coordination of work with others through time, aa@ess of time use, work pace,
allocation of time, sequencing of tasks througtetimtraorganizational time boundaries,
autonomy of time use, and variety versus routilddre recently, Ballard and Seibold

(2003, 2004) described ten dimensions of time ganizations within the context of
8



communication among organizational members. Bredelgories includéme construal
(i.e., “the way work group members interpret oeatito time”, p. 141) andnactment of
time(i.e., “the way work group members perform timg”,140). Their construal
dimensions included scarcity, urgency, and timspective. Time enactment included
dimensions of flexibility, linearity, pace, pre@si, scheduling, and separation. In line
with Ballard and Seibold (2003, 2004), | distinguamong time-related individual
differences and actual time use behaviors.

The time use dimensions examined in the currenysive time management
(i.e., the degree to which employees take into @etcthe planning and scheduling of
tasks/workday), pacing (i.e., the manner in whiwytpace task-related activity from
project start to end date) and the number of tdsikg choose to work on at a given time
(multitasking). | incorporate relevant time use dimsions described by Ballard and
Seibold (2003, 2004) and Schriber and Gutek (1887, excluding variables outside the
scope of this study (e.g., boundaries between wodknonwork). | elaborate on each of
these dimensions below and, in doing so, link kined individual differences to them in
proposing the study hypotheses. Prior to discudsingeach of the three time-related
individual differences is related to time use, i@tdescription of each time use
dimension is provided.

Time-Related Individual Differences & Time Use

Time Management

The first of these dimensions is time managemem.idiea of time management

is founded on the assumption that recording andagiag time has the potential to help a
9



person effectively deal with his or her time (Drackl966). | follow Koch and
Kleinmann (2002) in defining time management ase ‘$elf-controlled attempt to use
time in a subjectively efficient way to achieve @arnes” (p. 201). This definition
highlights three important components of time mamagnt implied in much of this
literature. First, some level of choice in how Bewne’s time is necessary for time
management to have meaning. Second, time managéeigtiors are intended to
achieve some goal, and third, efficiently.

| focus on two of Macan, Shahani, Dipboye, andIpisik (1990) dimensions of
time management (i.e., setting goals and prioriiesl mechanic$) The setting goals
and priorities factor is intended to tap the sgttifi goals a person wants or needs to
accomplish and prioritizing the tasks necessagctoeve those goals. The mechanics
factor is intended to tap behaviors such as mdigtgand planning. While training does
not consistently increase time management beha{ftasan, 1996), Claessens, van
Eerde, Rutte, and Roe (2007) recently positeddidain personality traits might act as
antecedents to time management. | explore thishobigsbelow, offering hypotheses
linking time-related individual differences of tinperspective, polychronicity, and time
urgency to time management.

Time Perspective and Time Managemen#s seen in Figure 1, the first
individual difference expected to relate to timenagement is time perspective. Time

perspective is thought to shape a person’s expaasatgoals, and imagination (Boyd &

* Note that Macan et al. (1990) uncovered a thimdofanot explored in the current study: preferefure
organization. As this dimension taps preferencepg®sed to behavioral items, it was not includexth

10



Zimbardo, 2005). Waller et al. (2001) suggest timaé perspective may influence how
individuals behave in regard to time, whereby &pe's perspective becomes a temporal
cognitive frame. In turn, this cognitive frame unéhces planning behaviors and
engagement in certain activities. Present timdteassociated with the perception that
planning is not useful (Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999). Emmanagement behaviors include
planning and prioritizing tasks yet to be accont@is As someone high on present
perspective tends to view future behaviors as atedlto goal accomplishment, it seems
likely that present time perspective would be niegt related to time management. As
such, the following hypothesis is offered.

H1: Present time-perspective is negatively reldteime management behaviors.

Future time perspective, on the other hand, has baléed “big picture” thinking
(Fortunato & Furey, 2009) in that it provides peoplith the ability to imagine future
possibilities. A long-term, goal-focused perspestivm turn, should be related to each of
the time management behaviors. Related studiessigpylbrt to this idea. For example,
Murrell and Mingrone (1994) found that studentdwmathigh future time perspective
focused on success through goal-directed behayars¢ipating in many activities to
work toward/achieve their goals. In addition, mmgeent results suggest a future
perspective predicts academic engagement (Horstroab&sZimitat, 2007) and less
procrastination (Diaz-Morales, Ferrari, & CohenQ&)) which are indicative of more
planning behaviors. As time management consisgelaiof goal-directed activities,
future orientation should be positively associatéth time management behaviors.

H2: Future time-perspective is positively relatedime management behaviors.
11



Polychronicity and Time Management.Next, the relationship between the
individual difference of polychronicity and time megement is explored. Empirical
research lends some support to a positive relattween polychronicity and time
management behaviors. Wastag and Conte (2009) stutpgée polychronicity is
positively related to general hurry, which is asatexl with a tendency to plan too much
to do in too little time (Rastegary & Landy, 1998)astag and Conte (2009) further
suggest that someone with a polychronic tendengyr(uliscovering that they do not
have sufficient time) will attempt to make up féost” time by working on multiple
activities at once, leading to additional plannamgl scheduling. Worth noting is that
these efforts may be inversely related to actudatat’eness in following through with
plans. Kaufman-Scarborough and Lindquist (1999nébtlnat monochronic individuals
enjoyed planning their daily activities so thatyttk@ew when to do each task, but had
more trouble organizing what they had to accompisth managing changes to their
schedule than those on the polychronic end ofpkeetsum. Given the above evidence, |
expect that polychronicity relates positively tagaging in time management behaviors.

H3: Polychronicity is positively related to time nagement behaviors.

Time Urgency and Time ManagementFinally, time urgency is expected to
relate positively to time management behaviors. &empirical and theoretical studies
indirectly suggest that a positive association eetwtime urgency and time management
behaviors is probable. Recall that time urgencysisig of a focus on the passage of time
and that this variable affects perception and @isene (Rastegary & Landy, 1993).

Strube, Deichmann, and Kickham (1989) concludetlititividuals high in time urgency
12



have a tendency to be more attentive to time aadlohes than those low in time
urgency. Moreover, Waller, Giambatista, & ZellmawuBn (1999) found that time urgent
individuals had a tendency to impose strict schesloh their team members, suggesting
a relationship with planning and scheduling dimensiof time management.
Furthermore, time urgent members pushed their teambers to focus on one task at a
time, and frequently reminded teammates of theagmbhring deadline (Waller et al.,
1999). While not explicitly tested, pushing memhkergocus on the task at hand could be
construed as prioritizing that task over othersrédoer, in a theoretical piece
considering both time perspective and time urgeWsller et al. (2001) posit that time
urgent individuals with a future time perspectivdl exhibit achievement striving, high
time awareness, and a need to schedule. Giverbtwe dindings and ideas, | expect that
time urgency is positively associated with engagmigme management behaviors.

H4: Time urgency is positively related to time mg@@ent behaviors.

In addition to the quantity of time management &g, the accuracy of
planning and scheduling behaviors may also be mgauiiin predicting performance. In
the current conceptualization, accuracy in estinggtine time needed to complete work
tasks is regarded as a measure of efficiencyatrtiore accurate estimates should result
in the best use of one’s time. In general, findiogscerning people’s accuracy in
estimating time are mixed. Burt and Kemp (1994) elcample, found that people tended
to overestimate the amount of time necessary ttEimtasks. Francis-Smythe and
Robertson (1999b), however, demonstrated the ofgo@sult, finding that a large

number of participants underestimated how longsl ¥zould take to complete. |
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examine the accuracy of time management in the @drpnecision of task duration
estimates in an exploratory manner here.
Pacing

As seen in Figure 1, the second dimension of tiseeaxplored in this dissertation
is that of pacing. People differ in their pacingnairk tasks. Whereas some people seem
to struggle to meet deadlines, others seem to imetkods of effectively pacing
themselves before an upcoming a deadline (e.geiG&laessens, van Eerde, & Rutte,
2009). Moreover, sometime people elect to stadva project immediately upon
receiving instruction, and in other instances waibnceptualize pacing here as a
behavior consisting ahena person chooses to work on a task (as opposéd taté at
which a task is completed (e.g., Levine, 1988; Qklen & Waller, 2002; Schriber &
Gutek, 1987). For example, when learning of a project due\r fiusiness days, one
person could choose to construct a full draft anfitst day and spend a small amount of
time reviewing it the day before the deadline. Tdhisice of pacing can be contrasted
with someone who instead elects to work on smatigus of the project each day
leading up to the deadline.

Pacing is associated with both monitoring the pgssd time and of an
awareness of deadlines (Waller, Zellmer-Bruhn, &r@hatista, 2002). Recently, the idea
that there may be individual differences in paghde was proposed. Gevers,

Mohammed, Baytalskaya, and Beeftink (2008) refitiexdconceptualization of types of

® There two related ways to think about work pahe:dpeed orate at which individuals work, andihen
they do so.
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work pace, concluding pacing could be categoringal different types, which | examine
in the current study. They include: “steady actionivhich the work is completed at a
steady pace throughout, spreading work out eveamy the start of a project to the
deadline; “u-shaped/curvilinear” in which more effis put forth at the beginning and
end of the allotted time (Claessens, 2004), “deaddiction” in which most of the work is
done immediately preceding a deadline, and “eaction” which refers to a pattern in
which someone starts activities early and ensinasihe work is finished long before an
approaching deadline (Gevers et al., 2008). Whisé authors have begun to examine
pacing as a stable preference, | explore it heleehavior. Below, | offer hypotheses
linking time-related individual differences to pagi

Time Perspective and Pacingrirst, present and future time perspectives are
hypothesized to relate to pacing differently. Hagksent time perspective is expected to
be most strongly associated with deadline actimmngaBecause someone high on this
dimension tends to believe that planning is notipaarly fruitful and also tends to lose
track of time (Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999), he or shaad expected to take an early action
approach. Rather, it is expected that when consgl@&ow to use their time, people high
on this dimension would instead focus on only tlesthpressing deadlines.

H5a: Time perspective is related to pacing such gnasent time perspective is

positively associated with the deadline action pgci

A person scoring high on future time perspectivexigected to select pacing
behaviors further from a deadline. Because pedple dn this dimension tend to be

more goal-directed (Boniwell & Zimbardo, 2003) dmelieve that present behaviors will
15



have an influence on goal accomplishment (Jon&38)1@uture time perspective is
expected to be positively associated with morer@drpacing approaches. More
specifically, in considering future consequenceaking plans, and setting goals
(Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999), people high on future tiperspective should be more likely
to select an early or steady pace.
H5b: Time perspective is related to pacing suctt thture time perspective is
positively associated with both early and steadyims

Polychronicity and Pacing.Polychronicity is not expected to relate particlylar
strongly to any one of the distinct pacing categmras solid theoretical support for why a
person high in this trait would select one parfacydattern of pacing over another is
lacking. While polychronicity has been shown tonlegatively associated with other
related forms of timing (e.g., punctuality, Benap©999), the pattern or pace of time use
of is of most interest here. As such, a specifedpotion is not made.

Time Urgency and PacingHowever, | do predict a relationship between time
urgency and pacing. In a theoretical paper, Walhel colleagues (2001) suggested that
time urgency may interact with time perspectiveiedict group performance for
different types of deadlines. As individuals hightime urgency have a tendency to be
more attentive to time and deadlines than thosenawne urgency (Strube et al., 1989),
it is expected that someone high on time urgenayladvelect to finish tasks early. A
focus on deadlines seems likely to lead to selfeisgol pressure to finish a task on time.
In support of this notion is Waller et al.’s (1998)ding that those high in this trait tend

to push team members to stick to a schedule, imdu@minding them of an upcoming
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deadline. As such, the following hypothesis is dteregarding time urgency and work
pace type.

H6: Time urgency is positively related to the eatyion pacing type.
Multitasking

The third time use dimension explored here is agdking. A variety of
definitions of multitasking exist in the literaturEhese definitions tend to focus on either
theability to multitask (e.g., “ability to manage and executetipld and concurrent
tasks”, p. 101; Salvucci & Taatgen, 2008, “abitdyaccomplish multiple task goals in
the same general time period by engaging in freigseitiches between individual tasks”,
p. 1; Delbridge, 2000), or on tiperformancdi.e., behaviorpf engaging in multiple
tasks (e.g., “engaging in multiple tasks or assigmis simultaneously”, p. 339; Ishizaka,
Marshall, & Conte, 2001). Here, a definition of tialsking behavior was borrowed from
Oswald, Hambrick, Jones, and Ghumman (2007), wdtedthat multitasking is
behavior that entails performing multiple taskstttequires shifts in attention, and that
occursover a short period of timé& his particular conceptualization was chosen bsea
of its acknowledgement of attention, which is cahtio the theoretical rationale below, as
well as the emphasis on task work. In the followsegtions, | propose hypotheses
relating the time-related individual differencestaltitasking.

Time Perspective and Multitasking.First, time perspective is not expected to
relate to multitasking behavior. Time perspectigelf appears to relate more so to
decisions concerninghento do work, as opposed to the number of tasks tionme at

one time. Situational constraints aside, theretsarstrong theoretical rationale for
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predicting a positive or negative relationship betw standing on present or future time
perspectives and multitasking.

Polychronicity and Multitasking. Polychronicity, on the other hand, is expected
to relate positively to multitasking behavior. Teés growing support for the relationship
between polychronicity and multitasking. Zhang, Getdleke, Plocher, and Liang
(2005), for example, conducted a lab study in whingy asked participants to monitor
and control two processes at the same time. Swigdbdck and forth is indicative of
multitasking because it is entails engaging in miner of tasks during the same period
(Bluedorn, 2002). Zhang and colleagues (2005) fabatithose with a monochronic
orientation attempted to control the tasks seriallyile those with a polychronic
orientation attempted to control both processesisameously. Furthermore, a recent
study found that polychronicity predicted both émoyment of a “multitasking”
simulation, as well as the number of tasks on wpaticipants chose to work (Poposki
& Oswald, 2010). As such, Hypothesis 7 is an attampeplicate a general positive
relationship between polychronicity and multitagkin

H7: Polychronicity is positively related to multsieng.

Time Urgency and Multitasking. | also predict a positive relationship between
time urgency and multitasking. Time urgency relatean intense focus on one’s present
task. Owing to their focus on the passage of timase high on time urgency report
experiencing being agitated and restless duringvidione” (Frankenhaeuser, Lundberg,
& Forsman, 1980) and are uncomfortable with eveef bonoments of inactivity (e.qg.,

wasting time by taking breaks or relaxing; Pric@32). As such, they often attempt to fill
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all spare time with achievement-oriented (by extamsvork-related) activities (Price,
1982). This self-imposed time pressure means thatson must be highly attentive to
work tasks during all available time. As such, dedpgh on this trait are expected to fill
their time with multiple work-related activitiessultaneously or during moments of
downtime whenever possible.

H8: Time urgency is positively related to multitiagk

Moderators of Individual Differences — Time Use Realtionship

This study attempts to capture both individual sitdational predictors of time
use using an interactionist approach, which refetee combined influence of both
personality and situational variables on attitutetaviors, cognitions, and emotions
(Endler & Magnusson, 1976). Context is an integomhponent of this model. In light of
the time dimensions described above, two relevar@-telated variables are of interest in
their likely influence on the relationships betwelkea individual differences and time
use: perceived autonomy and time scarcity. Abowatlined the manner in which three
time-related individual difference variables ar@ested to relate to time use behaviors.
The next two hypotheses concern the possible dmBaence of a contextual variable
(perceived time scarcity) on time use (See FigutdydH;o). Following this discussion,
perceived time scarcity and autonomy are exploseti@derators of the time-related
individual difference-time use relationships.
Time Scarcity

Time scarcity is defined as the perception of tasdoth a limited and

exhaustible resource (Karau & Kelly, 1992). Thusiiee scarcesituation (or perception)
19



is one in which there exist too many tasks to cetepin a given amount of time
(McGrath & Kelly, 1986). | suggest that the perceptof time scarcity is positively
related to engaging in time management behavioosedpecifically, as a person
perceives a greater sense of time scarcity, hieoattempt to plan remaining time likely
increase%

H9: Time scarcity is positively related to time ragament behaviors.
Furthermore, in a situation in which time scarcgtgxperienced, a direct
relationship is expected between time scarcityraotlitasking such that the greater the

perception of time scarcity, the more likely a pargngages in more tasks
simultaneously (e.g., taking a business call waitempting to respond to email) in an
attempt to “catch up” on work and reduce the sefis$ine scarcity (see Wastag and
Conte (2009) for a similar rationale). As such distarcity is expected to relate
positively to multitasking.

H10: Time scarcity is positively related to mulsikang.
Perceived Autonomy

Autonomy is a situational component, defining teeeéngth” of the situation
(Mischel, 1977).Schedulingautonomy, specifically, is of interest in this sgudhich
includes discretion over scheduling, sequencingd,teming of work (Breaugh, 1989).

Considering time management as an example, byitefinhis dimension of time use

® Note that perception is meaningful here, as pewjille excessive demands may feel comfortable with
their “time supply” because they are skilled atamiging or efficiently using time, or simply feel @ase
with their time supply (Kaufman-Scarborough &Lindsfy 2003). In contrast, other people with reldive
fewer demands may experience elevated time scareitpuse they are unskilled at using their time or
perpetually feel short on time.
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implies that employees have some decisive powkowmthey schedule work activities
(Koch & Kleinmann, 2002). Thus, in a strong sitoatimanaging time should relate only
weakly to preferencésThe work happens in a predetermined fashion awcd.p

The relationships between time-related individugietences and time use
dimensions are expected to become stronger witeasing levels of autonomy. First,
the associations between time perspective dimesgian, present and future time
perspective) and time use behaviors are expectedrtease with greater levels of
autonomy such that for someone high in present pienspective, fewer time
management behaviors are expected, along withpat@ng of a task (i.e., working on
the majority of the work even closer to the deaglifror someone high in future time
perspective, more time management behaviors amcteg) along with an earlier pacing
of a task. Consequently, someone high on the fuilone perspective dimension is
expected to engage in more time management bekanarearlier pacing of work with
greater perceived choice in scheduling work (geeater autonomy).

Similarly, autonomy is also expected to strengtienrelationship between
polychronicity and time use dimensions. As somduagk on polychronicity prefers to
plan and to work on multiple tasks in a given antafrtiime, greater autonomy should

result in more of these behaviors.

" For instance, take a project manager high on éuiute perspective expected to engage in many jplgnn
and scheduling behaviors. This person, with a teéglel of autonomy, may plan to visit “X” number of
project sites on Monday, create a specific route,(schedule) to visit each of them throughoutdg as
efficiently as possible. A project manager high mmresent time perspective, on the other hand, may
haphazardly decide to do site visits on Monday,failito map out an efficient plan for how to acqaish

the work during the day.
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Finally, autonomy is expected to increase the asbBon between time urgency
and the time use dimensions of time managementgaad multitasking. The rationale
for proposing the strengthened relationships restiilar to that of the other two time-
related individual differences, in that increaskdice in how to use one’s time should
result in time use based more heavily on indiviguaferences. In this case, time
urgency should be associated with more time managebehaviors, earlier pacing, and
more multitasking. (See Figure 1;4H Thus, the following group of hypotheses is
offered.

H1l1la: The relationships between the present andduime-perspectives and

time management become stronger as autonomy ireseas

H11b: The relationships between the present andduime-perspectives and

pacing become stronger as autonomy increases.

H1l1c: The relationship between polychronicity amdet management becomes

stronger as autonomy increases.

H11d: The relationship between polychronicity angdtitasking becomes

stronger as autonomy increases.

H1lle: The relationship between time urgency ané timnagement becomes

stronger as autonomy increases.

H11f: The relationship between time urgency andrmpbecomes stronger as

autonomy increases.

H11g: The relationship between time urgency anditasking becomes stronger

as autonomy increases.
22



Time Scarcity

The relationships between time-related individuéietences and time use
dimensions also are expected to change with incigéesvels of time scarcity, in some
instances becoming weaker, in others strongenstidixplore time scarcity’s proposed
influence on the predictions relating to the indial difference variable of time
perspective. First, as time scarcity increasesgleguerceive too much to do with too
little time), the relationship between time perdpe&cand time management may be
reduced as time scarcity may motivate planning and sclieglbehaviors, regardless of
time perspective. In contrast, there is little @vide to support a change in pacing
behavior (i.e.whenwork happens as opposed&te) as a result of increased time
scarcity, nor is there compelling evidence to supaaehange in the behavior of present
versus future focused perspectives in their tengdemmultitask.

Time scarcity also should play a role in predicsioelating to the individual
difference variable polychronicity. The relationslhietween polychronicity and time
management is expecteddioengtherwith increased time scarcity. Someone high in
polychronicity tends to plan more than he or sheaanplete in the allotted time
(Rastegary & Landy, 1993). Wastag and Conte (2668gribe a type of spiral in which,
upon discovering insufficient time to complete skigoolychronic people attempt to
make up for “lost” time by working on more than dheng at once, leading to more
planning and scheduling. The experience of inciebéisge scarcity is thus expected to
exacerbate this relationship. A comparable hypahssnade concerning the time use

dimension of multitasking for the same reasongpllthesize that time scarcity
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strengthenghis link such that as time scarcity increases rétationship between
polychronicity and multitasking becomes stronger.

Lastly, | explore its influence on the predictiaetating to the individual
difference variable of time urgency. | predict thath perceived time scarcity, the
relationship between time urgency and time managem# be stronger Recall that
one finding from the team literature showed thaeturgent team members urged other
group members to focus on the single task at hamtadlines approached (Waller et al.,
1999). With less perceived time, those high on turgency should engage in more
planning behaviors. The same rationale appliesabdf the pacing of work such that
under time scarce circumstances, a time urgenbpesanore likely to select earlier
pacing of work than under less time urgent circamees. Finally, | suggest that time
urgency will benegativelyassociated with multitasking under perceptionsnoé
scarcity, as evidence from research on teams stimwime urgent individuals aim to
focus on one task when the deadline approacheddialal., 1999), Thus, the following
group of hypotheses is offered with respect tonloelerating effect of time scarcity.

H12a: The relationships between present and fuliare-perspectives and time

management become weaker as time scarcity increases

H12b: The relationship between polychronicity amget management becomes

stronger as time scarcity increases.

H12c. The relationship between polychronicity andtitasking becomes

stronger as time scarcity increases.

H12d. The relationship between time urgency timeagament becomes stronger
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as time scarcity increases.

H12e. The relationship between time urgency pabagpmes stronger as time

scarcity increases.

H12f. The relationship between time urgency anditasking becomes negative

as time scarcity increases.

Performance Outcomes

Organizations are ultimately interested in perfange outcomes. While it is
inherently interesting to consider questions surdmug the manner in which people’s
time preferences and construals influence theie tuse behaviors, of more practical use
is how these concepts relate to performance outsofteeseen in Figure 1 {kH;s),
time use is expected to relate to task performamperationally defined in this context as
instructor-rated assessment of performance (radeg from instructors) and as self-rated
performance on a research proposal.

Existing literature lends some support for thetreteship between time use
dimensions and performance outcomes. For examplteahd Seers (1993) found that
future time perspective, autonomy of time use, @fatation of time together predicted
the performance of managers. Moreover, GersickqQLgind that groups with more
successful midpoint transitions performed bettantthose who less successfully paced
their work time. In other words, the manner in Wwhpeople use time seems to relate to
performance outcomes. However, our understanditigeofime use-performance
relationship could benefit from additional eviden€hus, the current study aims to

provide further support relating time use and panénce outcomes (e.g., Britton &
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Tesser, 1991, Gersick, 1989; Law, Logie, & Pear2006).
Time Management and Performance

A positive relationship is expected between engagirtime management
behaviors and performance. While the theoreti@ah&work describing how time
management should relate to outcomes is limitege$3dens, van Eerde, Rutte, and Roe
(2010) state that time management is a unique treelf-regulation (Kuhl &
Fuhrmann, 1998) in which people cycle through agse of goal establishment,
planning, striving, and revision. They further exiplthat a key component of action
regulation theory is the assumption that planngngeacessary for successful action (e.g.,
goal accomplishment, or performance in the cursardy). As such, time management
should be positively related to later task perfanosa

Interestingly, though, findings are mixed concegninis intuitive link between
time management and performance. For example, Wtalean (1994) found no
relationship between time management and perforeyather empirical work
demonstrates support for this link. Positive relaships have been found between time
management and objective GPA (Britton & Tesser1129d self-perceived
organizational performance (Lim & Seers, 1993).6dthave found certain dimensions
of time management are related to performanceinstaince, Claessens et al. (2004)
found that thelanning behaviodimension of time management was related to higher
job performance. Barling, Kelloway, and Cheung @%&und that short-range planning
interacted with achievement striving to predict peoformance of car salespeople. While

at least one study did not replicate this relatmsthe author suggested that these null
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findings may have been due to sample specific figsli and time management’s
relationship with different aspects of performarieus, given the weight of the
evidence, | aim to replicate the positive relatiipdetween time management and
performance outcomes.

H13: Time management is positively related to pentoce.
Pacing and Performance

| suggest that the various forms of pacing aresczfftially related to
performance; specifically that later pacing is lefsctive than other forms of pacing.
Prior research suggests that people’s interpretatialeadlines (i.e., temporal schemata;
Labianca, Moon, & Watt, 2005) can influence howytbace their work to accomplish a
goal. Support for this assertion comes from reseancgroup pacing, or timing, of
activity. For example, Gersick (1989) discussedifigs of group pacing, concluding that
successful groups proceed through a “punctuatedil@gun” from one phase of work to
another. Teams in her study were able to accurptatg the two components (stages) of
their task over time to allow for sufficient time tcomplete each of them. Her work
suggests that the timing or pacing of work has ioagibns for performance outcomes. In
a related vein, there exists a large literaturéhemature and negative consequences of
procrastination, (e.g., Ariely & Wertenbroch, 2002yon & lllingworth, 2005). As such,
it is expected that the “early,” “steady,” and “ellinear” pacing lead to better
performance than the “deadline” action pacing.

H14: Pacing is related to task performance such #@aly action, steady and

curvilinear pacing are associated with the highesk performance.
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Multitasking and Performance

Finally, | suggest that multitasking is negativedyated to task performance.
Broadly speaking, research suggests that multigsiiten changes (decreases) a
person’s focus. For example, the human performbtecature provides convincing
evidence of reduced driving performance while usiragll phone (e.g., Charlton, 2009),
or attempting to break when doing a secondaryitaakdriving simulator (Levy &
Pashler, 2008). Leroy (2009) provided clarity te thultitasking-performance
relationship when she found that people have diltifcin switching their attention to a
second task, particularly if they have not finisliee first one. It is this attentional
component (i.e., higher mental workload) that teffound to relate to decrements in
performance. Law et al. (2006) examined the imp&enhgaging in a secondary auditory
taskwhile attempting to efficiently run errands in a virtyadlimulated building, also
finding a decrease in performance when people padd both tasks as opposed to one.
Military studies also support this assertion. eeent study using a simulated gunner
environment, researchers found that performancknedeovhen participants concurrently
attempted to monitor, manage, or teleoperate aranngd ground vehicle (Chen &
Joyner, 2009). The above research suggests tgahigral, performance suffers when
attention is divided among different tasks, asathiity to focus is reduced. | aim to
provide further support for this finding.

H15: Multitasking is negatively related to task fmemance.

28



Method

Overview

A list of hypotheses is provided in Table 2. Td teégse predictions, | conducted
a study tracking student time use on a class projezr approximately one month. The
general procedure consisted of tracking the tineeafisindergraduate psychology
students as they worked toward the completionretaarch proposal in a psychology
research methods course. Students began by congpéebattery of individual difference
measures, and answering demographic questions.Wéreysubsequently surveyed once
per week for each of the four weeks leading uinéorésearch proposal deadline. On the
due date of the research proposal, students wkeel & complete additional measures
concerning their time use during the project ad a&lto provide information on their
perceived performance. Finally, they were asketbtoplete the time-related individual
difference measures a second time to establistae=sit reliability. Table 3 summarizes
when each of the measures was administered. Dégataan took place between
February 28 and May #'2010,with a few remaining surveys submitted through N8y
Participants

The sample consisted of 95 undergraduate psychaloglents enrolled in a
psychology research methods courses during thegspemester of 2010 recruited via

class announcement and department research patiticipvebsite. Nine students were
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missing one or more of the surveys (9.5%), but wetaned in analyses for which they
provided data. This sample was selected in padusecit was possible to track a
relatively large group of students as they workedhe same project. Students were
sampled because variability in time use was necgssabserve differences, and
academic work is considered to be highly flexil8éatkey, 1989). SAT scores were
requested, but an oversight in the wording of thestjon made the results uninterruptible
(i.e., specifying whether the score was createuah fitee old or new system). Table 4
contains summary demographic information.
Measures

Predictors & Moderators of Time Use

Time perspective.The Zimbardo Time Perspective Inventory (ZTPI, 90®as
used to measure time perspective. Responses & titems reflecting present and future
perspectives were made on a 5-point Likert-typées@anging from 1 (very untrue) to 5
(very true). Note that | collapsed across the presme perspective dimensions (i.e.,
present-hedonic and present-fatalistic) to arrive single “present” dimension. Please
see Appendix A for all measures and items. Talderfiains reliability information for
each of the measures.

Polychronicity. Two measures of polychronicity were used. Popaski
Oswald’s (2010) Multitasking Preference Inventooy@ins items specifically aimed at
tapping time use preferences (versus actual nagiihg behavior), which is consistent
with a recommendation offered by Kénig and Wal9(Q9). Participants rated 14 items

on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (stronglyagdjsee) to 5 (strongly agree).
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As the measure above was unpublished, an additeasure of polychronicity
also was used. Bluedorn, Kalliath, Strube, and Mar{1999) Polychronic Values
Inventory is a commonly used 10-item scale of plaitgaic preferences. Respondents
made ratings on a Likert-type scale ranging fro(atongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree). Results for both scales are reported depara

Time urgency. Landy, Rastergary, Thayer, and Colvin’s (1991) &idrgency
measure was used to assess time urgency. Thedilmreasions used here were: general
hurry, task hurry, and competitiveness (14 itentalfoRespondents made ratings on a
Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree5 (strongly agree).

