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Abstract  This study explored the links between individual’s time perspective and their 
structural position as well as related this perspective to how people spend their time. Time 
perspective was defined by individual’s scores on two distinct factors—future-orientation 
and clock-orientation. These factors were analysed jointly in order to account for how peo-
ple organized their time within a short-term (clock-orientation) and a long-term (future-
orientation) horizon. Temporal orientations were socially differentiated, primarily by edu-
cation and income. Better educated individuals were more future-oriented, while those 
with higher income showed preference for more rigid clock-based organization of time on 
a daily basis. Both orientations were also related to how time was spent. Clock-oriented 
individuals allocated significantly more time to paid work and less time to social life or 
personal time. Future-oriented respondents spent more time on personal life and physical 
exercise. These findings suggest that temporal orientations are linked to how much time 
individuals allocate to both market and non-market activities, net of their other social char-
acteristics. The study casts light on the much overlooked dimension of social inequality—
the temporal one, and links individual’s structural position, attitudes towards time, and 
time-use patterns.
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1  Introduction

Time and space were described by Kant as two organizing dimensions of human cognition, 
the a priori faculties of the mind that allow an individual to make sense of what he or she 
experiences (Kant 2003). In a broader context, these faculties not only structure individu-
als’ perception of their lives, but also shape their everyday social reality. Temporal aspects 
of social life have been a popular topic in sociology, though they were addressed in a more 
or less direct way. In some theoretical frameworks time played an essential role as the key 
parameter characterizing social functioning, social change, or social organization (Sorokin 
and Merton 1937; Mauss 1960; Rosa 2003). In others time itself occupied the central place 
in the argumentation, and was the pivotal point and focus of the entire work (Zerubavel 
1981; Adam 1991). Finally, for many sociologists time was neither the focus nor the fun-
damental aspect of their theories, and yet in mainstream sociology we still find many refer-
ences to time and much emphasis on its importance (Giddens 1979, 1987; Luhmann 1982).

Sociological studies addressed also the connection between time and the key area of 
sociological focus—social structure. Schwartz (1974) discusses power imbalances as deter-
minants of time organization within the social system. In particular, temporal perspectives 
have been theorized to reflect power structures and provide channels for social status repro-
duction (Adam 1991). Although the subject of intersections between time and the social 
structure seems to lie at the very core of sociology, there were relatively few attempts to 
empirically relate perspective on time to individual’s social position in a wide-population 
study (LeShan 1952; Moore 1963). The primary objective of this paper is to fill in this gap.

Studies suggest that time perspective is socially differentiated, and that through this 
perspective structure may affect individual’s daily choices, even with regard to such basic 
things as diet (Warin et al. 2015). Time orientation may bear an effect on the use of one’s 
time and hence on individual’s lifestyles. The main question is whether it is individual’s 
time orientation, or rather their structural position that affects the actual allocation of time 
in daily lives. The second objective put before this paper is therefore to examine the links 
between time perspective and the patterns of time allocation—and to do so in relation 
to individual’s social status. It would allow saying to what extent it is time perspective 
or social structure that shapes individual’s patterns of time allocation, and whether time 
orientations may act independently of individual’s social positon. The link between time 
perspective and time use was explored in very few studies, but they find an association 
between time perspective and the amount of time spend in market (Becker 1975), as well as 
in non-market activities (Song 2011).

The paper analyses individual’s time perspective taking into account its two dimensions: 
future-orientation which structures one’s action with regard to their anticipated long-term 
outcomes, and clock-time orientation as the determinant of time organization within a 
short term horizon of everyday activities. Future orientation in the form of deferred grati-
fication achieved much sociological attention (Merton 1973). Clock-orientation has been 
researched mostly in anthropological studies (Hall 1984, 1988; Mushharbash 2007). I 
argue that addressing both of them together allows for a more comprehensive analysis of 
the links between time perspective, social structure, and daily behaviours.

