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Questions of Time and Affect: A person�s affectivity profile,

time perspective, and well-being

Danilo Garcia, Uta Sailer, Ali Al Nima, Trevor Archer

Background: A �balanced� time perspective has been suggested to have a positive

influence on well-being: a sentimental and positive view of the past (high Past Positive), a

less pessimistic attitude toward the past (low Past Negative), the desire of experiencing

pleasure with slight concern for future consequences (high Present Hedonistic), a less

fatalistic and hopeless view of the future (low Present Fatalistic), and the ability to find

reward in achieving specific long-term goals (high Future). We used the affective profiles

model (i.e., combinations of individuals� experience of high/low positive/negative

affectivity) to investigate differences between individuals in time perspective dimensions

and to investigate if the influence of time perspective dimensions on well-being was

moderated by the individual�s type of profile. Method: Participants (N = 720) answered to

the Positive Affect Negative Affect Schedule, the Zimbardo Time Perspective Inventory and

two measures of well-being: the Temporal Satisfaction With Life Scale and the Scales of

Psychological Well-Being-short version. A Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was

conducted to identify differences in time perspective dimensions and well-being among

affective profiles. Four Structural Equation Models (SEM) were used to investigate which

time perspective dimensions predicted well-being for each profile. Results: Comparisons

between individuals at the extreme of the affective profiles model suggested that

individuals with a self-fulfilling profile (high positive/low negative affect) were

characterized by a �balanced� time perspective and higher well-being compared to

individuals with a self-destructive profile (low positive/high negative affect). However, a

different pattern emerged when individuals who differed in one affect dimension but

matched in the other were compared to each other. For instance, decreases in the past

negative time perspective dimension lead to high positive affect when negative affect is

high (i.e., self-destructive vs. high affective) but to low negative affect when positive affect

was high (i.e., high affective vs. self-fulfilling). The moderation analyses showed, for

example, that for individuals with a self-destructive profile, psychological well-being was

significantly predicted by the past negative, present fatalistic and future time

perspectives. Among individuals with a high affective or a self-fulfilling profile,

psychological well-being was significantly predicted by the present fatalistic dimension.
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Conclusions: The interactions found here go beyond the postulation of a �balanced� time

perspective being the only way of promoting well-being. Instead, it presents a more

person-centered approach to achieve higher levels of emotional, cognitive, and

psychological well-being.
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25

26 Abstract

27 Background: A �balanced� time perspective has been suggested to have a positive influence on 
28 well-being: a sentimental and positive view of the past (high Past Positive), a less pessimistic 
29 attitude toward the past (low Past Negative), the desire of experiencing pleasure with slight 
30 concern for future consequences (high Present Hedonistic), a less fatalistic and hopeless view of 
31 the future (low Present Fatalistic), and the ability to find reward in achieving specific long-term 
32 goals (high Future). We used the affective profiles model (i.e., combinations of individuals� 
33 experience of high/low positive/negative affectivity) to investigate differences between 
34 individuals in time perspective dimensions and to investigate if the influence of time perspective 
35 dimensions on well-being was moderated by the individual�s type of profile.   
36
37 Method: Participants (N = 720) answered to the Positive Affect Negative Affect Schedule, the 
38 Zimbardo Time Perspective Inventory and two measures of well-being: the Temporal 
39 Satisfaction With Life Scale and the Scales of Psychological Well-Being-short version. A 
40 Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was conducted to identify differences in time 
41 perspective dimensions and well-being among affective profiles. Four Structural Equation 
42 Models (SEM) were used to investigate which time perspective dimensions predicted well-being 
43 for each profile.
44
45 Results: Comparisons between individuals at the extreme of the affective profiles model 
46 suggested that individuals with a self-fulfilling profile (high positive/low negative affect) were 
47 characterized by a �balanced� time perspective and higher well-being compared to individuals 
48 with a self-destructive profile (low positive/high negative affect). However, a different pattern 
49 emerged when individuals who differed in one affect dimension but matched in the other were 
50 compared to each other. For instance, decreases in the past negative time perspective dimension 
51 lead to high positive affect when negative affect is high (i.e., self-destructive vs. high affective) 
52 but to low negative affect when positive affect was high (i.e., high affective vs. self-fulfilling). 
53 The moderation analyses showed, for example, that for individuals with a self-destructive 
54 profile, psychological well-being was significantly predicted by the past negative, present 
55 fatalistic and future time perspectives. Among individuals with a high affective or a self-
56 fulfilling profile, psychological well-being was significantly predicted by the present fatalistic 
57 dimension. 
58
59 Conclusions: The interactions found here go beyond the postulation of a �balanced� time 
60 perspective being the only way of promoting well-being. Instead, it presents a more person-
61 centered approach to achieve higher levels of emotional, cognitive, and psychological well-
62 being.
63
64
65
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70
71
72
73
74 According to Zimbardo and Boyd (1999; 1271), time perspective is the process of assigning 

75 experiences �to temporal categories, or time frames, that help to give order, coherence, and 

76 meaning to those events.� The mental organization of time is typically anchored in the time 

77 referents of past, present, and future (Shmotkin & Eyal 2003). The way in which an individual 

78 evaluates each of these constitutes her/his time perspective, or time orientation (Wallace & Rabin 

79 1960). According to time perspective theory, the way individuals view their past, present, and 

80 future influences their decisions and behavior.