Personality. Personality was included for the purposes of enguhat the time-
related individual differences provided additiomatiance in predicting time use beyond
the Big Five personality factors. Personality wasessed with Saucier’s (1994) 40-item
Mini-Marker scale. This scale lists trait-descmgtiadjectives for each of the Big Five
traits (i.e., extraversion, agreeableness, consoisness, emotional stability and
intellect/openness). Items were rated on a scale(eéry inaccurate) to 5 (very
accurate).

Autonomy. The scheduling dimension of Breaugh's (1989) Woutohomy
Scales was used to assess perceived autonomythiidesitem scale was intended to
capture perceived autonomy in scheduling (i.egmdo which a person feels he or she
has discretion over the scheduling, sequencingtiamdg of work activities). Items were
rated on a 5-point scale ranging from strongly glisa to strongly agree.

Time scarcity. Subjective time scarcity was assessed using a reddiérsion of
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the 6-item Time Supply Scale (TSS; Kaufman & Lalf97), which is a subset of items
taken from Reilly’s Overload Scale (1982). Respsngere made on a 5-point Likert-
type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) (stéongly agree).

Attentional Control. To distinguish between those who multitasked bez#usy
elected to and those who had a difficult time faogsa measure of attention was
included as a control variable. The Attentional €olncomponent of the Adult
Temperament Questionnaire (Rothbart, Ahadi, & Ey2A680) consists of 6 items
intended to tap "attentional focus" and "attentiatuft”. Responses were made on a 5-
point Likert-type scale ranging from very untruevery true.

Time Use Behaviors

Time Diary. The weekly time use survey was created for theqaeof this
study. Students were asked weekly to report om timeé use behaviors for the previous
week (i.e., since their last class). They were @sgecifically about theprogress on
their research proposalsstudents were asked to report: which days optbeious
week, if any, they worked on their proposals, altbatpercentage of the project
completed at that point, the amount of progressentiagl., more, equal to, less than
expected), and if less than expected, the reasdhdaleviation (see Table 6).

Multitasking. Interest in the current study was on whether ompeaiple chose, or
attempted to, multitask when given a choice in iog&y completed their work. Konig
and colleagues (2010) described a 4-item measteeded to tap multitasking
performance. The scale was validated using 19&gehts, who were presented with

three scenarios in which they could elect to cotegiagsks in a sequential or
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simultaneous fashion. Choices were correlated mithitasking. All were significant:
.39, .26. and .27(< .01). A principal component analysis revealed faw¢or explaining
58% of the variance.

While a useful place to begin, this measure didtapthe attentional aspect of
multitasking. Attention is important as not all miasking requires additional cognitive
effort (e.g., chewing gum and composing an em@gyformance decrements logically
seem more likely in situations where attentionasassary for two or more tasks. As
such, | added two questions to the existing meaSMigfocus was divided between two
or more tasks”, and “Switching among tasks madsfitult to concentrate on any of
them”. See Appendix B for psychometric propertieths measure.

Konig and Waller (2009) recommend explaining taipgrants what is meant by
“at the same time” and by “a task” when measurindtitasking. Thus, the instructions
read, Whilel worked on my research methods 301 research pabsonce my last
lab,....[item stem]”. Multitasking was measured biiag participants to report this
behavior as part of the weekly time diary surv@yss resulted in a multitasking score
for each of four weeks. Correlations among scasegdch of the four weeks ranged
from .51 to .71 (see Table 7). As the purpose wasport on the “amount” of
multitasking while working on their research proplesthe four multitasking scores (an
average multitasking score each week) were avertage@ate an overall multitasking
score.

Time management.Time management behavior was assessed using ai@dodif

version of Macan, Shahani, Dipboye, and Philligs$90) Time Management Behavior
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Scale (TMBS). Two of the four factors were utilizeere: setting goals and priorities,
and mechanics (including planning and scheduliRg}ings were made on a 5-point
Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (seldom true) tfien true). Items that did not pertain
to this sample and situation were excluded. Inewing the items, two specifically
seemed irrelevant to this sample and context. Ars@ceviewer identified the same two
items as potentially problematic. As such, theofelhg items were excluded from the
mechanics factor (i.e., “When | found that | waeginently contacting someone, |
recorded that person's name, address, and phortgenuma special file” and “l use an
in-basket and out-basket for organizing paperworkhis measure was completed only
once at the completion of the time use diaries.

Pacing.Pacing was measured using a modified version oeGeClaessens, Van
Eerde, and Rutte’s (2009) pacing style scale lis Bhale includes four categories of
pacing types, early action, steady, curvilineasliaped), and deadline action. The
original scale included a fifth type, but corresgence with the first author suggested
using only the four types above (Gevers, persom@ngunication). Participants indicated
which one of the four categories reflected how thegd their time to complete their
research methods proposal.

Performance Outcome

Task Performance.The primary measure of task performance was tta fin
grade on the project. After receiving studentshpesion for disclosure, lab instructors
provided a final grade on their research propcestaise conclusion of the semester. Self-

reported performance was also gathered (prioramieg their actual grades) as part of
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the final survey from a grade of A to F. Both measwf performance were examined
separately.

Control Variables. Several variables were controlled for in the asedybelow.
First, as mentioned above, the contribution of tnelated individual difference variables
beyond personality is of interest here. As suchsqlity is controlled for in hypotheses
examining the time-related individual differenceighles. Furthermore, because students
were enrolled in courses with different instruct@surse instructor was controlled for in
hypotheses investigating performance. Finally, gitree academic nature of the task,
overall GPA was controlled for.
Procedure

Students’ time use was tracked as they complétsdfinal research proposal for
their psychology of research methods course. Stadegre required to write an APA
style proposal written in future tense with fivéerences. In addition, the proposal
needed to be plausible. Detailed guidelines fomptiogosal can be found in Appendix A.
The proposals were graded when the final produsttwaned in at the end of the course.
Grades ranged from O (i.e., did not turn in a pafeel00.

Data collection took place between Februar’{) 28d May X with a few
remaining surveys submitted until Ma&'lEParticipants were informed that they would be
tracking their progress on their final researchppsals for their research methods course
by completing short surveys each week in class.ifiitial battery of surveys included
the measures of time perspective, polychroniciheturgency, autonomy, time

management, personality, and demographics (majooitypleted between Februar)}h28
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and March 18 immediately following the class lecture). Studemé&ge given a $5
Starbucks® gift card for their time.

Four weeks prior to the project deadline, the ‘digurveys began
(approximately April B 2010). Students were asked once per week dureig t
class laboratory sessions to complete a surveytdbein progress on their research
proposals. The same survey was administered omtevesek for the four weeks leading
up to the proposal deadline. Finally, on the dagents turned in their projects, students
completed a third set of measures including theie thanagement for their research
proposals, time scarcity and autonomy, how theggalseir time to complete the project,
as well as the grade they expected to receive@etirted grade/performance). They
were thanked for their participation and time, &dlas given a second gift card for $5.
An email with a follow-up survey contained the timedated individual difference
measures to be used to compute test-retest rélydboi each scale. The range of days
between the first and second administrations wa74®1 = 57.49,SD =7.88). See
Table 3 for a summary of the timeline and survegtuded in each part. Surveys were

entered in SPSS, and then double-checked.
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Results

Preliminary Analyses

Prior to running analyses, two checks were dorenture understanding of the
task and to investigate whether or not trackingy ti@e use influenced students’ choices
of time use. The first check was done to ensurerstanding of the time diary survey.
Students were asked to record each week how muogingss they had made toward the
completion of their final research proposal. Magkif” meant that they had not started
their research proposal, written down ideas, aticereas “100” meant that the entire
project was finished and turned in. They were toknaaine from 0 to 100. Thus,
students should record forward (or lack of) progfesm week to week. It appears one
participant did not understand these directiong piloject was reported complete or
nearly complete from the day it was assigned. piossible this student interpreted the
directions to mean progress for a given week. Thas® were retained, as analyses run
with and without this case did not show a diffeneattern of results.

Second, students were explicitly asked at the cetimpl of the study whether
they felt that they would have used their timeeatiintly had they not participated in this
project. Eight students indicated that it had cleahigow they would have used their time
to complete their projects (see Table 8 for detong). However, when asked to explain

what they would have changed, only four indicatedaswer that suggested that they
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typically structured their time differently (e.gJsually, | wait until the last minute to
complete projects. This time | started immediately.. Analyses were run with and
without these five questionable cases (i.e., thdesit who misunderstood the progress
guestion as well as the four who stated they wbale used their time differently. The
pattern of results was generally the same withveititbut these cases, and as such, their
data were retainéd

Psychometric Properties of Measures and Preliminarnalyses

Table 9 provides information on the psychometrmperties of the scales used in
this study. A check of these properties, includigigabilities and factor structure
(specifying the number of factors to extract), wase prior to hypothesis testihgable
10 summarizes original findings and modificatioresd®a where necessary. A full
description of these preliminary analyses can beddn Appendix B. Factor analytic
loadings for these scales can be found in Tablekrbiigh 15.

Table 16 contains descriptive information for eatthe study composite
variables. Table 5 displays correlations amongfaihe study variables with reliabilities
on the diagonal. To mention a few relationshipeait, present time perspective was
positively correlated with one of the polychronyamheasuresr (= .24) and, interestingly,
also positively correlated with self-rated perfonmoa ¢ = .29). Future time perspective

was negatively correlated with competition=(-.40) and general hurry € -.44), but

8 The exception included the result of H6 in whibl p-value increased slightly for the MPIX .065).
° Exploratory Factor Analyses were conducted speujfthe number of factors to be extracted congiggeri

the sample size.
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also negatively associated with conscientiousrress.@5) and time management -
.26). The polychronicity measures were both reladedultitasking (MPI = .26, PVI =
.30). The competitiveness dimension of time urgemay positively related to all of the
personality factors, as well as time management.42) and negatively related to self-
rated performance € -.27). Interestingly, the general hurry dimensid time urgency
was positively related to time management (29) and positively related to instructor-
rated performance € .23).
Hypothesis Testing

A summary of hypothesis testing outcomes is preich Table 2.
H1: Present time-perspective is negatively reldteime management behaviors.

A hierarchical regression was conducted to exanmdy@othesis 1, first entering
the five personality traits and overall GPA as colntariables. In the second step, time
management was regressed onto present time pevepecinvestigate whether present
time perspective was negatively related to engaigitigne management behavidts
Results indicated that, while the relationship deshin the expected direction, it did not
reach statistical significancp € -.20,p = .10). Thus, support was not found for H1 (see
Table 17).

H2: Future time-perspective is positively relatedime management behaviors.
A hierarchical regression was conducted to exandy@othesis 2, first entering

personality and overall GPA as control variableshke second step, time management

19 Note that time management is examined as a sifigiension.
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was regressed onto future time perspective to tigate whether future time perspective
was positively related to engaging in time managerbehaviors. Results indicated that,
future time perspective predicted time managemeh&Wors f§ = .49,p = .00). Thus,
support was found for H2 (see Table 18).

H3: Polychronicity is positively related to time nagement behaviors.

A hierarchical regression was conducted to exandy@othesis 3, first entering
personality, overall GPA, and attentional controtluded to account for differences in
whether people preferred to multitask or had lichi¢tention) as control variables. In the
second step, time management was regressed orf@¥the investigate whether
polychronicity was positively related to engagingime management behaviors. Results
indicated that polychronicity did not predict tim&nagement behavio§ € .01,p =
.92). The same analysis was done with the secomdume of polychronicity: the MPI.
Again, results indicated that polychronicity dict poedict time management behavidis (
=-.04,p = .69). Thus, support was not found for H3. Sedd@ah9 and 20.

H4: Time urgency is positively related to time mg@@ent behaviors.

A hierarchical regression was conducted to exandy@othesis 4, first entering
the personality control variables. In the secoeg stime management was regressed
onto time urgency to investigate whether it wastpady related to engaging in time
management behaviors. Results of the overall mmdgjest that time urgency did not
significantly predict time management behavigrs (34). Support was not found for
H4. However, results for the dimensions of competitess and general hurry did trend

in the expected direction (competitivengss: .18,p = .26, task-related hurr@:= .00,p
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=.97, general hurnf = .15,p = .22). See Table 21. Of note is that the bivariate
correlations between the competitiveness and geengy dimensions and time
management were significant prior to controlling personality ( = .42,p = .01 and =
29,p = .01, respectively).

The next set of hypotheses addressed the relaipsnisbtween the time-related
individual differences and pacing.

H5a: Time perspective is related to pacing such gnasent time perspective is positively
associated with the deadline action pacing.

A multinomial logistic regression was conducte@s$sess prediction of pacing
behavior. The marginal percentage displays theqstimm of valid observations for the
different pacing behaviors: 43.5% for curvilined®,6% for deadline action pacing,
16.5% for steady pacing, and 9.4% for early agiacing. As the above hypothesis was
most concerned with deadline action pacing, it sglected as the referent to which all
other types of pacing were compared. | expectegibieability of selecting the other
categories would be less than that of deadlinengeas present time perspective
increased.

The tested model included the personality varigldesrall GPA, and present
time perspective. A comparison between the constagtand full model chi-square was
significant (21N =85) = 43.04p < .01, suggesting that there was a relationshiyvdsst
pacing and the combination of independent varialieseover, the Pearson chi-square
(Goodness-of-Fit test) was non-significgﬁt 230.57p > .05, indicating good fit. The

variance in pacing behaviors accounted for wasisk®y Nagelkerke’s Rand results
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indicated that 52.9% of the participants were ailyeclassified.

Next, individual parameters were examined. Likebithoatio tests were used to
determine if each of the individual predictors samificantly related to pacing
behavior. Present time perspective did not sigaity distinguish between deadline
action pacing and any of the other pacing behay®85) = 1.37p=.71. As such,
support was not found for H5a. See Table 22 foraggion coefficients, Wald statistics,
odds ratios, and the 95% confidence intervals floisaatios for each of the predictors.
H5b: Time perspective is related to pacing such thiure time perspective is positively
associated with both early action and steady pacing

Again, a multinomial logistic regression was cortéddo assess prediction of
pacing behavior. Two tests were done, one explararty action pacing and the second
steady pacing as referent groups. Early actiompaeas set as the referent group first. |
expected that the probability of selecting the ptia#egories would be less than that of
early action pacing as the dimensions of time patpe increased.

A comparison between the constant only and full @hati-square was
significant (21N =85) = 46.80p < .01, suggesting that there was a relationshiyvdsst
pacing and the combination of independent variallae Pearson chi-square (Goodness-
of-Fit test) was non-significanf: 187.30p > .05, demonstrating good fit. The variance
in pacing behaviors accounted for was .46 usingeltagke’s R, and 54.1% of the
participants were correctly classified.

Individual parameters were examined next. Likelthoatio tests indicated that

future time perspective did not significantly digfuish between deadline action pacing
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and any of the other pacing behavid@s85) = 5.13p = .16. The analysis was also run
using steady pacing as the referent group. Thenpabf parameter estimates again did
not significantly distinguish between deadline @etpacing behavior and any of the other
pacing behaviors. Thus, support was not found fan.Hinterestingly, a one-unit increase
in future time perspectivdecreasedhe odds of being in the steady group compared to
the early action categorp € .07) by 49%. See Tables 23 and 24 for regression
coefficients, Wald statistics, odds ratios, and36&6 confidence intervals for odds ratios
for each of the predictors.

H6: Time urgency is positively related to the eatyion pacing.

A multinomial logistic regression was conducte@s$sess prediction of pacing
behavior. Early action was selected as the reféoanwhich all other types of pacing were
compared. The tested model included the personadiigbles, overall GPA, and present
time perspective. The comparison between the coingtdy and full model chi-square
was significant (27N =85) = 60.20p < .01, suggesting that there was a relationship
between pacing and the combination of independanmdbies. In addition, the Pearson
chi-square (Goodness-of-Fit test) was non-sigmﬁ@?: 254.13p > .05), indicating
good fit. The variance in pacing behaviors accaiifte was .55 using Nagelkerke'$.R
Results indicated that 64.7% of the participanteaveerrectly classified.

Individual parameter estimates revealed that threedsions of time urgency did
significantly distinguish among some of pacing hatis: task-related hurry3(85) =
8.26,p = .04, and general hurrg,(85) = 10.63p = .01. However, differences were not

in the expected direction (e.g., more likely teesékteady, as opposed to early pacing
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behaviors with a one-unit increase in time urgetoyension). Thus, support was not
found for H6. See Table 25 for regression coeffitseWald statistics, odds ratios, and
the 95% confidence intervals for odds ratios farheaf the predictors.

H7: Polychronicity is positively related to multsieng.

A hierarchical regression was conducted to exandy@othesis 7, first entering
the personality, overall GPA, and attentional colndis control variables. In the second
step, multitasking behavior was regressed ont@¥eto investigate whether
polychronicity was positively related to engagingnultitasking behaviors. Results
indicated that polychronicity significantly predsct multitasking behavior$ & .27,p =
.02). A similar result was obtained using the M&Jain, results indicated that
polychronicity significantly predicted multitaskirmghaviorsf{ = .24p = .04). Thus,
support was found for H7. See Tables 26 and 2Bdtr measures.

H8: Time urgency is positively related to multitiagk

A hierarchical regression was conducted to exandy@othesis 8, first entering
the personality and overall GPA as control varigble the second step, multitasking was
regressed onto time urgency to investigate wheimer urgency was positively related to
engaging in multitasking behaviors. Results ofdtaerall model suggested that time
urgency did not significantly predict time manageiraehaviorsgg = .38). Beta weights
for the dimensions were as follows: competitiver(@ss .04,p = .82), task-related hurry
(B =.08,p=.53), and general hurrg € -.24,p = .09). See Table 28. Thus, support was
not found for H8.

H9: Time scarcity is positively related to time ragament behaviors.
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A hierarchical regression was conducted to exanmdy@othesis 9, first entering
the personality and overall GPA as control varigble the second step, time
management was regressed onto time scarcity tgtigage whether time scarcity was
positively related to engaging in time managemethialviors. Results indicated that
future time perspective did not significantly predime management behaviofs< -
.01,p=.91). Thus, support was not found for H9. Seddab.

H10: Time scarcity is positively related to mulsikang.

A hierarchical regression was conducted to exardym@othesis 10, first entering
the personality, attentional control, and overdlAGas control variables. In the second
step, multitasking was regressed onto time scatwitygvestigate whether time scarcity
was positively related to engaging in multitaskioehaviors. Results indicated that time
scarcity significantly predicted multitasking befag (3 = .25,p = .04; see Table 30).
Thus, support was found for H10.

H1l1la: The relationships between the present andditime-perspectives and time
management become stronger as autonomy increases.

Moderated regressions were conducted to examipetHgsis 11a. Beginning
with the present time perspective-time managenaationship, personality and overall
GPA were entered as control variables. In the sgestep, main effects for present time
perspective and autonomy were entered. In the #éo, the product term of present
time perspective and autonomy were entered. Resudigested that autonomy did not
moderate the relationship between present timgpetise and time managemeft<

12,p=.29). A similar pattern of results was obtaindtew exploring whether autonomy
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moderated the relationship between future timegaets/e and time managemeft -
.04,p = .69). Support was not found for Hl11la. See TaBleand 32.

H11b: The relationships between the present andduime-perspectives and pacing
become stronger as autonomy increases.

A multinomial regression was conducted to exanigegresent time perspective-
autonomy interaction on pacing. Deadline actionmgawas selected as the referent to
which all other pacing behaviors were compared. flllienodel contained the
personality variables, GPA, and time urgency dinrss A comparison between the
constant only and full model chi-square was sigariit (24 N =85) = 46.09p < .01.
Moreover, the Pearson chi-square test was nonfisigni (x2: 214.36p > .05),
indicating good model fit. The variance in pacirghaviors accounted for was .46 using
Nagelkerke's R and results indicated that 57.1% of the partitipavere correctly
classified. Likelihood ratio tests indicated thas interaction term (autonomy and present
time perspective) did not significantly distinguisetween deadline action pacing and
other pacing behaviorgz(: 3.85,p=.28).

A multinomial regression was also done for the ffeitiime perspective-autonomy
interaction using early action as the referent grist. A comparison between the
constant only and full model chi-square was sigariit (24 N =85) = 50.40p < .01,
suggesting that there was a relationship betweeimgand the combination of
independent variables, and the Pearson chi-sgestrevas non-significank?(: 178.39p
> .05), indicating good model fit. The variancepercing behaviors accounted for was .49

using Nagelkerke’s Rand 56% of the participants were correctly cfassi Likelihood
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ratio tests indicated that the interaction ternmtqaamy and present future perspective)
significantly distinguished between early actiowipg and curvilinear pacing such that a
one-unit increase in future time perspective-autoynmteraction term increased the odds
of being in the early action group € .05) by 44%. A similar pattern of results was
obtained with steady action set as the referentmr8ee Tables 33 to 35 for regression
coefficients, Wald statistics, odds ratios, anda6% confidence intervals for odds ratios
for each of the predictors. Thus, partial suppaswound for H11b.

H1l1c: The relationship between polychronicity amdet management becomes stronger
as autonomy increases.

A moderated regression was conducted to examipetdgsis 11c. Beginning
with the polychronicity-time management relatiomshgersonality, attentional control,
and overall GPA were entered as control varialhtethe second step, main effects for
polychronicity (PVI) and autonomy were enteredtha third step, the product term of
polychronicity and autonomy were entered. Resuiggssted that autonomy did not
moderate the relationship between polychronicity taime management at the .05 level
(B =.21,p=.06). A similar finding was obtained for the MBl=.20,p = .07). Thus,
support was not found for H11c. See Tables 36 @n@8en the marginally significant
results for both measures of polychronicity, thiéugnce of autonomy on the
polychronicity-time management relationship is exsad further here (see Figure 2).
Results suggest the relationship between polycbitgrand time management is stronger
with higher levels of autonomy, such that thosdwiiore autonomy engage in more time

management behaviors as level of polychronicityaases.
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H11d: The relationship between polychronicity angtitasking becomes stronger as
autonomy increases.

Hypothesis 11d examined the polychronicity-multitag relationship,
anticipating that the relationship between thesgevariables becomes stronger as
autonomy increases. The PVI was explored firsstFpersonality, attentional control,
and overall GPA were entered as control varialhtehe second step, main effects for
polychronicity and autonomy were entered. In thedtktep, the product term of
polychronicity and autonomy was entered. Resulggissted that autonomy did not
moderate the relationship between polychronicity srultitasking § = -.10,p = .36). A
similar pattern of results was obtained for the NfP¥ .00,p = .99). Thus, support was
not found for H11d (see Tables 38 and 39).

H1lle: The relationship between time urgency ané timnagement becomes stronger as
autonomy increases.

A moderated regression was used to examine theutigency-time management
relationship, anticipating that the relationshipween these two variables becomes
stronger as autonomy increases. Personality, ettehicontrol, and overall GPA were
entered as control variables. In the second stam affects for time urgency and
autonomy were entered. In the third step, the prbhwm of time urgency and autonomy
was entered. Results suggested that autonomy tiaderate the relationship between
time urgency dimensions and time management dore¢tiompetitivenes$ = .06,p =
.62, task-related hurrg = -.11,p = .39, general hurnf = .01,p = .93). In sum, support

was not found for H11e. See Table 40.
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H11f: The relationship between time urgency andmpbecomes stronger as autonomy
increases.

A multinomial regression was conducted to exanieeinfluence of autonomy
on the time urgency-pacing relationship. Early@actacing behavior was selected as the
referent to which all other pacing behaviors wemmpared. The full model contained the
personality variables and time urgency dimensi@werall GPA was omitted here
because of unacceptable standard errors. A coroparetween the constant only and
full model chi-square was significant (38,=85) = 62.72p < .01, suggesting that there
was a relationship between pacing and the combimati independent variables.
However, the Pearson chi-square test was signtf(gzén 364.41p < .05), indicating
poor model fit. The variance in pacing behaviorsoanted for was .56 using
Nagelkerke's R and 62.8% of the participants were correctlysifaes.

The time urgency dimensions-time scarcity inteacterms did not significantly
distinguish among pacing behaviors: competitiver@ﬁss 3.54,p = .32), task-related
hurry (XZ: 0.68,p = .88), and general hurrxz(: 3.73,p=.29). As such, support was not
found for H11f. See Table 41 for regression cogdfits, Wald statistics, odds ratios, and
the 95% confidence intervals for odds ratios faheaf the predictors.

H11g: The relationship between time urgency anditagking becomes stronger as
autonomy increases.

Finally, a moderated regression was used to exathenmteraction between time
urgency and autonomy on multitasking. Personddittgntional control, and overall GPA

were entered as control variables. In the secaq stain effects for time urgency and
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autonomy were entered. In the third step, the prbhum of time urgency and autonomy
was entered. Results suggested that autonomy tiaderate the relationship between
time urgency dimensions and multitasking (compatditessp = -.17,p = .17, task-

related hurryp = .10,p = .46, general hurny§ = -.16,p = .18). See Table 42. Support
was not found for H11g.

H12a: The relationships between present and fulinre-perspectives and time
management become weaker as time scarcity increases

Moderated regressions were conducted to examinetHgpis 12a. Beginning
with the present time perspective-time manageneationship, personality and overall
GPA were entered as control variables. In the sttstap, main effects for present time
perspective and time scarcity were entered. Irttind step, the product term of present
time perspective and time scarcity was enteredul®esuggested time scarcity did not
moderate the relationship between present timgpetise and time managemeft<
.02,p=.84).

The second half of H12a examined the influenceénaé scarcity on the future
time perspective-time management relationship.dpatgy and overall GPA were
entered as control variables. In the second stam affects for future time perspective
and time scarcity were entered. In the third sie@ product term of future time
perspective and time scarcity was entered. Resdisated that time scarcity did not
moderate the relationship between future time @atsge and time managemefit< -
11,p=.25). In sum, support was not found for H12a (Baleles 43 to 44).

H12b: The relationship between polychronicity aimget management becomes stronger
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as time scarcity increases.

Moderated regressions were conducted to examinetHgpis 12b. Beginning
with the PVI, personality, attentional control, anerall GPA were entered as control
variables. In the second step, main effects foyghobnicity and time scarcity were
entered. In the third step, the product term ofgalonicity and time scarcity was
entered. Results suggested time scarcity did noenade the relationship between
polychronicity and time managemefit< -.14,p = .18). See Table 45. Similarly, results
for the MPI suggested time scarcity did not modethaé relationship between
polychronicity and time managemefit< -.14,p = .21). Support was not found for
H12b (see Table 46). Of note is that the bivartateelations between the MPI and time
management were significant prior to controlling personality, attentional control, and
overall GPA ( = .22,p = .05).

H12c: The relationship between polychronicity andtitasking becomes stronger as
time scarcity increases.

Moderated regressions were conducted to examinetHgpis 12c. Beginning
with the PVI, personality, attentional control, anerall GPA were entered as control
variables. In the second step, main effects foyghobnicity and time scarcity were
entered. In the third step, the product term ofgalonicity and time scarcity was
entered. Results suggested time scarcity did noenade the relationship between
polychronicity and multitasking3(= -.02,p = .85). The same analysis was done with the
MPI. Again, time scarcity did not moderate the tielaship between polychronicity and

multitasking = .00,p = .99). Support was not found for H12c (see Tableand 48).
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H12d: The relationship between time urgency ane tinanagement becomes stronger as
time scarcity increases.

A moderated regression was used to examine Hypsth2d. Personality and
overall GPA were entered as control variableshéingecond step, main effects for time
urgency and time scarcity were entered. In thelthiep, the product term of time
urgency and time scarcity was entered. Resultsestigd that time scarcity did not
moderate the relationship between time urgency asoas and time management
(competitiveness} = -.22,p = .05, task-related hurrgy:= .13,p = .25, general hurnf =
-.11,p=.36). See Table 49. Thus, no support was foan&i12d.

H12e: The relationship between time urgency andngglsecomes stronger as time
scarcity increases.

A multinomial regression was conducted to examigpdthesis 12e. Early action
pacing was selected as the referent to which lairgpacing behaviors were compared.
The tested model included the personality varigldesrall GPA, and present time
perspective. A comparison between the constantamdyfull model chi-square was
significant (27N =85) = 71.32p < .01, suggesting that there was a relationshiyvdsst
pacing and the combination of independent varialtlesvever, the Pearson chi-square
test was significant;&: 395.89p < .05), indicating poor model fit. The variance in
pacing behaviors accounted for was .62 using Nagetés R, and results indicated that
62.4% of the participants were correctly classified

Next, individual parameters were examined. The tmgency general hurry-time

scarcity interaction term did trend in the expeat&dction, distinguishing among some
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pacing behaviorg&z 7.61,p = .06). Specifically, a one-unit increase in thisgictor
decreased the odds of choosing deadline actiomgég 30%. Stated another way, as
perceptions of time scarcity increased, those igheghe general hurry dimension are
30% more likely to choose early action, as oppaseatkadline action pacing € .05).
Thus, partial support was found for H12e. See T&ble

H12f: The relationship between time urgency anditagking becomes negative as time
scarcity increases.

A moderated regression was used to examine Hypsth2t Personality,
attentional control, and overall GPA were enteredantrol variables. In the second step,
main effects for time urgency and time scarcityeventered. In the third step, the
product term of time urgency and time scarcity ematered. Results indicated that time
scarcity did not moderate the relationship betwiertime urgency dimensions and
multitasking behaviors (competitivenefs: .04,p = .76, task-related hurrg:= .13,p =
.32, general hurry3 = -.10,p = .44). See Table 51. Support was not found fordd412
H13: Time management behaviors are positively eglab performance.