The paper is structured as following: I first discuss the links between the social structure 
and time perspectives and outline how these might relate to individual’s daily time use 
patterns. Next I explain the data and methodological procedures employed in the study. 
Results section is divided into two parts: first part shows how time perspectives relate to the 
three basic indicators of individual’s social position: income, education, and occupational 
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category. The second part of this section describes empirical links between time perspec-
tives and actual behaviours that is between how people perceive time and how they use it. 
The paper concludes with a discussion of the role of time perspectives with regard to indi-
vidual’s life choices (behaviours) and life chances (social structure).

2 � Research Background

Gratification deferral has been widely written about in sociology, including by such theo-
rists as Robert Merton (1973), but most empirical data on it comes from the field of social 
psychology, where it is usually discussed as future-orientation. Future-orientation has been 
associated with a higher probability of being successful in life (Mischel et al. 1989), proac-
tive coping with life challenges (Anagnostopoulos and Griva 2012), and lower probability 
of having unhealthy lifestyles or engaging in health-compromising behaviours (Rothspan 
and Read 1996; Keough et al. 1999; Zimbardo et al. 1997). Sociological studies show there 
is an association between individual social position and temporal perspective. Specifi-
cally, future-orientation has been positively associated with the level of education (Behr-
man and Nevzer 1997), even though educational expectations are becoming more detached 
for individual’s social background (Goyette 2008). While future-orientation is not preva-
lent among people with lower social status (Warin et al. 2015; Cottle and Klineberg 1974; 
also in: Adams 1991), it is the attitude that might have the potential to change individual’s 
social position. Jeremy Rifkin claims that ‘those who are most present oriented are swept 
into the future that others have laid out for them’ (Rifkin 1987, p. 166), which implies that 
future-oriented individuals create situations in which they might gain privilege over oth-
ers. Following this reasoning one might assume that those who are present-oriented may 
be blamed for their limited life choices. However, social researchers have raised questions 
about whether it is orientation towards the future that allows an individual to obtain educa-
tion, advance professionally, and gain social privileges, or rather the privileged position 
earlier in life that allows for being more future-oriented and waiting for greater gains. An 
argument presented by Hohn (1984), and echoed by Adam states that’ those who hold the 
long-term future perspective (…) are structurally strong classes (…) [D]eferred gratifica-
tion entails that one is in a position to have a trusting relationship to the future‘(Adam 
1991, p. 125). Future-orientation can therefore be treated either as a mechanism to achieve 
upward mobility or as a mechanism of reproduction of one’s current privileged social posi-
tion. Most likely, it is both. It is an attitude of the people who have the resources and secu-
rity which permits deferring immediate rewards and waiting for the future benefits, but 
also of those who have enough perseverance to work for their future success despite dif-
ficulties they face at present. Needless to say, the price these two categories of people pay 
is very different. The reality of a labourer ‘who remains linked to the life-long satisfaction 
of immediate needs’ (Adam 1991, p. 125) might make adopting such attitude very chal-
lenging. Working for the future is a task that requires time and effort to be dedicated to it at 
present. Economic studies established links between future-orientation and behaviours that 
bring long-term benefits in terms of social position, such as education and training (Becker 
1975), or health, such as exercise (Song 2011). At the same time, these research suggest 
higher preference for activities bringing immediate pleasure, such as watching TV, among 
those with higher time discount rates (Song 2011). What it implies is that individual’s time 
perspectives might be reflected in how one uses their time on a daily basis.
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The second dimension of individual time perspective analysed in this study is clock-
orientation. It pertains to time organization regulated by the evenly-paced flow of time as 
measured by the clock, and it has frequently been used in organization studies (Das 1993). 
Being clock-oriented indicates a preference for rigid temporal structuring and clock-based 
schedules. Clock-orientation is rooted in the assumption that time constitutes a sort of 
a currency or a resource, which can be ‘budgeted, wasted, allocated, sold or controlled’ 
(Adam 1991, p. 104; see also: Hall 1988). It takes its beginnings in the medieval times 
and benedictine rule of the clock (Zerubavel 1981), and was greatly enforced in the times 
of industrial revolution when time was an essential element of coordination between dif-
ferent parts of an assembly. Time in this understanding is the sine qua non of any func-
tionality, especially within greater and more complex systems. Terms related to capitalist 
economy, such as time-management, time-efficiency, waste of time or temporal opportu-
nity costs are all embedded in the clock-dominated vision of social reality. Preference for 
clock-orientation might be related to individual’s market activity and, specifically, time 
opportunity costs, which are higher for better-earning individuals (Becker 1965). Reports 
on the unstructured use of time characterizing the day of the unemployed (Lazarsfeld et al. 
2007; Krueger and Mueller 2008) also seem to confirm the relationship between market 
activity and individual organization of time. Social status might therefore also be expected 
to be associated with the value attributed to time and the subjective need to maximize its 
efficiency. Furthermore, in some circles the very fact of being busy is seen as a ‘badge of 
honour’ that is an indicator of individual’s professional or social success (Gershuny 2005). 
On the one hand, busyness might be associated with higher occupational position. On the 
other, having a busy schedule might increase the role of clock-orientation in daily time 
organization in an attempt to cope with increased temporal demands.