81 One of the most widely used measures of time perspective is the Zimbardo Time 

82 Perspective Inventory (ZTPI; Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999). The ZTPI measures five time 

83 dimensions: 1) Past-Positive, a nostalgic, positive attitude towards the past that is positively 

84 related to high self-esteem and happiness; 2) Past-Negative, a generally negative view of the past 

85 positively related to depression, low self-esteem, anxiety, sadness and aggression; 3) Present-

86 Hedonistic, a hedonistic, enjoyment- and pleasure-oriented attitude towards time without 

87 worrying about the future associated to low need for predictability, poor impulse control and 

88 increased novelty seeking; 4) Present-Fatalistic, a fatalistic, helpless, and hopeless attitude 

89 toward the future and life related to aggression, anxiety, and depression; and 5) Future, an 

90 orientation that includes the planning for and achievement of future goals and the tendency to 

91 postpone direct gratification in favor of long-term goals (Zimbardo & Boyd 1999). In accordance 

92 with these findings, time perspective has also been found to influence cognitive well-being or an 

93 individual�s own evaluation of her/his life satisfaction (Diener, 1984). Whereas no single time 

94 perspective in itself fosters life satisfaction, it is predicted by a �balanced� time perspective: high 
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95 values on past positive, present hedonistic and future perspectives, and low values on past 

96 negative and present fatalistic perspectives (Boniwell et al. 2010). Moreover, personal 

97 characteristics that allow the individual to adapt and flourish in life (i.e., psychological well-

98 being; Ryff, 1989) seem to also be related to the same pattern of �balanced� time perspective 

99 (Sailer et al., 2014). In other words, this suggests a complex interaction of time perspectives 

100 within the individual that influences well-being. 

101 In accordance with such complex patterns between and within individuals, a correlational 

102 study found different patterns of time perspective to be associated to positive and negative affect. 

103 Positive affect was positively related to the present hedonistic and future time perspective, but 

104 negatively related to the past negative and present fatalistic time dimensions (Sailer et al., 2014). 

105 Negative affect on the other hand was positively related to the past negative and present fatalistic 

106 time perspective dimensions and negatively related to the present hedonistic time perspective 

107 dimension (Sailer et al., 2014). Although these results give an indication on the association 

108 between individuals� time perspective and affectivity, the affective system is often described as a 

109 complex dynamic system composed of these two affectivity dimensions (i.e., positive affect and 

110 negative affect), which are independent of each other and regulate our approach and withdrawal 

111 behavior towards stimuli (e.g., Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 1988). Individuals characterized by 

112 high levels of positive affect exhibit a greater appreciation of life, more security, self-esteem and 

113 self-confidence (Archer et al., 2008; Costa and McCrae, 1980; Varg, 1997); they enjoy more 

114 social relations and assertiveness and are generally described as passionate, happy, energetic and 

115 alert (Watson & Clark, 1984; Watson & Pennebaker, 1989). In contrast, individuals 

116 characterized by high levels of negative affect experience greater stress and strain, anxiety and 

117 uncertainty over a wide range of circumstances and events over which they generally lack 
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118 control (Watson et al., 1986). The two affectivity dimensions are not only related to different 

119 behavior but also are probably influenced by the environment to different extent and have 

120 different genetic etiology (see Cloninger & Garcia, 2015). The independent inter-relationship of 

121 these two affectivity dimensions also implies that individuals do not only differ in affectivity 

122 between each other but also within themselves (Garcia, 2011). If so, individuals might differ in 

123 the way they perceive time depending on their affective profile (i.e., different combinations of 

124 high/low positive/negative affect) and what is more, the way in which time perspective is related 

125 to well-being might be moderated by the individuals� own affective profile.

126 Previously, Archer and colleagues (e.g., Archer, Adolfsson & Karlsson, 2008; Norlander, 

127 Bood & Archer, 2002) conceptualized how individuals� differ, between and within, in levels of 

128 affectivity by incorporating different combinations of individuals� recalled experience of positive 

129 and negative affect, resulting in different �affective profiles�: (i) high positive affect and low 

130 negative affect, characterizing a �self-fulfilling� profile, (ii) high positive affect and high 

131 negative affect, characterizing a �high affective� profile, (iii) low positive affect and low 

132 negative affect, characterizing a �low affective� profile, and (iv) low positive affect and high 

133 negative affect, characterizing a �self-destructive� profile. Individuals with high negative affect, 

134 particularly those with a self-destructive profile compared to individuals with a self-fulfilling 

135 profile, report lower well-being, higher psychological and somatic stress, low energy, lack of 

136 dispositional optimism, heightened pessimism, high levels of non-constructive perfectionism, 

137 depression and anxiety, lower levels of constructive coping and higher levels of maladaptive 

138 coping, total stress at the work-place, more Type A behavior, lack of emotional stability and 

139 partner relationships, and high levels of external locus of control and impulsiveness (e.g., 

140 Andersson-Arntén, 2009; Garcia, 2011; 2012; Schütz, 2015; Norlander et al., 2002, 2005; Bood 
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141 et al., 2004). Thus, individuals with a self-destructive profile can be expected to have a less 

142 �balanced� perspective of time compared to individuals with any of the other profiles. 