A hierarchical regression was performed to exarkipgothesis 13, first
controlling for lab instructor and overall GPAIn the second step, instructor-rated
performance was regressed onto time managememidstigate whether time

management was positively related to instructoeergterformance. Results indicated that

M Note that five students received a grade 0 outO8f Analyses were run with and without these cases
and the pattern of results was the same. For densig these cases were retained in the resulsemed

above.
53



time management did not significantly predict instor-rated performanc@ € .02,p =
.88). Similarly, results of a second hierarchiegression indicated that time
management did not significantly predict self-rgpedformancef{ = -.09,p = .42). Thus,
support was not found for H13 (see Tables 52 and 53

H14: Pacing is related to task performance such galy action, steady and curvilinear
pacing are associated with the highest task peréome.

Because pacing is a categorical variable, effemtiing was used. Three new
variables were created for this purpose. Folloviitig step, a hierarchical regression was
conducted to explore Hypothesis 14, first contngjlifor lab instructor and overall GPA.
In the second step, instructor-rated performanceregressed onto pacing to investigate
whether pacing was related to instructor-ratedgoerénce. Results indicated that pacing
did not significantly predict instructor-rated pmrhance f§ = .90). Betas for pacing were
as follows: steady pacin@ € -.01p = .92), curvilinear pacing3(= -.01,p = .91), and
deadline action pacin@ & .07,p = .46). Similarly, results of a second hierarchical
regression indicated that pacing did not signifibapredict self-rated performance £
.23). Betas for pacing were as follows: steadym@@l = -.19,p = .09), curvilinear
pacing § = .03,p = .79), and deadline action pacirfig< .18,p = .10). Thus, support was
not found for H14 (see Tables 54 and 55).

H15: Multitasking is negatively related to task fmemance.

A hierarchical regression was performed to exarkipgothesis 15, first

controlling for lab instructor, attentional contrahd overall GPA. In the second step,

instructor-rated performance was regressed onttitagKing to investigate whether
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multitasking was negatively related to instructated performance. Results indicated
that multitasking did not predict instructor-ratgelformancef{ = -.12,p = .24).
Similarly, results of a second hierarchical regassdicated that multitasking did not
significantly predict self-rated performande= .07,p = .54). Thus, support was not

found for H15 (see Tables 56 and 57).
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Discussion

The aim of this dissertation was to shed lightlanrelationship between time-
related individual differences and actual time aisé on how time use is related to
performance. A summary of study hypotheses ancmas of statistical tests can be
found in Table 2. Some support was found with régarthe set of associations between
time-related individual differences and time usaelsions (see #+Hioin Figure 1).
Future time perspective was positively relatedrteetmanagement (H2). Stated another
way, as expected, someone with a high standingismdimension of time perspective is
likely to engage in more time management behati@s someone low in this
dimension. However, contrary to prediction, hypstelinking polychronicity and time
urgency to time management were not supportedpiidaicted direct relationships with
pacing were not supported. The third time-relatetvidual difference of interest was
multitasking. Here, polychronicity and time scayaitere found to positively relate to
multitasking behaviors (H7 and H10). Thus, the tgnea person’s preference for doing
multiple tasks at the same time, the more likelphshe is to actually work on tasks
simultaneously. Similarly, the greater a persoerisse of time scarcity, the more likely he
or she does multiple tasks at the same time. Tigeney was not found to relate to
multitasking.

The second piece of the model explored two modesatiathe time-related
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individual difference-time use dimension relatiopsh(see Hh-Hi, in Figure 1). Some
support was found suggesting autonomy is an impbnederator (H11a-H119). First,
the relationship between future time orientatiod pacing differs with increasing levels
of autonomy such that a one-unit increase in ttexaction term makes it 44% more
likely that someone will select early action pacowgr a curvilinear behavior (H11b).
Second, the relationship between polychronicity iimé management also changed with
increasing levels of autonomy. Results suggestala¢gionship between polychronicity
and time management is stronger with higher lese&itonomy, such that those with
higher polychronicity engage in more time managdrbehaviors as level of autonomy
increases (H11c). Time scarcity was also expecteddderate the relationships between
time-related individual differences and time usaelsions (H12a-H12f). Again some
support was found for this link. Specifically, tredationship between time urgency and
pacing changed with time scarcity for the geneuwahhdimension. A one-unit increase in
this predictor decreased the odds of choosing deadttion pacing by 30%. Stated
another way, as perceptions of time scarcity irsgdathose higher on the general hurry
dimension were 30% more likely to choose earlyoactis opposed to deadline action
pacing.

Finally, the third section of the model examined links between time use
dimensions and performance — both self-percepaodsmore objective instructor-rated
performance (SeeiktH;s5 in Figure 1). Interestingly, results of this stugliggest that
there may not ba correct answer when it comes to effectively usingetto accomplish

a goal, as none of the time use dimensions wadismttly related to performance.
57



Implications for these findings are discussed imardetail below.
Pattern of Results

The pattern of results supports an interactiomgshework. Both person and
situational variables influenced time use in thigly. First, broad conceptualization of
time, specifically future time perspective, waswhdo relate to time management
behaviors. In addition, future time perspectiv@aldated to pacing with increased
perceptions of autonomy such that it was moreyikight someone high on future
perspective would choose early action pacing ovamailinear pace when completing
project work. Present time perspective did nottesla time use behaviors here. These
findings are consistent with Murrell and Mingronél994) finding that students high on
future time perspective focused on success thrgoghdirected behaviors. Time
management and pacing may both be considered geatat! activities. Interestingly,
present time perspective was not related to tinecbebaviors as expected. However, it
might be the case that present time perspectinetisclated to the opposite end of the
time use continuum (e.g., negatively related tetimanagement), as expected. Here,
present time perspective was simply not relatddrte use dimensions.

Polychronicity was the second time-related indialddifference described here,
and it, too, was related to time use behaviorsh&ahan a temporal focus like time
perspective, polychronicity is a preference fongdime. Its relationship with time
management was stronger with increasing levelsiwimy. Polychronicity was also
positively related to multitasking. Thus, someorghton polychronicity can be expected

to multitask, and when the perception of autonomsgcheduling work is high, this
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person could also be expected to engage in timageanent behaviors.

The final time-related individual difference stedihere was time urgency.
Surprisingly, time urgency, overall, was not foundelate to time use behaviors. The
exception to these null findings was pacing. Heme scarcity moderated the
relationship between time urgency and pacing shabwith greater time urgency, a time
urgent individual was more likely to engage in anlyeaction, as opposed to a deadline
action pace.

Implications for Time Use

Results of this study lend some support to theondtiat time-related individual
differences relate to time use dimensions. Konigl.e2010) recently found support for
the link between polychronicity (trait) and mulskang (behavior) using a sample of
Swiss health industry workers. To my knowledge,dlmeent study is among the first
investigations to distinguish between the polychoitynand multitasking in a real-time
context as opposed to a lab setting. The findiegalture time perspective is positively
related time management is in line with the Diazrdlles et al. (2008) finding that future
time perspective is associated with less procratstin — indicative of more planning
behaviors. While findings were somewhat mixed caomiog the predicted relationships
among the time-related individual differences antetuse dimensions, the fact that some
of them were supported suggests that future stbilpw we think about and prefer to
use time to accomplish work is necessary.

Implications for Performance Outcomes

Perhaps of more interest to both employees andayena (in addition to students
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and teachers), is how time use relates to perfocmain attempt was made to study a
group of people working on project taking placerav@umber of weeks, at the end of
which the final product was evaluated, much like typical tasks of white collar
employees today. At least in this setting, timedisenot relate to performance. While
results of this study do not support a link betweere use and performance, other
existing research does support such associatiaps tiene management and student
GPA, Britton & Tesser, 1991, planning behavior gfdperformance, Claessens et al.,
2004; pacing and performance, Labianca et al.5R00

Time Management.Findings from this study indicate that time managets
not related to performance. While | argued the sgppfindings in the literature are
mixed. For example, Macan (1994) found that pertoroe was unrelated to time
management (through perceived control over timegr Btudies, as well as the formal
hypotheses tested here, typically speak only tatiaatity of time management
behaviors, as opposed to the combination of qyaatitiquality of the prioritizing,
planning and scheduling. It seems quite plaushdé the combination of quantity and
guality of planning behaviors are related to perfance. In fact, exploratory analyses
(see Appendix C) reveal a positive correlation leetmvaveraged retrospective assessment
of amount of progress made each week and instruated performance € .23,p <
.05). Moreover, closer examination of weekly regesrevealed that estimates of the
final week’s work (leading up to the deadline) speally were significantly correlated
with instructor-rated performance, whereas eawieeks’ estimates were not

significantly related to final grades. Responseonyst were offered on a continuum
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ranging from 1 (not as much progress as | expettedmuch more progress than |
expected). This result, although correlational, liegpthat there may be a relationship
between accurately or overestimating the amoutitref necessary to complete work and
performance (i.e., not running out of time to coet@la task).

Pacing.Pacing was not found to relate to performance. tintrary to
Gersick’s (1989) consistent finding that (teamspwiore successfully paced and
transitioned to creating the final product of theork in fact performed better than those
teams who less successfully paced their time, thier@otential explanations for this null
finding. First, pacing is conceptualized in theigture as both a trait/type (Gevers et al.,
2008) as well as a behavior (e.g., Levine, 1988)@ken & Waller, 2002). There
appears to be equal support for both. It is quitesfle that students had established a
strong habit or pattern of pacing their work byithast year (on average) of college, and
that pacing should have been treated as a trait.

Another possibility is that pacing may be more im@ot for some types of tasks
more so than others. While the project studied ha®done over the course of
approximately a month, the task was relativelyightforward. Moreover, some pacing
was provided during the project by instructors whecked/reviewed portions of their
progress on specified days/weeks. Thus, if theytethfeedback, some mini-deadlines
were already established. Considering the aboveamsat factors, perhaps it makes
sense that pacing is of less importance to perfocman this case. While other research
suggests that pacing of work does relate to pedoo®a (e.g., Gersick, 1989), the

relationship between pacing and performance mawydre complex. For example, it
61



might be the case that pacing behaviors changdifferent types of tasks (e.g., steady
pacing for recurrent, predictable tasks, but eackyon pacing for new tasks, or that there
is an interaction between work rate and the sequegrf tasks). Thus, additional
research is needed to enhance our understandthgs aélationship.

Multitasking. A relationship between multitasking and performawes not
found in this study. However, this null findingdentrary to existing evidence that
engaging in more than one task simultaneously eiperformance (e.qg., driving while
using a cell phone, Charlton, 2009). Similar t® placing variable, perhaps multitasking,
for this type of task, is simply not a useful petdr of performance. Given the timeline
and requirements of the objective of writing a egsk proposal, perhaps switching to
another task provides mental time to incubate oreative project such as a research
proposal. If this is the case, multitasking may mamper performance on this type of
task. Most of the research on multitasking has lokgre in a lab setting under conditions
in which multiple tasks required mental attentidhis is a different situation than a long-
term, creative project as was done in this study.
Limitations and Future Directions

As with any study, there are a number of limitasidimat warrant discussion, as
well as multiple interesting avenues for futuresgesh. First, while students served as a
useful initial sample, there is a possibility thair life circumstances may influence how
they choose to use their time in a different wantdo people in other phases of life. For
example, perhaps people may change their timeelsgviprs or time management

behaviors as they progress up their career laddays delegate more, ignore whether
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they enjoy a task or not), or as they acquire nuiveexperiences. In addition, the
consequences for putting this project low on thsirof priorities was met with minimal
consequences, as this paper was one of a numhssighments contributing to their

final grade in this course. In a similar vein, ttependent variable was somewhat
restricted, as nearly all students (90.3%) receA/scand B’s on their research proposals.
Similarly, 94% of students expected A’s and B’s.

Future research would benefit from a larger, feddhple of employees as
opposed to students, perhaps working on long-teajegs in teams. It would also be
quite interesting to explore differences in time based on the type of work in which
employees are involved. For example, a project mp@andy nature of the job, is focused
on the use of time, timelines, and progress towaals of multiple people over a long
term timeline. We know, at this point, little ofwalifferences in time-related individual
differences might relate to how this person uses tio accomplish work (as opposed to a
mechanic, for instance, who is frequently compbefpnojects in a much shorter time
frame).

Also of import to advancing our understanding ofdiuse in the workplace is the
measurement of these constructs. While the majofitpnstructs demonstrated adequate
psychometric properties, some showed unexpectettseBor example, the time
management measure, when explored using an EFéalexi’only one factor as opposed
to the expected two factors. Moreover, a more eefiestimate of multitasking would be
useful, as only retrospective estimates were plessging the current design. Future

study would benefit from using a real “time diagtuation in which people report their
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time use behaviors one or more times per day.
Conclusion

The aim of this study was to further our undergtiag of time use in
accomplishing work. Mixed support was found linkiimge-related individual
differences to time use dimensions. InterestinglyiJe the literature supports a link
between time use and performance, little evidera® faund here for relationships
between the time use dimensions and instructodyateself-perceived, performance on

a class paper.
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Table 1

Time-related Individual Differences Identified Byancis-Smythe and Robertson

Factor Description

Leisure Time Awareness Time spent outside paid weleting to a person’s
awareness of actual time and how it is used

Punctuality Attitude toward being on time. Puncityadpplies
to both minutes, as well as days and minutes with
respect to deadlines

Planning Attitude toward planning tasks in advafiee, the
sequence of tasks through prioritizing and list-
making and working during available time)

Polychronicity Preference for doing more than dnegd at a time

Impatience Tendency to want to complete curremt gasckly
(e.g., try to control speed of interactions witheat
people)
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Table 2

List of Study Hypotheses and Outcomes

Hypotheses Support

H1: Present time-perspective is negatively relabettme Not supported
management behaviors.

H2: Future time-perspective is positively relatediine Supported
management behaviors.

H3: Polychronicity is positively related to time nagement Not supported
behaviors.
H4: Time urgency is positively related to time mg@ament Not supported
behaviors.

H5a: Time perspective is related to pacing suchghesent time Not supported
perspective is positively associated with the deadiction
pacing.

H5b: Time perspective is related to pacing suchftitare time  Not supported
perspective is positively associated with bothyearnld steady
pacing.

H6: Time urgency is positively related to the eatyion pacing.  Not supported

H7: Polychronicity is positively related to mulstang. Supported
H8: Time urgency is positively related to multitagk Not supported
H9: Time scarcity is positively related to time mgement Not supported
behaviors.

H10: Time scarcity is positively related to mulskang. Supported
H1la: The relationships between the present andeftitme- Not supported

perspectives and time management become stronget@smy
increases.

H11b: The relationships between the present analdutme- Partial support
perspectives and pacing become stronger as automon@ases.
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H11lc: The relationship between polychronicity ainakt Partial support
management becomes stronger as autonomy increases.

H11d: The relationship between polychronicity angdtitasking  Not supported
becomes stronger as autonomy increases.

H1lle: The relationship between time urgency ane tim Not supported
management becomes stronger as autonomy increases.

H11f: The relationship between time urgency andnmgpbecomes Not supported
stronger as autonomy increases.

H11g: The relationship between time urgency anditasking Not supported
becomes stronger as autonomy increases.

H12a: The relationships between present and fuitune Not supported
perspectives and time management become weakienas t
scarcity increases.

H12b: The relationship between polychronicity ainaket Not supported
management becomes stronger as time scarcity sesea

H12c. The relationship between polychronicity andtitasking  Not supported
becomes stronger as time scarcity increases.

H12d. The relationship between time urgency timenagament Not supported
becomes stronger as time scarcity increases.

H12e. The relationship between time urgency anthgac Partial support
becomes stronger as time scarcity increases.

H12f. The relationship between time urgency andtitasking Not supported
becomes negative as time scarcity increases.

H13: Time management is positively related to penfmnce. Not supported

H14: Pacing is related to task performance sudhethidy action, Not supported
steady and curvilinear pacing are associated Wwéthitghest task
performance.

H15: Multitasking is negatively related to taskfpemance. Not supported
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Table 3

Sequence of Survey Administration

Part Measures

Part 1 Informed Consent
Time-related Individual Differences: Time Perspeeti
Polychronicity, Time Urgency
Personality
Autonomy
Attention
Demographic Items
Part 2 Time Diary
Multitasking
Part 3 Time Management
Pacing
Time Scarcity
Performance: Self-rated
Part 4 Performance: Instructor-reported grades
Time-related Individual Differences: Time Perspesti
Polychronicity, Time Urgency
Personality
Autonomy
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Table 4

Study Descriptives

Demographic Variable M SD
Age 23.92 6.26
GPA 3.21 0.51
Hours worked 14.31 13.23
Spring Semester Credits Enrolled in 13.95 3.01
N %
Ethnicity
Caucasian 52 55.3%
African American 8 8.5%
Asian/Pacific Islander 12 12.8%
Latino or Hispanic 7 7.4%
Native American 1 1.1%
Other 14 14.9%
Gender
Men 19.1%
Women 80.9%
College Year
Second 11 11.7%
Third 30 31.9%
Fourth 43 45.7%
Fifth 9 9.6%
Beyond Fifth 1 1.1%
Marital Status
Never Married 72 76.6%
Living with Another 7 7.4%
Married 11 11.7%
Separated 1 1.1%
Divorced 3 3.2%
Dependents (included children, parents,
relatives)
None 82 87.2%
One 4 4.3%
Two 3 3.2%
Three 3 3.2%
Four 1 1.1%
Five or more 1 1.1%

Note.N = 94.



0L

Table 5
Study Variable Correlations and Reliabilities

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19
1. TP-P (:860)
2. TP-F -A14%  (754)
3. MPI 240% -.105 (.942)
4. PVI 134 .018 .865** (.910)
5. TU-C -.071 531** .030 .070 (.763)
6. TU-T-RH -057 -.164 -.134 -122 .083 (-848)
7. TU-=GH -369% 405+ .100 188 354% .002 (.632)
8. Extra 172 281% 138 201 4547 -156 192 (.875)
9. Open 028 .283% -.009 046 3277 -142 119 152 (768
10. Agree 324% 031 120 .096 302+ .001 -110 3077 387 (.791)
11. Neuro .039 .214* .166 144 267 -.338* .048 457+ a4 A421% (.776)
12. Consci -357% 547 -.088 .000 507+ -280% 517 28 226+ .099 .221* (.878)
13. T™M -191 557+ .007 .094 423 -.080 .294** 277+ 252* .236* .349** .356** (.906)
14. Multi .027 .037 267* .300%* 132 .010 -.109 211* -054 133 120 .060 217 (.871)
15. Pacing -.053 -.045 -.252* -.284* -.203 .052 -.192 -.034 .082 -.152 -.124 -.199 -.192 -174 N/A
16. Grade -.203 .326% -.202 -.157 .188 147 229* -.044 401 -.024 -.019 .280* .083 -082  -.041 N/A
17. Se|f perf .291* -.239** .149 .087 -.267* -.033 -.107 .106 177 .104 .040 -.155 -.127 .071 155 -.537* N/A
18. Autonomy .080 .133 -.053 -.031 .189 -.185 .016 .033 .222* 04.2 132 .232* 122 -.125 -.104 .308** -131 (.769)
19. Time .062 -.056 .038 -.067 .101 .391% -.149 .035 022 411% .105 -132 .003 253* 151 -.169 .098 -181 .89¢4)
Scarcity
20. Attention -.200 .406** .185 .248* 430** -.329* 469> 361 .312* -.047 .354** .495** .253* .060 -.209 .037 -.109 .138 -.210 (.844)
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Notes.N’s range from 85-94. Coefficient alphas shown lba tliagonal. TP-P = Present Time Perspective. FPHature Time Perspective. MPI =
Multitasking Preference Inventory. TP = Time Pecdpve. TU = Time Urgency. TM = Time Management. MPMultitasking Preference Inventory.
PVI = Polychronic Values Inventory. TU-C = Time rry — Competitiveness. TU-T-RH = Time Urgency -skreelated Hurry. TU-GH = Time

Urgency — General Hurry. Extra = Extraverion. Ope®penness. Agree = Agreeableness. Neuro = NeigmticConsci = Conscientiousness. TM =

Time Management. Multi = Multitasking. Self PerfSelf-rated Performance. The multitasking reliapil the average of the five weeks’ reliabilities.

D < .05, **p < .01.



Table 6

Reported Reasons for Accomplishing less than Avatied

Category Frequency (Wks 1-4) Example

Other Coursework 6 11 12

Personal/Social 11 12 9 2
Commitments or
Conflicts

Require more 2 1 3 0
Project Guidance

Changed Project 4 O 0 0
Topic

Procrastinated 5 8 4
Forgot 0O O 0 1
Less deadlines 0 0 1
Technical Issues 0O O 0

2

“Many different end{oé-semester
papers were due on the same week/exams
in my other classes”

“Another family reunion...”, “...offering
of career opportunities...”

“Feel as if | needed more feedback and
guidance on the ideas/topics/research
methods.”

“My journal articles | had picked before
no longer applied because | changed my
topic slightly so | have to go back later
this week and find three more to put in
my introduction.”

“l procrastinated by doitigep
things...”

“| forgot”

“I was less busy, and therefore less
productive. | need to keep very busy to
be the most productive”

| had accomplished everything that | was
expecting to (the entire project), but this
morning when | went to print out my
revised proposal, my computer froze and
my changes were deleted...”
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Table 7

Correlations among Reported Multitasking for by Wee

Week 1 2 3 4

1 1.00

2 .66 1.00

3 51 .70 1.00

4 .64 .64 71 1.00

Note N’s range from 49 to 82.
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Table 8

Reported Reasons for Changing Time Use StrategiasResult of Study Participation

Reason

“l always forgot about this study until | walkedanab and saw you.”
“l could have been more organized and made a lstheydule for myself.”

“I could have used more research and put moretefftur it, but since | waited until the
last minute, it probably is not as good as it ccagd

“My time delegation.”
“Stop procrastinating and focus.”

“This study made me somewhat more aware of howspending my time, and | made
more of an effort not to waste it.”

“Usually | wait until the last minute to completeopects. This time | started immediately,
fell off, then completed them.”

“Yes, | would have it printed and ready the nigbtdre.”

Note.N = 8.
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Table 9

Example of Psychometric Properties of Study Scales

Measure

Alpha Test-retest
M = 57.49 days
SD=7.88 days
Range = 40-67 days

Source

Time Perspective
Present-hedonic
Present-fatalistic
Future

Polychronicity
MPI
PVI

Time Urgency
Competitiveness
Task-related Hurry
General Hurry

Personality
Extraversion
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Emotional Stahity
Intellect/Openness

Autonomy

Attentional Control

Time Management
Setting Goals &

g7 .79 (4 wks)
72 74

.75 a7

91 .88 (1 wk)

.68-.93 .78 (4 wks)

Students Clerical workers (4 months)
.76, .81 .93
71, .75 .95
.78, .81 .90

.83
.81
.83
.78
.78
.85 .71 (1 month)

.88

.83

Zimbardo & Boyd (1999)

Poposki & Oswald’s (2010)
Bluedorn, Kalliath, Strube, & Martin’s
(1999)

Landy, Rastergary, Thayer, & Colvin (1991)
(student and non-student sample)

Saucier (1994)

Breaugh (1989)
Rothbart, Ahadi, & Evan9(D)
Macan, Shahani, Dipboye, & Phillips (1990)
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Priorities
Mechanics
Multitasking

Pacing
Time Scarcity

.62

.75

.87

No data

Konig, Oberacher, & Kleianm (2010)

Kaufman-Scarborough & Lindqud(3)




Table 10
Psychometric Properties and Measure Modifications

Scale Original  Eigenvalues EFA Revised Test-retest
Alpha Variance  Alpha Reliability
Accounted
for
Time Perspective
Present .88 (24) 8.55,3.33 3211 .86 (14) T7
Future .78 (13) (6.25, 2.65) (35.58) .75 (12) .65
Polychronicity
PVI .91 (10) 5.54 55.38 .91 (10) .60
MPI .93 (14) 7.48,1.23 62.25 94 (11) .52
(7.06) (64.15)
Time Urgency
.75 (6) .75 (6) .81
Competitiveness .85 (3) 3.48,2.69, 56.24 .85 (3) .68
Task-related .63 (5) 1.71 (3.45, (56.24) .63 (5) 73
Hurry 2.69, 1.71)
General Hurry
Personality
Extraversion .88 (8) 7.23,4.08, 50.82 .88 (8) .89
Agreeableness .77 (8) 3.47,2.82, (58.26) .79 (6) .80
.86 (8) 2.23 (7.37, .88 (7) .87
Conscientiousness.73 (8) 3.81, 3.27, .78 (6) .76
Emotional .68 (8) 2.23,1.96) 77 (5) .85
Stability
Intellect/Openness
Autonomy 77 (3) 2.07 68.82 77 (3) .32
Attentional .84 (6) 3.39 56.43 .84 (6) N/A
Control
Time 91 (as 1 N/A
Management .82 (10) 6.90, 1.55 44.47 dimension)
Setting Goals .83 (9) (6.90) (40.61)
& Priorities
Mechanics
Multitasking .88 (6) 3.06-3.71 61.20- .87 (5) N/A
74.15
Time Scarcity .89 (6) 3.96 68.82 .89 (6) N/A

Note.Number of items in parentheses. Revised eigensaluparentheses. An EFA was
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run on each week for the multitasking variable.
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Table 11

Revised Factor Loadings for Time Perspective

Factor

Present Future

Taking risks keeps my life from becoming boring

It is important to put excitement in my life

| take risks to put excitement in my life

| often follow my heart more than my head

| find myself getting swept up in the excitementitd moment

I make decisions on the spur of the moment

| do things impulsively

It is more important for me to enjoy life’s journgyan to focus only on the destination

| believe that getting together with ones frienaparty is one of life’s important pleasures

| prefer friends who are spontaneous rather thadigtable

0.715

0.707

0.667

0.635

0.609

0.603

0.534

0.520

0.515

0.507
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It doesn’t make sense to worry about the futurgesthere is nothing that | can do about it anyway0.419

Spending what | earn on pleasures today is bétéer $aving for tomorrows security 0.417

Ideally, I would live each day as if it were mytlas 0.417

Fate determines much in my life 0.359

Meeting tomorrows deadlines and doing other necgssark comes before tonight’s play 0.654
When | want to achieve something, | set goals amdider specific means for reaching those goals .6090

| complete projects on time by making steady pregre 0.604

| am able to resist temptations when | know thatehs work to be done 0.533
I meet my obligations to friends and authoritiediare 0.449

I make lists of things to do 0.415
There will always be time to catch up on my work 0.388

| keep working at difficult, uninteresting taskghey will help me get ahead 0.379
| believe that a person’s day should be planneddlkach morning 0.347
It upsets me to be late for appointments 0.333

If things don’t get done on time, | don’t worry aliot 0.291
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Table 12

Factor Loadings for Time Urgency

Item

Factor

Competitive  Task-related Hurry General Hurry

| am ambitious

| am hard driving

| am hard driving and competitive

I go all out

| set deadlines or quotas for myself at work arepthings
| am usually pressed for time

| often feel very pressed for time

| am often in a hurry

| often work slowly and leisurely

I am slow doing things

My spouse or a close friend would rate me as definrelaxed

and easy going

0.854
0.670
0.643
0.506
0.356
0.937
0.884
0.645
0.750
0.542
0.456



8

| have a strong need to excel in most things
| usually work fast

| like work that is slow and deliberate

0.428

0.424

0.421




Table 13

Revised Factor Loadings for Mini Marker Personaltignhs

Item Neuroticism Conscientiousness Extraversion Agreeableness Openness
Moody 0.728

Jealous 0.717

Envious 0.601

Temperamental 0.525

Unenvious 0.414

Fretful 0.282

Organized 0.934
Disorganized 0.906
Sloppy 0.741
Inefficient 0.694
Efficient 0.607

Careless 0.516
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Systematic
Quiet
Extraverted
Talkative
Shy

Bold
Withdrawn
Bashful
Energetic
Kind
Sympathetic
Warm
Harsh

Cold

Cooperative

0.507

-0.900
-0.730
-0.670
-0.698
-0.619
-0.520
-0.501
-0.475
0.786
0.764
0.732
0.469
0.454
0.304



Uncreative
Imaginative
Creative
Unintellectual

Intellectual

0.820

0.802

0.802

0.284

0.278




Table 14

Factor Loadings for Time Management Scale

Factor

ltems 1

During the workday, | evaluated how well | was doling the

schedule | had set down for myself 0.896
| scheduled activities at least a week in advance .7310
| reviewed my daily activities to see where | waassting time 0.665

| blocked out time in my daily schedule for regijascheduled
events 0.564

| set deadlines for myself when | set out to acdshpa task 0.561

When | decided on what | would try to accomplistihia short term, |
kept in mind my long-term objectives 0.554

| reviewed my goals to determine if they neededsiey 0.546

| set priorities to determine the order in whiclwduld perform tasks

each day 0.526
| broke complex, difficult projects down into smallmanageable
tasks 0.523
If 1 knew | would have to spend time waiting, | bght along
something | could work on 0.475
| carried a notebook to jot down notes and ideas 39.

