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A broad view of time predicts greater subjective well-being 
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A B S T R A C T   

Time is a critical resource, because how we spend the hours of our days sums up to the years of our lives. Yet are 
there individual differences in the way people think about their time, and how do such differences relate to 
subjective well-being? In the current research, we developed and empirically validated a 4-item scale to assess 
the extent to which people take a broad view of time—typically thinking more in terms of their years and life 
overall, rather than by hours and days. We provide evidence that those with a broad view of time report greater 
subjective well-being (i.e., more positive emotion, satisfaction, and meaning in life), and they spend their time in 
more meaningful ways (i.e., by dedicating more time to important activities, and not merely urgent ones).   

Time is a critical resource. Indeed, how we spend the hours of our 
days sums up to the years of our lives. Research has shown that in-
dividuals who recognize this and attend more to time than money report 
feeling happier and more satisfied in their lives (Hershfield et al., 2016; 
Mogilner, 2010; Mogilner, 2019; Whillans et al., 2016). Yet, rushing 
from task to task, people often feel limited by the hours in their days and 
unhappy from the little time they have (Kasser & Sheldon, 2009; Sharif 
et al., 2021). A nationwide poll found that roughly half of Americans do 
not feel they have enough time to get everything they need to do done 
(Newport, 2017; Trupia et al., 2024). The stress associated with time 
intensified during the COVID-19 pandemic (Giurge et al., 2021) and is 
not unique to those living in the United States. People across the globe 
suffer from time poverty—feeling like they have too much to do and not 
enough time to do it (Hamermesh, 2019; Hamermesh & Lee, 2007; 
Rudd, 2019). People everywhere struggle deciding how to allocate the 
hours of their days in pursuit of multiple and often competing goals 
(Etkin, 2019; Etkin et al., 2015; Tonietto et al., 2021; Tonietto & Malkoc, 
2016). Given the constraints imposed by this resource, how could being 
so keenly focused on time be associated with greater emotional well- 
being? 

Perhaps the benefits from thinking about time depend less on the 
extent to which one thinks about it, but rather how one thinks about 
time—and, in particular, the scope of that thinking. In this research, we 
investigate whether there are individual differences in the extent to 
which people take a broad view of time (thinking more in terms of their 

years and life overall) versus a narrower view of time (thinking more in 
terms of their hours and days). We further examine how one’s time 
perspective relates to subjective well-being. 

1. The benefits of a broad view 

In behavioral decision making, researchers have observed the posi-
tive consequences of shifting from a narrower perspective to a broader 
one. In the financial domain, for instance, when people budget with a 
broader mindset and consider a larger swath of their purchases, they are 
less likely to overspend (Sussman & Alter, 2012). In the case of making 
financial bets, when gamblers take a broader view and consider their 
choices all at once, rather than one at a time, they are more likely to 
select optimal (non-dominated) options (Koch & Nafziger, 2019; Rabin 
& Weizsäcker, 2009). And when consumers choose from their broader 
set of options presented all together instead of one-by-one, they end up 
more satisfied with their choices (Mogilner et al., 2013). 

The benefits of assuming a broader perspective extend to the domain 
of physical settings too. People are significantly happier when they are 
outside (vs. inside), and when they are exposed to the more expansive 
views that nature offers (vs. when visually confined within narrower 
urban streets; Mackerron & Mourato, 2013). 

Additionally, in the interpersonal domain, those who more broadly 
incorporate others into their self-concept enjoy greater feelings of 
belonging and happiness compared to those who define themselves 
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more narrowly (Aron et al., 1995; Galinsky et al., 2005). And in the case 
of thinking about negative personal events, people who take a broader, 
third person viewpoint experience less emotional reactivity compared to 
those who remain immersed in their narrower, first-person point of view 
(Ayduk & Kross, 2010; Kross et al., 2005). 

Here, we explore whether taking a broader perspective affords 
benefits in the domain of time as well. That is, compared to people who 
stay narrowly focused on the hours of their days, are individuals who are 
more prone to think broadly about their years better off? Perhaps taking 
a (figurative) step back and looking across the broader scope of one’s 
time, as if from a bird’s-eye view, is associated with greater well-being. 

2. A broad view of time 

In this research, we examine whether there are individual differences 
in how people think about their time along this dimension of scope. That 
is, do people vary in the extent to which they tend to take a broader (vs. 
narrower) view of time? By taking a broad view of time, we mean that a 
person typically thinks about their time more in terms of their years, and 
life overall, rather than their minutes or hours. Further, we test whether 
those who take a broad view of time experience higher levels of sub-
jective well-being: experiencing greater happiness, satisfaction, and 
meaning in life. 