Research describing the benefits of future-orientation and its link to power structures 
have attracted much sociological attention. At the same time, due to a lack of data very 
little has been said about the relationship between future-orientation and how one spends 
time on daily basis, in particular with regard to non-market activities (Song 2011). Oppo-
site is true for clock-orientation. It has usually been analysed with regard to daily time 
organization, mostly in anthropological studies, but its relationship to individual’s position 
has not been explored. Finally, the two orientations have never been jointly analysed in a 
single study.

This paper models both short-horizon and long-horizon perspectives together. This is 
done, first of all, with an intention to see whether short-term (clock-orientation) and long-
term (future-orientation) planning might work in conjunction. Both attitudes, temporal effi-
ciency and deferring gratification, have been the temporal foundations of capitalist econ-
omy. As such they are likely to be not only positively associated with each other, but also to 
be positively associated with individual’s social status in a market society. Modelling them 
together allows examining what aspects of individual’s structural position either of them is 
associated with.

Finally, analyzing both of these attitudes with regard to individual’s time allocation 
brings the micro-level perspective of individual’s daily lives into the broader picture of 
structural differentiation. It unveils the more personal and, perhaps less spectacular, but no 
less important facets of inequality. It also allows answering an important question about the 
extent to which differences in individual’s daily behaviours are a function of people’s time 
orientations, representing individual’s choices versus their structural position standing for 
life chances.
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3 � Data and Method

Data used in this study comes from a survey funded by the National Science Center in 
Poland, and was collected by Ipsos Poland. Face-to-face interviews were conducted in Jan-
uary and February 2014. Altogether 780 individuals aged 24–60 were interviewed; seven 
interviews were excluded due to administrative issues which emerged during post-inter-
views quality checks. Respondents for the study were randomly selected using the PESEL 
database which is a state-administrated database that includes unique records for all people 
holding Polish citizenship. Sampling frame for the study was the list of all records in rel-
evant age categories (as recorded by the PESEL numbers). In order to reflect the structure 
of the population in the best possible way, the sample was stratified by voivodeship, age, 
and gender. The sample was selected separately for men and for women, each of which 
was divided into 3 age strata: 24–35, 36–50, and 51–60. Proportions of these strata were 
calculated based on the Census data collected by the Central Statistical Office of Poland 
(Główny Urząd Statystyczny, GUS). Table 2 in the “Appendix” presents the GUS data on 
the structure of Polish population. Table  3 presents the structure of the sample for this 
study.