143 The affective profiles model allows the comparison between individuals who differ in 

144 their level of experienced affect in both dimensions, but also the comparison of individuals who 

145 match each other in one dimension and differ in their experience in the other affect dimension 

146 (i.e., allowing a within-individual comparison). For example, when individuals with a low 

147 affective profile are compared to their diametric opposites (i.e., individuals with a high affective 

148 profile), they show higher levels of somatic stress when doing a stressful task (Norlander et al., 

149 2005). This may be because in contrast to individuals with a low affective profile, individuals 

150 with a high affective profile experience high positive affect, which may neutralize their 

151 experience of high negative affect and therefore, reduce stress (Fredrickson, 2006; Garcia & 

152 Siddiqui, 2009a). Nevertheless, individuals with any of these two profiles do not differ in life 

153 satisfaction between each other (Garcia & Siddiqui, 2009ab). This suggests that for individuals 

154 with a low affective profile, low levels of stress and high levels of life satisfaction are linked to 

155 their experience of low negative affect, while for individuals with a high affective profile this 

156 very same experience (i.e., low stress and high life satisfaction) is linked to high levels of 

157 positive affect (cf. Garcia, 2011; Schütz, 2015).

158 In addition, when individuals with a low affective profile are compared to individuals to 

159 whom they only partially differ in affectivity levels (i.e., self-destructive and self-fulfilling), 

160 individuals with a low affective profile report higher life satisfaction than individuals with a self-

161 destructive profile and equally high levels of life satisfaction and equally low levels of stress as 

162 individuals with a self-fulfilling profile (Garcia, 2011). In other words, although both have low 

163 levels of positive affect, individuals with a low affective profile (low positive affect/low negative 
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164 affect) are more satisfied with their life than individuals with a self-destructive profile (low 

165 positive affect/ high negative affect). Individuals with a low affective profile (low positive 

166 affect/low negative affect) are also as satisfied with their life as individuals with a self-fulfilling 

167 profile (high positive affect/low negative affect), although the latter experience more positive 

168 affect. 

169 In sum, depending on their profile, individuals are able to regulate their well-being, 

170 probably by specific strategies that fit their profile to maintain homeostasis in their affective 

171 system (cf. Garcia, Rosenberg, Erlandsson & Siddiqui, 2010). If so, different time perspectives 

172 might influence individuals� life satisfaction and psychological well-being depending on their 

173 affective profile. The present study investigated differences between individuals with different 

174 affective profiles with respect to their time perspective and well-being. We expected individuals 

175 with a self-fulfilling profile to be more �balanced� in their time perspective: more positive and 

176 less negative about their past, more hedonistic and less fatalistic about their present, and more 

177 future oriented. We also address the question whether or not the effect of the time perspective 

178 dimensions on psychological well-being and life satisfaction is moderated by the individual�s 

179 type of profile.

180 Method

181 Ethical statement

182 After consulting with the Network for Empowerment and Well-Being�s Review Board we 

183 arrived at the conclusion that the design of the present study (e.g., all participants� data were 

184 anonymous and will not be used for commercial or other non-scientific purposes) required only 

185 informed consent from the participants.

186 Participants and procedure
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187 The present study was based on a sample of 720 participants with an age mean of 25.25±11.73 

188 (males = 247, females = 473, and 7 participants who didn�t report their gender). They were 

189 students at one University and pupils at two high schools in the West of Sweden. All participants 

190 were informed that their participation was voluntary and anonymous. They were presented with a 

191 battery of instruments used to collect the relevant measures in the following order: background, 

192 time perspective, temporal satisfaction with life, psychological well-being, and affect. 

193 Measures

194 Affect. The Positive Affect and Negative Affect Schedule (Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 1988) 

195 assesses the affective component of subjective well-being by requiring participants to rate on 5-

196 point  adjective scales to what extent (1 = very slightly, 5 = extremely) during the last few weeks 

197 they experienced 10 positive and 10 negative affective states. The positive affect scale includes 

198 adjectives such as strong, proud, and interested; and the negative affect scale includes adjectives 

199 such as afraid, ashamed, and nervous. The Swedish version has been used in previous studies 

200 (e.g., Garcia, Nima& Kjell, 2014; Nima, Archer & Garcia, 2012, 2013; Nima, Rosenberg, Archer 

201 & Garcia, 2013; Schütz, Archer & Garcia, 2013). Cronbach�s α in the present study was .86 for 

202 positive affect and .85 for negative affect. 

203 Time Perspective. The Zimbardo Time Perspective Inventory (Zimbardo& Boyd, 1999) 

204 consists of 56 items that measure the following five time dimensions: Past Positive (e.g., �It 

205 gives me pleasure to think about my past�), Past Negative (e.g., �I think about the good things 

206 that I have missed out on in my life�), Present Hedonistic (e.g., �Taking risks keeps my life from 

207 becoming boring�), Present Fatalistic (e.g., �Fate determines much in my life�), and Future (e.g., 

208 �I believe that a person�s day should be planned ahead each morning�). The Swedish version has 

209 been used and in previous studies (e.g., Sailer, Rosenberg, Nima, Gamble, Gärling, Archer & 

PeerJ PrePrints | https://doi.org/10.7287/peerj.preprints.1630v1 | CC-BY 4.0 Open Access | rec: 6 Jan 2016, publ: 6 Jan 2016



210 Garcia, 2014) and its psychometric properties have been validated in many different languages 

211 (Milfont, Andrade, Belo & Pessoa, 2008; Liniauskaite & Kairys, 2009; Díaz-Morales, 2006). 