Based on previous theorizing (Holmes, 2022; Mogilner et al., 2017), 
we predicted a positive association between holding a broader time 
perspective and subjective well-being. We expected this positive rela-
tionship for several reasons. 

First, narrowly thinking about time in terms of hours necessitates the 
consideration of opportunity costs (Spiller, 2011). Spending an hour in 
one way means forfeiting all the other ways that hour could have been 
spent. Studies have shown, for instance, that when people think about 
the amount of money they could make in an hour of work, they are less 
likely to spend their hours in highly fulfilling (but less profitable) ways, 
like volunteering and cultivating relationships (DeVoe, 2019; DeVoe & 
House, 2012; DeVoe & Pfeffer, 2010). Moreover, this incessant attention 
to tradeoffs elicits negative feelings, such as guilt and regret. For 
instance, faced with the decision of whether to spend the next hour 
working or socializing, people are forced to grapple with the conflict 
between what they “should” do versus what they “want” to do (Dai et al., 
2014; Milkman et al., 2008). Although spending the hour with friends 
promises greater happiness (Kahneman et al., 2004; Mogilner, 2010), 
not spending the time doing the work they should do threatens feelings of 
guilt (Bazerman et al., 1998; Khan et al., 2005). Furthermore, other 
research shows that even if one were to choose to spend that time 
working, they are likely to later feel regret from having missed out on 
life’s pleasures (Kivetz & Keinan, 2006). Thus, thinking about one’s time 
hour-by-hour imposes tradeoffs that elicit negative emotions, no matter 
which choice was made. 

However, holding a broad view of time minimizes this conflict. The 
pained decision between whether to spend a given hour on one activity 
versus another gives way to considerations of when to spend time on 
each of the activities. That is, by thinking more broadly about their time, 
individuals can assign hours to work and hours to socialize—allowing 
them to dedicate some time to all their important activities. This more 
encompassing perspective of time reduces the negative emotions from 
making forced tradeoffs hour-by-hour, allowing people to cultivate a 
multitude of interests and priorities across their time. This opportunity 
for greater balance in life could offer increased subjective well-being 
(Sheldon et al., 2010; Sheldon & Niemiec, 2006). 

Second, a broader time perspective also allows people to see how 
each of the experiences that fill their hours coalesce to create the com-
plex and beautiful mosaic of their lives. This alleviates the pressure for 
each hour to be perfect. No one hour defines a person; it is how all of 
one’s hours fit together into the years and decades that comprise the 
chapters of one’s life story. Indeed, research shows that even negative 
experiences can have positive effects. They serve to contribute to a 

greater sense of meaning in life if one can see how those experiences fit 
into their broader life narrative (King et al., 2016; Mancini, 2019; Vohs 
et al., 2019). Having a broad view of time could thus help people be 
more resilient when subjected to trying circumstances. Knowing that 
“this too shall pass”—that the current time is just a portion of one’s time 
overall—might help people get through hard times, and perhaps even 
end up better off due to personal growth and learning. 

A third benefit of thinking about time in terms of the years of one’s 
life, instead of the hours of the day, is that considering one’s daily hours 
could make time feel scarcer. With only 24 hours each day, and even 
fewer of those available to spend between sleep and professional and 
personal obligations, thinking in terms of these smaller and more 
imminently finite units could highlight just how little time one has to get 
everything done. This lack of time may be due to structural factors that 
are outside of individual control—such as working hours, traffic con-
ditions, and access to childcare (Trupia et al., 2024). Previous research 
has shown that this sense of time poverty can have negative conse-
quences, making people less healthy (Höge, 2009; Strazdins et al., 2011; 
Yan et al., 2003), less kind (Darley & Batson, 1973; Mogilner et al., 
2012), and less happy (Kasser & Sheldon, 2009; Sharif et al., 2021). 
When people feel pressed for time, they become more prevention- 
focused rather than promotion-focused, thus settling for less aspira-
tional goals (Mogilner et al., 2008; Pennington & Roese, 2003). 
Furthermore, the sense of scarcity exerts a cognitive load that makes 
people more reactive in their decision-making, often ending up with less 
satisfying outcomes (Dhar & Kim, 2007; Monga et al., 2017; Mullaina-
than & Sharif, 2013). Time management and planning can mitigate 
some of the negative effects of time scarcity by increasing feelings of 
control (Macan, 1994; Häfner & Stock, 2010; Aeon et al., 2021, Avnet & 
Sellier, 2011), yet how an individual thinks about their time in terms of 
scope may too play a role. 