| looked for ways to increase the efficiency withigh | performed
my work activities 0.380

| set short-term goals for what | wanted to accasipin the coming
days or weeks 0.351

| found places to work that would allow me to avoiterruptions and
distractions 0.300
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| made a list of things to do each day and chedfedach task as it
was accomplished

| carried an appointment book with me
| wrote notes to remind myself of what | neededdo
| finished top priority tasks before going on tedemportant ones

| kept a daily log of my activities

0.697
0.650
0.615
0.420

0.419
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Table 15

Revised Factor Loadings for Time Management Scale

Item Factor

I made a list of things to do each day and chedieeach task as it was

accomplished 0.714

During the workday, | evaluated how well | was doling the schedule | had

set down for myself 0.680

| wrote notes to remind myself of what | neededdo 0.676

| scheduled activities at least a week in advance .658

| broke complex, difficult projects down into snalimanageable tasks 0.647

| blocked out time in my daily schedule for regbjaacheduled events 0.643

| set priorities to determine the order in whickduld perform tasks each

day 0.639

| set deadlines for myself when | set out to acdshp@ task 0.620

| looked for ways to increase the efficiency withigh | performed my work

activities 0.613

| kept a daily log of my activities 0.603

| reviewed my daily activities to see where | waasting time 0.571

| carried an appointment book with me 0.566

| set short-term goals for what | wanted to accashpih the coming days or

weeks 0.547

If I knew | would have to spend time waiting, | bight along something |

could work on 0.547

| carried a notebook to jot down notes and ideas 538.

| reviewed my goals to determine if they neededsiey 0.512
0.511

When | decided on what | would try to accomplishhia short term, | kept in
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mind my long-term objectives
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Table 16

Descriptives for Study Composite Variables

Scale N M SD Range Min Max
Present Time Perspective 94 2.95 0.61 3.07 1.29 4.36
Future Time Perspective 94 3.74 0.52 258 2.25 4.83
Polychronicity — MPI 94 281 0.82 345 1.00 4.45
Polychronicity — PVI 94 275 0.71 3.50 1.00 450
Time Urgency

Competitiveness 94 3.74 0.60 250 250 5.00

Task-Related Hurry 94 3.76 0.86 4.00 1.00 5.00

General Hurry 94 3.26 0.67 340 1.40 4.80
Extraversion 94 3.30 0.77 3.25 1.63 4.88
Openness 94 395 0.63 280 2.20 5.00
Agreeableness 94 4.20 0.56 250 250 5.00
Neuroticism 94 322 0.77 3.47 133 4.80
Conscientious 94 3.77 0.80 329 171 5.00
Time Management 88 2.83 0.81 3.76  1.24 5.00
Multitasking 91 270 0.83 355 1.00 455
Pacing 88

Early 8

Curvilinear 38

Steady 15

Deadline 27
Instructor-rated Performance 9488.71 17.99 100.00 0.00 100.00
Self-rated Performance 87 151 0.67 2.00 1.00 3.00
Autonomy 93 3.60 0.80 4.00 1.00 5.00
Time Scarcity 88 355 0.93 3.83 1.17 5.00
Attention 94 3.12 0.80 350 1.33 4.83

90



Table 17
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for étigpsis 1 Predicting Time

Management from Present Time PerspediNe 85)

Variable B SEB S

Step 1
Extraversion 13 A2 13
Conscientiousness .26 A1 21
Openness 14 A5 10
Neuroticism .20 A2 19
Agreeableness .09 A7 .06
Overall GPA 31 .18 .18

Step 2
Extraversion .18 13 A7
Conscientiousness 13 12 13
Openness A5 14 A1
Neuroticism A7 A2 A7
Agreeableness .18 .18 A2
Overall GPA .29 .18 A7
Present Time Perspective -.25 A5 -.20

Note Step 1R = .244 p < .01), adjuste® = .186; Step 2AR* = .027 p > .05), adjusted
R?=.204. < .05. *p < .01.
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Table 18
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for étipsis 2 Predicting Time

Management from Future Time Perspec{iNe= 85)

Variable B SEB S

Step 1
Extraversion 0.13 0.12 0.13
Conscientiousness 0.21 0.11 0.21
Openness 0.14 0.14 0.10
Neuroticism 0.20 0.12 0.19
Agreeableness 0.09 0.17 0.06
Overall GPA 0.31 0.18 0.18

Step 2
Extraversion 0.03 0.11 0.03
Conscientiousness 0.01 0.11 0.01
Openness 0.02 0.13 0.01
Neuroticism 0.15 0.11 0.14
Agreeableness 0.20 0.16 0.14
Overall GPA 0.10 0.17 0.06
Future Time Perspective 0.76 0.18 0.49**

Note Step 1R = .244 p < .01), adjuste® = .186; Step 2AR* = .140 p < .01), adjusted
R?=.328.7 < .05. *p < .01.
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Table 19
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for éthipsis 3 Predicting Time

Management from Polychronicity: P = 85)

Variable B SEB S

Step 1
Extraversion 0.15 0.13 0.14
Conscientiousness 0.23 0.12 0.22
Openness 0.16 0.16 0.12
Neuroticism 0.21 0.13 0.20
Agreeableness 0.06 0.19 0.04
Attentional Control -0.05 0.13 -0.05
Overall GPA 0.32 0.18 0.18

Step 2
Extraversion 0.15 0.13 0.14
Conscientiousness 0.23 0.12 0.23
Openness 0.16 0.16 0.12
Neuroticism 0.21 0.13 0.20
Agreeableness 0.06 0.19 0.04
Attentional Control -0.05 0.14 -0.05
Overall GPA 0.32 0.19 0.18
Polychronicity: PVI 0.01 0.12 0.01

Note Step 1R = .245 p < .01), adjuste®® = .176; Step 2AR* = .000 p > .05), adjusted
R?=.245. < .05. *p < .01.
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Table 20
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for éthipsis 3 Predicting Time

Management from Polychronicity: MPN = 85)

Variable B SEB S

Step 1
Extraversion 0.15 0.13 0.14
Conscientiousness 0.23 0.12 0.22
Openness 0.16 0.16 0.12
Neuroticism 0.21 0.13 0.20
Agreeableness 0.06 0.19 0.04
Attentional Control -0.05 0.13 -0.05
Overall GPA 0.32 0.18 0.18

Step 2
Extraversion 0.15 0.13 0.14
Conscientiousness 0.22 0.12 0.22
Openness 0.15 0.16 0.11
Neuroticism 0.21 0.13 0.20
Agreeableness 0.08 0.19 0.05
Attentional Control -0.04 0.14 -0.04
Overall GPA 0.32 0.19 0.19
Polychronicity: MPI -0.04 0.10 -0.04

Note Step 1R = .245 p < .01), adjuste®® = .176; Step 2AR* = .002 p > .05), adjusted
R?=.167. < .05. *p < .01.
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Table 21
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for étipsis 4 Predicting Time

Management from Time Urgeng@y = 85)

Variable B SEB S

Step 1
Extraversion 0.13 0.12 0.13
Conscientiousness 0.21 0.11 0.21
Openness 0.14 0.14 0.10
Neuroticism 0.20 0.12 0.19
Agreeableness 0.09 0.17 0.06
Overall GPA 0.31 0.18 0.18

Step 2
Extraversion 0.04 0.14 0.03
Conscientiousness 0.10 0.14 0.09
Openness 0.08 0.15 0.06
Neuroticism 0.22 0.13 0.21
Agreeableness 0.08 0.18 0.05
Overall GPA 0.14 0.21 0.08
TU-Competitiveness 0.24 0.21 0.18
TU-Task-related Hurry 0.00 0.11 0.00
TU-General Hurry 0.18 0.15 0.15

Note Step 1R = .244 p < .01), adjuste® = .186; Step 2AR* = .033 p > .05), adjusted
R?=.190. % < .05. *p < .01. TU = Time Urgency.
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Table 22
Summary of Multinomial Logistic Regression AnalysidHypothesis 5a Predicting Deadline Pacing from PreSéme

PerspectivéN = 85)

Pacing Behavior B SEB Wald Sig. ?gt?; 95% C]

Early Intercept -8.45 6.08  1.93 0.17
Extraversion 210 100 438 004 012 002088
Conscientiousness 1.84 0.80  5.23 0.02 6.27 1.30,30.24
Openness -1.36 092 219 0.14 0.26 0.04,1.56
Neuroticism 0.26 0.67  0.15 0.69 1.30 0.35,4.78
Agreeableness 0.65 096  0.45 050 1.91 0.29,12.46
Overall GPA 1.53 1.04 218 0.14 4.62 0.61,35.25
Present Time Perspective 1 o7 091  1.23 0.27 2.75 0.46,16.41

Curvilinear Intercept 12.57 4.24 8.79 0.00
Extraversion 0.70 0.49  2.06 015 2.02 0.77,5.26
Conscientiousness 050 044 129 026 165 070,388
Openness 0.35 054  0.43 051 142 0.50,4.06
Neuroticism -0.12 0.46  0.06 0.80 0.89 0.36,2.21
Agreeableness 0.94 066  1.98 0.16 255 0.69,9.37
Overall GPA 0.87 066  1.73 0.19 2.38 0.65,8.66

Present Time Perspective (3¢ 057  0.40 053 1.43 0.47,4.37



L6

Steady

Note.These data are compared to a referent group oflidea&kction Pacing behavior. Cl = confidence inednNagelkerke

R? = .433.

Intercept -17.90
Extraversion 0.99
Conscientiousness 1.74
Openness 0.58
Neuroticism -0.43
Agreeableness 0.12
Overall GPA 1.49

Present Time Perspective g g

5.78
0.67
0.73
0.71
0.62
0.82
0.92
0.75

9.61
2.19
5.60
0.67
0.49
0.02
2.63
0.14

0.00
0.14
0.02
0.41
0.49
0.88
0.11
0.71

2.68
5.68
1.79
0.65
1.13
4.44
1.32

0.73, 9.88
1.35, 23.91
0.45,7.13
0.19, 2.19
0.23, 5.58
0.73, 26.91
0.30,5.71
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Table 23

Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis for Hypotkésh Predicting Early Action Pacing from Future Time $perctivgN

= 85)

Pacing Behavior B SEB Wald Sig. %Ctlic(l)s 95% ClI

Deadline Intercept 2.72 5.61 0.23 0.63
Extraversion 1.63 098 278 010 512 0.75, 34.96
Conscientiousness -1.86 0.77  5.83 002 0.16 0.03,0.71
Openness 0.78 0.90 0.75 039  2.18 0.37,12.73
Neuroticism -0.26 071 013 072  0.77 0.19, 3.10
Agreeableness -0.40 0.98  0.17 0.68  0.67 0.10, 4.54
Overall GPA -2.46 1.40  3.09 0.08  0.09 0.01,1.33
Future Time Perspective 5 49 1.41  2.87 0.09 1098  0.69, 175.43

Steady Intercept -14.99 7.16  4.38 0.04
Extraversion 2.58 1.08  5.69 0.02 13.17  1.58,109.42
Conscientiousness 036 097 014 o071 070 0.10, 4.65
Openness 1.31 1.01  1.68 020  3.69 0.51, 26.66
Neuroticism -0.76 0.80  0.90 034 047 0.10, 2.25
Agreeableness -0.16 1.07  0.02 0.88  0.86 0.10, 7.00
Overall GPA -1.16 1.54  0.57 045 0.31 0.02, 6.43
Future Time Perspective 5 gg 1.66  3.22 0.07 19.65  0.76,508.10



Note.These data are compared to a referent group of Batign Pacing behavior. CI = confidence intenihgelkerke R=

462.

Curvilinear

Intercept -9.40
Extraversion 238
Conscientiousness 158
Openness 1.13
Neuroticism -0.46
Agreeableness 0.71
Overall GPA 1.71

Future Time Perspective 273

6.18
0.99
0.80
0.90
0.71
1.01
1.40
1.41

2.32
5.76
3.94
1.59
0.43
0.48
1.48
3.77

0.13
0.02
0.05
0.21
0.51
0.49
0.22
0.05

10.81
0.21
3.09
0.63
2.02
0.18

15.38

1.55, 75.41
0.04, 0.98
0.53, 17.88
0.16, 2.53
0.28, 14.74
0.01, 2.83
0.98, 242.29




Table 24

Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis for Hypoikésh Predicting Steady Action Pacing from Future TReespective

J0T

(N = 85)

Pacing Behavior B SEB Wald Sig. (r)actlicg)s 95% C]

Deadline  Intercept 17.71 5.60 10.01 0.00
Extraversion -0.94 0.67 201 0.16 0.39 0.11,1.43
Conscientiousness -1.49 0.74  4.07 0.04 0.23 0.05,0.96
Openness -0.53 0.74  0.50 0.48 0.59 0.14,2.53
Neuroticism 0.50 0.62 0.67 041 166 0.50,5.52
Agreeableness -0.24 0.78  0.10 075 0.78 0.17,3.58
Overall GPA -1.30 096  1.84 0.18 027 0.04,1.78
Future Time Perspective g 5g 1.16  0.25 0.62 0.56 0.06,5.40

Curvilinear Intercept 5.59 4.97 1.27 0.26
Extraversion -0.20 059  0.11 0.74  0.82 0.26,2.63
Conscientiousness 122 072 289 009 030 007 120
Openness -0.18 0.68  0.07 079 084 0.22,3.14
Neuroticism 0.30 055  0.29 059  1.34 0.46,3.94
Agreeableness 0.86 074  1.36 0.24  2.37 0.56,10.04
Overall GPA -0.55 0.85  0.42 052 058 0.11,3.06
Future Time Perspective g o5 1.10  0.05 0.82 0.78 0.09,6.75
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Early Action Intercept 14.99

Extraversion -2.58
Conscientiousness 0.36
Openness -1.31
Neuroticism 0.76
Agreeableness 0.16
Overall GPA 1.16

Future Time Perspective 208

7.16
1.08
0.97
1.01
0.80
1.07
1.54
1.66

4.38
5.69
0.14
1.68
0.90
0.02
0.57
3.22

0.04
0.02
0.71
0.20
0.34
0.89
0.45
0.07

0.08
1.44
0.27
2.14
1.17
3.19
0.05

0.01, 0.63
0.22, 9.59
0.04, 1.95
0.44, 10.27
0.14, 9.56
0.16, 65.49
0.00, 1.32

Note.These data are compared to a referent group ofifsRecing behavior. CI = confidence interval. Nagete R = .462.



20T

Table 25

Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis for HypotkésPredicting Early Action Pacing from Time Urgeriisly= 85)

Pacing Behavior B SEB Wald Sig. (r)a(:i%s 95% ClI

Deadline Intercept 4.79 5.83 0.68 0.41
Extraversion 2.19 115 363 006 890 0094, 8441
Conscientiousness -1.56 094 272 010 021  0.03,1.34
Openness 1.49 1.02 214 0.14  4.44 0.60,32.65
Neuroticism -0.06 073  0.01 094 094  0.23,3.92
Agreeableness -1.28 1.02  1.59 021  0.28  0.04,2.03
Overall GPA -1.89 1.28 2.8 014 015  0.01,1.86
TU-Competitiveness 0.04 1.16  0.00 097 1.04 0.11, 10
TU-Task-related Hurry 0.42 0.73 0.34 0.56 1.53 0.37,6.34
TU-General Hurry 0.10 0.96  0.01 0.92 111  0.17,7.27

Steady Intercept -8.27 8.18  1.02 0.31
Extraversion 2.46 1.33  3.43 0.06 11.74 0.87,158.73
Conscientiousness 158 122 169 019 921 002 223
Openness 1.28 1.20  1.15 028 3.60 0.35,37.58
Neuroticism -1.16 088  1.72 019 031  0.06,1.77
Agreeableness -0.81 1.12 052 0.47  0.45  0.05,4.00
Overall GPA -1.63 1.60  1.04 031 020  0.01, 4.47
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TU-Competitiveness 2.79 1.67  2.79 0.10 16.32 0.61,433.21

TU-Task-related Hurry -1.33 0.84  2.49 011 027  0.05,1.38
TU-General Hurry 2.71 1.25  4.66 0.03 15.00 1.28,175.24
Curvilinear Intercept -8.15 6.53 1.56 0.21
Extraversion 2.69 115  5.45 0.02 14.69 1.54,140.30
Conscientiousness -1.94 0.99 3.88 0.05 0.14 0.02, 0.99
Openness 1.72 1.01  2.89 009 560 0.77,40.85
Neuroticism -0.32 0.72  0.20 066 073  0.18,2.97
Agreeableness 0.05 1.02  0.00 096 1.05  0.14,7.67
Overall GPA -1.46 1.30  1.27 026 023  0.02, 2.96
TU-Competitiveness 1.02 1.18  0.75 039 277 0.27,27.95
TU-Task-related Hurry 0.02 069  0.00 098 1.02  0.26,3.98
TU-General Hurry 1.35 095 203 0.15 3.85 0.60, 24.63

Note.These data are compared to a referent group of Batign Pacing behavior. Cl = confidence intervidll = Time

Urgency. Nagelkerke &= .553.



Table 26
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for éthipsis 7 Predicting Multitasking

from Polychronicity: PVIN = 88)

Variable B SEB S

Step 1
Extraversion 0.21 0.15 0.19
Conscientiousness 0.02 0.13 0.02
Openness -0.21 0.17 -0.16
Neuroticism -0.02 0.15 -0.02
Agreeableness 0.20 0.21 0.13
Attentional Control 0.03 0.15 0.03
Overall GPA 0.12 0.20 0.07

Step 2
Extraversion 0.16 0.14 0.15
Conscientiousness 0.06 0.13 0.05
Openness -0.17 0.16 -0.13
Neuroticism 0.00 0.14 0.00
Agreeableness 0.14 0.21 0.09
Attentional Control -0.06 0.15 -0.05
Overall GPA 0.09 0.19 0.05
Polychronicity: PVI 0.31 0.13 0.27*

Note Step 1R = .068 p > .05), adjuste® = -.014; Step 2AR* = .062 p < .05),
adjusted R=.041.p < .05. **p < .01.
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Table 27
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for éthipsis 7 Predicting Multitasking

from Polychronicity: MPIN = 88)

Variable B SEB S

Step 1
Extraversion 0.21 0.15 0.19
Conscientiousness 0.02 0.13 0.02
Openness -0.21 0.17 -0.16
Neuroticism -0.02 0.15 -0.02
Agreeableness 0.20 0.21 0.13
Attentional Control 0.03 0.15 0.03
Overall GPA 0.12 0.20 0.07

Step 2
Extraversion 0.19 0.14 0.17
Conscientiousness 0.07 0.13 0.07
Openness -0.15 0.17 -0.11
Neuroticism -0.01 0.15 -0.01
Agreeableness 0.11 0.21 0.07
Attentional Control -0.05 0.15 -0.05
Overall GPA 0.12 0.20 0.07
Polychronicity: MPI 0.25 0.11 0.24*

Note Step 1R = .068 p > .05), adjuste® = -.014; Step 2AR? = .051 p < .05),
adjusted R=.119.p < .05. *p < .01.
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Table 28
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for éthipsis 8 Predicting Multitasking

from Time UrgencyN = 88)

Variable B SEB S

Step 1
Extraversion 0.21 0.15 0.19
Conscientiousness 0.02 0.13 0.02
Openness -0.21 0.17 -0.16
Neuroticism -0.02 0.15 -0.02
Agreeableness 0.20 0.21 0.13
Attentional Control 0.03 0.15 0.03
Overall GPA 0.12 0.20 0.07

Step 2
Extraversion 0.20 0.16 0.18
Conscientiousness 0.11 0.16 0.10
Openness -0.21 0.17 -0.16
Neuroticism -0.02 0.15 -0.02
Agreeableness 0.15 0.22 0.10
Attentional Control 0.12 0.16 0.12
Overall GPA 0.11 0.22 0.07
TU-Competitiveness 0.05 0.23 0.04
TU-Task-related Hurry 0.08 0.13 0.08
TU-General Hurry -0.30 0.17 -0.24

Note Step 1R = .068 p > .05), adjuste® = -.014; Step 2AR* = .037 p > .05),
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adjusted R=-.012.p < .05. *p < .01.
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Table 29
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for éthipsis 9 Predicting Time

Management from Time Scarc(ty = 85)

Variable B SEB S

Step 1
Extraversion 0.13 0.12 0.13
Conscientiousness 0.21 0.11 0.21
Openness 0.14 0.14 0.10
Neuroticism 0.20 0.12 0.19
Agreeableness 0.09 0.17 0.06
Overall GPA 0.31 0.18 0.18

Step 2
Extraversion 0.13 0.12 0.12
Conscientiousness 0.21 0.11 0.21
Openness 0.13 0.15 0.10
Neuroticism 0.20 0.13 0.19
Agreeableness 0.10 0.19 0.07
Overall GPA 0.31 0.18 0.18
Time Scarcity -0.01 0.10 -0.01

Note Step 1R = .244 p < .01), adjuste® = .186; Step 2AR* = .000 p > .05), adjusted
R?=.175.% < .05. *p < .01.
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Table 30
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for éthipsis 10 Predicting Multitasking

from Time ScarcityN = 85)

Variable B SEB S

Step 1
Extraversion 0.25 0.15 0.23
Conscientiousness -0.01 0.14 -0.01
Openness -0.16 0.18 -0.12
Neuroticism 0.00 0.15 0.00
Agreeableness 0.17 0.21 0.11
Attentional Control 0.02 0.15 0.02
Overall GPA 0.16 0.21 0.09

Step 2
Extraversion 0.27 0.15 0.24
Conscientiousness 0.02 0.13 0.02
Openness -0.14 0.18 -0.10
Neuroticism -0.01 0.15 -0.01
Agreeableness 0.00 0.23 0.00
Attentional Control 0.04 0.15 0.04
Overall GPA 0.13 0.21 0.07
Time Scarcity 0.23 0.11 0.25*

Note Step 1R = .077 p > .01), adjusted® = -.007; Step 2AR? = .050 p < .05),
adjusted R=.035. p < .05. *p < .01.
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Table 31
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for étlipsis 11a Predicting Autonomy

Moderates the Present Time Perspective-Time ManageRelationshigN = 84)

Variable B SEB S
Step 1
Extraversion 0.13 0.12 0.12
Conscientiousness 0.22 0.11 0.21
Openness 0.13 0.15 0.10
Neuroticism 0.20 0.13 0.19
Agreeableness 0.09 0.17 0.06
Overall GPA 0.31 0.18 0.18
Step 2
Extraversion 0.20 0.13 0.19
Conscientiousness 0.11 0.12 0.11
Openness 0.14 0.15 0.10
Neuroticism 0.16 0.13 0.16
Agreeableness 0.17 0.18 0.11
Overall GPA 0.29 0.18 0.17
Present Time Perspective -0.28 0.15 -0.21
Autonomy 0.09 0.11 0.09
Step 3
Extraversion 0.24 0.13 0.22
Conscientiousness 0.08 0.13 0.08
Openness 0.14 0.15 0.11
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Neuroticism 0.17 0.13 0.17

Agreeableness 0.15 0.18 0.11
Overall GPA 0.31 0.18 0.18
Present Time Perspective -0.30 0.16 -0.23
Autonomy 0.13 0.12 0.12
Present Time Perspective*Autonomy (.17 0.16 0.11

Note Step 1R = .243 p < .01), adjusted®’= .184; Step 2AR? = .034 p > .05), adjusted
R? = .199; Step 3AR? = .011 p > .05), adjusted R= .201. P < .05. **p < .01.
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Table 32
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for étlipsis 11a Predicting Autonomy

Moderates the Future Time Perspective-Time ManageRelationshigdN = 84)

Variable B SEB S
Step 1
Extraversion 0.13 0.12 0.12
Conscientiousness 0.22 0.11 0.21
Openness 0.13 0.15 0.10
Neuroticism 0.20 0.13 0.19
Agreeableness 0.09 0.17 0.06
Overall GPA 0.31 0.18 0.18
Step 2
Extraversion 0.04 0.12 0.04
Conscientiousness -0.01 0.11 -0.01
Openness 0.01 0.14 0.01
Neuroticism 0.14 0.12 0.14
Agreeableness 0.18 0.16 0.13
Overall GPA 0.10 0.17 0.06
Future Time Perspective 0.78 0.18 0.50
Autonomy 0.09 0.10 0.08
Step 3
Extraversion 0.05 0.12 0.05
Conscientiousness -0.01 0.11 -0.01
Openness 0.01 0.14 0.01
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Neuroticism 0.15 0.12 0.14

Agreeableness 0.18 0.16 0.12
Overall GPA 0.12 0.18 0.07
Future Time Perspective 0.77 0.19 0.50
Autonomy 0.10 0.10 0.09
Future Time Perspective*Autonomy -0.07 0.18 -0.04

Note Step 1R = .243 p < .01), adjusted®’= .184; Step 2AR? = .146 p < .01), adjusted
R? = .324; Step 3AR? = .001 p > .05), adjusted R=.390. P < .05. **p < .01.
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Table 33
Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis for Hypoikeslb Predicting Autonomy Moderates the Present Herspective-

Pacing RelationshigN = 84)

vTT

Pacing Behavior B SEB Wald Sig. (r)agi?)s 95% ClI

Early Intercept -5.59 5.11 1.19 0.27
Extraversion -2.08 1.07  3.77 0.05 012 (02 1.02
Conscientiousness 1.85 0.82  5.10 0.02 6.33 1.28,31.43
Openness -1.38 093 218 0.14 0.25 0.04,1.57
Neuroticism 0.28 0.68  0.17 0.68 1.33 0.35,5.02
Agreeableness 0.73 1.03  0.50 0.48 2.08 0.28,15.77
Overall GPA 1.43 1.05  1.84 0.17 4.17 0.53,32.74
Present Time Perspective g4 094 101 0.32 255 0.41,15.97
Present*Autonomy 0.46 1.08  0.18 0.67 1.59 0.19,13.29

Curvilinear  Intercept -12.43 4.12 9.10 0.00
Extraversion 0.91 0.53  3.03 0.08 249 0.89,6.98
Conscientiousness 0.41 0.46 0.80 0.37 1.51 0.61, 3.72
Openness 0.40 0.57 0.50 0.48 150 0.49,4.54
Neuroticism -0.06 047  0.02 090 0.94 0.37,2.38
Agreeableness 0.89 0.68  1.73 0.19 243 0.65,9.13
Overall GPA 0.96 0.67  2.04 0.15 261 0.70,9.77



Present Time Perspective (35 058  0.38 054 143 0.46,4.49

Present*Autonomy 1.17 0.65  3.19 0.07 3.21 0.89,11.52
Steady Intercept -17.91 5.52  10.52 0.00
Extraversion 1.19 0.70  2.88 0.09 3.28 0.83,12.98
Conscientiousness 1.66 0.75  4.86 0.03 524 1.20,22.85
Openness 0.67 073  0.83 036 1.95  0.46,8.2
Neuroticism -0.37 0.63  0.34 056 0.69 0.20,2.38
Agreeableness 0.04 0.82  0.00 0.97 1.04 0.21,5.16
Overall GPA 1.56 095 271 0.10 4.75 0.74,30.39
Present Time Perspective g >o 0.76  0.09 077 125 0.28,553
Present*Autonomy 1.12 0.76 2.18 0.14 3.07 0.69, 13.62

= Note.These data are compared to a referent group oflidea&kction Pacing behavior. Cl = confidence inednNagelkerke

n

~

R? = .460.
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Table 34

Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis for Hypoikeslb Predicting Autonomy Moderates the Future Tintsgaetive-

Pacing RelationshigN = 84)

Pacing Behavior B SEB Wald Sig. Cr)a(iic(i)s 95% CI

Deadline  Intercept 10.44 6.75  2.39 0.12
Extraversion 2.53 130 3.76 0.05 1251 (.97, 160.61
Conscientiousness -2.17 089  6.01 0.01 0.11  0.02,0.65
Openness 1.19 1.02  1.38 0.24 3.30 0.45,24.25
Neuroticism -0.09 0.75  0.01 0.91 0.92  0.21,3.97
Agreeableness -1.08 1.18  0.84 0.36 0.34  0.03,3.41
Overall GPA -2.19 1.45  2.29 0.13 0.11  0.01,1.91
Future Time Perspective 5 5g 1.43  3.30 0.07 13.36 0.81, 219.27
Future*Autonomy -2.34 1.42 272 0.10 0.10  0.01,1.55

Steady Intercept -5.01 855  0.34 0.56
Extraversion 3.48 1.38  6.34 0.01 3247 2.16,487.42
Conscientiousness -0.69 1.08 0.41 0.52 0.50 0.06, 4.15
Openness 1.72 1.14 2.27 0.13 5.57 0.60, 52.01
Neuroticism -0.60 0.86  0.50 0.48 0.55  0.10,2.93
Agreeableness -0.86 1.25  0.47 0.49 042  0.04,4.92
Overall GPA -0.86 1.60  0.29 0.59 042  0.02,9.71



Future Time Perspective 3 5g 1.68  3.61 0.06 2450 0.90, 664.81

Future*Autonomy -2.37 1.60 2.18 0.14 0.09  0.00, 2.17
Curvilinear Intercept -1.25 7.25 0.03 0.86
Extraversion 3.36 1.32 651 001 28.75 2.18,379.75
Conscientiousness -1.88 092  4.14 0.04 0.15  0.03,0.93
Openness 1.59 1.03 2.37 0.12 4.89 0.65, 36.84
Neuroticism -0.27 076  0.13 0.72 0.76  0.17,3.37
Agreeableness -0.02 1.20  0.00 0.99 0.98  0.09, 10.41
Overall GPA -1.33 1.47  0.83 0.36 0.26  0.01, 4.67
Future Time Perspective 5 g7 1.43 414 0.04  18.42 1.11,304.63
Future*Autonomy -2.89 1.47  3.86 0.05 0.06  0.00,0.99

= Note.These data are compared to a referent group of Batign Pacing behavior. CI = confidence intenihgelkerke R=

492,
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Table 35
Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis for Hypoikeslb Predicting Autonomy Moderates the Future Tinrspgaetive-

Pacing RelationshigN = 84)

Pacing Behavior B SEB Wald Sig. Cr)a(iic(i)s 95% ClI

Deadline Intercept 15.45 6.49 567  0.02
Extraversion -0.95 0.69 190 017 039 0.10,1.50
Conscientiousness -1.48 0.74 399 0.05 023 0.050.97
Openness -0.52 075 048 049 059 0.13,2.60
Neuroticism 0.51 063 066 042 167 0.48,578
Agreeableness -0.21 077 008 078 081 0.18,3.64
Overall GPA -1.33 097 188 017 0.27 0.04,1.77
Future Time Perspective g g1 1.17 027 060 055  0.05,5.42
Future*Autonomy 0.03 098 0.00 097 1.03 0.15,7.09