Future-orientation and clock-orientation have been well-described in earlier empirical 
research. Based on the analysis of existing studies on temporal orientations (Nuttin and 
Lens 1985; Adams and Nettle 2008; Stouthard and Peetsma 1999; Zimbardo and Boyd 
1999), four indicators of future-orientation were selected for this study. A similar analysis 
of the studies in the field of social and cultural anthropology led to selection of four indi-
cators of time structuring according to the clock (Hall 1984, 1990; Levine 1997). Future-
orientation was measured using the following items, each of which measured the extent to 
which the respondent identified with the given statement on an 11-point scale: (1) I have 
many plans for the future; (2) I set distant objectives and work on them every day; (3) I do 
not give up on my objectives despite difficulties; (4) I follow my plans with persistence. 
Clock-orientation was measured using the following items (on an 11-point scale, same as 
above): (1) I am never late; (2) I plan every day in advance; (3) I always know the time; (4) 
I plan how much time I would spend on each activity and follow this plan. Altogether in 32 
cases a respondent answered “don’t know” to at least one of the indicators of either factor. 
In those cases general factor score could not be constructed.

Extracting the factors was done in two stages. First stage consisted of evaluation of 
internal consistency of the scales using Cronbach’s alpha. The items that meet the 0.60 
threshold were subject to further analysis. Second stage involved running exploratory factor 
analysis (EFA) to examine whether the items indeed could be assumed to indicate specific 
factors, and to what extent they loaded on the two temporal dimensions. Cronbach’s alpha 
for indicators of future-orientation was 0.75. In the case of clock-orientation it was lower at 
0.64, but still above the threshold. Analysis of the eigenvalues from the EFA pointed to the 
existence of two strong factors (see Fig. 4 in the “Appendix” for the eigenvalues of value 
above 1). In multivariate analyses presented further in this paper I used Bartlett scores for 
factors as predicted by post-estimation command (following a confirmatory factor analysis, 
CFA) in Stata.

First stage of analyses involved plotting a structural equation model (SEM) with a con-
firmatory factor analysis component. SEM was used to further validate the existence of two 
distinctive factors as well as to explore the relationship between the latent constructs and the 
indicators of individual’s social status. Future-orientation and clock-orientation were theo-
rized to constitute two distinctive aspects of individual’s time perspective, and as such they 
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were correlated in the model. Structural model was generated in mPlus. The path section of 
the model included respondent’s education, occupation, and income, as well as their age and 
gender as independent variables. Using social status indicators separately instead of creating 
a combined measure allows examining the relationship between each of them and temporal 
perspectives. These components were shown to have independent effects on other variables 
(Bukodi and Goldthorpe 2013). Occupational category was recorded based on the ISCO-88 
coding scheme. Due to a relatively small sample size ten single-digit ISCO groups were 
collapsed into the following 6 categories: (1) Managers and professionals (reference); (2) 
Technicians and clerks; (3) Workers in sales and services; (4) Farmers, fishermen, and for-
estry workers; (5) Industry workers, craftsmen, and machine operators; and (6) Individuals 
in low-skill simple jobs (unskilled labour force). Education was collapsed into 4 categories: 
(1) Gymnasium/primary school and below (reference); (2) Vocational; (3) Secondary; and 
(4) Tertiary. Individual income was collapsed into the categories based on its distribution in 
the sample: (1) bottom 20% (reference); (2) between 20 and 50%; (3) between 50 and 80%; 
and (4) top 20% of the distribution. Gender and age were included in the model to control 
for basic demographic characteristics. Age was used as categorical variable with the follow-
ing categories: 24–35; 36–50; 51–60 years old. Distribution of all of these variables includ-
ing the exact number of respondents in each category is given in the “Appendix” (Table 4).