Finally, and perhaps most critically, when people feel constrained by 
time, they devote less time to what truly matters to them. When in a 
rush, people are prone to spend on tasks that feel urgent, regardless of 
the importance of those tasks. Indeed, the “mere urgency effect” sug-
gests that because urgent tasks consume attention, people opt to spend 
their time on them, even if it means forgoing more important tasks (Zhu 
et al., 2018). However, by taking a broad view of time and thinking 
about one’s years and life overall, this sense of urgency may attenuate. 
People would then have the space to consider their higher-order goals 
and values. Indeed, students who were given assignments that led them 
to consider their years and life overall (e.g., writing one’s own eulogy or 
counting the times in life they have left to do something they love) 
gained greater clarity about what is ultimately important to them 
(Holmes, 2022). With a broad view of time, it seems that people could 
become more deliberate in how they allocate their hours: spending on 
what is important to them, and not just reacting to what seems urgent in 
the moment. This would be beneficial because spending time doing 
activities that one deems valuable and fulfilling provides greater feelings 
of satisfaction (Mojza et al., 2011). 

3. Time perspectives 

Time is a rich and fundamental construct, and we are not the first to 
distinguish the ways people think about it. For instance, Zimbardo and 
Boyd (1999) created a scale (the Time Perspective Inventory) to measure 
the extent to which people are oriented toward the past, the present, or 
the future, as well as the valence they associate with each. Other scales 
center on thoughts about the future. Namely, Lang and Carstensen 
(2002) developed the Future Time Perspective Scale to assess the 
amount of time people perceive themselves as having left in their lives; 
Hershfield and colleagues (Ersner-Hershfield et al., 2009) developed the 
Future Self-Continuity Scale to measure how much continuity – or 
overlap – people feel with their future selves. Other scales focus on the 
present—either measuring the extent to which individuals are mindful 
of the present moment (Brown & Ryan, 2003) or how much available 
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time individuals perceive they currently have (Kasser & Sheldon, 2009). 
Additionally, Vallacher and Wegner’s (1987) Theory of Action Identi-
fication scale, which assesses an individual’s tendency to think of events 
at a high level of construal (i.e., why to do it) versus at a low level (i.e., 
how to do it), has been linked to perceived temporal distance: how far 
versus close the event seems (Trope & Liberman, 2010). We contribute 
to the existing literature by introducing a novel measure of time 
perspective that identifies temporal scope as another important 
dimension along which individuals vary in their thinking about this 
fundamental resource. We test whether the extent to which individuals 
take a broad (vs. narrow) view of time is distinct from these other 
conceptualizations, and whether it plays a unique role in predicting 
subjective well-being. 

4. Research overview 

In the current research, we develop and validate a scale to assess the 
extent to which people tend to take a broad view of time. In doing so, we 
examine how a broader time perspective is distinct from other related 
concepts and relates to a host of subjective well-being measures, 
including affective experience, life satisfaction, flourishing, and having 
a sense of meaning, as well as downstream consequences, such as how 
people choose to invest their time. 

Inspired by our theorizing, we first conducted an initial survey with a 
comprehensive set of potential scale items. We then employed an 
exploratory factor analysis to narrow the set of questions down to four 
items that make up the Broad View of Time scale (Study 1). In the next 
study, we validated the scale with a confirmatory factor analysis and 
examined test-retest reliability, we assessed the scale’s discriminant 
validity, and we tested for our predicted relationship with subjective 
well-being, controlling for a host of related time perspective measures 
(Study 2). Lastly, we examined the scale’s predictive validity, finding 
that having a broad view of time predicts choice of how to spend time: 
preferring important (rather than merely urgent) tasks (Study 3). 
Although we theorize that the broad view of time causally affects sub-
jective well-being and time use, our analytical strategy does not allow 
for causal inference. Thus, we view our correlational findings as a first 
step in understanding the relationships between individuals holding a 
broad view of time with important and theoretically informed outcomes. 

Pre-registrations, study materials, data, and code are all available at 
https://researchbox.org/1218. All analytic choices in this paper follow 
pre-registrations unless otherwise specified. 

5. Study 1: Broad View of Time scale 

The purpose of Study 1 was to compose a broad pool of items that 
would potentially capture what it means to take a broad view of time. 
Then, because short and internally consistent scales are preferred for 
theoretical and practical purposes (Clark & Watson, 1995), we used a 
factor analysis to help identify the optimal subset of items that would 
describe the theorized construct most accurately and efficiently. 

5.1. Method 

5.1.1. Participants 
Five hundred participants were recruited to take part in a pre- 

registered survey through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. Seventeen 
failed the pre-registered attention check, leaving a total sample of 483 
participants (ages 19–75, M = 36.3, SD = 11.4; 42.7 % female). 