Steady Intercept 3.76 583 041  0.52
Extraversion -0.12 061 004 084 089 0.27, 294
Conscientiousness -1.19 072 271 010 031 0.07,1.25
Openness -0.13 068 004 085 088 0.233.36
Neuroticism 0.33 057 034 056 1.39 0.46,4.24
Agreeableness 0.85 073 134 025 233 0.56,9.78

Overall GPA -0.47 086 030 059 063 0.12,3.38



Future Time Perspective g og 1.12 007 080 075 0.08 6.69

Future*Autonomy -0.52 079 042 051 060 0.13,2.83
Curvilinear Intercept 5.01 8.55 0.34 0.56
Extraversion -3.48 138 6.34 001 003 0.00,0.46
Conscientiousness 0.69 1.08 041 052 200 0.24,16.55
Openness -1.72 1.14 2.27 0.13 0.18 0.02,1.68
Neuroticism 0.60 086 050 048 1.83 0.34,9.76
Agreeableness 0.86 1.25 047 049 237 0.20,27.64
Overall GPA 0.86 1.60 029 059 237 0.10,54.58
Future Time Perspective  _3 5¢ 168 361 0.06 0.04 0.00,1.11
Future*Autonomy 2.37 1.60 218  0.14 10.70 0.46, 247.88

= Note.These data are compared to a referent group ofiysRecing behavior. CI = confidence interval. Nagete R = .492.
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Table 36
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for étlipsis 11c Predicting Autonomy

Moderates the Polychronicity-Time Management Retahip: PVI(N = 84)

Variable B SEB B
Step 1
Extraversion 0.23 0.15 0.21
Conscientiousness 0.01 0.13 0.00
Openness -0.19 0.17 -0.14
Neuroticism 0.00 0.15 0.00
Agreeableness 0.19 0.21 0.12
Attentional Control 0.03 0.15 0.03
Overall GPA 0.11 0.20 0.06
Step 2
Extraversion 0.15 0.14 0.14
Conscientiousness 0.07 0.13 0.06
Openness -0.14 0.17 -0.10
Neuroticism 0.03 0.14 0.02
Agreeableness 0.17 0.21 0.11
Attentional Control -0.05 0.15 -0.05
Overall GPA 0.09 0.19 0.05
PVI 0.29 0.13 0.25*
Autonomy -0.14 0.12 -0.13
Step 3
Extraversion 0.14 0.15 0.13
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Conscientiousness 0.06 0.13 0.05

Openness -0.15 0.17 -0.11
Neuroticism 0.04 0.15 0.04
Agreeableness 0.16 0.21 0.11
Attentional Control -0.07 0.15 -0.07
Overall GPA 0.12 0.20 0.07
PVI 0.31 0.13 0.26*
Autonomy -0.16 0.12 -0.15
PVI*Autonomy -0.13 0.14 -0.10

Note Step 1R = .073 p < .01), adjusted® = -.010; Step 2AR* = .070 p > .05),
adjusted R=.143; Step 3AR* = .010 p > .05), adjusted R=.041. p < .05. **p <
.01.
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Table 37
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for étlipsis 11c Predicting Autonomy

Moderates the Polychronicity-Time Management Retatip: MPI(N = 84)

Variable B SEB B
Step 1
Extraversion 0.15 0.13 0.14
Conscientiousness 0.23 0.12 0.23
Openness 0.15 0.16 0.12
Neuroticism 0.21 0.13 0.20
Agreeableness 0.06 0.19 0.04
Attentional Control -0.05 0.14 -0.05
Overall GPA 0.32 0.19 0.18
Step 2
Extraversion 0.16 0.13 0.15
Conscientiousness 0.21 0.12 0.21
Openness 0.14 0.16 0.11
Neuroticism 0.21 0.13 0.20
Agreeableness 0.06 0.19 0.04
Attentional Control -0.04 0.14 -0.04
Overall GPA 0.33 0.19 0.19
MPI -0.04 0.10 -0.04
Autonomy 0.06 0.11 0.06
Step 3
Extraversion 0.19 0.13 0.18
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Conscientiousness 0.20 0.12 0.20

Openness 0.16 0.16 0.12
Neuroticism 0.18 0.13 0.17
Agreeableness 0.08 0.19 0.05
Attentional Control 0.00 0.14 0.00
Overall GPA 0.29 0.19 0.17
MPI -0.11 0.11 -0.11
Autonomy 0.10 0.11 0.09
MPI*Autonomy 0.22 0.12 0.20

Note Step 1R’ = .244 p < .01), adjusted®®= .174; Step 2AR? = .004 p > .05), adjusted
R? = .249; Step 3AR? = .033 p > .05), adjusted R=.183. P < .05. **p < .01.

123



Table 38
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for étipsis 11d Predicting Autonomy

Moderates the Polychronicity-Multitasking Relatibis PVI (N = 87)

Variable B SEB B
Step 1
Extraversion 0.23 0.15 0.21
Conscientiousness 0.01 0.13 0.00
Openness -0.19 0.17 -0.14
Neuroticism 0.00 0.15 0.00
Agreeableness 0.19 0.21 0.12
Attentional Control 0.03 0.15 0.03
Overall GPA 0.11 0.20 0.06
Step 2
Extraversion 0.15 0.14 0.14
Conscientiousness 0.07 0.13 0.06
Openness -0.14 0.17 -0.10
Neuroticism 0.03 0.14 0.02
Agreeableness 0.17 0.21 0.11
Attentional Control -0.05 0.15 -0.05
Overall GPA 0.09 0.19 0.05
PVI 0.29 0.13 0.25*
Autonomy -0.14 0.12 -0.13
Step 3
Extraversion 0.14 0.15 0.13
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Conscientiousness 0.06 0.13 0.05

Openness -0.15 0.17 -0.11
Neuroticism 0.04 0.15 0.04
Agreeableness 0.16 0.21 0.11
Attentional Control -0.07 0.15 -0.07
Overall GPA 0.12 0.20 0.07
PVI 0.31 0.13 0.26*
Autonomy -0.16 0.12 -0.15
PVI*Autonomy -0.13 0.14 -0.10

Note Step 1R = .073 p < .01), adjusted® = -.010; Step 2AR* = .070 p > .05),
adjusted R=.143; Step 3AR? = .010 p > .05), adjusted R=.041. p < .05. **p <
.01.

125



Table 39
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for étlipsis 11d Predicting Autonomy

Moderates the Polychronicity-Multitasking Relatibns MPI (N = 87)

Variable B SEB B
Step 1
Extraversion 0.23 0.15 0.21
Conscientiousness 0.01 0.13 0.00
Openness -0.19 0.17 -0.14
Neuroticism 0.00 0.15 0.00
Agreeableness 0.19 0.21 0.12
Attentional Control 0.03 0.15 0.03
Overall GPA 0.11 0.20 0.06
Step 2
Extraversion 0.18 0.14 0.17
Conscientiousness 0.08 0.13 0.07
Openness -0.12 0.17 -0.09
Neuroticism 0.01 0.15 0.01
Agreeableness 0.14 0.21 0.09
Attentional Control -0.05 0.15 -0.05
Overall GPA 0.11 0.19 0.06
MPI 0.23 0.11 0.23*
Autonomy -0.13 0.12 -0.12
Step 3
Extraversion 0.18 0.15 0.17
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Conscientiousness 0.08 0.14 0.07

Openness -0.12 0.17 -0.09
Neuroticism 0.01 0.15 0.01
Agreeableness 0.14 0.21 0.09
Attentional Control -0.05 0.16 -0.05
Overall GPA 0.11 0.20 0.06
MPI 0.23 0.12 0.23
Autonomy -0.13 0.12 -0.12
MPI*Autonomy 0.00 0.13 0.00

Note Step 1R = .073 p > .05), adjusted® = -.010; Step 2AR* = .061 p > .05),
adjusted R=.033; Step 3AR? = .000 p > .05), adjusted R= .020. *p <.05. *p <
.01.
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Table 40
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for étlipsis 11e Predicting Autonomy

Moderates the Time Urgency-Time Management RektipiN = 84)

Variable B SEB B
Step 1
Extraversion 13 A2 A2
Conscientiousness 22 A1 21
Openness 14 A5 .10
Neuroticism .20 A3 19
Agreeableness .09 A7 .06
Overall GPA 31 .18 .18
Step 2
Extraversion .05 14 .05
Conscientiousness .09 14 .09
Openness .08 15 .06
Neuroticism 22 A3 21
Agreeableness .06 19 .04
Overall GPA 14 21 .08
TU-Competitiveness 23 21 A7
TU-Task-related Hurry .02 12 .02
TU-General Hurry .19 .15 .16
Autonomy .07 A1 .07
Step 3
Extraversion .06 15 .06
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Conscientiousness .10 .15 .10

Openness .07 16 .06
Neuroticism 21 14 .20
Agreeableness .04 19 .03
Overall GPA A1 .23 .06
TU-Competitiveness .23 22 17
TU-Task-related Hurry .05 12 .05
TU-General Hurry .18 15 15
Autonomy A1 13 .10
TU-Competitiveness *Autonomy 07 18 04
TU-Task-related Hurry*Autonomy -11 13 -.10
TU-General Hurry*Autonomy .03 .18 .02

Note Step 1R = .243 p < .01), adjusted®’ = .184; Step 2AR? = .037 p > .05), adjusted
R? = .181; Step 3AR? = .011 p > .05), adjusted R=.159. p < .05. **p < .01. TU =

Time Urgency.
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Table 41

Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis for Hypotkd®f Predicting Autonomy Moderates the Time Urgdpaging

RelationshigN = 86)

Pacing Behavior B SEB Wald Sig. (r)actlicg)s 95% C]
Deadline Intercept 1.95 582 0.1 0.74
Extraversion 2.63 126 438 004 13.83 1.8, 161.96
Conscientiousness -2.49 1.37  3.32 0.07 0.08 0.01,1.21
Openness 1.97 117  2.82 009 717  0.72,71.41
Neuroticism 0.00 0.89  0.00 1.00 1.00 0.17,5.78
Agreeableness -1.53 1.25 151 022 0.22 0.02, 2.49
TU-Competitiveness -1.11 1.21 0.84 0.36  0.33 0.03, 3.52
TU-Task-related Hurry 0.73 0.88  0.68 041 207  0.37,11.68
TU-General Hurry 0.57 1.19  0.23 0.63 1.77 0.17, 18.37
TU-Comp*Autonomy -2.24 1.57 2.03 0.15 0.11 0.00, 2.31
TU-Task-related
Hurry*Autonomy -0.59 0.88 0.45 0.50 0.56 0.10, 3.09
TU-General
Hurry*Autonomy 1.99 1.17 2.89 0.09 7.33 0.74,72.94
Steady Intercept -12.26 718  2.92 0.09
Extraversion 2.92 1.35  4.69 0.03 185 1.32,259.43
Conscientiousness 198 153 167 020 014 001,277
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Curvilinear

Openness
Neuroticism
Agreeableness
TU-Competitiveness
TU-Task-related Hurry
TU-General Hurry
TU-Comp*Autonomy

TU-Task-related
Hurry*Autonomy
TU-General
Hurry*Autonomy
Intercept

Extraversion
Conscientiousness
Openness
Neuroticism
Agreeableness
TU-Competitiveness
TU-Task-related Hurry
TU-General Hurry
TU-Comp*Autonomy

TU-Task-related
Hurry*Autonomy
TU-General

Hurry*Autonomy

2.18
-0.80
-1.15

1.19
-0.66

2.64
-1.41

-0.50

1.06
-10.30
2.96
-2.92
2.37
-0.10
-0.49
0.25
0.33
1.80
-2.09

-0.62

1.29

1.30
0.98
1.32
1.39
0.94
1.32
1.58

0.89

1.26
6.31
1.24
1.39
1.18
0.87
1.25
1.19
0.86
1.17
1.49

0.83

1.13

2.82
0.65
0.77
0.73
0.49
4.01
0.80

0.32

0.71
2.66
5.66
4.40
4.06
0.01
0.15
0.04
0.15
2.35
1.97

0.57

1.30

0.09
0.42
0.38
0.39
0.48
0.05
0.37

0.57

0.40
0.10
0.02
0.04
0.04
0.91
0.70
0.84
0.70
0.12
0.16

0.45

0.25

8.82
0.45
0.32
3.28
0.52
14.01
0.24

0.61

2.89

19.27
0.05
10.68
0.91
0.62
1.28
1.39
6.04
0.12

0.54

3.63

0.70, 111.59
0.07, 3.10
0.02, 4.15

0.21, 50.27
0.08, 3.25

1.06, 185.77

0.01,5.41

0.11, 3.48

0.24, 34.18

1.68, 220.71
0. 00, 0.83
1.07,106.91
0.17, 4.99
0.05, 7.09
0.12,13.11
0.26, 7.50
0.61, 59.98
0.01, 2.30

0.11, 2.72

0.39, 33.40
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Note.These data are compared to a referent group of Batign Pacing behavior. Cl = confidence intervidll = Time

Urgency, Comp = Competitiveness. NagelkerkeR564.



Table 42
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for étlipsis 119 Predicting Autonomy

Moderates the Time Urgency-Multitasking Relatiopghi = 87)

Variable B SEB B

Step 1
Extraversion 0.23 0.15 0.21
Conscientiousness 0.01 0.13 0.00
Openness -0.19 0.17 -0.14
Neuroticism 0.00 0.15 0.00
Agreeableness 0.19 0.21 0.12
Attentional Control 0.03 0.15 0.03
Overall GPA 0.11 0.20 0.06

Step 2
Extraversion 0.18 0.16 0.16
Conscientiousness 0.11 0.16 0.10
Openness -0.17 0.17 -0.13
Neuroticism 0.00 0.15 0.00
Agreeableness 0.17 0.22 0.11
Attentional Control 0.11 0.16 0.10
Overall GPA 0.10 0.22 0.06
TU-Competitiveness 0.09 0.23 0.07
TU-Task-related Hurry 0.05 0.13 0.05
TU-General Hurry -0.29 0.18 -0.23
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Autonomy -0.16 0.13 -0.15

Step 3
Extraversion 0.18 0.16 0.17
Conscientiousness 0.03 0.16 0.03
Openness -0.18 0.17 -0.13
Neuroticism 0.04 0.15 0.04
Agreeableness 0.21 0.21 0.14
Attentional Control 0.16 0.16 0.16
Overall GPA 0.20 0.22 0.12
TU-Competitiveness 0.04 0.23 0.03
TU-Task-related Hurry 0.05 0.14 0.05
TU-General Hurry -0.28 0.17 -0.23
Autonomy -0.17 0.14 -0.16
TU-Competitiveness *Autonomy -0.27 0.20 -0.17
TU-Task-related Hurry*Autonomy 0.10 0.14 0.10
TU-General Hurry*Autonomy -0.25 0.19 -0.16

Note Step 1R = .073 p > .05), adjusted® = -.010; Step 2AR* = .050 p > .05),
adjusted BR=-.001; Step 3AR? = .077 p > .05), adjusted R= .044. p < .05. *p <
.01.
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Table 43
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for éthipsis 12a Predicting Time

Scarcity Moderates the Present Time Perspectivee NMianagement RelationshilN =

85)
Variable B SEB B
Step 1
Extraversion 0.13 0.12 0.13
Conscientiousness 0.21 0.11 0.21
Openness 0.14 0.14 0.10
Neuroticism 0.20 0.12 0.19
Agreeableness 0.09 0.17 0.06
Overall GPA 0.31 0.18 0.18
Step 2
Extraversion 0.18 0.13 0.17
Conscientiousness 0.12 0.12 0.12
Openness 0.14 0.14 0.10
Neuroticism 0.17 0.12 0.16
Agreeableness 0.22 0.20 0.15
Overall GPA 0.29 0.18 0.17
Present Time Perspective -0.26 0.15 -0.20
Time Scarcity -0.04 0.10 -0.04
Step 3
Extraversion 0.18 0.13 0.17
Conscientiousness 0.12 0.12 0.12
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Openness 0.14 0.15 0.10

Neuroticism 0.17 0.13 0.17
Agreeableness 0.22 0.20 0.15
Overall GPA 0.30 0.18 0.17
Present Time Perspective -0.26 0.15 -0.20
Time Scarcity -0.04 0.10 -0.04
Present Time Perspective*Time Scarcity 0.03 0.13 0.02

Note Step 1R = .244 p < .01), adjusted®’ = .186; Step 2AR*> = .028 p > .05),
adjusted R=.120; Step 3AR? = .000 p > .05), adjusted R=.185. p < .05. **p <
.01.
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Table 44
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for éthipsis 12a Predicting Time

Scarcity Moderates the Future Time Perspective-TMaaagement Relationsh{pl =

85)
Variable B SEB B
Step 1
Extraversion 0.13 0.12 0.13
Conscientiousness 0.21 0.11 0.21
Openness 0.14 0.14 0.10
Neuroticism 0.20 0.12 0.19
Agreeableness 0.09 0.17 0.06
Overall GPA 0.31 0.18 0.18
Step 2
Extraversion 0.03 0.12 0.02
Conscientiousness 0.00 0.11 0.00
Openness 0.01 0.14 0.01
Neuroticism 0.15 0.11 0.14
Agreeableness 0.24 0.18 0.16
Overall GPA 0.10 0.17 0.06
Future Time Perspective 0.77 0.18 0.50**
Time Scarcity -0.05 0.09 -0.05
Step 3
Extraversion 0.00 0.12 0.00
Conscientiousness 0.01 0.11 0.01
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Openness 0.00 0.14 0.00

Neuroticism 0.16 0.11 0.15
Agreeableness 0.22 0.18 0.15
Overall GPA 0.12 0.17 0.07
Future Time Perspective 0.75 0.18 0.48**
Time Scarcity -0.02 0.09 -0.03
Future Time Perspective*Time Scarcity -0.19 0.17 -0.11

Note Step 1R = .244 p < .01), adjusted®’ = .186; Step 2AR* = .142 p < .01),
adjusted R=.322; Step 3AR? = .011 p > .05), adjusted R=.325. p < .05. **p <
.01.
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Table 45
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for éthipsis 12b Predicting Time

Scarcity Moderates the Polychronicity-Time Manageinfitelationship: PV(N = 85)

Variable B SEB B
Step 1
Extraversion 0.15 0.13 0.14
Conscientiousness 0.23 0.12 0.22
Openness 0.16 0.16 0.12
Neuroticism 0.21 0.13 0.20
Agreeableness 0.06 0.19 0.04
Attentional Control -0.05 0.13 -0.05
Overall GPA 0.32 0.18 0.18
Step 2
Extraversion 0.14 0.13 0.14
Conscientiousness 0.23 0.12 0.22
Openness 0.16 0.16 0.12
Neuroticism 0.21 0.13 0.20
Agreeableness 0.07 0.20 0.05
Attentional Control -0.05 0.14 -0.05
Overall GPA 0.32 0.19 0.19
PVI 0.01 0.12 0.01
Time Scarcity -0.01 0.10 -0.02
Step 3
Extraversion 0.13 0.13 0.12
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Conscientiousness 0.24 0.12 0.24

Openness 0.10 0.16 0.08
Neuroticism 0.20 0.13 0.20
Agreeableness 0.09 0.20 0.06
Attentional Control -0.02 0.14 -0.02
Overall GPA 0.28 0.19 0.16
PVI 0.02 0.12 0.02
Time Scarcity -0.03 0.10 -0.03
PVI*Time Scarcity -0.17 0.12 -0.14

Note Step 1R = .245 p < .01), adjusted®’= .176; Step 2AR? = .000 p > .05), adjusted
R? = .155; Step 3AR? = .018 p > .05), adjusted R= .164. *p <.05. *p < .01.
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Table 46
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for éthipsis 12b Predicting Time

Scarcity Moderates the Polychronicity-Time Manageinfieelationship: MP[N =85)

Variable B SE B B
Step 1
Extraversion 0.15 0.13 0.14
Conscientiousness 0.23 0.12 0.22
Openness 0.16 0.16 0.12
Neuroticism 0.21 0.13 0.20
Agreeableness 0.06 0.19 0.04
Attentional Control -0.05 0.13 -0.05
Overall GPA 0.32 0.18 0.18
Step 2
Extraversion 0.15 0.13 0.14
Conscientiousness 0.22 0.12 0.21
Openness 0.15 0.16 0.11
Neuroticism 0.21 0.13 0.20
Agreeableness 0.09 0.21 0.06
Attentional Control -0.04 0.14 -0.04
Overall GPA 0.32 0.19 0.19
MPI -0.04 0.10 -0.04
Time Scarcity -0.01 0.10 -0.02
Step 3
Extraversion 0.15 0.13 0.14
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Conscientiousness 0.23 0.12 0.22

Openness 0.09 0.16 0.07
Neuroticism 0.20 0.13 0.19
Agreeableness 0.10 0.20 0.07
Attentional Control 0.00 0.14 0.00
Overall GPA 0.29 0.19 0.17
MPI -0.04 0.10 -0.04
Time Scarcity -0.04 0.10 -0.04
MPI*Time Scarcity -0.14 0.11 -0.14

Note Step 1R = .245 p < .01), adjusted®’= .176; Step 2AR? = .002 p > .05), adjusted
R? = .157; Step 3AR? = .016 p > .05), adjusted R= .163. *p <.05. *p < .01.
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Table 47
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for éthipsis 12c Predicting Time

Scarcity Moderates the Polychronicity-MultitaskiRglationship: PV(N = 85)

Variable B SEB B
Step 1
Extraversion 0.25 0.15 0.23
Conscientiousness -0.01 0.14 -0.01
Openness -0.16 0.18 -0.12
Neuroticism 0.00 0.15 0.00
Agreeableness 0.17 0.21 0.11
Attentional Control 0.02 0.15 0.02
Overall GPA 0.16 0.21 0.09
Step 2
Extraversion 0.21 0.14 0.19
Conscientiousness 0.07 0.13 0.06
Openness -0.12 0.17 -0.08
Neuroticism 0.01 0.14 0.01
Agreeableness -0.08 0.22 -0.05
Attentional Control -0.04 0.15 -0.04
Overall GPA 0.09 0.20 0.05
PVI 0.35 0.13 0.30**
Time Scarcity 0.25 0.11 0.28*
Step 3
Extraversion 0.21 0.14 0.19
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Conscientiousness 0.07 0.13 0.06

Openness -0.12 0.18 -0.09
Neuroticism 0.01 0.14 0.01
Agreeableness -0.07 0.22 -0.05
Attentional Control -0.04 0.15 -0.04
Overall GPA 0.09 0.20 0.05
PVI 0.35 0.13 0.30**
Time Scarcity 0.25 0.11 0.28*
PVI*Time Scarcity -0.03 0.13 -0.02

Note Step 1R = .077 p > .05), adjusted® = -.007; Step 2AR* = .126 p < .01),
adjusted R=.107; Step 3AR? = .000 p > .05), adjusted R= .095. *p < .05. *p <
.01.
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Table 48
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for éthipsis 12c Predicting Time

Scarcity Moderates the Polychronicity-MultitaskiRglationship: MP(N = 85)

Variable B SEB B
Step 1
Extraversion 0.25 0.15 0.23
Conscientiousness -0.01 0.14 -0.01
Openness -0.16 0.18 -0.12
Neuroticism 0.00 0.15 0.00
Agreeableness 0.17 0.21 0.11
Attentional Control 0.02 0.15 0.02
Overall GPA 0.16 0.21 0.09
Step 2
Extraversion 0.24 0.14 0.22
Conscientiousness 0.07 0.13 0.07
Openness -0.09 0.17 -0.07
Neuroticism -0.01 0.14 0.00
Agreeableness -0.08 0.22 -0.05
Attentional Control -0.03 0.15 -0.03
Overall GPA 0.12 0.20 0.07
MPI 0.24 0.11 0.24*
Time Scarcity 0.23 0.11 0.25*
Step 3
Extraversion 0.24 0.14 0.22
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Conscientiousness 0.07 0.13 0.07

Openness -0.09 0.18 -0.07
Neuroticism -0.01 0.14 0.00
Agreeableness -0.08 0.22 -0.05
Attentional Control -0.03 0.16 -0.03
Overall GPA 0.12 0.21 0.07
MPI 0.24 0.11 0.24*
Time Scarcity 0.23 0.11 0.25*
MPI*Time Scarcity 0.00 0.12 0.00

Note Step 1R = .077 p > .05), adjusted® = -.007; Step 2AR* = .101 p < .05),
adjusted R=.079; Step 3AR? = .000 p > .05), adjusted R= .066. *p <.05. *p <
.01.
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Table 49
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for éthipsis 12d Predicting Time

Scarcity Moderates the Time Urgency-Time ManageRelationshigN = 85)

Variable B SEB B
Step 1
Extraversion 0.13 0.12 0.13
Conscientiousness 0.21 0.11 0.21
Openness 0.14 0.14 0.10
Neuroticism 0.20 0.12 0.19
Agreeableness 0.09 0.17 0.06
Overall GPA 0.31 0.18 0.18
Step 2
Extraversion 0.03 0.14 0.03
Conscientiousness 0.10 0.14 0.09
Openness 0.08 0.15 0.06
Neuroticism 0.22 0.13 0.21
Agreeableness 0.10 0.19 0.07
Overall GPA 0.13 0.21 0.08
TU-Competitiveness 0.24 0.21 0.19
TU-Task-related Hurry 0.02 0.12 0.02
TU-General Hurry 0.18 0.15 0.15
Time Scarcity -0.03 0.11 -0.04
Step 3
Extraversion -0.03 0.14 -0.03
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Conscientiousness 0.12 0.14 0.12

Openness 0.00 0.16 0.00
Neuroticism 0.26 0.13 0.25*
Agreeableness 0.05 0.19 0.03
Overall GPA 0.07 0.21 0.04
TU-Competitiveness 0.31 0.21 0.23
TU-Task-related Hurry 0.04 0.13 0.04
TU-General Hurry 0.21 0.15 0.17
Time Scarcity 0.00 0.11 0.00
TU-Competitiveness *Time Scarcity -0.27 0.14 -0.21
TU-Task-related Hurry*Time Scarcity 0.11 0.10 0.13
TU-General Hurry*Time Scarcity -0.16 0.17 -0.11

Note Step 1R = .244 p < .01), adjusted®’ = .186; Step 2AR? = .034 p > .05), adjusted
R? = -.180; Step 3AR? = .077 p > .05), adjusted R= .228. < .05. **p < .01.
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Table 50

Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis for Hypotke?e Predicting Time Scarcity Moderates the Timgedcy-Pacing

Relationshipg(N = 85)

_ _ _ Odds
Pacing Behavior B SEB Wald Sig. )
ratio 95% CiI
Deadline Intercept 5.59 7.29 0.59 0.44
Extraversion 2.42 149 265 0.0 11.24  0.61, 206.94
Conscientiousness -1.86 0.99 351 0.06 0.16 0.02, 1.09
Openness 1.31 1.26  1.08 0.30 3.70  0.31, 43.79
Neuroticism 0.13 0.81 0.02 0.88 1.13 0.23, 5.56
Agreeableness -1.23 1.24  0.99 0.32 0.29 0.03, 3.31
Overall GPA -1.97 152  1.69 0.19 0.14 0.01,2.72
TU-Competitiveness 0.00 1.43  0.00 1.00 1.00  0.06, 16.62
TU-Task-related Hurry 0.37 0.87  0.18 0.67 1.45 0.26, 8.06
TU-General Hurry 0.20 1.04  0.04 0.85 1.22 0.16, 9.34
TU-Competitiveness*Time
Scarcity 1.87 1.16  2.59 0.11 6.48  0.67,63.11
TU-Task-related
Hurry*Time Scarcity -0.22 0.73 0.09 0.77 0.81 0.19, 3.37
TU-General Hurry*Time
Scarcity -2.65 1.35  3.82 0.05 0.07 0.00, 1.01
Steady Intercept -8.96 8.75  1.05 0.31



JST

Curvilinear

Extraversion
Conscientiousness

Openness
Neuroticism
Agreeableness
Overall GPA
TU-Competitiveness
TU-Task-related Hurry
TU-General Hurry

TU-Competitiveness*Time
Scarcity

TU-Task-related
Hurry*Time Scarcity
TU-General Hurry*Time
Scarcity

Intercept

Extraversion
Conscientiousness
Openness
Neuroticism
Agreeableness
Overall GPA
TU-Competitiveness
TU-Task-related Hurry
TU-General Hurry

2.75

-1.72
1.62
-1.17
-1.05
-1.61
2.59
-1.32
2.99

1.36

-0.19

-0.29
-9.35
3.12
-2.13
1.97
-0.26
0.07
-1.48
0.58
0.28
1.43

1.63

1.23
1.42
1.02
1.36
1.75
1.91
1.10
1.37

1.27

0.75

1.43
7.12
1.47
1.02
1.27
0.82
1.21
1.51
1.41
0.83
1.01

2.85

1.95
1.29
1.33
0.59
0.85
1.84
1.43
4.73

1.15

0.06

0.04
1.72
4.49
4.37
2.42
0.10
0.00
0.96
0.17
0.11
2.00

0.09

0.16
0.26
0.25
0.44
0.36
0.18
0.23
0.03

0.28

0.80

0.84
0.19
0.03
0.04
0.12
0.75
0.96
0.33
0.68
0.74
0.16

15.58

0.18
5.03
0.31
0.35
0.20
13.36
0.27
19.81

3.90

0.83

0.75

22.57
0.12
7.16
0.77
1.07
0.23
1.79
1.32
4.18

0.64, 377.99

0.02, 2.01
0.31, 81.56
0.04, 2.27
0.02, 5.08
0.01,6.18
0.32, 566.30
0.03, 2.32
1.34,291.77

0.32,47.17
0.19,3.61

0.05, 12.34

1.27,402.74
0.02, 0.88
0.6, 85.62
0.16, 3.84
0.10, 11.46
0.01, 4.37
0.11, 28.19
0.26,6.70
0.58, 30.37
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TU-Competitiveness*Time

Scarcity 2.02 1.12 3.24 0.07 7.55 0.84, 68.14
TU-Task-related

Hurry*Time Scarcity 0.09 0.68 0.02 0.89 1.10 0.29, 4.19
TU-General Hurry*Time

Scarcity -1.19 1.28 0.88 0.35 0.30 0.02, 3.69

Note.These data are compared to a referent group of Batign Pacing behavior. Cl = confidence intervidll = Time

Urgency. Nagelkerke &= .619.