212 Cronbach�s α in the present study was .72 for Past Positive, .85 for Past Negative, .76 for Present 

213 Hedonistic, .63 for Present Fatalistic, and .70 for Future. 

214 Temporal Life Satisfaction. The Temporal Satisfaction With Life Scale (Pavot, Diener & 

215 Suh, 1998) comprises 15-items rated on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = 

216 strongly agree) assessing past (e.g., If I had my past to live over, I would change nothing), 

217 present (e.g., I would change nothing about my current life), and future life satisfaction (e.g., 

218 There will be nothing that I will want to change about my future). The Swedish version of the 

219 instrument has been used in previous studies (Sailer et al., 2014; Garcia, Rosenberg & Siddiqui, 

220 2011). Cronbach�s α in the present study was .92 for the whole scale. 

221 Psychological Well-Being. The Psychological Well-Being scale, short version (Clarke, 

222 Marshall, Ryff & Wheaton, 2001) comprises 18 items including 3 items for each of the six 

223 dimensions. These dimensions are: self-acceptance (e.g., �I like most aspects of my 

224 personality�), personal growth (e.g., �For me, life has been a continuous process of learning, 

225 changing, and growth�), purpose in life (�Some people wander aimlessly through life, but I am 

226 not one of them�), environmental mastery (e.g., � I am quite good at managing the 

227 responsibilities of my daily life�), autonomy (e.g., �I have confidence in my own opinions, even 

228 if they are contrary to the general consensus�), and positive relations with others (e.g., �People 

229 would describe me as a giving person, willing to share my time with others�). The Swedish 

230 version has been used in previous studies (e.g., Garcia, 2011, 2013). Since the subscales have 

231 been found to have low reliability, the total psychological well-being score (i.e., the sum of the 

232 18 items) is recommended as a better and more reliable measure (Garcia & Siddiqui, 2009b). A 
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233 Cronbach�s α of .78 was obtained for the total psychological well-being score in the present 

234 study. 

235 Statistical treatment

236 The affective profiles were created by dividing self-reported positive affect and negative affect 

237 scores each into high and low using a median split (Norlander, Bood & Archer, 2002).  This 

238 resulted in the following affective profiles: 222 �self-destructive� (low positive and high 

239 negative affect), 131 �low affective� (low positive and low negative affect), 150 �high affective� 

240 (high positive and high negative affect) and 217 �self-fulfilling� (high positive and low negative 

241 affect).

242 Missing data. The majority of missing data was found to be missing completely at 

243 random using Little�s Chi-Square test; (χ2 = 30.10 (df= 28, p = .36) for self-destructive men, χ2 

244 = 17.54 (df= 9, p = .04) for low affective men, χ2 = 26.79 (df= 20, p = .14) for high affective 

245 men, χ2 = 17.61 (df= 15, p = .28) for self-fulfilling men, χ2 = 37.87 (df= 37, p = .43) for self-

246 destructive women, χ2 = 22.69 (df= 26, p = .65) for low affective women, χ2 = 26.14 (df= 27, p 

247 = .51) for high affective women and χ2 = 57.24 (df= 28, p = .001) for self-fulfilling women. 

248 Next, the Expectation-Maximization Algorithm was used to replace missing values.

249 Normality of sampling distributions of means. Our sample size of 720 participants 

250 included over 20 cases for each cell. Therefore, we anticipated normality of sampling 

251 distributions of means. Indeed, according to the Central Limit Theorem, with sufficiently large 

252 sample sizes, sampling distributions of means are normally distributed regardless of the 

253 distributions of variables. (see Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p.78). In other words, our data met the 

254 assumptions necessary to conduct a MANOVA.
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255 Univariate outliers and normality. In order to determine and reduce the impact of 

256 variables with univariate outliers within the affective profiles we first standardized the scores by 

257 subtracting the mean from the individual's score and then dividing by the standard deviation. We 

258 then checked if any cases had larger standardized scores than ±3.29, as recommended by 

259 Tabachnick and Fidell (2007). 1 outlier was detected in temporal satisfaction with life, 1 in past 

260 negative, 1 in present fatalistic and 2 in future (i.e., standardized scores larger than ±3.29). These 

261 outlier scores were changed to the next highest non-outlier score +1, as described by Tabachnick 

262 and Fidell (2007, p 77). 

263 All following analyses were computed with these replaced values for the outliers and the 

264 original raw-scores. The dependent variables (the 5 time perspective dimensions, psychological 

265 well-being and temporal satisfaction) per affective profile were normally distributed with a 

266 skewness between .07 to -.77 and a kurtosis between .01 and -.84. Because our sample size is 

267 relatively large, these values are reasonable (see Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p.80). Visual 

268 inspection indicated no threats to linearity or homoscedasticity on the dependent variables (i.e., 

269 time perspective and well-being) for each affective profile. Thus, the assumptions were met to 

270 conduct the SEM. 

271 Multivariate outliers. The 5 time perspective dimensions, psychological well-being and 

272 temporal satisfaction with life were checked for multivariate outliers within the affective 

273 profiles. The multivariate outlier detection by Mahalanobis distance identified three multivariate 

274 outliers, which were replaced as described above (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p.76).

275 Multicollinearity and singularity. The correlations between dependent variables were all 

276 below -.59. These correlations, for each profile, were below -.54. Therefore, multicollinearity or 
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277 singularity was judged as unlikely to be present or a problem (see Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, 

278 p.88, who recommend .90 as threshold). 