5.1.2. Materials and procedure 
We first generated a wide variety of potential items for the scale. The 

items were informed by our theorizing (see also Mogilner et al., 2017) 
and included a mixture of description (e.g., “I try to take a broad view of 
my time—thinking in terms of years instead of hours”) and visual met-
aphors (e.g., “I take a birds-eye-view of my time, looking down and 

seeing all of the moments in my life at once”) to ensure the statements 
were comprehensive and also comprehensible to lay people. The initial 
set included 50 items in total (see Appendix A): 25 items capturing a 
broad view of time (e.g., “I tend to think in terms of longer timeframes”) 
and 25 items capturing a narrower view of time (e.g., “I tend to think 
about my time in terms of hours”). Participants were asked to indicate 
the extent to which they agreed with each statement on a 7-point scale 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Presentation order was 
randomized. After responding to the items, participants completed de-
mographic questions. 

5.2. Results and discussion 

We conducted an exploratory factor analysis of the 50 items. We first 
used a parallel analysis scree plot, which suggested the optimal number 
of factors was six. We next ran a series of models using Ordinary Least 
Squares estimation and an oblimin rotation, extracting 3, 4, 5, and 6 
different factors. In each analysis, we retained items that had factor 
loadings above 0.5 for their respective factor (Costello & Osborne, 
2005). After examining the extracted factors in each analysis, the 6-fac-
tor extraction suggested by the scree plot turned out to be a poor 
structure because it separated factors that were conceptually similar, 
and one of the factors only retained a single item with a factor loading 
over 0.5. The 4-factor structure, with 32 significant items, did a slightly 
better job at capturing dimensions that were in line with our theorizing 
and had at least two items with loadings above 0.5 per factor. Yet, after 
scrutinizing the four factors and their loadings (see Appendix A), it was 
clear that only the first factor contained items with high face validity to 
accurately capture our construct of interest. For instance, the second 
factor included “An hour now is as important as an hour in my future or 
past,” while the third and fourth factors contained “Time is like a road 
that I’m driving along, with the future ahead and the past behind” and 
“All I care about is the present.” Because we were a priori interested in 
assessing the degree to which people adopt a broad view of time, we thus 
focused on the first factor. We further removed the conceptually 
redundant items in this factor with high inter-item correlations (Boateng 
et al., 2018) so that what remained was an internally consistent (α =
0.71) and succinct one-factor 4-item Broad View of Time scale:  

1. I try to take a broad view of my time—thinking in terms of years 
instead of hours.  

2. I take a birds-eye-view of my time, looking down and seeing all of the 
moments in my life at once.  

3. I tend to view my time as if I am looking down on a calendar, seeing 
all of my days and weeks and months laid out.  

4. I make decisions thinking about my whole lifespan. 

We found that individuals vary considerably in the degree to which 
they take a broad view of time (M = 4.32, SD = 1.13). See Fig. 1 for a 
histogram showing the distribution. 

6. Study 2: predicting subjective well-being 

The purpose of Study 2 was to test for the internal and retest reli-
ability of the four-item Broad View of Time scale, as well as to assess the 
scale’s nomological validity. Nomological validity is a form of construct 
validity that gauges whether the proposed measure correlates with other 
variables as expected (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). Additionally, we 
investigated discriminant and predictive validity by testing whether, 
compared to other time perspective measures, the Broad View of Time 
scale uniquely predicts subjective well-being. 

6.1. Method 

6.1.1. Participants 
Eight hundred participants were recruited to take part in the survey 
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through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. Due to experimenter error, we 
failed to pre-register this portion of this study. We did however confirm 
the results of Study 2 in an additional pre-registered study reported in 
Appendix B. Thirty-seven failed the attention check, leaving a total 
sample of 763 participants (ages 18–72, M = 37.3, SD = 11.3; 49 % 
female). To assess retest reliability, two weeks after the initial study, we 
recruited as many of the original participants as possible through Am-
azon’s Mechanical Turk (N = 445; ages 18–72, M = 38.3, SD = 12.0; 
52.3 % female). (This portion of Study 2 was pre-registered). 

6.1.2. Materials and procedure 
In addition to completing the four-item Broad View of Time scale (α 

= 0.74), participants completed other related scales, presented in a 
random order, including those specifically pertaining to time—Future 
Time Perspective (Carstensen & Lang, 1996), Zimbardo’s Time In-
ventory for Past Negative, Past Positive, Present Fatalism, Present He-
donism, and Future (Zhang et al., 2013), Future Self Continuity (Ersner- 
Hershfield et al., 2009), and Time Affluence (Kasser & Sheldon, 2009)— 
as well as those that assess how individuals tend to think more generally, 
including Construal Level (Vallacher & Wegner, 1989) and Mindful 
Attention Awareness (Brown & Ryan, 2003). Participants also reported 

their subjective well-being on a number of measures: the Scale of Posi-
tive and Negative Experience (Diener et al., 2010), Satisfaction with Life 
(Diener et al., 1985), Flourishing (Diener et al., 2010), and Meaning in 
Life, including one’s Presence of and Search for Meaning (Steger et al., 
2006). Participants reported their demographic information at the end 
of the study, including their BMI inputs and whether they smoke, so we 
could assess whether taking a Broad View of Time relates to longer-term 
health behaviors. Appendix C reports the relationships between de-
mographic factors and Broad View of Time scores. 