Table 51
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for étiipsis 12f Predicting Time

Scarcity Moderates the Time Urgency-MultitaskinggRenship(N = 85)

Variable B SEB B
Step 1
Extraversion 0.25 0.15 0.23
Conscientiousness -0.01 0.14 -0.01
Openness -0.16 0.18 -0.12
Neuroticism 0.00 0.15 0.00
Agreeableness 0.17 0.21 0.11
Attentional Control 0.02 0.15 0.02
Overall GPA 0.16 0.21 0.09
Step 2
Extraversion 0.29 0.17 0.26
Conscientiousness 0.10 0.16 0.10
Openness -0.13 0.18 -0.09
Neuroticism -0.04 0.15 -0.03
Agreeableness -0.02 0.23 -0.01
Attentional Control 0.10 0.16 0.10
Overall GPA 0.20 0.24 0.11
TU-Competitiveness -0.03 0.24 -0.02
TU-Task-related Hurry -0.01 0.14 -0.01
TU-General Hurry -0.25 0.17 -0.20
Time Scarcity 0.23 0.12 0.26
Step 3
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Extraversion 0.27 0.17 0.24

Conscientiousness 0.06 0.17 0.06
Openness -0.18 0.20 -0.13
Neuroticism -0.05 0.16 -0.05
Agreeableness -0.01 0.24 -0.01
Attentional Control 0.12 0.17 0.11
Overall GPA 0.14 0.25 0.08
TU-Competitiveness 0.02 0.25 0.01
TU-Task-related Hurry 0.00 0.15 0.00
TU-General Hurry -0.20 0.18 -0.16
Time Scarcity 0.26 0.13 0.29*
TU-Competitiveness *Time Scarcity 0.05 0.17 0.04
TU-Task-related Hurry*Time Scarcity .12 0.12 0.13
TU-General Hurry*Time Scarcity -0.16 0.20 -0.10

Note Step 1R = .077 p > .05), adjusted® = -.007; Step 2AR* = .077 p > .05),
adjusted BR= -.027; Step 3AR? = .017 p > .05), adjusted R= .006. p < .05. *p <
.01.
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Table 52
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for étiipsis 13 Predicting Instructor-

rated Performance from Time Managem@ht= 85)

Variable B SE B B
Step 1
Instructor 0.40 0.64 0.06
Overall GPA 12.34 2.54 0.47**
Step 2
Instructor 0.39 0.65 0.06
Overall GPA 12.26 2.61 0.47**
Time Management 0.24 1.51 0.02

Note Step 1R = .225 p < .05), adjusted®’ = .206; Step 2AR? = .000 p > .05), adjusted
R?=.196." < .05. **p < .0l.
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Table 53

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for étiipsis 13 Predicting Self-rated

Performance from Time ManageméNt= 84)

Variable B SEB S
Step 1
Instructor 0.04 0.03 0.13
Overall GPA -0.50 0.13 -0.39**
Step 2
Instructor 0.04 0.03 0.13
Overall GPA -0.48 0.14 -0.37**
Time Management -0.06 0.08 -0.08

Note Step 1R = .169 p < .05), adjusted® = .148; Step 2AR? = .007 p > .05), adjusted

R?=.145.% < .05. *p < .01.
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Table 54

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for étiipsis 14 Predicting Instructor-

rated Performance from Pacing Behav{dl = 91)

Variable B SEB S
Step 1
Instructor -0.53 0.90 -0.05
Overall GPA 18.34 3.26 0.51**
Step 2
Instructor -0.63 0.94 -0.06
Overall GPA 18.70 3.36 0.52**
Steady Pacing -0.35 3.69 -0.01
Curvilinear Pacing -0.32 2.77 -0.01
Deadline Pacing 2.32 3.10 0.07

Note Step 1R = .272 p > .05), adjusted®’ = .256; Step 2AR* = .005 p > .05), adjusted
R?=.235.% < .05. *p < .01.
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Table 55

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for étlipsis 14 Predicting Self-rated

Performance from Pacing Behavi@y = 84)

Variable B SEB S
Step 1
Instructor 0.04 0.03 0.13
Overall GPA -0.50 0.13 -0.39**
Step 2
Instructor 0.03 0.03 0.08
Overall GPA -0.44 0.13 -0.34**
Steady Pacing -0.22 0.13 -0.19
Curvilinear Pacing 0.03 0.10 0.03
Deadline Pacing 0.19 0.11 0.18

Note Step 1R = .169 p < .05), adjusted® = .148; Step 2AR? = .045 p > .05), adjusted

R?=.163. < .05. *p < .01.
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Table 56

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for étiipsis 15 Predicting Instructor-

rated Performance from Multitaskin®yl = 88)

Variable B SEB S
Step 1
Instructor 0.33 0.64 0.05
Attentional Control -1.51 1.48 -0.10
Overall GPA 12.87 2.46 0.51**
Step 2
Instructor 0.51 0.65 0.08
Attentional Control -1.35 1.49 -0.09
Overall GPA 12.93 2.46 0.51**
Multitasking -1.68 1.43 -0.12

Note Step 1R = .248 p < .01), adjusted®’ = .221; Step 2AR* = .

R?=.224.% < .05. *p < .01.
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Table 57

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for éthipsis 15 Predicting Self-rated

Performance from Multitaskin@N = 84)

Variable B SEB S
Step 1
Instructor 0.04 0.03 0.13
Attentional Control 0.00 0.08 0.01
Overall GPA -0.50 0.14 -0.39**
Step 2
Instructor 0.04 0.03 0.11
Attentional Control 0.00 0.08 0.00
Overall GPA -0.51 0.14 -0.39**
Multitasking 0.05 0.08 0.07

Note Step 1R = .169 p < .01), adjusted® = .138; Step 2AR* = .004 p > .05), adjusted

R?=.131.% < .05. *p < .01.
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Table 58

Factor Loadings for 18 Time-Related Individual Brénce Items

Factor

Task-
related

Poly

Comp

Present

Future

| am usually pressed fc
time

| often feel very presse
for time

| am often in a hurry

| complete projects on
time by making steady
progress

| am slow doing things

| would prefer to work
in an environment
where | can finish one
task before starting the
next

| would rather switch
back and forth betweer
several projects than
concentrate my efforts
on just one

| prefer to do one thing
at atime

| am ambitious
| am hard driving

| am hard driving and
competitive

-0.861

-0.830

-0.692

0.559

0.389

-0.936

-0.887

-0.806
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0.679



Taking risks keeps my
life from becoming 0.801
boring

| take risks to put

. ) . 0.793
excitement in my life

It is important to put

. ) ) 0.557
excitement in my life

| often work slowly and

: 0.717
leisurely

My spouse or a close
friend would rate me a
definitely relaxed and
easy going

0.588

When | want to achieve

something, | set goals

and consider specific 0.548
means for reaching

those goals

Meeting tomorrows

deadlines and doing

other necessary work 0.463
comes before tonight’s

play

Note Task-related = Task-related hurry. Poly = Polgadeity. Comp =

Competitiveness. Present = Present time perspeé€lingre = Future time perspective.
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Table 59
Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for PreagcTime Management from New

Time-related Individual Difference Scal@é = 87)

Variable B SEB B
Intercept .81 .86

Present Time Perspective -.06 11 -.06
Future Time Perspective A4l 13 36**
Polychronicity .02 .09 .02
Time Urgency — Task-related hurry -.09 .19 -.05
Time Urgency — Competitiveness .27 12 .25*

Note R = .241 p < .01), adjusted®=,194. p < .05. **p < .01.
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Table 60
Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for PregcMultitasking from New Time-
related Individual Difference ScaléN = 90)

Variable B SEB B
Intercept 1.89 .96

Present Time Perspective -.05 12 -.05
Future Time Perspective -15 14 -.13
Polychronicity 24 10 .26*
Time Urgency — Task-related hurry 10 21 .05
Time Urgency — Competitiveness 14 13 13

Note R = .306 p > .05), adjusted®’=.040.p < .05. *p < .01.
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Table 61

Multinomial Logistic Regression for Predicting Paciingm New Time-related Individual Difference Scgls= 87)

) ) _ Odds
Pacing Behavior B SEB Wald Sig. _
ratio 95% ClI

Deadline Intercept 3.56 4.86 0.54 0.46
Present Time Perspective 0.34 057 035  0.56 1.40 0.46, 4.31
Future Time Perspective 0.24 0.74 0.11 0.75 1.27 0.30, 5.38
Polychronicity -1.58 0.60 6.84 0.01 0.21 0.06, 0.67
TU — Task-related hurry -0.52 1.10 0.23 0.64 0.59 0.07,5.13
TU — Competitiveness 0.61 0.65 0.88 0.35 1.84 0.51, 6.64
Intercept -1.85 5.45 0.12 0.73

Steady Present Time Perspective -0.03 0.68 0.00 0.96 0.97 0.26, 3.64
Future Time Perspective 0.56 0.83 0.44 0.51 1.74 0.34,8.93
Polychronicity -0.97 0.64 2.32 0.13 0.38 0.11, 1.32
TU — Task-related hurry -1.19 1.19 1.00 0.32 0.31 0.03, 3.13
TU — Competitiveness 2.07 0.83 6.27 0.01 7.94 1.57,40.21

Curvilinear Intercept -5.26 5.00 1.11 0.29
Present Time Perspective 1.05 0.60 3.09 0.08 2.86 0.89, 9.25
Future Time Perspective 1.05 0.76 1.92 0.17 2.85 0.65, 12.55
Polychronicity -1.27 0.59 4.59 0.03 0.28 0.09, 0.90
TU — Task-related hurry -0.48 1.07 0.20 0.65 0.62 0.08, 5.07
TU — Competitiveness 1.42 0.70 4.13 0.04 4.14 1.05, 16.31

Note.These data are compared to a referent group of Batign Pacing behavior. CI = confidence intervidll = Time

Urgency. Nagelkerke &= .342.
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Figure 1.Proposed Model Linking Time-related Individual @ifénces to Time Use Dimensions and Performance @e&o
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Appendix A: Study Measures

Time Perspective: Time Perspective Inventory (ZTPI)
Zimbardo and Boyd, 1999

Read each item and, as honestly as you can, atisevquestion: “How characteristic or
true is this of you?”

1 2 3 4 5
Very Untrue Neutral Very True

1. | believe that getting together with one’s fdento party is one of life’'s important
pleasures.

2. Fate determines much in my life.

3. I believe that a person’s day should be plaratezhd each morning.

4. | do things impulsively.

5. If things don’t get done on time, | don’t womipout it. (R)

6. When | want to achieve something, | set goald eonsider specific means for
reaching those goals.

7. When listening to my favorite music, | oftenéaal| track of time.

8. Meeting tomorrow’s deadlines and doing otheressary work comes before tonight’s
play.

9. Since whatever will be will be, it doesn't rgathatter what | do.

10. I try to live my life as fully as possible, oday at a time.

11. It upsets me to be late for appointments.

12. Ideally, | would live each day as if it were tagt.

13. | meet my obligations to friends and authosit@ time.

14. 1 make decisions on the spur of the moment.

15. | take each day as it is rather than try to laut. (R)

16. It is important to put excitement in my life.

17. | feel that it's more important to enjoy whatwre doing than to get work done on
time.

18. Before making a decision, | weigh the costsrajahe benefits.

19. Taking risks keeps my life from becoming boring

20. It is more important for me to enjoy life’s joey than to focus only on the
destination.

21. It takes joy out of the process and flow of aayivities, if | have to think about goals,
outcomes, and products.

22. You can'’t really plan for the future becausedb change so much.
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23. My life path is controlled by forces | cannoetiuence.

24. It doesn’t make sense to worry about the futsirece there is nothing that | can do
about it anyway.

25. | complete projects on time by making steashgpess.

26. | take risks to put excitement in my life.

27. 1 make lists of things to do.

28. | often follow my heart more than my head.

29. I am able to resist temptations when | know there is work to be done.

30. I find myself getting swept up in the exciterehthe moment.

31. Life today is too complicated; | would prefeetsimpler life of the past.

32. | prefer friends who are spontaneous rather phadictable.

33. | keep working at difficult, uninteresting task they will help me get ahead.

34. Spending what | earn on pleasures today istian saving for tomorrow’s security.
35. Often luck pays off better than hard work.

36. | like my close relationships to be passionate.

37. There will always be time to catch up on my kvgR)

Present time perspective: 1, 2, 4, 7, 9, 10, 1216417, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26, 28,

30, 31, 32, 34, 35, 36
Future time perspective: 3, 5, 6, 8, 11, 13, 15286327, 29, 33, 37
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7.

8.
9. | would rather switch back and forth between sdvyan@ects than concentrate my

Multitasking Preference Inventory
Poposki and Oswald (2010)

1 2 3 4 5
S_trongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree

| prefer to work on several projects in a day, eatihan completing one project and
then switching to another.

| would like to work in a job where | was constgrghifting from one task to another,
like a receptionist or an air traffic controller.

| lose interest in what | am doing if | have todigmn the same task for long periods
of time, without thinking about or doing somethigige.

When doing a number of assignments, | like to dwitack and forth between them
rather than do one at a time.

| like to finish one task completely before focugmn anything else. (R)

It makes me uncomfortable when | am not able tistimne task completely before
focusing on another task. (R)

| am much more engaged in what | am doing if | dhe 0 switch between several
different tasks.

| do not like having to shift my attention betweealtiple tasks. (R)

efforts on just one.

10.1 would prefer to work in an environment where hdmish one task before starting

the next. (R)

11.1don't like when | have to stop in the middle dhak to work on something else. (R)
12.When | have a task to complete, | like to breakpitoy switching to other tasks

intermittently.

13.1 have a "one-track"” mind. (R)
14.1 prefer not to be interrupted when working on gktgR)
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Polychronic Values Inventory (PVI)
Bluedorn, Kalliath, Strube, and Martin (1999)

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly . Neither agree
disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Strongly agree
1. Ilike to juggle several activities at the sameedtim
2. | would rather complete an entire project every theyn complete part of several

projects (R).

| believe people should try to do many things ateon

When | work by myself, | usually work on one prdjata time (R).

| prefer to do one thing at a time (R).

| believe people do their best work when they havamy tasks to complete.

| believe it is best to complete one task beforgifo@ng another (R).

| believe it is best for people to be given sevasaks and assignments to perform.

| seldom like to work on more than a single taskssignment at the same time

(R)

10.1 would rather complete parts of several projegergday than complete an
entire project.

©COoNoOkW
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Time Urgency Likert Items
Landy, Rastegary, Thayer, and Colvin (1991)

Please use the scale below to decide how well statément describes your behavior
using the response scale below.

1 2 3 4 5
S_trongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree

1. I am slow doing things. (R)

2. | often feel very pressed for time.

3. I like work that is slow and deliberate. (R)

4.1go "all out."

5. I have a strong need to excel in most things.

6. | am usually pressed for time.

7. 1 am hard driving.

8. | often work slowly and leisurely. (R)

9. | set deadlines or quotas for myself at work atter things.
10. I am hard driving and competitive.

11. I am ambitious.

12. My spouse or a close friend would rate me &sitldy relaxed and easy going. (R)
13. | usually work fast.

14. | am often in a hurry.

Competitiveness: 4, 5,7, 9, 10, 11

Task-Related Hurry: 2, 6, 14
General Hurry: 1, 3, 8, 12, 13
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Mini-Marker Set
Saucier (1994)

Please use this list of common human traits tordesgourself as accurately as possible.
Describe yourself as you see yourself at the ptdsra, not as you wish to be in the
future. Describe yourself as you are generallypically, as compared with other
persons you know of the same sex and of roughly yame age.

1 2 3 4 5
Neither
Very inaccurate  Inaccurate accurate nor Accurate Very accurate
inaccurate

Bashful (R)
Bold
Careless (R)
Cold (R)
Complex
Cooperative
Creative
Deep

. Disorganized (R)
10. Efficient
11.Energetic
12.Envious (R)
13. Extraverted
14. Fretful (R)
15.Harsh (R)
16.Imaginative
17.Inefficient (R)
18. Intellectual
19.Jealous (R)
20.Kind
21.Moody (R)
22.0rganized
23.Philosophical
24.Practical
25.Quiet (R)
26.Relaxed
27.Rude (R)
28.Shy (R)
29.Sloppy (R)
30. Sympathetic
31. Systematic

©CoNo,rwNhE
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32. Talkative

33. Temperamental (R)
34.Touchy (R)
35.Uncreative (R)
36.Unenvious
37.Unintellectual (R)
38.Unsympathetic (R)
39.Warm

40. Withdrawn (R)

Extraversion: 1, 2, 11, 13, 25, 28, 32, 40
Agreeableness: 4, 6, 15, 20, 27, 30, 38, 39,
Conscientiousness: 3, 9, 10, 17, 22, 24, 29, 31,
Emotional Stability: 12, 14, 19, 21, 26, 33, 34, 36
Intellect/Openness: 5, 7, 8, 16, 18, 23, 35, 37
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Scheduling Subscale of Work Autonomy Scales
Breaugh (1989)

1 2 3 4 5
S_trongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree

1. 1 have control over the schedule of my work.
2. | have some control over the sequencing of my veatkities (when | do what).
3. My jobis such that | can decide when to do paldicwork activities.
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Adult Temperament Questionnaire
Rothbart, Ahadi, and Evans (2000)

1 2 3 4 5
Neither
Very inaccurate  Inaccurate accurate nor Accurate Very accurate
inaccurate

1. When | am trying to focus my attention, | amilyadistracted (R).

2. When interrupted or distracted, | usually casilgahift my attention back to whatever
| was doing before.

3. When trying to focus my attention on somethirggve difficulty blocking out
distracting thoughts (R).

4. | am usually pretty good at keeping track ofesalithings that are happening around
me.

5. When trying to study something, | have diffiguiining out background noise and
concentrating (R).

6. It's often hard for me to alternate between tifterent tasks (R).
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Detailed Proposal Guidelines

The proposals must include the following:

1. An Introduction section that states the main afdh@proposed research and
then includes a review of the relevant literatina is_directlyrelated to the
proposed research plan. It should also state #eareh question of interest
and then state the hypothesis, usually at the gtiteantroduction.

2. A Method section that includes a Design sectiog. (@ 2 X 2 mixed
factorial), Participants section, Materials sectmal Procedure section. All
of the sections should be written in appropriatéA&rmat.

3. An Analysis Plan section should briefly describevitbe data would be
analyzed and what the expected result might bedbas¢he hypothesis. For
example, if a correlational study is done, the studvould write something
such as “A Pearson-product correlational analydishe conducted to
determine the strength and direction of the cotie@iebetween anxiety and
depression. It is expected that the correlatidwéen these variables would
be.......... because...... " This part should have only agemences.

» Students should not be asked to “make up” findibgs should mention
the likely findings/direction of the outcome basedprevious findings.

4. A Conclusion section (based on potential/possibtea@mes) should include
the following:

a. What would this research contribute to the litematfithe hypothesis were
supported?

b. A discussion of what would be done next if the Hixesis were
supported. In other words, what would be the &g in the research or
what would the researcher do next.

c. Additional ideas if the hypothesis were not suppditould be added. Of
course, this would be hypothetical.

d. Limitations of the study.

e. This should be only a paragraph or two at most.

5. An Abstract should be included as well. Studentkimclude an expected
outcome rather than a real outcome. Again thedleatild be written in the
future tense. For example, “It is expected thdephdults would recall fewer
words than younger adults.”

(Note: This section should be only one or two geaphs and does not have
to be extensive.)

All students must attach the measures/materialsetoised (e.g., a survey). An

exception will be made if the survey would haveb® purchased by the student.
However, this is a rare exception.
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Time Diary

Instructions: The following questions ask you aljpnaigress on your Research Methods
301 Research Proposahce your last lab.

Code name: (This name will be used ONLY to matalr yesponses to the other parts of
your survey)

Code Name ¥ Name of the street you grew up on:

Code Name 2 Your best friend's first name:

1) Which days did you work on your Research Method801 Research Proposal
since your last lab?
None Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesdaliursday Friday  Saturday

2) While | worked on my Research Methods 301 Research Progal since my last
lab,

Never Occasionally Sometimes  Often Always

| was occupied with several things

simultaneously. 2 3 4 >
| worked on more than one task. 1 2 3 4 5
| worked on tasks in a sequential

manner. 2 3 4 5
| accomplished several tasks

simultaneously. 1 2 3 4 5
My focus was divided between two

or more tasks. 2 3 4 5
Switching among tasks made it

difficult to concentrate on any of 1 2 3 4 5

them.

3) As oftoday, what percent of your Research Methods 301 Res@&aagposal has been
completed? Please mark a line on the graph below.

i 1 1 T 1 1 1+ T+ T T T 1T 1T T T T T 1
25 50 57 100
% oéstarch Methods Proposal Completed
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4) Please rate the amount of progress you madediagayour Research Methods 301
Research Propossince your last lab.

____Much less than | expected

____Less than | expected

____About what | expected

____More than | expected

____Much more than | expected

5) If you made less progress on your Research MstB61 Research Proposal than you
expectedsince your last lab,whatprevented you from accomplishing your plans (e.qg.,
unexpectedly needed to pick a friend up, procrattoifavoided working on proposal by
doing other things)? Please use the back of tiestdb respond.
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Multitasking
Kdnig, Oberacher, & Kleinmann (2010)

1 2 3 4 5
Never Occasionally Sometimes Often Always

During the time | worked on my Research Methods B@&earch Proposal since my last
lab:

1. | was occupied with several things simultanepusl

2. | worked on more than one task.

3. | worked on tasks in a sequential manner.

4, | accomplished several tasks simultaneously.

*5. My focus was divided between two or moreka

*6.  Switching among tasks made it difficultdoncentrate on any of them (R).

*ltems 5 and 6 were created for this study.
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Time Management Behavior Scale (TMB; modified)
Macan, Shahani, Dipboye, & Phillips (1990)
(Copyrighted, received permission to use)

Please think about how you worked on your gdalsng the course of this study To
what extent does each of the statements accudgsbyibe your recent activities and
experiences? Please use the following scale ironebipg to these statements.

1 2 3 4 5
Seldom Occasionally  True about as Erequently True Very Often
True True often as not q y True

Setting Goals and Priorities

1. When | decided on what | would try to accomplistihia short term, | kept in mind

my long-term objectives.

| reviewed my goals to determine if they neededsiry.

| broke complex, difficult projects down into snelimanageable tasks.

| set short-term goals for what | wanted to accasipih the coming days or weeks.

| set deadlines for myself when | set out to acdshpa task.

| looked for ways to increase the efficiency withieh | performed my work

activities.

| finished top priority tasks before going on tedemportant ones.

| reviewed my daily activities to see where | wassting time.

During the workday, | evaluated how well | was doling the schedule | had set

down for myself.

10.1 set priorities to determine the order in whickduld perform tasks each day.

Mechanics of Time Management

11.1 carried a notebook to jot down notes and ideas.

12.1 scheduled activities at least a week in advance.

13.1 blocked out time in my daily schedule for reglifaacheduled events.

14.1 wrote notes to remind myself of what | neededdo

15.1 made a list of things to do each day and checkkdach task as it was
accomplished.

16.1 carried an appointment book with me.

17.1 kept a daily log of my activities.

18.1 found places to work that would allow me to avwmiterruptions and distractions.

19.1f I knew | would have to spend time waiting, | bight along something | could work
on.

ouahwN
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Modified Pacing Scales Il
Gevers, Claessens, Van Eerde, and Rutte (2009)

deadline

Ajnpoe

time

| started right away and
finish the work long before
the deadline.

deadline

Aynpoe

time

| did most of the work at

the beginning and at the

end, and slowed down in
between.

deadline

(N
r 4

Ayanoe

(Q

time

| worked steadily on the
task, spreading it out even
over time.

[
r 4

deadline

Kynpoe

[

time

| did most of the work in a
yrelatively short time before
the deadline.




Time Supply Scale (TSS)
Kaufman & Lane (1997)

Please think about how you worked on your gdaisng the course of this study To
what extent does each of the statements accudgsbyibe your recent activities and
experiences? Please use the following scale ironelpg to these statements.

1 2 3 4 5
S_trongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree

ok wNE

| have had to do things which | didn’t really hate time and energy for.
There were too many demands on my time.

| needed more hours in the day to do all the thwlgieh were expected of me.
| couldn’t ever seem to get caught up.

| didn’t ever seem to have any time for myself.

Sometimes | felt as if there were not enough houtke day.

182



Appendix B: Detailed Preliminary Analyses

Time Perspective Coefficient alphas for the Time Perspective Invento
dimension alphas were as follows: *8r the 24 present-orientation items and .78 for
the 13 future perspective items. An initial EFA gested a two-factor solution with
Eigenvalues of 8.55 and 3.33 accounting for 32.b1%e variance. Corrected item-total
correlations revealed that a handful of the prepergpective items were not functioning
as expected (values below .3). Furthermore, artiaddl group of items primarily from
the present perspective factor had poor loadingaeoe negatively loaded on the wrong
factor. Six other items were excluded from the pnéperspective factor, and one from
the future perspective factor was removed and angseEFA was run. Eigenvalues were
6.25 and 2.65 accounting for 35.58% of the varidocéhe final set of items. Revised
coefficient alphas were calculated as follows: pne€.86; 14 items), and future (.75; 12
items). While these alphas were slightly lowerythvere comparable to reported alphas,
and furthermore, the retained items loaded pos$jtioe the correct factor (see Table 11).
Te%—retest reliability for the present dimensiaasw77 and for the future dimension,
.64~

Polychronicity. Coefficient alpha for the PVI was .91. As a chetk EFA was
run, resulting in an Eigenvalue of 5.54 and 55.38%ariance accounted for by a single-
factor solution in which all of the items demongrhsufficient loadings above .4. Test-
retest reliability was .60.

Coefficient alpha for the MPI was .93. Inspectadrthe corrected item-total
correlations, inter-item correlations, alpha aftexse items were deleted, and EFA factor
loadings suggested that 3 items be removed. ThealEFA resulted in Eigenvalues of
7.48 and 1.23, accounting for 62.25 % of the vaean scores. Using the reduced 11-
item scaleg = .94, and this single factor (Eigenvalue of 7.8@63ounted for 64.15% of
the variance. Test-retest reliability was .50. Theelation between the MPI and PVI
scales was .86.

Time Urgency. Coefficient alphas for the time urgency dimensivese as
follows: competitiveness = .75 (6 items), task4edehurry = .85 (3 items), and general
hurry = .63 (5 items). An EFA revealed that thensegrouped together as expected, with
13 of the 14 items loading positively above .4 loa ¢torrect factors. Three factors were

12 Note that | collapsed across the present-hedanicpaesent-fatalistic dimensions, as the majoritthe
literature on time perspective distinguishes ondyween present and future. An EFA supported a two
factor solution as well. Coefficient alphas for tiwe separate dimensions were .85 (present-hedanit)
.76 (present-fatalisticy,= .54.

13 The test-retest interval ranged from 40-67 days (57.49,SD= 7.88).
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obtained with Eigenvalues of 3.48, 2.69, and lactpunting for 56.24% of the variance
in scores. The exception was “I set deadlines otagufor myself at work and other
things” in the competitiveness dimension, which hddading near .4 (.35). As such, this
item was retained for inclusion in the competitiees dimension score. As expected, a 3-
factor solution was produced with Eigenvalues d832.69, and 1.71, accounting for
56.24% of the variance. Table 12 shows the fac&dihgs for all three dimensions.
Test-retest reliability was .81 for competitivene$8 for task-related hurry, and .73 for
general hurry.

Personality. Coefficient alphas for personality dimensions wesdollows: .88
(extraversion), .77 (agreeableness), .86 (congoiesiiess), .73 (neuroticism), and .68
(openness). Item-total correlations and the alphiam deleted suggested that 6 items did
not function well: Complex, Philosophical, Practjd@elaxed, Touchy, and
Unsympathetic. An EFA resulted in Eigenvalues @874.08, 3.47, 2.82, and 2.23,
accounting for 50.82% of the variance in score® ERA supported the removal of these
items, and two additional items loaded poorly andhe wrong factors (Deep and Rude).
These modifications left each of the traits witheaist 5 items loading most strongly on
the factors uncovered by Saucier (1994). Revisatldlphas were calculated and
resulted in the following: .88 (extraversion; &), .79 (agreeableness; 6 items), .88
(conscientiousness; 7 items), .78 (neuroticisnte®s), and .77 (openness; 5 items). This
analysis produced Eigenvalues of 7.37, 3.81, 2248, and 1.96, accounting for 58.26%
of the variance in scores. Table 13 shows the eeviactor loadings. Test-retest
reliability for the revised scales was .89 (extrai@), .87 (conscientiousness), .85
(openness), .76 (neuroticism), and .80 (agreeasd@ne

Time Management.Overall coefficient alpha for the 19 item scale w&&
Dimension alphas were .82 for setting goals anarities (10 items), and .83 for the
mechanics dimension (9 items). Two items showeddomected item-total correlations:
“I finished top priority tasks before going on s important ones” and “I found places
to work that would allow me to avoid interrupticausd distractions”. These two items
were excluded before running an EFA. Eigenvalueag\we0 and 1.55 (adding an
additional 8.17% variance) for a total of 44.47%red variance accounted for. Factor
loadings from this analysis are shown in Table dd @e sorted by dimension. Clearly,
items did not show acceptable positive loading whiir respective dimensions. In fact,
many are negative. Closer inspection revealed damter solution may have been more
appropriate, as it still accounted for nearly axmaf the variance (40.61%), with an
Eigenvalue of 6.90. Factor loadings here were@itjve, ranging from .51 to .71. As
such, a decision was made to examine Time Managemsensingle dimension (see
Table 15). After having removed the two poorly ftiocing items, coefficient alpha for
the scale was .91.