Second stage of analyses involved running a set of multivariate ordinary-least square 
(OLS) regression models. Independent variables were: future-orientation, clock-orienta-
tion, as well as indicators of individual’s social position: education, occupation, income. 
Gender, age, and size of place of residence were used as control variables and to represent 
potentially important structural conditions. Each model examined the association between 
these variables and how much time was allocated weekly to the following five categories 
of activities: (1) paid work, (2) housework, (3) use of media, (4) social life, (5) sport and 
physical activity, and (6) personal time, referred to in the questionnaire as ‘time for myself’ 
that is time for personal care, rest, hobbies, or other individual leisure activities. Mean and 
median time spent in each of these activities are given in the “Appendix” (Fig. 5).

4 � Results

As demonstrated by descriptive statistics, levels of future-orientation were differentiated 
by individual’s socio-economic characteristics (Fig. 1). Respondents in lowest income cat-
egory, as well as those with lowest level of education or who belonged to the unskilled 
labour force had lowest average scores on this factor. On the other hand, managers and pro-
fessionals, individuals with tertiary education or those in highest income category showed, 
on average, highest levels of future-orientation. Though not all differences in means were 
statistically significant, the differences between the highest and lowest categories were sig-
nificant for all Fig. (1a–c).

Findings regarding clock-orientation were similar (Fig.  2). Individuals with lowest 
income or lowest educational attainment as well as those in low-skill jobs had lowest levels 
of clock-orientation. Also in this case differences were statistically significant between the 
highest and the lowest categories of each grouping variable (Fig. 2a–c).

The SEM model validated the existence of the two factors (Fig. 3). Coefficients of F1 
and C1 (first indicators for each of the factors) were fixed to 1. After preliminary testing F1 
and F2 were assumed to have correlated errors based on the values of modification indi-
ces. Both of these variables are strongly related to future planning. After the modifications 
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fit statistics showed acceptable fit of the model to the data (Table 5 in the “Appendix”), 
and Chi square indicated a significant improvement in the model fit compared to the base-
line model. The hypothesized latent variables (future orientation and clock orientation) 
explained a reasonable amount of the shared variance among observable variables. They 
were also moderately and positively correlated (Pearson’s r = 0.44). Positive association 
between the two factors held also when individual’s socio-economic characteristics, such 
as education, occupation, and income, were controlled for. That means that even though 
both factors were associated with particular components of individual’s social status, the 
link between time orientations could not be attributed to common structural characteristics 
alone. Long-term and short-term planning might therefore work in synchrony, perhaps even 
in synergy with each other, and they do so regardless of individual’s structural positon.

Path section of the SEM indicated a significant association between latent constructs and 
selected socio-demographic variables. Education and income were both positively related to 
future-orientation. This is in line with earlier findings linking future-orientation with higher 
education (Zimbardo and Boyd 1999; Behrman and Nevzer 1997) or economic success (Bauer 

Fig. 1   Mean values of future orientation by income, education, occupation

Fig. 2   Mean values of clock-orientation by income, education, occupation
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and Chytilova 2009; Mischel et al. 1989). Occupational category, on the other hand, was not 
associated with future-orientation. It is, however, likely that some of occupational differen-
tiation has been accounted for by education or income. Clock-orientation was associated with 
individual’s income. People with higher earnings were more likely to show preference for 
rigid, clock-based time structuring in daily life. Importance of time control on a daily basis 
might be linked with higher temporal opportunity costs of those with higher income. Finally, 
the relationship between age and future-orientation was inverse. This is likely due to the fact 
that people of older age, who usually have fewer years of life ahead of them, tend to be think-
ing about the future less than younger people (Nurmi 1992; Lewin 1939). In case of Poland 
generational change might also play a role but available data did not allow determining that.