Individuals varied considerably in the extent to which they adopted a 
broad view of time (M = 4.07, SD = 1.28) (Fig. 2). 

To assess retest reliability, two weeks after responding to the initial 
survey, the same participants were contacted to again complete the four- 
item Broad View of Time scale. 

6.2. Results and discussion 

6.2.1. Confirmatory factor analysis 
A confirmatory factor analysis for the four-item scale using the lav-

aan package (Rosseel, 2012) in R showed a good fit for a single factor 
model (comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.94, root-mean-square error of 

Fig. 1. Study 1: Distribution of individuals on the Broad View of Time scale. 
Note. A histogram representing the distribution of scores on the Broad View of Time scale from Study 1. 

Fig. 2. Study 2: Distribution of individuals on the Broad View of Time scale. 
Note. A histogram representing the distribution of scores on the Broad View of Time scale from Study 2. 
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approximation (RMSEA) = 0.17, standardized root-mean-square resid-
ual (SRMR) = 0.04, X2 (2, N = 767) = 46.84, p < .001). 

6.2.2. Construct validity 
To assess nomological validity, we conducted correlations between 

the Broad View of Time scale and all the other time-related and con-
strual measures we collected (see Table 1). As we would expect, the 
Broad View of Time scale was significantly related to Future Time 
Perspective, which pertains to the amount of time individuals perceive 
themselves as having available in terms of years and their lives overall. 
Individuals who take a broader view of time tend to view their futures as 
more expansive. The Broad View of Time scale was also positively 
related to each component of the short Zimbardo Time Inventory, which 
assesses the extent to which individuals are oriented toward the past, 
present, or future. Since having a broad view of time involves figura-
tively taking a birds-eye-view of time—from where one can look down 
and see all the moments in their life at once—it makes sense that people 
who tend to take this view are similarly focused on their past, present, 
and future. However, the Broad View of Time scale was not related to 
feelings of time affluence (which pertains to the availability of daily 
hours), nor was it related to connection to future selves. 

Also as expected, the Broad View of Time scale was positively related 
to construal level as measured with the Behavioral Identification Form. 
This suggests that individuals who take a broader view of time tend to 
think more abstractly than concretely. Interestingly, the Broad View of 
Time scale also positively relates to mindfulness, which is a significant 
predictor of subjective well-being (Brown & Ryan, 2003). 

6.2.3. Predicting subjective well-being 
To test our theorized relationship between taking a broad view of 

time and subjective well-being, we estimated OLS regressions with the 
Broad View of Time scale as the primary independent variable and with 
each measure of subjective well-being as the dependent variables. For 
each of the well-being measures, we conducted three regressions: first 
without covariates, then with demographic controls, and finally with 
demographic controls and the other time-related scales. In line with our 
predictions, we found that the Broad View of Time scale positively 
predicted subjective well-being: including affective experience (calcu-
lated by subtracting negative affect scores from positive affect scores), 
life satisfaction, flourishing, and presence of meaning in life. In support 
of the scale’s discriminant validity, these effects held when controlling 
for existing time perspective scales and demographic variables. The 
Broad View of Time scale did not statistically significantly predict the 
extent to which individuals search for meaning in life when controlling 
for demographics and the other scales. See Table 2 for the full regression 
results. 

Table 1 
The Broad View of Time scale’s correlations with other scales.  

Scale Alpha Correlation with the Broad 
View of Time scale 

Future Time Perspective (Carstensen & 
Lang, 1996)  

0.80  0.197*** 

Short Zimbardo Time Perspective Inventory 
(Zhang et al., 2013)   
Past Negative  0.89  0.09** 
Past Positive  0.78  0.27*** 
Present Fatalism  0.55  0.16*** 
Present Hedonism  0.72  0.21*** 
Future  0.72  0.20*** 

Time Affluence (Kasser & Sheldon, 2009)  0.89  − 0.05 
Future Self Continuity Scale (Ersner- 

Hershfield et al., 2009)   
− 0.02 

Construal Level - Behavioral Identification 
Form (Vallacher & Wegner, 1989)  

0.88  0.16*** 

Mindful Attention Awareness Scale (Brown 
& Ryan, 2003)  

0.94  0.24*** 

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001 Ta
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We also conducted ancillary analyses, finding that taking a broad 
view of time is positively related to indicators of healthy behavior. In 
particular, those higher on the Broad View of Time scale have lower BMI 
and are less likely to smoke (see Appendix C for full demographic 
reporting). 