Multitasking. Several steps were taken to decide whether it veasimgful to
average the multitasking scores for each week hegéo arrive at a single multitasking
score for each person. Coefficient alphas weredixplored for each set of items for each
of 5 weeks”. The alphas for the five weeks ranged from .7B@owith an average alpha

4 Note that while the objective was to observe sttglebehaviors for four weeks leading up to the
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of .88 across all 5 weeks. Next, inter-item cotreles and corrected item-total
correlations were examined. A pattern appeared thathall of the items were acceptably
related with the exception of the associations Withitem, “I worked on tasks in a
sequential manner”. Moreover, in four of five wegtkés item showed a low corrected
item-total correlation, (ranging from .02 to .1bjuspect that students had difficulty with
the meaning of this item, as several students raeduabout it weeks into the study. At
this point, coefficient alphas were explored exolgdhis item. Alphas increased to .91,
.84, .85, .87, and .89 (for weeks 1-5, respectjyelyd an average alpha of .87. A
decision was made to remove item 3. Scales wherettbated as “items”, and a
coefficient alpha was examined for all five “iten(g&., time points). Here, the resulting
alpha was .87. For the primary four time pointsre&ations among the “items” ranged
from .53 to .87. Furthermore, the alpha if itema(sf deleted for the four primary
measurements did not increase the overall scafé@est alpha. An intraclass
correlation (ICC) was also examined, which is asneaof the proportion of variance
that can be attributed to objects of measureméetre, participants, to total variance.
ICC(1), to assess test-retest reliability of a kengter, was used (McGraw & Wong,
1996). The ICC was .88, with a 95% confidence irgkfrom .72 to .96. As an additional
check, EFAs were examined for all five weeks. Agested, all of the items loaded onto
a single factor each week, accounting for betweeB®%6 and 74.15% of the variance.
An EFA for all 20 items accounted for 48.49% ofigace in scores. Based on this
information, | averaged multitasking scores forteparticipant across the five weeks to
arrive at a single “average” multitasking scoreigating, in general, how much each
participant engaged in multitasking behaviors whiteking on their psychology
research methods proposal.

Attention. Coefficient alpha for the attentional control measwas .84. As a
check, an EFA was run, resulting in an Eigenvalu@ 80 and 56.43% of variance
accounted for by a single-factor solution in whadhof the items demonstrated sufficient
loadings above .4.

Autonomy. Coefficient alpha for the autonomy measure wasAg7a check, an
EFA was run, resulting in an Eigenvalue of 2.07 6882% of variance accounted for
by a single-factor solution in which all three bétitems demonstrated sufficient loadings
above .4. Test-retest reliability was .32.

Time Scarcity. Coefficient alpha was consistent at .89. As a chaclkEFA was
run, resulting in an Eigenvalue of 3.96 and 66.@%ariance accounted for by a single-
factor solution in which all of the items demontdasufficient loadings above .4.

deadline, the due date for the proposal was shifted overlooked. As such, two sections (of 10) of
students were surveyed for five weeks instead wf feeeks.
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Appendix C: Supplementary Analyses

Exploratory EFA of the Three Time-related Individual Differences

In an exploratory manner, an EFA was run on thegtime-related individual
differences to explore whether the dimensions/iteardormed to the anticipated factor
structure, and, furthermore, to attempt to clattify time-related individual difference —
time use dimension relationships by examining titgvidual differences as a set rather
than separately (i.e., using multiple regression).

Given the ratio of items to people, a decision masle to first create scale scores
based on the three highest factor loadings of eatie time-related individual
difference dimensions. As such, a new EFA was ritin atotal of 18 items.

Six factors were expected (i.e., present time matsge, future time perspective, three
time urgency dimensions, and polychronicity). HoemVive factors were extracted with
Eigenvalues ranging from 1.14 to 3.60, accountarghb.19% of the variance. For the
most part, the factors aligned with expectatioree(table 58). The exception was the last
dimension, which was a combination of parts offtltare time perspective measure and
a part of the general hurry dimension of time uoyeiNote that these two dimensions
were correlatedr(= .41). This result seems to indicate that futurmetperspective and a
general hurry factor may both fall under the samoad dimension encompassing
motivation to plan one’s future and an urgency tkaoward it.

Following this exploration, scale scores were @edbr the five dimensions.
Next, a series of multiple regression analyses wenelucted including all five
dimensions as predictors of the various time usedsions. Given the exploratory
nature of these analyses, the personality contnadlbles were omitted from these
analyses. Of the eight hypotheses re-examined:ahelusion regarding only one of
them changed (see Tables 59 through 61): Compatiiss (part of time urgency) was
positively related to time management behaviorbeOtesults were consistent with the
original set of analyses.

Examining Quality of Time Management Behaviors

Beyond investigating thguantityof time management behaviors as above, an
exploratory goal of this study was to examinedhality of time management behavior —
a measure of efficiency such that more accuratmatds should result in better
performance. More specifically, overestimates augate estimates of time should result
in higher performance than underestimates of tisessary time to complete a task (e.g.,
increased “rushing” to complete a task). Existinglence for this idea is sparse and with
mixed results, with some studies offering suppoirfoeople’s overestimate of time to
complete a task (Burt & Kemp, 1994) and some sugggthat they tend to
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underestimate it (Francis-Smythe & Robertson, 1999b

As part of students’ weekly time diaries, they @vasked to answer the following:
“Please rate the amount of progress you made rieggydur research proposal since
your last lab [one week]” on a scale of 1 (Muchsl#san | expected) to 5 (Much more
than | expected). Ratings were averaged acrosssfeekach student and this score was
correlated with self-perceived performance andimsor-rated performance. Accuracy
was positively related to instructor-rated perfonca( = .23,p < .05), but negatively
related to self-perceived performance=(-.22,p < .01). Interestingly, this suggests that
the more people overestimate the amount of tingslawill take (i.e., indirectly assessed
by self reporting how much progress was made aticel to expectations), the higher
their performance. However, the opposite associatias found with self-perceived
performance.

Further exploration of the data week-by-week reaganother notable finding. In
earlier weeks, progress estimates were unrelatpdrformance. However, the final
week’s estimate specifically was positively relatednstructor-rated performance=<
.28,p < .05). During the final week, all students hadsh&e overarching goal of
completing the remainder of their projects, regssdlof how much of the task was left. It
is possible that being able to evaluate the fic@tpleted project led to more accurate
assessments of whether they accomplished whaettpscted.
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Appendix D: Dissertation Proposal Literature Review

As work becomes more autonomous, issues surroutidieguse are becoming
more important. For example, some researchers qwygested that nearly every job
requires at least some degree of multitasking (Bijhdonig, Pick, & Krumm, 2006). On
the other end of the spectrum, a recent 2008 sw#2yp00 (mostly full-time) employees
in the U.S. reported that 22% of respondents waggbpdoximately two hours of each
workday, and an additional 14% reported wastingdlor more hours per workday
(Salary.com). In fact, overall, 73% of employegsorted spending a portion of their day
doing non-work-related activities, filling theime with internet use (48%), socializing
with coworkers (33%), conducting personal busir{868%0), making personal phone calls
(19%), and taking long lunches or breaks (15%;r$alam).

While the broad concept of time use is an inhepant of many aspects of work
(e.g., long-range planning, distribution of tasksoag team members, deadlines,
interruptions), we know relatively little about homdividual differences influence
choices about structuring time, and how people sbdo prioritize the amount of time
devoted to a variety of activities throughout therkday. For example, while two people
working in adjacent offices may make progress @nstiime tasks during the day, but
through different means (e.g., drafting a papengisne block of uninterrupted time
versus working intermittently on it throughout tihey), there is little research examining
what predicts one strategy versus another. Indalidifferences in awareness of time,
construal of time, and preferences for using titkely predict much of this variability.

The purpose of this proposal is to offer a moddiroé use in organizations,
linking time-related individual differences to dimstons of time use (i.e., time
management, pacing, and multitasking), and tadlopeance. This paper makes two
primary contributions to our understanding of tiose at work. While the topic of time,
broadly construed, is gaining interest in the @rture (e.g., Ancona, Okhuysen, &
Perlow, 2001; Roe, 2008), most of the existingassdecomes from other disciplines
approaching the topic from a variety of differertgpectives (e.g., economic value of
time as a resource, Becker & Mulligan, 1997; teaugroup communication, Ballard &
Seibold, 2004; marketing, Kaufman-Scarborough &dguist, 2003). The first
contribution will be to provide clarity to this giénted body of literatures by
incorporating the varied terminology and definispas well as integrate the topic of time
with the context of work, which also should faeit# future research on this topic.

Second, to my knowledge, this is the first modsliteg the relationship between
individual time-related differences and time usaeisions and performance. This model
clarifies the existing dimensions of time use atkv@allard & Seibold, 2003, 2004;
Schriber & Gutek, 1987) and their relationshipgwabth individual time-related
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differences and performance. By testing a theaktimdel of time use, we can begin to
examine questions concerning whether there mightbdtter” ways of using time
depending on individual differences in perceptiand preferences.
Model Overview

Figure 1 illustrates the proposed model incorpogahoth person and situational
variables described below. The model begins witleise time-related individual
difference variables, namely time perspective, goignicity, and time urgency. These
individual differences in conceptualization of, aress, and preference for using time,
respectively, are hypothesized to relate to adiod use behaviors. Typically only a
single aspect of time use is examined in a givedys(e.g., “pacing”). In contrast, the
second component of the proposed model includesaedimensions of time use: time
management, pacing, and multitasking. Two modesaibthese relationships are
examined: perceived autonomy and time scarcity €I8garcity, in addition, is expected
to relate directly to some of the time use dimemsid-inally, time use behaviors are
hypothesized to relate to performance outcomed Bhthese terms, as well as the
linkages in the model, will be described in detalow.

Interactionist Framework

This study attempts to capture both individual sitdational components using
an interactionist approach, which refers to the lnoed influence of both personality and
situational variables on attitudes, behaviors, d@agrs, and emotions (Endler &
Magnusson, 1976). Although the focus of this stisdyn time-related individual
differences, situational variables also shape hewpfe use their time. Not surprisingly,
prior research does suggest that the shared ir#uehboth individual and situational
variables influence performance. For example, Green(2002) examined whether time
urgency and job characteristics in combinationradteed on their effect on performance.
In a study of personal time urgency and situatidina urgency of a specific job, he
found that performance was higher for those whessgmal time urgency matched that
of the job. Time urgent emergency room nurses, ingrka a highly time-urgent
situation, had higher mean job performance thasahath low personal time urgency.
In contrast, low time urgent librarians were fouadave higher mean job performance.
Interestingly, in this study, no main effects wiyend, highlighting the importance of
the combined effects of both individual differeneesl situational variables.
Furthermore, Ballard and Seibold (2003), in theapwsal of a multilevel model of
organizational temporality, describe the influen€environmental, system, and personal
characteristics. In line with this approach, héexpect both time-related individual
differences, as well as situational (i.e., auton@ng time scarcity) variables will
influence time use behaviors.

Time-related Individual Differences

Individual differences in perceptions of time andfprences for using time are
important to our understanding of how people chdosese their time (e.g., Conte,
Schwenneker, Dew, & Romano, 2001). Three time-edlatdividual differences are of
interest in the present study: time perspectivepfenis placed on the past, present, and
future), polychronicity (preference for engagingwo or more activities
simultaneously), and time urgency (concern withgassage of time). These specific
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variables were selected for inclusion based ondystf 24 time-related individual
differences (Francis-Smythe & Robertson, 1999a],thgir likely relevance to time use
at work. In the Francis-Smythe and Robertson (1pS@aly, a factor analysis yielded
five factors. As this measure of “time personalitys infrequently been used to date,
constructs consistent with their descriptions efdimensions will be used. For the
purposes of clarity, the terms time perspectivéyghoonicity, and time urgency will be
used throughout. Different labels were appliedattidrs identified by Francis-Smythe
and Robertson (1999a), although the definitiongeeatively consistent with those
provided for each of the three variables below. Tiwnensions were excluded from
current study: “leisure time” consisting of timessp outside of paid work and
“punctuality”, which by definition is a part of theme urgency construct. Ballard and
Seibold (2003) state that punctuality “centers atbmeasures of precise timing” (p.
158). It captures a person’s attitudes toward b&ngime” (Francis-Smythe &
Robertson, 1999a). Time urgency has componentstbfkeeping to schedules and
adhering to external deadlines (Conte, Landy, &hvat, 1995), and those high in time
urgency have been shown to be punctual to workh@@isBerkovits & Koslowsky,
2002). As such, for the purposes of this studyy timbe urgency will be discussed
further.

Prior to examining these time-related individudfetiences in detail, it is
important to consider how they relate to the welbwn Big Five personality dimensions,
and whether they likely contribute additional ureéqrariance in predicting performance.
Not surprisingly, time-related individual differezxhave shown substantial correlations
with some of the Big Five personality dimensionst E&xample, future time perspective
has been shown to be positively correlated witrscmmtiousness (.57) and openness
(.11), while present time perspective has beentieiyaassociated with
conscientiousness (-.20, -.22), neuroticism (=119) and openness (-.19; Zimbardo &
Boyd, 1999). Polychronicity has been positivelyoassted with extraversion (.21, Conte
& Jacobs, 2003; .22, Conte & Gintoft, 2005) andsmeentiousness (.14, Conte &
Gintoft, 2005). Negative, albeit smaller, corredas were found between polychronicity
and openness (-.12), agreeableness (-.01), andtiveam (-.03; Conte & Gintoft, 2005).
Finally, correlations between time urgency dimensiand conscientiousness ranges
from -.07 to .26 (Conte, 1998).

However, while these time-related individual diffieces are associated with the
Big Five personality dimensions, existing reseauisio indicates that they do contribute
incremental predictive validity above the Big Fpersonality dimensions. For instance,
in a study of train operators, Conte and Jacob83R€oncluded thatgdychronicity
accounted for additional variance in lateness and absence beyond that explained
by the Big Five traits of conscientiousness, extraversion, and neuroticism. In
another study, Conte and Gintoft (2005) examinedgreality and polychronicity of
retail sales associates, and found that polychitgrpcovided predictive validity above
the Big Five in predicting several performance disiens including sales performance,
supervisor ratings of customer service, and oveeflormance. In light of these
findings, each of the time-related individual diface variables will be described as they
relate to time use dimensions and ultimately taskopmance.
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Time Perspective

Time perspective, also referred to as “temporal$dor “time orientation”, is the
“degree of emphasis [people place] on the passgpite and future” (Bluedorn 2000, p.
124), and consists of the subjective focus, or &aaperson takes when making
decisions and taking actions (e.g., Boniwell & Zamnio, 2003). This individual
difference captures broadly how a person concaptastime. In line with the majority of
current literature, | conceive of time perspecagedimensional, whereby scores exist on
a continuum (Hofstede & Bond, 1988). Zimbardo amydBnote that “scoring low on a
scale of future perspective is not equivalent twisg high on a scale of present
perspective” (1999, p. 1273). These authors spEhkeotime perspectives: past-
negative, past-positive, present fatalistic, prebedonistic, and future (Zimbardo &
Boyd, 2008). Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) examinedstiadility of time perspective as a
trait using 58 undergraduate psychology studergs avi-week period of time. Test-
retest reliability coefficients were 0.80 for fututime perspective, and 0.72 and 0.76 for
present time perspectives, respectively (a distnds not made between present
fatalistic and present-hedonistic time perspectherg).

Existing research on time perspective as an indalidifference has focused on
present and future perspectives (as opposed tetdquaised perspective) when studied
in the context of work and organizations (Zimbag&lBoyd, 1999). Waller, Conte,
Gibson, and Carpenter (2001) provide rationalddousing on these two perspectives in
stating that the emphasis in organizational re$eiartypically on the impact of time
these two time perspectives on decision-makingpantbrmance. Consistent with these
authors, | focus on present and future time petspeschere.

People scoring high on the present perspectiverdimae focus on the “here and
now,” with less concern with future goals or conssices. They have a tendency to
believe that planning is not useful, are more {ikel behave impulsively, and have a
tendency to lose track of time (Zimbardo & Boyd99® A high score on future time
perspective is associated with more goal-direcedthbiors, and imagining or
envisioning an ideal future world (Boniwell & Zimiak, 2003). Someone high in a
future perspective tends to believe that presemaviers will have an influence on future
goals and accomplishment of those goals (Jone8)1®®reover, future time
perspective is associated with a tendency to be molined to consider future
consequences, create to-do lists, maintain a ghalyner/organizer, carry a watch, and
define and set goals (Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999).

Polychronicity

The remaining two individual differences are bryamtincerned with preferences
for using time. The first of these is polychrony¢citvhich was first introduced by Hall
(1959), and expanded upon by Bluedorn, Kalliathyi&t, and Martin (1999).
Polychronicity is defined as, “the extent to whpdople prefer to be engaged in two or
more tasks or events simultaneously, and beliesie pineference is the best way to do
things” (p. 207). People’s standing on this traltsfon a continuum ranging from
monochronic to polychronic. Bluedorn, Kaufman, &ate (1992) provide a concrete
example of the difference in how people on différmds of the continuum prefer to
complete three tasks within an hour. Working oresalvpieces of the tasks at the same
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time or interspersing the tasks within the hourstibites a polychronic orientation. If a
person instead prefers to complete all of part 4Ad then all of part “B” before moving
on to part “C”, that constitutes a monochronic otaion. Similarly, a manager who
perceives a phone call as an interruption is mkedyito fall on the monochronic end of
the continuum, considering unscheduled or unplammeedrrences something to be
minimized. With the escalating interest in multiiag) in the workplace, polychronicity
may have important implications for how people tsar time and perform their work,
especially under circumstances in which they ageired to manage multiple
responsibilities simultaneously (Onken, 1999). Gonmg the stability of this trait,
Bluedorn et al. (1999) reported a test-retestbéitg coefficient of 0.89 in a sample of
23 managers over a two-week period, and a coeifiagE0.78 in an additional 21
managers over a month

An important distinction that warrants mention e&ween the terms
“polychronicity” and “multitasking”. Currently, remrchers are clarifying measurement
issues that stem from the original conceptualiratibpolychronicity as a cultural
variable (Hall, 1959). This variable was only latas applied to individual-focused
research questions. To remedy this confusion, KanayWaller (2009) recommend
using the term “polychronicity” only when descrigithe preference for working on
several things at the same time. The term “mukitag, however, should be applied to
thebehaviorof engaging in multiple tasks at the same timellbiv this
recommendation in describing the individual diffeze as a preference, which is thought
to predict actual behavior. Thus, a person on thgcpronic end of the continuum would
be more likely to multitask.

Time Urgency

The last individual difference of interest also cems a preference for using
time. The concept of time urgency is a componenh®fType A behavior pattern
(Friedman & Rosenman, 1974). People high in tingency have a tendency to construe
time as a scarce resource, and as such, plareisansfully (Landy, Rastegary, Thayer,
& Colvin, 1991). Time urgency has previously beémost interest in predicting
coronary heart disease and stress (e.g., Bond &aé&ied 988; Ganster, Schaubroeck,
Sime, & Mayes, 1991) and has thus been heavilyedud the area of work stress and
health (e.g., Friedman & Rosenman, 1959; MohangR@@owever, this individual
difference has also been studied in performan@aelliteratures, as it has been
associated with perceptions of deadlines, time emess, and perceived rate at which
tasks should be performed (Landy et al., 1991).

Time urgency consists of multiple dimensions. Laatgl.’s (1991)
conceptualization includes five dimensions: contpetness, speech patterns, eating
behavior, task-related hurry, and general hurrys Tdctor structure was confirmed by
Conte, Ringenbach, Moran, and Landy (2001), whadadihe same dimensions using a
sample of 393 travel agents. Three of these dimasdre of interest in this study:
competitiveness, task-related hurry, and genenalyh8peech patterns and eating
behavior are not expected to relate to task wodkmerformance, and as such, will not be
discussed further. For the purposes of this stuat| collapse across these dimensions
to examine overall time urgency in my hypothesesyas done in the Greenberg (2002)
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study. However, relationships will also be examinsthg the separate dimensions in an
exploratory manner. Like the two variables desctibove, time urgency is also
considered a personality trait. Landy et al. (19@pprted the following test-retest
reliability coefficients for a sample of 132 claiavorkers over four months and
obtained the following coefficients: competitivea6.93), task-related hurry (0.95), and
general hurry (0.90).

The next section of the paper describes dimengibtise use. Several
researchers have proposed time dimensions usedctrtanal (Schriber & Gutek, 1987)
and organizational (Ballard & Seibold, 2003, 20Bénabou, 1999) perspectives.
Rationale for why particular dimensions are sekkébe inclusion is provided prior to a
detailed discussion of each. Links among time-eelatdividual differences and time use
dimensions are then described and hypotheses @ffere

Time Use

Previous studies have described dimensions ofugedrom cultural (Schriber &
Gutek, 1987) communication (Ballard & Seibold, 20PB04), and organizational
(Benabou, 1999) perspectives. The current study ike best of my knowledge, the first
attempt at empirically testing the relationshipsoama variety of time-related individual
differences, time use dimensions, and performaRioe first sets of linkages in the model
are between the individual differences and timehe®viors. Time perspective,
polychronicity, and time urgency may be directliated to the choices people make in
using their time, including how they plan to useittime. Typically, individual studies
examine one form of time use. For instance, a shody investigate the pacing of work
(e.q., Gersick, 1988; Gersick, 1989; Gevers, ClEessv/an Eerde & Rutte, 2009),
allocation of time (e.g., Burt & Kemp, 1994; LiddM/estergren, & Duke, 1997; Nonis,
Philhours, & Hudson, 2006) or time managementesgiat (e.g., Macan, 1994).
However, examining one dimension of time use da¢gully capture the multitude of
ways in which people arrange and use time duriegitly.

| attempt here to examine several of the dimensibisne use found in the
literature, expanding upon the existing studieBmé dimensions at work. Schriber &
Gutek (1987) previously examined time dimensiongarfk applied to organizational
culture. These authors were most interested inritd@sg these new dimensions, and as
such, did not detail how these dimensions fit etarger model of time use. More
recently, Ballard and Seibold (2003, 2004) descrite® dimensions (under two broad
categories) of time in organizations within the tesm of communication among
organizational members. Broad categories inctude construali.e., “the way work
group members interpret or orient to time”, p. 1dddlenactment of tim@.e., “the way
work group members perform time”, p. 140). Theinstoual dimensions included
scarcity, urgency, and time perspective. Their tanactment dimensions included
dimensions of flexibility, linearity, pace, pre@si, scheduling, and separation. In line
with Ballard and Seibold (2003, 2004), | distinguamong time-related individual
differences and actual time use behaviors, a eéffigation not made by Schriber and
Gutek (1987). I incorporate each of the relevamtatisions here, excluding variables
outside the scope of this study (e.g., boundaeésden work and nonwork). While
listed under a variety of names, time use dimerssgam be categorized broadly to the
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following groups: time management, pacing, and asking. More specifically, these
dimensions take account of the planning and scireglaf employees’ tasks/workday
(time management), the pace at which they choos®tk (i.e., early-starter, consistent,
procrastinatory “pacing”), and the number of taitlesy choose to work on at a given time
(multitasking). Each of the included dimensiond Wwéd more fully described in the
subsequent sections.

Additionally, as mentioned above, situational iefhges, including time-related
variables, likely interact with individual differeas on both time use and performance
behaviors. Both of the existing sets of time dimems at work (Ballard & Seibold, 2003,
2004; Schriber & Gutek, 1987) include some variatd autonomy of time use and work
constraints/overload variables. | will include thes situational moderators, as opposed
to time use behaviors. For consistency, | will tireeterms autonomy and time scarcity
from this point forward. Each will be defined anesdribed in later sections.

Time-Related Individual Differences & Time Use
Time Management

The first sets of linkages in the model illustraiedrigure 1 (corresponding to;H
H,) are the proposed relationships between the tetaded individual differences defined
above and time management. The idea of time maragesmfounded on the assumption
that recording and managing time has the potetatinélp a person effectively deal with
his or her time (Drucker, 1966). | follow Koch akteinmann (2002) in defining time
management as, “the self-controlled attempt tatinse in a subjectively efficient way to
achieve outcomes” (p. 201). This definition highligthree important components
implied in much of the time management literatiiiest, some level of choice in how to
use one’s time is necessary for time managemdrdae meaning. Second, time
management behaviors are intended to achieve soaheTdnird, an underlying goal of
time management is to efficiently work with timenelrdefinition of time management
given above concerns the time management behdhiemsselves (quantity), as well as
efficiency (quality) of those behaviors. Thus, trejuency of engaging in time
management behaviors of thinking about and decidimgt one wants to accomplish in
the short term, breaking larger tasks into mandggabces is meaningful, as well as the
efficiency of these behaviors. | focus on two ofdda, Shahani, Dipboye, and Phillips’s
(1990) dimensions of time management: 1) settirmisgand priorities and 2) mechanics,
comprised of scheduling and planning. The settmgjgyand priorities factor is intended
to tap the setting of goals a person wants or needscomplish, and furthermore,
prioritizing the tasks necessary to achieve hisesrgoals. The mechanics factor is
intended to tap behaviors such as making listgpéarthing. Upon reviewing the items
that make up each factor, it appears that settradsgand priorities reflects overall goals,
both small and large (e.g., write research papérje the second factor, mechanics,
reflects behaviors used to keep track of smalleispd each goal (e.g., writes reminder
notes, carries an appointment book). These dimessi@re the result of a factor analysis
and are commonly used in the time managementtliterde.g., Adams & Jex, 1997,
Kelly, 2003; Macan, 1996). A third factor, prefecerfor disorganization, was also
uncovered. However, this factor consists of a pesifee for workspace or
disorganization, and is less behavioral than theraiwvo (e.g., “I can find the things |
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need for my work more easily when my space is massydisorganized than when it is
neat and organized”). As such, the focus of thepavill remain on the two behavioral
dimensions of time management.

Interestingly, while time management has intuitredue in enhancing
performance through more effective use of one’gtitime management training has not
always been shown to increase time managementioeb@vacan, 1996). Examining
antecedents and moderators will provide a more t&mpnderstanding of when time
management behaviors lead to higher performandactnClaessens, van Eerde, Rutte,
and Roe (2007) recently posited that certain pel#griraits might act as antecedents to
time management. As such, | propose that a perstersling on the three time-related
individual differences predicts time managementaedrs of setting goals and priorities
and mechanics. The subsequent section descrilkssoatween each of the time-related
individual differences and time management.

Time Perspective and Time Management

Beginning with time perspective, which taps a peis emphasis on past, present,
and future time, it is hypothesized that standindghe present and future dimensions of
time perspective will be associated with more es legme management. The reasoning
for this is as follows. Time perspective is thoughshape a person’s expectations, goals,
and imagination (Boyd & Zimbardo, 2005). More sfieaily, Waller et al. (2001)
suggests that time perspective may influence haolividuals behave in regards to time,
whereby a person’s perspective becomes a tempmgaltive frame. Subsequently, this
influences planning and engaging in certain agtivitis idea is similar to that expressed
in Furey (1994) and Furey and Stevens’s (2004) ihebMindTime, which states that
past, present, and future thinking provide an elahary advantage, parallel to the idea
that time perspective shapes a person’s expecsadiot goals.

Furey and Steven’s (2004) logic suggests pnasentthinking provides the
ability to integrate one’s current needs within tinead past/future framework. Present
time perspective is often associated with a mooetgbrm focus (Boyd & Zimbardo,
2005) — a “here and now” mentality with less conasith future goals or consequences.
Moreover, as previously mentioned, a high preserdgpgective is often associated with
the perception that planning is not useful, impaitgj and losing track of time (Zimbardo
& Boyd, 1999). As someone high on present perspettinds to view future behaviors
as unrelated to goal accomplishment, it seemsylikelt present time perspective would
be negatively related to time management, as fltebhaviors are perceived as futile in
accomplishing later (or longer-term) goals.

H1: Present time-perspective is negatively reldtethe time management

behaviors of 1) setting goals and priorities ands@heduling and planning.

Future time perspective, on the other hand, has baléed “big picture” thinking
(Fortunato & Furey, 2009), and provides people whhability to imagine future
possibilities. Moreover, a future time perspectiwolves problem-solving behavior —
the ability to perceive gaps in one’s current krexge, see patterns and trends, and
restructure information. Intuitively, a future peestive is associated with a more long-
term, goal-focused perspective, and correspondehg@idors. A long-term, goal-focused
perspective, in turn, should be related to eadhe@time management behaviors. Related
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studies lend support to this idea. For example,r&uand Mingrone (1994) examined
dispositional and behavioral indices of both prése future perspectives of the
Gonzalez and Zimbardo (1985) scale using undergtadgiudents who completed time
diaries. Findings suggested that those with a fugire time perspective focused on
success through goal-directed behaviors, particigah many activities to work
toward/achieve their goals. In addition, more récesults suggest a future perspective
predicts academic engagement (Horstmanshof & Zin#t@7) and less procrastination
(Diaz-Morales, Ferrari, & Cohen, 2008), which ardi¢ative of more planning
behaviors.