279 Differences in psychological well-being and temporal satisfaction with life between 

280 affective profiles were investigated by a MANOVA. Psychological well-being and temporal 

281 satisfaction with life served as dependent variables, affective profiles were the independent 

282 variables. A further MANOVA was calculated to investigate differences between affective 

283 profiles in the 5 dimensions of time perspective. Here, the mean scores on each of the time 

284 perspective dimension scale served as dependent variables and affective profile as independent 

285 variable. Each MANOVA, if significant regarding Pillai's criterion, was followed up by 

286 ANOVA to test the effect of the profiles on each of the dependent variables and then post-hoc 

287 tests with Bonferroni correction to investigate which profiles differed from each other.

288 Homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices. The Box's M test was significant at p < 

289 .001 for the first MANOVA (i.e., the analysis investigating differences in psychological well-

290 being and temporal satisfaction with life between affective profiles) and at p < .02 (see Huberty 

291 & Petoskey 2000, who suggest that a p value higher than the cut-off of p = .005 does not violate 

292 the assumption of homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices) for the second MANOVA (i.e., 

293 the analysis investigating differences between affective profiles in the 5 dimensions of time 

294 perspective). Nevertheless, the groups in each profile are relatively large and there are only small 

295 group size differences (with a ratio of 1.69:1 regarding profiles the largest group was 222 self-

296 destructive profile and the smallest was 131 low affective profile).  As a preliminary check for 

297 robustness, large groups have larger variances and covariances in the dependent variables, 

298 compared to small groups with smaller sizes; however, in our data there were only small 

299 differences in the sizes of the variances and covariances. For example, regarding variances for 
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300 the first MANOVA the ratio of largest (.27) to smallest (.10) variance was 2.70:1 (temporal 

301 satisfaction with life). For example, regarding variances for the second MANOVA the ratio of 

302 largest (.31) to smallest (.22) variance was 1.41:1 (present fatalistic).  MANOVA makes the 

303 assumption that the within-group covariance matrices are equal. If the design is balanced so that 

304 there is an equal number of observations in each cell, the robustness of the MANOVA tests is 

305 guaranteed. Thus, the assumptions of homogeneity of variance and covariance matrices were met 

306 for the conduction of MANOVAs (see Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Moreover, we used Pillai's 

307 criterion instead of Wilks' lambda because Pillai's criterion is more robust, appropriate, and more 

308 stringent criterion against heterogeneity of variance-covariance (see Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, 

309 p.252).

310 Residuals of the covariances among observed variables in the SEM. All the residual 

311 covariances and standardized residual covariances among observed variables for each profile 

312 were zero, with the exception of covariances between psychological well-being and temporal life 

313 satisfaction which were between .10 for residual covariance and 3.28 for standardized residual 

314 covariance for each affective profiles. Nevertheless, the residuals for both variables were still 

315 centered around zero and the sample size used here is relatively large, thus, our multi-group 

316 moderation model fits the data reasonably well and the residuals were considered symmetrical 

317 (see Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p. 684).

318 Results

319 Differences in psychological well-being and temporal satisfaction with life between affective 

320 profiles 

321 The affective profiles had a significant effect on the psychological well-being and temporal 

322 satisfaction with life (F (6, 1432) =43.80, p <.001, Pillai�sTrace=.31, Observed Power =1.00). 
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323 The groups differed in psychological well-being (F (3,716) = 59.57, p <.001, Observed Power = 

324 1.00) and in temporal satisfaction with life (F (3,716) = 77.37, p <.001, Observed Power = 1.00). 

325 Individuals with a self-fulfilling profile scored higher in psychological well-being and in 

326 temporal satisfaction with life than individuals with any of the other profiles. Individuals with a 

327 high affective and low affective profile scored higher in both temporal satisfaction with life and 

328 psychological well-being compared to individuals with a self-destructive profile (see details in 

329 Table. 1).

330 Differences in the 5 dimensions of time perspective between affective profiles 

331 The affective profiles had a significant effect on the time perspective dimensions (F (15, 2142) = 

332 18.18, p <.001, Pillai�sTrace= .35, Observed Power =1.00). The groups differed in the past 

333 negative (F (3, 716) = 69.84, p <.001, Observed Power = 1.00), past positive (F (3, 716) = 9.40, 

334 p <.001, Observed Power =1.00), present fatalistic (F (3, 716) = 22.30, p <.001, Observed 

335 Power = 1.00), present hedonistic (F (3, 716) = 5.76, p <.001, Observed Power =.95), and future 

336 (F (3, 716) = 16.69, p <.001, Observed Power =1.00) dimensions. Compared to individuals with 

337 any of the other profiles, individuals with a self-destructive profile scored higher in past negative  

338 and present fatalistic time perspective. Individuals with a self-fulfilling profile and a high 

339 affective profile scored higher in past positive time perspective compared to individuals with a 

340 self-destructive profile. Individuals with a self fulfilling profile and a high affective profile 

341 scored higher in present hedonistic as compared to individuals with a low affective time 

342 perspective. Individuals with a self-fulfilling profile and a high affective profile scored higher in 

343 the future dimension compared to individuals with a self-destructive profile and a low affective 

344 profile. See Table 1 for the details in which the results from the post hoc tests, Bonferroni 

345 correction: p = .05 ÷ 5 = .01, are presented.
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346 Table 1 should be here

347 Multi-group moderation analysis

348 To investigate which dimensions of the time perspective are related to both psychological well-

349 being and temporal satisfaction with life we performed a path analysis, using AMOS (version 

350 20), in order to estimate interaction/moderation effects between affective profiles as moderator 

351 and dimensions of the time perspective as independent variables upon both the psychological 

352 well-being and temporal satisfaction with life. See figure 1. The structural equation model of 

353 multi-group analysis showed a Chi-square = 23.22; DF = 4; p <.001. The large sample in our 

354 present study (N = 720) may influence the Chi-square value to be significant (see Tabachnick & 

355 Fidell, 2007, p. 695). However, the path model yielded a good fit, as indicated by comparative fit 

356 index = .98; goodness of fit index = .99; incremental fit index = .98, normed fit index = .97 and 

357 root mean square error of approximation = .08.