Altogether, these results support the construct validity of the Broad 
View of Time scale, behaving as it should within its nomological 
network and being positively associated with conceptually related 
constructs and theorized outcomes. 

6.2.4. Test-retest reliability 
Finally, to evaluate test-retest reliability, we correlated participants’ 

Time 1 and Time 2 scores on the Broad View of Time scale, finding 
acceptable reliability (N = 445; r = 0.72, p < .001). 

6.2.5. Replication 
To gain greater confidence in these results, we conducted an addi-

tional, pre-registered study that we report as Appendix B Study. This 
study successfully replicated the key results, finding again that the Broad 
View of Time scale uniquely predicts subjective well-being over and 
above other measures of time perspective. See Table B1 in the Appendix 
for the regression coefficients. 

7. Study 3: predicting time use 

The purpose of Study 3 was to again test the predictive validity of the 
Broad View of Time scale, with another theoretically informed outcome. 
We theorized that viewing one’s time more broadly—thinking in terms 
of years and one’s life overall—would help people prioritize their time 
for what ultimately matters to them: spending on tasks that are impor-
tant, and not just what might seem urgent in the moment. This is a 
critical outcome variable because prior research warns that in the hurry 
of day-to-day life, people are prone to waste their time on tasks that are 
presented as urgent, irrespective of the importance of those tasks (Zhu 
et al., 2018). Here, we tested whether people who take a broader time 
perspective are more likely to choose to spend their time on tasks that 
are important, irrespective of their urgency. 

7.1. Method 

7.1.1. Participants 
As pre-registered, to reach people who had already completed the 

Broad View of Time scale, we recruited participants who took part in our 
previous studies (Studies 1 and Appendix B Study). We were ultimately 
able to recruit 225 respondents through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk 
(ages 20–71, M = 42.0, SD = 13.2 years; 56.3 % female). 

7.1.2. Materials and procedure 
Participants first read a description about urgent and important tasks 

that read as follows: “Sometimes we do tasks because they are important 
to us (i.e., the consequences are big), and sometimes we do tasks because 
they are urgent (i.e., they must be completed soon). Tasks can be 
important and urgent, or neither important nor urgent, but there are also 
tasks that are urgent but not important, and tasks that are important but 
not urgent.” Participants were then asked how much time they spent on 
each type of task, with the following questions: “In the past week, to 
what extent did you dedicate your time to tasks that are important?” and 
“In the past week, to what extent did you dedicate your time to tasks that 
are urgent?” (both on 7-point scales ranging from 1 = never to 7 = all the 
time). 

To get a sense of the types of tasks participants were considering 
when answering these questions, we asked them to list activities that fall 
into each of the four categories: both important and urgent tasks (e.g., 
“taking medication,” “going to work on time,” “paying bills,” “helping 
someone who is injured”), important but not urgent tasks (e.g., “exer-
cising,” “calling a family member,” “saving for retirement,” “getting a 

colonoscopy”), urgent but not important tasks (e.g., “reading emails,” 
“taking out the trash,” “texting someone back right away,” “replying to 
boss”), and neither important nor urgent tasks (e.g., “playing video-
games,” “watching TV,” “social media,” “buying clothes”). 

7.2. Results and discussion 

To evaluate the predictive validity of the scale, we estimated an OLS 
regression with the extent to which people spent time on important tasks 
as the dependent variable, controlling for the extent to which people 
spent time on urgent tasks as a covariate, and with the Broad View of 
Time Visual Scale as the primary independent variable of interest. We 
pre-registered to control for urgency in the regression because many 
tasks are both important and urgent. We wanted to test whether, holding 
time spent on urgent tasks constant, people who take a broader view of 
time are more likely to spend time on important tasks. Also, by testing 
the reverse, holding time spent on important tasks constant, we could 
see if people are less likely to spend time on urgent tasks, given this 
broad perspective. This approach offers insight into whether people who 
have a Broad View of Time prioritize important tasks above and beyond 
urgent ones. In addition, we controlled for other related measures 
(Future Time Perspective, the Zimbardo Time Inventories, Time Afflu-
ence, Future Self-Continuity, Construal Level, Mindfulness) and de-
mographics. We used a dummy variable to control for the original 
survey that participants took part in (Study 1 or Appendix B Study). 