Second stage of analyses examined the link between individual’s temporal perspective 
and time allocation. Results of multivariate regression models showed that there was a sig-
nificant association between both future-orientation and clock-orientation and how peo-
ple spent their time, net of their other social characteristics (Table 1). Future-orientation 
was positively associated with the amount of time dedicated to sport and to personal time 
(‘time for myself’). One standard deviation increase in future-orientation was associated 
with 34 min more being dedicated to sport, and nearly 1 h (58 min) more of personal time 
per week. More time spent on physical activity by future-oriented individuals might indi-
cate willingness to invest in one’s long-term health (Kahana et al. 2005). This result also 
supports earlier findings by Song (2011) who reported similar association using tobacco-
smoking as proxy for time preference while controlling for income and education. Finally, 
longer duration of personal time, dedicated to relaxation, hobby or any other leisure activ-
ity, might be linked with other personality traits. Overall it is also likely to promote indi-
vidual psychological wellbeing, though the topic was not explored in this study.

Clock-orientation was positively associated with the amount of time spent in paid work, 
and inversely associated with time spent on social life and personal time. One standard 
deviation increase in clock-orientation was associated with spending almost two and a half 
hours (147 min) more at work on a weekly basis. It also meant cutting down on personal 

Fig. 3   Structural equation model of temporal orientations and associated socio-demographic characteris-
tics. F-O stands for future-orientation; C-T stands for clock-time
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time and social life by 72, and 53 min, respectively. Taking into account mean duration of 
these activities in the sample, these differences are substantial. These findings suggest that 
in the case of clock-orientation time indeed might be seen as ‘money’ that is a resource 
which may be used to produce certain goods. In the case of paid work the potential pay-
offs are not only financial benefits but also advancements in one’s career. However, time is 
a zero sum game and spending more time in one activity always comes at the expense of 
another. It seems that in the case of clock-oriented individuals, activities that are shortened 
are social life, and personal time. This might be associated with the preference for more 
structured and predictable schedules. Social and personal activities are the two examples of 
activities which often cannot be fitted into a pre-established schedule. Studies have shown 
that rigid time organization is incompatible with those areas of life, in which time effi-
ciency is not a priority, such as, interpersonal relationships which are guided by an unstruc-
tured flow of time (Mushharbash 2007). It might be that those who are particularly atten-
tive to an efficient use of their time and how it is structured give preference to the activities 
that are easier to plan and fit into their timetables.

Lastly, structural characteristics were also related to how time was spent. Individuals 
with higher levels of education as well as those with higher income spent more time in paid 
work, which is consistent with Becker’s theory of time allocation (1965). Furthermore, 
those who earned more did less housework, which is also consistent with the same prin-
ciple of spending more time on market work by better-earning individuals (Becker 1965). 
This result also echoes finding of earlier studies showing that less affluent people spend 
more time doing housework mostly due to a limited access to time-saving household appli-
ances paired with an inability to outsource unpaid work (Hesig 2011). Lastly, as could be 
expected, there were significant gender differences in the amount of paid and unpaid work. 
The effect of size of place of residence was usually weak and not consistent.

Temporal orientations together with structural characteristics explained the greatest 
amount of the variance in case of paid and unpaid work, 25 and 20% respectively. Regard-
ing individual’s leisure preferences, even though temporal orientations mattered for how 
much time was spent in three out of four analysed leisure activities (socializing, sport, 
and personal time), values of R-squared were much lower. Associations between struc-
tural variables and leisure activities were few and not consistent, which suggest that per-
sonal choices, including time preferences, might play a greater role for how leisure time is 
spent than broader structural characteristics such as social class. However, earlier studies 
reported structural differentiation with regard to leisure time-use in Poland (Jarosz 2016), 
and lack of such association in the current study might suggest that greater level of detail is 
needed to explore class differences in leisure behaviours.