358 Four multi-group moderation analyses, one for each profile, showed that 16% to 33% of the 

359 variance of psychological well-being and 29% to 40% of the variance of temporal satisfaction 

360 with life could be explained by the 5 time perspective dimensions (see Table 2). Specifically, 

361 psychological well-being was significantly predicted by past positive and present hedonistic 

362 across all affective profiles (see Figure 2 to 5). This suggests that the type of affective profile 

363 does not moderate the influence of these two time perspective dimensions on psychological well-

364 being. For individuals with a self-destructive profile, psychological well-being was significantly 

365 predicted by past negative, present fatalistic, and future (see Figure 2). Among individuals who 

366 experience high levels of positive affect (i.e., high affective and self-fulfilling), psychological 

367 well-being was significantly predicted by the present fatalistic dimension (see Figure 4 and 5). 

368 Temporal satisfaction with life was significantly predicted by past negative and past positive 
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369 across all affective profiles (see Figure 2 to 5). This suggests that the type of affective profile 

370 does not moderate the influence of these two time perspective dimensions on temporal 

371 satisfaction with life. Nevertheless, for individuals with a self-destructive profile temporal 

372 satisfaction with life was predicted by the future time perspective dimension (see Figure 2).

373 Figure 1-5 should be about here

374 Discussion

375 This study revealed differences in time perspective and well-being depending on an individual�s 

376 affective profile (for a summary of the results see Figure 6). By looking at the differences 

377 between individuals at the diametrical ends of the model we first found that individuals with a 

378 self-fulfilling profile (i.e., high positive and low negative affect), compared to individuals with a 

379 self-destructive profile (i.e., low positive and high negative affect), scored high psychological 

380 well-being, high on temporal life satisfaction, high on the past positive and future time 

381 perspective dimensions, and low in the past negative and present fatalistic time perspective 

382 dimensions (see Figure 6, horizontal black arrows). This fits the description of a �balanced� time 

383 perspective that promotes high levels of well-being (Boniwell et al. 2010). Also being 

384 diametrically different to individuals with a low affective profile (low positive and low negative 

385 affect), individuals with a high affective profile (high positive and high negative affect) scored 

386 higher on the past negative, the present hedonistic and the future time perspective dimensions 

387 (see Figure 6, vertical black arrows). As in earlier studies (e.g., Garcia & Siddiqui, 2009a), no 

388 differences in well-being were found between individuals with high and low affective profiles. 

389 Nevertheless, individuals with any of these two profiles scored higher on both psychological 

390 well-being and temporal life satisfaction when compared to those with a self-destructive profile. 
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391 Hence, a low level of positive affect together with a high level of negative affect appears to be 

392 detrimental for psychological well-being and life satisfaction. 

393 One of the strengths of the affective profiles model is that it allows the comparison of 

394 people who differ in one affectivity dimension while keeping the other constant. In this way we 

395 get to observe associations within this complex adaptive system (cf. Cloninger & Garcia, 2015). 

396 For example, decreases in a negative view of the past (i.e., the past negative time perspective 

397 dimension) might lead to high positive affect when negative affect is high (see grey arrows in 

398 Figure 6: self-destructive vs. high affective) but to low negative affect when positive affect is 

399 either high (see grey arrows in Figure 6: high affective vs. self-fulfilling) or low (see grey arrows 

400 in Figure 6: self-destructive vs. low affective). Increases in the future perspective dimension 

401 seem to only be associated with increases in positive affect; both when negative affect is high 

402 (see grey arrows in Figure 6: self-destructive vs. high affective) and when negative affect is low 

403 (see grey arrows in Figure 6: low affective vs. self-fulfilling). In contrast, increases in the present 

404 hedonistic dimension seem to lead to higher levels of positive affect only when negative affect is 

405 low (see grey arrows in Figure 6: low affective vs. self-fulfilling). Low levels in negative affect 

406 in turn were associated to decreases in the past negative time perspective dimension. In other 

407 words, to live happy in the present we need to let go of our past. The act of letting go of struggles 

408 is indeed one of the first steps of self-aware knowledge that is part of the Science of Well-Being 

409 (see Cloninger, 2004). All these complex interactions give a picture of how time perspective 

410 dimensions are associated to the affectivity system. Next we discuss how these dimensions 

411 predict well-being depending on the person�s own affective profile. 

412 Figure 6 should be about here
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413 Interestingly, certain time perspective dimensions influenced well-being depending on the 

414 person�s type of affective profile. Indeed, moderation analysis showed that the past positive and 

415 the present hedonistic time perspectives were positively associated to psychological well-being 

416 among individuals with any type of affective profile, while the present fatalistic dimension was 

417 negatively associated to psychological well-being in three out of the four affective profile 

418 groups�the exception was for individuals with a low affective profile. Individuals with a low 

419 affective profile have been found to downplay their emotions by either neutralizing positive and 

420 negative stimuli or, when faced with many positive things in life, to value neutral stimuli as more 

421 negative (Garcia & Siddiqui, 2009ab; Garcia, Rosenberg, Erlandsson & Siddiqui, 2010). 