As predicted, we found support for our hypothesis that the Broad 
View of Time Scale is predictive of the extent to which people spend time 
on tasks that are important, controlling for their time spent on tasks that 
seem urgent (β = 0.20, p = .003, 95 % CI [0.07, 0.32]). Also consistent 
with our theory, the Broad View of Time Scale did not predict time spent 
on urgent tasks when controlling for time spent on important tasks (β =
0.11, p = .068, 95 % CI [− 0.03, 0.24]). 

8. General discussion 

Across a total of four studies, we developed and validated the Broad 
View of Time scale to assess individual differences in the extent to which 
people take a broader view of time (thinking more in terms of years and 
their life overall) versus a narrower one (thinking more about the hours 
in their days). The resulting four-item scale not only identifies the 
presence of a novel individual difference, but also documents how this 
perspective relates to subjective well-being. We found that taking a 
broad view of time (as measured by the Broad View of Time scale) is 
positively associated with higher levels of positive affect, life satisfac-
tion, meaning in life, and flourishing. It is also predictive of how people 
choose to spend their time: people who take a broad view of time are 
more likely to spend their time on tasks that are important, rather than 
merely urgent. Taken together, this work helps to identify a dis-
tinctive—and potentially beneficial—temporal perspective, thus 
expanding our understanding of how people think about, experience, 
and manage their time. 

8.1. Theoretical contributions 

This research contributes to both theory and practice in the domain 
of time. Although there is a large and robust literature aimed at un-
derstanding temporal perspectives and how people divide their atten-
tion between the past, present, and future, here we uncover the potential 
of removing such boundaries. For instance, seminal research has docu-
mented the ways in which people are oriented more toward the past, 
present, or future, finding reliable, valid, and predictive differences in 
temporal orientation (Lang & Carstensen, 2002; Zimbardo & Boyd, 
1999; Zimbardo & Boyd, 2008). Other work has specifically focused on 
future orientation and the extent to which individuals perceive it as 
limited or extensive (Carstensen et al., 1999), or researchers have 
focused on present orientation and the extent to which individuals 
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perceive the present ending sooner or later (Hershfield & Maglio, 2020), 
or the extent to which people view weak versus strong separations be-
tween the present and future (Chen, 2013). This prior research assumes 
divisions along a single temporal trajectory that stretches from the past 
into the present and onto the future, examining the direction in which 
people are focused along that line. We take a novel approach and allow 
for the possibility of people figuratively taking a step back from that line 
and looking across their time from a birds-eye view. This broader 
perspective allows people to consider and piece together the many 
moments in their lives—regardless of whether in the past, present, or 
future. That is, instead of measuring people’s degree of attention on 
either the past, present, or future, here we examine how the past, present, 
and future may be viewed simultaneously, as well as the extent to which 
individuals are prone to take this broader view of time. Along with 
newly identifying this way of viewing time, we find that an individual’s 
tendency to apply this time perspective is associated with greater 
happiness, satisfaction, and meaning in life. 

By identifying the link between this time perspective and subjective 
well-being, our findings deepen current understanding of the relative 
benefits associated with thinking about time more generally. Though 
earlier work has found that focusing more on time than money predicts 
greater happiness (Holmes, 2022; Mogilner, 2019), why this is the case 
remains relatively unclear. That is, why is it that people who tend to 
choose time over money tend to also be happier (Hershfield et al., 2016; 
Whillans et al., 2016)? And why does leading people to think about the 
construct of time (vs. money) lead them to feel happier (Mogilner, 
2010)? Our findings here suggest that what might be driving those ef-
fects is not from thinking about time per se, but rather, how one thinks 
about time. The benefits of paying greater attention to time as one’s 
critical resource may have more to do with considering one’s years and 
lifetime overall, rather than the day’s hours. 

The current findings also serve to inform our understanding of what 
people value. Indeed, a large and impactful time-related literature ex-
amines the tradeoffs people make when choosing between options that 
provide benefits now versus later. For instance, research on inter-
temporal discounting (Soman et al., 2005), on “want” versus “should” 
conflicts (Milkman et al., 2008), and self-control dilemmas (Kotabe & 
Hofmann, 2015) all assert that a person’s present and future selves 
possess different sets of values, and that these different selves view 
different outcomes as more important (e.g., Loewenstein & Thaler, 
1989). In these paradigms respectively, the present self values the 
immediacy of receiving a smaller reward, whereas the future self values 
the larger reward and is willing to wait; the present self values what they 
“want” to do (so might choose to go out with friends, for example), 
whereas the future self places greater value on what they “should” do (so 
might elect to stay in to study for the test); and the present self values the 
pleasure of eating chocolate cake, whereas the future-self values 
healthiness and is more apt to select the fruit salad option. Implicitly, 
this prior work insists that tradeoffs must exist between what one values 
now versus what one will value later. However, the broad view of time 
that we observe in the present research opens the possibility that people 
do not necessarily hold inconsistent preferences, but rather, people may 
deliberately prefer each option across time: now and later (Strohminger 
& Nichols, 2014). Taking a broad view of time removes the forced 
tradeoffs between whether to invest in one option versus the other, and it 
allows the possibility of deciding when to invest in all of the various 
options that one values. It is also worth noting that even identifying 
what one values can sometimes be difficult. However, taking a broader 
view of time can help people here too, because thinking about one’s life 
overall clarifies what ultimately matters. Instead of just the present 
versus the future as the temporal dimension that drives decision- 
making, the current work demonstrates that taking a broader view of 
time is associated with making decisions that could benefit someone in 
the present and in the future—with outcomes that will be valued now 
and later (Hershfield, 2023). 