5 � Conclusions and Discussion

The present study provided evidence of a link existing between individual’s temporal per-
spectives and their social position as well as between temporal perspectives and how indi-
viduals spend their time. Specifically, it found higher average levels of future-orientation 
among better-educated individuals and those with higher income. The latter were also more 
likely to have high levels of clock-orientation. Regarding weekly time allocation, being 
more future-oriented was positively associated with the amount of time spent on sport and 
on personal activities. Clock-orientation was positively associated with the amount of time 
spent in paid work and inversely related to the duration of personal time and social life. The 
amount of time spent on media use was not related to any of the two orientations.
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Findings regarding time allocation suggest that although two temporal orientations were pos-
itively associated in the structural model, their effects on individual’s time use patterns might be 
significant for different activities, and in some cases (personal time), they may even be opposite.

The associations between time perspectives and time-use patterns were not explained by 
individual’s structural characteristics and they were significant for both market and non-mar-
ket activities. The fact that time-use patterns were related to temporal orientations and this 
relationship was not explained by structural conditions suggests that individual agency, as 
opposed to structural conditions, might be responsible for particular lifestyle choices. One 
needs to remember, however, that temporal orientations are not distributed equally across the 
social spectrum and they are more prevalent among those in higher social positions. What it 
means is that they might be linked with individual’s propensity for upward mobility. Time 
orientations were shown to be associated with individual behaviours and these, in turn, may 
lead to attaining higher social status. Clock-orientation was linked with spending more time 
in paid work; future-orientation, though not significantly associated with working time in the 
present study, has been shown to be linked with greater propensity for career advancements in 
earlier studies (Scarf 1980). Overall, the data on this topic is scarce and mostly does not allow 
to establish causality. More research is needed to fully explore the links between temporal 
perspectives, behaviours, and chances for upward mobility and, perhaps, to do so separately 
for different social strata. From the population health perspective, the relationship between 
time perspective and time spent in physical exercise is also worth more scholarly attention.

This study had several limitations. Relatively small sample size did not allow for more 
detailed analysis, for example with regard to the occupational categories. Furthermore, data 
on activities was based on respondents’ declarations, not time-use diaries. Diary estimates 
are much more detailed and less likely to be subject to bias. Last but not least, the study did 
not analyse two factors that might be shadow orientations to future-orientation and clock-
orientation that is present-orientation and event-orientation. Both factors were operational-
ized in the questionnaire and examined in the initial EFA and correlation matrix analysis. 
However, both had low internal consistency and none of them had Eigenvalue above 1. For 
this reason they were not analysed further and were not discussed in this paper. Instead, it 
was implicitly assumed that low scores on future-orientation (in other words, lack of ori-
entation towards the future) would in fact indicate being present-oriented. In a similar way 
low scores on clock-orientation would be indicative of event-orientation. The relationship 
between these temporal orientations might, however, be more complex and the topic merits 
more research attention.
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Table 4   Distribution and number 
of respondents in selected socio-
demographic variables

Frequency Valid in %

Sex
 Male 378 49
 Female 395 51

Age brackets
 24–35 279 36
 36–50 290 38
 51–60 204 26

Education
 Gymnasium or lower 51 7
 Vocational 228 30
 Secondary 296 38
 Tertiary 198 26

Income
 Bottom 20% 93 12
 20%-median 146 19
 Median—80% 107 14
 Top 20% 79 10
 Missing 348 45

Occupation
 Managers & professionals 100 13
 Technicians & clerks 146 19
 Sales & service jobs 141 18
 Farmers, forestry, fishermen 32 4
 Industry, craftsmen & operators 209 27
 Low skill jobs 60 8
 Missing 85 11

Table 5   Fit indices of the SE 
model Number of free parameters 36

Akaike (AIC) 14,198.666
Bayesian (BIC) 14,342.628
Sample-size adjusted BIC 14,228.396
Chi Square test of model fit 147.657
Degrees of freedom 48
P value 0.0000
RMSEA
 Estimate 0.072
 90% C.I. 0.059

0.085
 Probability RMSEA ≤ .05 0.004

CFI 0.886
TLI 0.839
Chi square for the baseline M. 942.460
 Degrees of freedom 68
 P value 0.0000

SRMR 0.046
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