422 Individuals with a low affective profile probably use these strategies in order to stay in an 

423 affective state that is more in tune to their profile. Together with our findings here, the present 

424 fatalistic time perspective affecting well-being negatively among people with any profile but 

425 among individuals with a low affective, this earlier findings might suggest that individuals with a 

426 low affective profile achieve homeostasis through being fatalistic of their present, that is, seeing 

427 their life path as controlled by external forces, avoiding to worry about the future because they 

428 also see it as uncontrollable, believing in luck or fate rather than hard work, and avoid setting 

429 goals. This strategy does indeed help individuals with a low affective profile to prevent 

430 unhappiness (i.e., low levels of negative affect) and is certainly in line with how their affectivity 

431 system dynamically regulates itself (cf. self-regulatory theory; Higgins, 2001). In other words, by 

432 being fatalistic about their present they prevent becoming disappointed and just the absence of 

433 that possible disappointment makes them feel satisfied with their life (Garcia, Rosenberg, 

434 Erlandsson & Siddiqui, 2010; see also Fredriksson, 2006; Garcia & Siddiqui, 2009a; Ramsay et 

435 al., 2015). Of course, at the same time the usage of this strategy limits their experience of 
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436 positive emotions, which might explain why they are not as satisfied with life as individuals with 

437 a self-fulfilling profile. The pattern that emerges for temporal life satisfaction differs from the 

438 one for psychological well-being. Temporal life satisfaction was associated positively with past 

439 positive and negatively with past negative for all four profiles. Suggesting that these two time 

440 perspective dimensions are equally important independent of type of affective profile. However, 

441 at least for individuals with a self-destructive profile the future time perspective dimension was 

442 also associated to high levels of life satisfaction. 

443 Limitations and concluding remarks

444 Time perspective manipulation has been reported to influence experienced affect (Murgraff et al. 

445 1999; Strack et al. 1985) and vice versa. The present analysis of time perspective, however, 

446 presents an affective profile background derived from healthy volunteers. Those individuals 

447 presenting less healthy profiles, such as the self-destructive profiles, may arise from a 

448 �prodromal� phase of affective ill-being or a �past-experienced� affective condition. Without 

449 repeated measures or a sub-longitudinal analysis, the status of differential time perspectives over 

450 the affective profiles remains uncertain. That being said, the interactions found here go beyond 

451 the postulation of a �balanced� time perspective being the only way of promoting well-being. 

452 Instead, it presents a more person-centered approach to achieve higher levels of emotional, 

453 cognitive, and psychological well-being. 
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555 Table 1. Mean scores and standard deviation (sd) for all for each affective profile pertaining to psychological well-being, temporal life 

556 satisfaction and the time perspective dimensions: past negative, past positive, present fatalistic, present hedonistic and future.

Self-destructive

n= 222

Low-affective

n= 131

High-affective

n= 150

Self-fulfilling

n= 217

Psychological Well-Being 3.86±.49 4.18±.58D*** 4.31±.54D*** 4.57±.63D, L, H***

Temporal Life Satisfaction 3.42±1.11 4.36±1.03D*** 4.38±1.07D*** 4.89±.89D, L, H***

Past Negative 3.29±.66L, H, F*** 2.57±.62 2.94±.69L, F*** 2.44±.64

Past Positive 3.20±.64 3.34±.60 3.45±.63D** 3.49±.63D***

Present Fatalistic 2.58±.52L, F***, H** 2.32±.47 2.38±.56F** 2.19±.46

Present Hedonistic 3.09±.45 3.00±.46 3.22±.45L** 3.17±.53L*

Future 3.14±.48 3.14±.45 3.39±.45D, L*** 3.38±.47D, L***

557 Notes.Values represent mean scores ± sd ;*p<.05;  **p< . 01.***p<.001; D higher compared to the self-destructive; L higher 

558 compared to the low affective; H higher compared to the high affective; F higher compared to the self fulfilling.
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559 Table 2. Structural coefficients for the SEM of multi-group moderation among affective profiles 

560 as moderator variables and the time perspective dimensions as predictor variables on both 

561 psychological well-being and temporal satisfaction with life.