As time management consists largely of goal-dickeisivities, more future-
oriented people should be inclined to engage ie tinanagement behaviors. More
specifically, a person believing that their currbahaviors will influence later goal
attainment (Jones, 1988) should engage in botlstgpeme management behaviors. As
such, the following hypothesis is offered:

H2: Future time-perspective is positively relatedhe time management

behaviors of 1) setting goals and priorities ands@heduling and planning.
Polychronicity and Time Management

The next set of hypotheses describes the link tetwelychronicity and time
management. It is argued that both more monochardgolychronic individuals
engage in time management behaviors, but that pdugher on the trait of
polychronicity will exhibit a greater number of tnmanagement behaviors than those on
the opposite end of the spectrum.

In a situation allowing for choice in time use, stkig empirical research lends
support to a positive relation between polychragiand time management behaviors.
Wastag and Conte (2009) examined how polychronreiigtes to a number of behaviors
(i.e., general hurry, work pace, extraversion, pmdctuality), as well as provide a
rationale for why people with a polychronic (versnsnochronic) orientation might
engage in time management behaviors. Findings sttfge polychronicity is positively
related to general hurry, which is associated witendency to plan too much to do in too
little time (Rastegary & Landy, 1993). Wastag arahté (2009) suggest that someone
with a polychronic tendency, upon discovering thaty do not have sufficient time to
complete a task, will then attempt to make up fost” time by working on more than
one thing at once. In turn, this leads to additigm@nning and scheduling. Consistent
with this idea, Kaufman-Scarborough and Lindqui€909) asked participants to engage
in multiple tasks over time, thus, explicitly tegfithe relation between the individual
difference (polychronicity) and subsequent behafnaultitasking; this link will be more
fully examined later in the model). They found tpabple on the monochronic end of the
continuum engaged in more detailed planning, aljhcauthors did not measure time
management. Of consequence in the current studiychponic participants in the
Kaufman-Scarborough (1999) study could not enaat filanning well. Those with a
more polychronic orientation, however, perceiveglytreached their planned goals more
often and were better able to handle interruptidsssuch, it is hypothesized that those
scoring higher on polychronicity will engage in amatime management behaviors. Note
that this hypothesis speaks only to the relatiawéen one’s tendency to prefer engaging
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in multiple tasks simultaneously or switching bacid forth among them. Thus, the
following hypothesis is offered:

H3: Polychronicity is positively related to the eBrmanagement behaviors of 1)

setting goals and priorities and 2) scheduling ghahning.
Time Urgency and Time Management

The final set of hypotheses in this portion of thedel link time urgency and time
management behaviors, which are hypothesized po&i@vely related. While limited
research exists for this particular relationshgre are a couple of empirical and
theoretical studies which indirectly suggest thpbaitive association between time
urgency and time management behaviors is prob@bkrationale for this assertion is as
follows. Recall that time urgency consists of ai®on the passage of time, and this
variable affects perception and use of time (Raste§ Landy, 1993). Strube,
Deichmann, and Kickham (1989) concluded that irtiligls high in time urgency have a
tendency to be more attentive to time and deadtimes those low in time urgency.
Moreover, the dimensions themselves (i.e., timeremess, scheduling, list-making,
deadline control, eating behavior; Conte et al95)@ppear to relate closely to the
mechanics dimension (i.e., scheduling and planrohgme management (Macan et al.,
1990).

Thus, a more time urgent person, with an overaatar awareness of both time
and deadlines, would be more likely than a persarel in time urgency to engage in
both dimensions of time management — setting andyl@vare of goals and approaching
deadlines, as well as creating plans and orgarsshgduling a method to complete tasks
on time. In fact, Waller, Giambatista, & ZellmertBin (1999) lend support for time
urgency'’s link to aspects of time management wheg found that time urgent
individuals had a tendency to impose strict schesloh their team members, suggesting
a relationship with planning and scheduling dimensiof time management.
Furthermore, members pushed their team membeosts bn one task at a time, and
frequently reminded teammates of the approachiaglae (Waller et al., 1999). While
not explicitly tested, pushing members to focusghentask at hand could be construed as
prioritizing that task over others. Moreover, ithaoretical piece considering both time
perspective and time urgency, Waller et al. (2Qfikit that time urgent individuals with
a future time perspective will exhibit achievemstniving, high time awareness, and a
need to schedule. Taken together, the empiricattzemtretical work on this link suggests
that time urgency should be positively relatedriteetmanagement behaviors, as well as
accurate estimates of task duration.

H4: Time urgency is positively related to the timanagement behaviors of 1)

setting goals and priorities and 2) scheduling ghahning.

In addition to the quantity of time management lea, the quality of planning
and scheduling behaviors may also be meaningfoitedicting performance. Francis-
Symthe and Robinson (1999b) examined estimatiaasif duration (i.e., estimate of the
length of time to complete work on a task) in aidditto the quantity of time
management behaviors. As | see it, examining tharacy by which people are able to
estimate the time needed to complete their workbeaconstrued as a measure of
efficiency, in that more accurate estimates shoesdlt in the best use of one’s time.
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Accurate estimates of time would suggest a persmrdibe able to plan his or her
workday efficiently, not planning far more than twbe accomplished and not planning
too little. In general, findings concerning peoplatcuracy in estimating time are mixed.
Burt and Kemp (1994), for example, found that pedphded to overestimate the amount
of time necessary to complete tasks. Francis-SnaplkdeRobertson (1999b), however,
demonstrate the opposite result, finding that gdartumber of participants
underestimated how long a task would take to cotapldowever, these authors found
that people who engaged in more time managememawh®h estimated expected
durations more accurately than those who praatiee time management behavidks.
the majority of the time management literature &&sion the behaviors listed above, |
intend to examine the quality of time managementéform of accuracy of task
duration estimates in an exploratory manner. Spetyfpotheses are not offered.
Pacing

The second aspect of time use is the manner inhwdeople pace their activities
(i.e., how they divide their time to work on a givask; corresponding tosHHg). People
differ in their pacing of work tasks. Whereas sqmeple seem to struggle to meet
deadlines, others seem to have methods of effécipaeing themselves before an
upcoming a deadline (e.g., Gevers et al., 2009yeb\er, some people elect to start a
new project immediately upon receiving instructiangd others tend to wait until another
point in time, whether that be in the middle, oarg to the deadline (when given the
autonomy to do so). | am conceptualizing pacing lawhena person chooses to work
on a task (as opposed to tiage at which a task is completed (e.g., Levine, 1988;
Okhuysen & Waller, 2002; Schriber & Gutek, 1987borrowing from Gevers et al.’s
conceptualization of pacing styles, or “types”this case.

Pacing is comprised of, or requires, both monitptire passage of time and an
awareness of deadlines (Waller, Zellmer-Bruhn, &r@batista, 2002). Gevers,
Mohammed, Baytalskaya, and Beeftink (2008) refitimexdconceptualization of types of
work pace, concluding pacing could be categoringal different types: “steady action”
in which the work is completed at a steady paceutinout, spreading work out evenly
from the start of a project to the deadline; “uggddl in which more effort is put forth at
the beginning and end of the allotted time (Claess2004), and “deadline action” in
which most of the work is done immediately precgdardeadline. Finally, “early action”
refers to a pattern in which someone starts aigs/garly and ensures that the work is
finished long before an approaching deadline (Geeeal., 2008).

Time Perspective and Pacing

Two of the time-related individual differences oferest in the current proposal
are expected to relate most strongly and direotipiecific types of pacing. First, present
and future time perspectives are hypothesizedater&o pacing differently. A high
present time perspective is expected to be masigy associated with deadline action.
Because someone high on this dimension tends i®vkahat planning is not particularly
fruitful and also tends to lose track of time (Zantho & Boyd, 1999), he or she is not

15 There two related ways to think about work pahe:gpeed orate at which individuals work, andhen
they do so.
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expected to take an “early action” approach. Raiher expected that people high on
this dimension, when given the option to use tbein time, would instead focus on only
the most pressing, near deadlines, thereby ledkimgnajority of the work involved in a
task toward the end of a deadline. As such, tHevimhg hypothesis is offered relating
present time perspective and pacing.

H5a: Time perspective is related to pacing such gnasent time perspective is

positively associated with the deadline action type

A person scoring high on future time perspectivexisected to select pacing
types further from a deadline. Because people btigthis dimension tend to be more
goal-directed (Boniwell & Zimbardo, 2003) and tdibee that present behaviors will
have an influence on accomplishment of those ¢dalses, 1988), future time
perspective is expected to be positively assogidtemore planned pacing approaches.
More specifically, in considering future consequesyanaking plans, and setting goals
(Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999), people high on future tiperspective should be more likely
to select an early or steady pace. It is not exgokttiat early or steady types of pacing are
more or less likely, as a plan may include accoshplig the work by either means. Thus,
a second hypothesis is offered linking time perspe@nd pacing.

H5b: Time perspective is related to pacing suct fature time perspective is

positively associated with either early or steadgipg types.
Polychronicity and Pacing

Polychronicity is not expected to relate more gjigrio any of the distinct pacing
categories, as solid theoretical support for wipgeson high in this trait would select a
particular pattern of pacing over another is lagkWhile polychronicity has been shown
to be negatively associated with other related foofritiming (e.g., punctuality, Benabou,
1999), the pattern or pace of time use of is oftimdsrest here. As such, a specific
prediction is not made here. However, relationshipisbe examined in an exploratory
fashion.
Time Urgency and Pacing

Time urgency, however, is expected to relate tonggtype. In a theoretical
paper, Waller and colleagues (2001) suggestedithaturgency may interact with time
perspective to predict group performance for défertypes of deadlines. Here, time
urgency is anticipated to be positively relate@ady action pacing more so than other
types of pacing. As individuals high in time urggin@ave a tendency to be more attentive
to time and deadlines than those low in time urgé€Btrube et al., 1989), it is expected
that they would elect to finish tasks early. A fe@n deadlines seems likely to lead to
self-imposed pressure to finish a task on timesuipport of this notion is Waller et al.’s
(21999) finding that those high in this trait teldoush team members to stick to a
specific schedule, including reminding them of @eaming deadline. As such, the
following hypothesis is offered regarding time urgg and work pace type.

H6: Time urgency is positively related to the eatyion pacing type.
Multitasking

The final sets of linkages in this part of the mlo@orresponding to +Hs) relate
individual time-related differences to multitaskinghaviors. Multitasking is defined as
thebehaviorof engaging in multiple tasks at the same time {g@&Waller, 2009), or
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the act of switching back and forth between or agnaxctivities (Bluedorn, 2002). Here, a
distinction is made between the preference (pobyaicity) and the actual behavior of
multitasking, although the terminology in the ekxigtliterature often uses the term
polychronicity interchangeably for both the traidaactual behavior of multitasking.
Time Perspective and Multitasking

Time perspective is not expected to relate to tasking behavior. This time-
related individual difference consists of an oviesatlook on time, broadly
encompassing how a person conceptualizes time \{&tir§. Zimbardo, 2003). Time
perspective itself appears to relate more so tses concerningvhento do work, as
opposed to the number of tasks to do at one timgat®nal constraints aside, there is
not a strong theoretical rationale for predictingoaitive or negative relationship
between standing on present or future time pers@scand multitasking. As such, a
specific hypothesis will not be explored furtherénéAgain, this relationship will be
explored in an exploratory fashion.
Polychronicity and Multitasking

Polychronicity, on the other hand, is expectecketate positively to multitasking
behavior. There is growing support for the relagtip between polychronicity and
multitasking. Zhang, Goonetilleke, Plocher, andnig#2005), for example, conducted a
lab study in which they asked participants to nammgind control two processes at the
same time. Switching back and forth is indicativenaltitasking because it is another
way of engaging a number of tasks during the sagnieg (Bluedorn, 2002). Zhang and
colleagues (2005) found that those with a monoahromentation attempted to control
the tasks serially, while those with a polychromiientation attempted to control both
processes simultaneously. Furthermore, a receahy $bund that polychronicity
predicted both the enjoyment of a “multitaskinghsiation, as well as the number of
tasks on which participants chose to work (Pop8&siswald, 2008). As such,
Hypothesis 7 is an attempt to replicate a genasitipe relationship between
polychronicity and multitasking. Thus:

H7: Polychronicity is positively related to multsieng.
Time Urgency and Multitasking

Finally, time urgency is expected to be relatethtdtitasking. The following
rationale suggests that time urgency would be pes$itrelated to this time use
dimension. Time urgency relates to an intense foousne’s present task. With a focus
on the passage of time, those high on time urgegmyrt experiencing being agitated and
restless during “downtime” (Frankenhaeuser, Lungp&rForsman, 1980) and are
uncomfortable with even brief moments of inactigyg., wasting time by taking breaks
or relaxing; Price, 1982). In accord with the fingls of Ishizaka, Marshall, and Conte
(2001), because time urgent individuals seem e lashigh need for achievement, their
time-oriented perspective may lead them to schedole tasks, meetings, and
appointments than the 24-hour day will allow (Frieth & Rosenman, 1974). This self-
imposed time pressure means that a person musglig httentive to work tasks during
all available time. As such, people high on thagttare expected to attempt to fill their
time with multiple work-related activities simultaously or during moments of
downtime whenever possible. Thus, the followingdtpesis is offered:
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H8: Time urgency is positively related to multitiagk

Prior to a discussion of moderators of time-relatetividual differences and time
use dimensions, the situational perception of scacity is examined in relation to time
use dimensions. The variable is expected to betdueaelated to time use, as well as
moderate the linkages among the time-related iddalidifferences and time use
dimensions (kH1).
Time Scarcity

Time scarcity is defined as the perception of tamdoth a limited and
exhaustible resource (Karau & Kelly, 1992), simtlathe experience of subjective time
pressure. Kaufman-Scarborough and Lindquist (2p83jide a description of time
scarcity as a preference by stating that it isegqodssible for certain people with much to
do to feel comfortable with their “time supply” legtr because they are skilled at
organizing or efficiently using time, or simply fes ease with their time supply overall.
In contrast, other people with far less to do meyeeience elevated time scarcity
because they are unskilled at using their timeeopgtually feel short on time. Thus, the
perceptionof the amount of time one has and whether that tinl be enough to
complete one’s work matters. Consequently, a tioagece situation (or perception of) is
one in which there exist too many tasks to complatiein a given amount of time
(McGrath & Kelly, 1986), which creates a senseamgtpressure. In turn, time
management behaviors are expected to increase, ifhausituation in which a person
perceives a lack of time, planning the manner irctvivork will be accomplished
becomes critical to task completion. As such, adliassociation is expected between
perceptions of time scarcity and time managemem\aers of setting goals and
priorities, as well as between scheduling and ptaqn

H9: Time scarcity is positively related to time ragament behaviors of 1) setting

goals and priorities and 2) scheduling and planning

Furthermore, in a situation in which time scarcgtgxperienced, a direct
relationship is expected between time scarcityranllitasking such that the greater the
perception of time scarcity, the more likely a parsagages in more tasks
simultaneously (e.g., taking a business call whitempting to respond to email) in an
attempt to “catch up” on work and reduce the sefi$ine scarcity. Thus:

H10: Time scarcity is positively related to mulskang.

Moderators of Individual Differences — Time Used®ehship

Although | expect each of the time-related indiabtldifferences to be directly
related to some or all of the dimensions of time esamined here, there are, clearly,
situational moderators that may have a meaningfldence on these linkages, as the
context, or situation, is an integral componentha model. The following moderators
speak to situational constraints in which peopéeveorking. In light of the time
dimensions described by both Ballard and Seibd®32 and Schriber and Gutek (1987),
two relevant time-related variables are of intenesheir likely influence on the
relationship between the individual differences @ use: perceived autonomy and
time scarcity. Both will be defined and describetblw prior to discussing hypothesized
relationships. Hypotheses correspond tea&hd H» in Figure 1.
Perceived Autonomy
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Autonomy is expected to moderate the relationsbtpéen the time-related
individual differences and each of the time useafigions such that the relationship is
stronger with greater perceived autonomy. Resesaupports the idea that autonomy
moderates the relationship between individual déffiees and performance (e.g., Barrick
& Mount, 1993). In keeping within an interactionfietmework, autonomy is one of the
major components of the job characteristics madatkman & Oldham, 1975), defined
as the amount of freedom a person has in settimegsides to complete his or her tasks or
work (McGrath & Kelly, 1986; Schriber & Gutek, 198Bchedulingautonomy,
specifically, is of interest in this study, whialcludes discretion over scheduling,
sequencing, and timing of work (Breaugh, 1989).

Autonomy is thus a situational component, defirtimg “strength” of the situation
(Mischel, 1977). It is a boundary condition in thatveaker situation allows for more
discretion in setting one’s schedule and prioritiésnsidering time management as an
example, by definition this dimension of time uswlies that a person has some decisive
power in how they schdedule work activities (KockK&inmann, 2002). Thus, in a
strong situation (i.e., clear norm of behavior) naging time relates little to preferences
or performance. A couple of examples may servéatofg the relationships. Recall the
predictions between present and future time petsjgedimensions and time
management behaviors. It was hypothesized thadisiguon future time perspective
would be positively associated with time managerbehiaviors of planning and
scheduling. A negative relationship was expectadden present time perspective and
time management. These relationships, howevegxgrected to be stronger as the level
of autonomy increases. For instance, take a projacager high on future time
perspective expected to engage in many planningemeduling behaviors. This person,
with a high level of autonomy, may plan to visit™Xumber of project sites on Monday,
create a specific route (i.e., schedule) to vsaheof them throughout the day as
efficiently as possible. A project manager highppasent time perspective, on the other
hand, may haphazardly decide to do site visits onday, but fail to map out an efficient
plan for how to accomplish the work during the ddgwever, the relationship between
time perspective and time management behavioilsely to be attenuated in a situation
allowing minimal autonomy, such that individualfdiences matter less in a context
without choice. Thus, if we take both project maragrom above, and instead place
them on a paced assembly line, their conceptuaimtbout time, planning, and
scheduling are irrelevant. The work happens inealgiermined fashion and pace.

Thus, Hia— Hi1c detail the expected change in the relationshipsden time-
related individual differences and time use dimemns; all of which are expected to
become stronger with increasing levels of autondéagh set of relationships between a
time-related individual difference and time use @nsions will be briefly described
before offering a hypothesis. First, the assoamgtioetween both dimensions (present and
future time perspective) and time use behavioreapected to increase with greater
levels of autonomy such that for someone high @s@nt time perspective, fewer time
management behaviors are expected, along withpat2ng of a task (i.e., working on
the majority of the work even closer to the deaglirsimilarly, the expected
relationships between these two time dimensiond#nde time perspectives are
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expected to be stronger with increased levels wiremmy. Consequently, someone high
on the future time perspective dimension is exgkttieengage in more time management
behaviors and earlier pacing of work. Thus:

H1lla: The relationships between the present andduime-perspectives and the

time use dimensions of time management and paeicgnte stronger as

autonomy increases.

Autonomy is also expected to strengthen the relahigp between polychronicity
and time use dimensions such that as polychronitieases, time management
behaviors increase, as well as multitasking bemavidonsidering the preference of
someone high on polychronicity to engage in abuhpgiams (in number) and to work on
multiple tasks in a given amount of time, beingyided with more freedom to choose
how to use time should result in more of these iehs As such:

H11b: The relationships between polychronicity #meltime use dimensions of

time management and multitasking become strongautmsomy increases.

Finally, autonomy is expected to increase the asBon between time urgency
and the time use dimensions of time managemenngaad multitasking. The rationale
for proposing the strengthened relationships restiilar to that of the other two time-
related individual differences in that increasedicé in how to use one’s time should
result in time use based more heavily on indiviguaferences. In this case, time
urgency should be associated with more time managebehaviors, earlier pacing, and
more multitasking. Thus,

H11lc: The relationships between time urgency aedithe use dimensions of

time management, pacing, and multitasking becorager as autonomy

increases.
Time Scarcity

The second situational moderator discussed heimésscarcity (or availability).
The perception of available time is of interesteh@nd its influence on the relationship
between time-related individual difference variatdad time use dimensions. Time
scarcity is expected to moderate the relationdbgbeeen time-related individual
difference and time use dimensions as followstfFoensider time perspective as it
relates to time use. Here, the experience of ticaectty is expected to increase time
management behaviors for those high on both presehtuture time perspectives. As
hypothesized above, future time perspective is @epeto be positively associated with
time management behaviors. Those high on future ferspective are also more likely
to be more goal-directed, and believe that theinping is useful (Zimbardo & Boyd,
1999). In contrast, present time perspective issrpected to be associated with time
management behaviors, as people high on this dioretend to believe that planning is
not useful and lose track of time (Zimbardo & Bo$899). However, | argue that with
the experience of “time scarcity”, where peoplecpare too much to do with too little
time, the relationship between time perspectivetand management may be reduced, as
the perceived situation would motivate people, reigas of their time perspectives, to
plan and schedule. However, there is little evigeilocsupport a change in pacing
behavior (i.e.whenwork happens as opposed&te) as a result of increased time
scarcity, nor is there compelling evidence to supaahange in the behavior of present
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versus future focused people in their tendencyutiitask. As such, the following
hypothesis is made:

H12a: The relationship between the present andéuime-perspectives and time

management is moderated by time scarcity suchtithatmanagement behaviors

increase as time scarcity increases.

The second set of relationships concerns time garmfluence on the
polychronicity-time use relationships. Here, ieigpected that the experience of time
scarcity will act on the time use dimensions ofgimanagement and multitasking. As
polychronicity was not hypothesized to relate tg ane type of pacing more than
another, a moderated relationship is not hypotkedmere. Concerning the two
remaining time use dimensions, the relationshigveen polychronicity and time
management is such that someone high in polychitgiénds to plan more than he or
she can complete in the allotted time (RastegabyaBdy, 1993). This pattern of time use
lends itself to the experience of a shortage oétimcomplete the work a person has
planned to do in a given amount of time. In facg3fdg and Conte (2009) describe a
type of spiral in which, upon discovering insuféiot time to complete a task,
polychronic people attempt to make up for “losthé by working on more than one
thing at once. In turn, this leads to additionalnpling and scheduling. The experience of
increased time scarcity is thus expected to exatethis relationship. As such, the more
time urgency, the more a polychronic person idyike plan and schedule.

H12b: The relationship between polychronicity amidet management is

moderated by time scarcity such that time manageb®draviors increase as

time scarcity increases.

A similar hypothesis is made concerning the time disnension of multitasking.
Here, | hypothesize that time scarcity exacerbidisdink such that as time scarcity
increases, the relationship between polychronanty multitasking increases (i.e., the
more time scarcity a highly polychronic person peres, the more multitasking behavior
he or she will engage in). Wastag and Conte (260port this idea when they suggest
polychronic people will attempt to make up for laste by working on more than one
thing at once when they discover that they do mawerenough time. While time scarcity
does not necessarily result from an inaccurate éstienate, as is implied here, the logic
suggests that those with a polychronic tendenay temultitask when feeling pressed
for time. As such, | hypothesize the following:

H12c. The relationship between polychronicity andtitasking is moderated by

time scarcity such that multitasking increasesima tscarcity increases.

The final time-related individual difference-timseurelationship is time urgency.
Time scarcity is expected to increase the assoai&etween time urgency and time use
dimensions. Recall that findings from the teanrditere suggest that time urgent team
members urged other group members to focus onnpkedask at hand as deadlines
approached (Waller et al., 1999). With their tercyeto be aware of deadlines, the
experience of time urgency should strengthen tlagioaship between both time urgency
and time use behaviors of time management and gpasuich in a time scarce
environment, people high on time urgency shoulcagegn more time management
behaviors and select earlier pacing of work. Fpabnsidering the finding that time
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urgent individuals aim to focus on one task whendeadline approaches (Waller et al.,
1999), | suggest that time urgency would be negbtigssociated with multitasking
under perceptions of time scarcity. Thus, the felig hypothesis is offered:

H12d. The relationship between time urgency andithe use dimensions will be

moderated by time scarcity such that the relatigmghth time management will

be strengthened, earlier pacing selected, and ¢tetionship with multitasking
will be attenuated.
Performance Outcomes

The rightmost section of the model describes @sabetween time use
dimensions and task performance outcomes (corregppio H>-H;3). Organizations
are ultimately interested in performance outcoridsile it is inherently interesting to
consider questions surrounding the manner in wpedple’s time preferences and
construals influence their time use behaviors d@fiperhaps more practical use to
examine how these concepts relate to performancemes.

Time use is expected to relate to task performasefned in this context as
student and instructor-rated assessment of perfaren@.e., rating scale for students,
grades from instructors). Existing literature lesdsne support to the relationship
between time use dimensions and performance ougattbough not through the model
proposed here. For example, Lim and Seers (199@)dfthat future time perspective,
autonomy of time use, and allocation of time togeredicted the performance of
managers. Moreover, Gersick (1989) studied grogmpgaand found that those with
more successful midpoint transitions performeddnettan those who less accurately
paced their available work time.

Time Management and Performance

The first link in this piece of the model is betwe@ane management and
performance. Interestingly, findings are mixed @ning this link. Although time
management should be positively related to perfanadhrough more effective
prioritization of time, this is not always the caBer example, in a theoretical process
model proposed by Macan (1994), time managemeraviomis were related to outcomes
through perceived control of time. It was positedtty engaging in more time
management behaviors, a person would experiencsaseg sense of control over his or
her time, such that by prioritizing, making lisisips, and organizing, a person acquires a
sense of control over how he or she uses (i.ecepexd control over time). However,
while the related outcomes included reduced joateel tensions and somatic tensions,
performance was unrelated< .01) to time management through perceived cbatrer
time. There exists a number of possible reasonth&®mixed findings concerning the
time management-performance relationship (e.g.ptasepecific findings, Macan, 1994,
time management’s relationship with different aspet performance, questions
concerning whether time management actually leadsare effective use of time).
Furthermore, these studies typically speak ontjéoquantity of time management
behaviors, as opposed to the combination of qyaatitiquality of the prioritizing,
planning and scheduling.

In contrast to the above findings, other empingatk supports the relationship
between time management behaviors and perform&ocexample, positive
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relationships have been found between time managesine objective GPA (Britton &
Tesser, 1991) and self-perceived organizationdbpeance (Lim & Seers, 1993).
Others have found certain dimensions of time mamage related to performance.
Claessens et al. (2004) found thatphenning behaviodimension of time management
was related to higher job performance. Furtherm®agling, Kelloway, and Cheung
(1996) found that short-range planning interactéti achievement striving to predict job
performance of car salespeople. As such, | airepgbaate the positive relationship
between time management and performance outconoéfenmg the hypothesis below.
In addition, the quality of time management behesnaill be examined in an exploratory
manner by exploring the accuracy of task duration.

H13: Both a) setting goals and priorities and bheduling and planning

dimensions of time management are positively réledgerformance.
Pacing and Performance

The second time dimension in the model is paciregeHl suggest that the
various types of pacing are differentially relategperformance. More specifically, later
pacing likely results in a more “rushed” use ofdirteading to poorer performance.
Existing research lends some support to this idalaianca, Moon, and Watt (2005)
describe temporal schemata as a method by whigblgoboth identify and interpret
deadlines. In this case, this individual theory w&pplied to groups pacing their time in
typical and atypical units of time. They found tgadups working within an hour-long
deadline that begasnthe hour (e.g., 10:00 a.m.) performed better thasd¢ who began
the task at an atypical time (e.g., 3:52 p.m.fabt, the atypical groups transitioned from
an idea generation/planning phase to an actionegages than the typical groups,
resulting in insufficient time to work on the taself. Gersick (1989) provides similar
findings of group pacing, concluding that succesgfaups proceed through a
“punctuated equilibrium” from one phase of workatwother. Although these studies
were done in teams, their findings should applytividuals as well. Both imply that
the timing (in addition to rate) of work has imgltons for later performance outcomes.
Similarly, there exists quite a large literaturetba nature and negative consequences of
a “later” pacing style found in the literature agrastination (e.g., Ariely &
Wertenbroch, 2002; Moon & lllingworth, 2005). Fotaenple, Chandler (2007), in her
dissertation research, demonstrated that when paw& (rate) is to too high, the
performance of students decreases. This high wack s likely (and required) if the
majority of it needs to be completed near the deadas opposed to further from the
deadline. As such, it is expected that the “eafigtéady,” and “u-shaped” pacing types
lead to better performance than the “deadline” @atype. Thus:

H14: Pacing is related to task performance such #aly, steady and u-shaped

pacing are associated with the highest task peréome.
Multitasking and Performance

Broadly speaking, research suggests that multiigsiiten changes (decreases) a
person’s focus. For example, considering simultasenultitasking, the human
performance literature provides convincing evideoiceeduced driving performance
while using a cell phone, (e.g., Charlton, 200®xdy (2009) provides clarity to the
multitasking-performance relationship when she tbtivat people have difficulty in
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switching their attention to a second task, paldidy if they have not finished the first
one, and without time pressure. Thus, people wiislfed one task prior to switching to
another task were able to focus their attentiothersecond one.

However, research does suggest that people why emjtiitasking are better
able to manage simultaneous tasks. For exampl&gZétaal. (2005) found that in a
situation in which people were asked to managetasks simultaneously, people with a
more polychronic orientation made fewer mistakestthose with a more monochronic
orientation. Despite this finding, the above reskauggests that in general, performance
requiring attention does suffer when it is dividedong different tasks, as the ability to
focus is reduced. Thus, a final hypothesis is effer

H15: Multitasking is negatively related to task fmemance.
Summary of Hypotheses

In general, the predictions outlined above descsiecific relationships among
time-related individual differences and time uskaaors. Each of the time use
dimensions is then discussed as it relates to eaioce outcomes. In this case, the
outcomes correspond to self-rated and instructedrperformance on academic goals.
For clarity, a list of hypotheses is provided irbleal, and a matrix of expected positive
and negative relationships is listed in Table 2.
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