8.2. Future directions 

We view this research endeavor as a preliminary step in investigating 
the role that a broad view of time might play in people’s lives. As such, 
there are a number of open questions that deserve further exploration. 
First, although the online MTurk user demographics are representative 
of the United States population – in terms of descriptive demographics – 
we do not yet know whether MTurk users are representative of the 
American population in terms of psychographic variables, especially 
with regards to a temporal perspective (Buhrmester et al., 2016). 
Further, by restricting our investigation to Western, English-speaking 
participants, we are unable to speak to cross-cultural differences in the 
extent to which people think about time in this way, or how doing so 
relates to well-being (Henrich et al., 2010). Other work has found 
intriguing differences in how language may shape time perspective (e.g., 
English speakers view time moving from left to right, and Hebrew 
speakers view time as moving from right to left; Boroditsky, 2018). 
Future work should thus investigate whether the extent to which dif-
ferences in a broad view of time exist across cultural groups. 

Second, although the creation of the Broad View of Time scale was 
theory-driven, we took a data-driven approach when it came to question 
refinement. And although the items that comprise the final four-item 
scale are ones that are in line with our previous theorizing (Mogilner 
et al., 2017), it is possible that there are other elements of this temporal 
perspective that we failed to capture when we developed our initial 
question pool. As the Broad View of Time Scale gets further tested on 
different populations and with different outcome variables, we leave 
open the possibility that the questions contained in the scale get further 
refined and that new ones get added. 

Third, the questions contained in the Broad View of Time scale speak 
to people’s general tendencies in their likelihood of taking this 
perspective. The scale, however, does not assess the extent to which, or 
the instances in which, people are likely to switch between a broader 
versus narrower view of time. We do not yet know whether the positive 
relationship between taking a broad view of time and well-being occurs 
simply because a broad view of time is taken or because of the frequency 
in which a broad view of time is taken. Future research could employ 
experience sampling methodology to examine the consistency by which 
people take a broad view of time. An additional study we conducted 
suggests that this perspective is not impervious to situational influence: 
it can be manipulated, and perhaps personally selected. In this study (see 
Appendix D), we prompted participants to write their to-do list while 
thinking either about their time broadly (“Write down three things that 
you would like to accomplish in your life”) versus more narrowly 
(“Write down three things that you would like to accomplish before the 
end of today”). Compared to those considering things they wanted to get 
done that day, people led to consider things they wanted to get done in 
their life subsequently reported higher levels on the Broad View of Time 
scale (N = 481; Mtoday = 4.29, SDtoday = 1.34; Mlife = 4.71, SDlife = 1.29; t 
= − 3.54, p < .001). Though this study did not show a significant effect 
on subjective well-being, future research could explore whether greater 
consistency or practice in taking on a broad view of time could improve 
subjective well-being over time as it influences repeated decisions about 
how to spend one’s time. Moreover, such paradigms would additionally 
allow researchers to investigate whether the relationship between a 
broad view of time and well-being is stable or varies across circum-
stances. Related to these points, future work could also explore whether 
having a broader view of time predicts feeling less conflict, stress, or 
tension around how to spend one’s time, which could subsequently 
improve well-being. It may also be that it relates to people’s tendencies 
to rely on “clock time” versus “event time”, which too can influence 
well-being (Avnet & Sellier, 2011; Sellier & Avnet, 2014). 

Lastly, across studies, we demonstrated the link between higher 
levels on the Broad View of Time scale and higher levels on measures of 
subjective well-being. Although we theorize that taking a broad view of 
time is causally linked to enhanced well-being, with this scale 
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development project, we cannot rule out the possibility of reverse cau-
sality. It may be the case, in other words, that higher levels of well-being 
cause people to take a broader view of time. It is also possible that our 
observed effect is bidirectional and mutually and positively reinforcing. 
Though we cannot and must not claim causality, we can conclude from 
these findings that those who think more about the years of their life 
than the hours of their day tend to feel happier in their days and more 
satisfied with their lives overall. 
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