Predictor Outcome ß SE B P

Self-destructive = 222

Past negative -.18 .05 -.24 <.001

Past positive .27 .05 .35 <.001

Present fatalistic -.14 .06 -.15 <.05

Present hedonistic .15 .07 .13 <.05

Future

Psychological well-being

.16 .06 .15 <.01

R² .28

Past negative -.82 .10 -.49 <.001

Past positive .53 .10 .31 <.001

Present fatalistic .06 .13 .03 .63

Present hedonistic .10 .14 .04 .49

Future

Temporal satisfaction

.28 .12 .12 <.05

R² .40

Low-affective n = 131

Past negative -.06 .08 -.06 .45

Past positive .42 .08 .44 <.001

Present fatalistic -.03 .10 -.03 .75

Present hedonistic .29 .10 .23 <.01

Future

Psychological well-being

-.09 .10 -.07 .35

R² .28

Past negative -.69 .14 -.41 <.001

Past positive .61 .14 .35 <.001

Present fatalistic .12 .18 .05 .52

Present hedonistic .10 .18 .04 .57

Future

Temporal satisfaction

-.21 .18 -.09 .23

R² .30

High-affective n = 150

Past negative -.02 .06 -.03 .74

Past positive .35 .06 .41 <.001

Present fatalistic -.30 .07 -.32 <.001

Present hedonistic .37 .09 .31 <.001

Future

Psychological well-being

.13 .08 .11 .10
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R² .33

Past negative -.64 .13 -.41 <.001

Past positive .39 .13 .23 <.01

Present fatalistic .04 .15 .02 .78

Present hedonistic .19 .19 .08 .33

Future

Temporal satisfaction

.30 .17 .13 .07

R² .29

Self-fulfilling n = 217

Past negative -.02 .07 -.02 .47

Past positive .30 .07 .30 <.001

Present fatalistic -.20 .10 -.14 <.05

Present hedonistic .22 .08 .19 <.01

Future

Psychological well-being

.11 .09 .09 .19

R² .16

Past negative -.68 .08 -.48 <.001

Past positive .39 .08 .28 <.001

Present fatalistic .08 .12 .04 .49

Present hedonistic .12 .10 .07 .25

Future

Temporal satisfaction

.09 .10 .05 .42

R² .36

562 Note: Significant regression weights are shown in bold type.

563

564

565
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566

567 Figure 1. Hypothesized structural equation model of the time perspective dimensions predicted 
568 both the psychological well-being and temporal satisfaction with life as the dependent variables 
569 among four affective profiles.
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570

571

572 Figure 2. SEM for the self-destructive profile showing all correlations (between time perspective 
573 dimensions) and all paths (from time perspective to well-being) and their standardized parameter 
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574 estimates. Chi-square = 23.22; df = 4; p < .001;comparative fit index=.98;goodness of fit index = 
575 .99;incremental fit index=.98,normed fit index=.97 and root mean square error of approximation 
576 = .08.Red standardized parameter estimates of regression weights are significant at the p <.001 
577 level, blue standardized parameter estimates of regression weights are significant at the p <.01 
578 level and green standardized parameter estimates of regression weights are significant at the p < 

579 .05  (n = 222).
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580

581 Figure 3. SEM for the low affective profile showing all correlations (between time perspective 
582 dimensions) and all paths (from time perspective to well-being) and their standardized parameter 
583 estimates. Chi-square = 23.22; df = 4; p < .001; comparative fit index = .98; goodness of fit index 
584 = .99; incremental fit index = .98, normed fit index = .97 and root mean square error of 
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585 approximation = .08. Red standardized parameter estimates of regression weights are significant 
586 at the p < .001 level, blue standardized parameter estimates of regression weights are significant 
587 at the p < .01 level and green standardized parameter estimates of regression weights are 
588 significant at the p < .05  (n = 131).

589
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590 Figure 4. SEM for the high affective profile showing all correlations (between time perspective 
591 dimensions) and all paths (from time perspective to well-being) and their standardized parameter 
592 estimates. Chi-square = 23.22; df = 4; p < .001; comparative fit index = .98; goodness of fit index 
593 = .99; incremental fit index = .98, normed fit index = .97 and root mean square error of 

594 approximation = .08. Red standardized parameter estimates of regression weights are significant 
595 at the p < .001 level, blue standardized parameter estimates of regression weights are significant 
596 at the p < .01 level and green standardized parameter estimates of regression weights are 
597 significant at the p < .05  (n = 150).

PeerJ PrePrints | https://doi.org/10.7287/peerj.preprints.1630v1 | CC-BY 4.0 Open Access | rec: 6 Jan 2016, publ: 6 Jan 2016



598

599 Figure 5. SEM for the self-fulfilling profile showing all correlations (between time perspective 
600 dimensions) and all paths (from time perspective to well-being) and their standardized parameter 
601 estimates. Chi-square = 23.22; df = 4; p < .001; comparative fit index = .98; goodness of fit index 
602 = .99; incremental fit index = .98, normed fit index = .97 and root mean square error of 

PeerJ PrePrints | https://doi.org/10.7287/peerj.preprints.1630v1 | CC-BY 4.0 Open Access | rec: 6 Jan 2016, publ: 6 Jan 2016



603 approximation = .08. Red standardized parameter estimates of regression weights are significant 
604 at the p < .001 level, blue standardized parameter estimates of regression weights are significant 
605 at the p < .01 level and green standardized parameter estimates of regression weights are 
606 significant at the p < .05  (n = 217).
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607
608 Figure 6. Differences (black arrows) found between individuals with affective profiles that are at their extremes of the model: self-
609 destructive versus self-fulfilling (low-high positive affect, high-low negative affect) and low affective versus high affective (low-high 
610 positive affect, low-high negative affect). Differences (grey arrows) found when individuals were matched in one affective dimension, 
611 and differed in the other (i.e., within differences): self-destructive versus high affective (matching: high-high negative affect, differing: 
612 low-high positive affect), self-destructive versus low affective (matching: low-low positive affect, differing: high-low negative affect), 
613 high affective versus self-fulfilling (matching: high-high positive affect, differing: high-low negative affect), and low affective versus 
614 self-fulfilling (matching: low-low negative affect, differing: low- high positive affect). 
615 Note. Reprinted with permission from Well-Being and Human Performance Sweden AB. 
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