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ABSTRACT 

       Subjective time perception has received considerable attention in the past decade 

in management research. Organizational behavioral researchers increasingly 

emphasize the necessity of introducing a new perspective, the temporal perspective, 

to explore individual willingness to engage in discretionary behavior (i.e., 

organizational citizenship behavior and counterproductive behavior), as behavior 

entailing a temporal conflict of interest (e.g., short-term individual cost versus long-

term individual and collective benefit). Temporal focus, defined as the degree to 

which people devote their attention to perceptions of the past, present, and future 

(Shipp, Edwards, & Lambert, 2009), is a core concept in the study of subjective time 

perception. However, most research on temporal focus is descriptive and vague in 

terms of explicating the causal mechanisms from temporal focus to individual 

decision-making and behavior.  

        In this study, I use construal level theory to explain how temporal focus affects 

individual levels of mental construal, which in turn influences discretionary 

behavioral choices. Specifically, I propose that the effect of temporal focus on 

construal level is dependent on individual levels of need for cognition (NFC), defined 

as people’s tendency to engage in and enjoy effortful cognitive activity (Cacioppo & 

Petty, 1984). Specifically, when high NFC persons reflect on their past, they recall, 

re-experience, and reanalyze the facts and details stored in their memory, resulting in 

a concrete mindset (low construal level). In contrast, when people with low NFC 

reflect on their past, they only retain or extract the general experiences, feelings, and 

lessons, leading to an abstract mindset (high construal level). Regarding the focus on 

the present, when high NFC people think about their current situation, they tend to 

interpret every detail and the context, leading to a constrained and narrow mindset 

(low construal level). Conversely, when low NFC people think about their present, 

they are less analytical and tend to be receptive about what is happening, resulting in 

an abstract mindset (high construal level). Regarding the focus of the future, when 

high NFC people think about their future, without involving concrete facts and details, 

they are able to predict global trends and aim at the superordinate goal (high construal 

level). In contrast, low NFC people who are reluctant to analyze, predict, and plan the 

future tend to simply extend the current subordinate goal into the future or just enter 

“daydreaming” mode (low construal level).  

         Based on CLT, I further propose that temporal distance serves as a moderator 

exaggerating the abovementioned interactive effects of temporal focus and need for 

cognition. Specifically, when individuals higher in NFC think of their remote (versus 

recent) past, past focus has a stronger negative effect on their construal level; when 

those individuals who are lower in NFC think about their remote (versus recent) past, 

past focus has a stronger positive effect on their construal level. Similarly, when 

individuals with stronger NFC think of their remote (versus recent) future, future 
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focus has a stronger positive effect on their construal level; in contrast, when 

individuals who have lower level of need for cognition think about the remote (versus 

recent) future, future focus has a stronger negative effect on their construal level.   

          Regarding the interaction effect of different temporal foci, I argue that for 

individuals with low NFC, a temporal profile consisting of low past, low present, and 

high future focus results in the lowest level of mental construal; for individuals with a 

high need for cognition, low past focus, low present focus, and high future focus 

result in the highest mental construal level. Finally, I propose that high construal level 

leads to more OCB and less CWB by increasing individuals’ ability to delay 

gratification (to forgo immediate desires for the sake of long-term rewards) and self-

control (to resist short-term temptations and to refrain from impulsivity). 

           I conduct a lab experiment (study 1) and a field survey (study 2) to test the 

proposed relationships in the model. In study 1, by recruiting 218 undergraduate 

students and randomly assigning them to one of three conditions where they are 

asked to focus on a specified temporal period of either past, present, or future, I 

establish the associations among manipulated temporal focus, need for cognition, and 

construal level. In study 2, I survey 291 employees and their immediate supervisors 

three times to test the entire model. The findings of the two studies confirm almost all 

of the hypotheses.  

         In the section devoted to discussion, I further explore the data, findings, and 

theoretical and practical contributions. Finally, I discuss how this work has 

limitations and identify several directions for future research. 
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Research Background 

 Time travel is an extremely interesting topic that remains fascinating for scholars 

across the social, cognitive, and psychology sciences even after decades of research. 

Today, management scholars realize that time is also a crucial concept for 

understanding organizational phenomena (Ancona, Goodman, Lawrence, & Tushman, 

2001; Grant & Ashford, 2008; Shipp & Fried, 2014). According to these scholars, 

time not only addresses the question of when (e.g., how long or how often certain 

behavior occurs), but also of “what, how, and why” such behavior happens. How 

people recall their past and anticipate their future serves as temporal filters that mold 

individual expectations and evaluations of decision making (Bell & Mau, 1971; 

Karniol & Ross, 1996; Nadkarni & Chen, 2014).  

Humans have the cognitive ability to travel through time in terms of using 

memory to reconstruct the past or using imagination to plan the future (Markus & 

Nurius, 1986; Higgins, 1987; Roberts, 2002). Suddendorf and Corballis (1997) 

contend that this cognitive ability to travel through time (i.e., the use of memory to go 

backward and imagination to move forward) is considered by psychologists to be a 

unique human capacity (Roberts, 2002). Indeed, the capacity to think about the past, 

present, and future and to use this capacity to learn, to reason, and to plan represents a 

cognitive achievement in human evolution (Killingsworth & Gilbert, 2010).  

Temporal focus— the degree to which people allocate attention to the past, 

present, or future (Bluedorn, 2002; Shipp et al., 2009)—captures this unique 

cognitive evolutionary characteristic. Temporal focus is one of the most central and 
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well-developed constructs in the study subjective time perception. A high focus on 

each zone of time (i.e., the past, present, and future) leads to either good or bad 

results in people’s judgment or well-being (Shipp, Edward, & Lambert, 2009). 

Specifically, focusing on history while enhancing individual learning immerses 

people in past experiences (Holman & Silver, 1998). Focusing on the present enables 

people to seize opportunities but may also lead to impulsive behavior without regard 

for negative consequences (Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999; Zimbardo, Keough, & Boyd, 

1997). Focusing on the future promotes goal-setting but may also encourage day-

dreaming and anxiety over goals (Bandura, 2001; Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999). 

  Studying the effects of temporal focus on strategic decision making, Nadkarni 

and Chen (2014) claim that a CEO’s focusing on each of the three distinct time 

frames (past, present, or future) in interaction with environmental dynamisms affects 

a company’s new product introduction rate. Nadkarni and Chen (2014) argue that a 

CEO’s temporal focus has no direct effect on strategic decision-making outcomes 

such as the new product introduction rate (NPI), in that a high focus on each time 

frame (past, present, and future) brings both pros and cons to the development of NPI. 

Nadkarni and Chen (2014) note that “the functionality of a specific time perspective 

is contingent on its suitability to specific environment” (p. 1813), and they introduce 

the moderating role of environmental dynamism. In organizational behavioral 

research, Cojujarenco, Patient, and Bashshur (2011) argue that a higher future focus 

facilitates stronger employee concerns over distributive injustice and that a higher 

present focus leads employees to be more concerned with interactional injustice.   

However, the research on temporal focus is still limited in offering theoretical 

explanations for its effects on employee behavior. Organizational scholars (e.g., 
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Cojujarenco, Patient, & Bashshur, 2011) use construal level theory to draw attention 

to how individual temporal focus affects behavior through the level of mental 

representations (abstract versus concrete mindsets). Construal level theory (CLT; 

Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2010) is compelling because it offers a systematic and 

conceptually rigorous framework for understanding the important distinctions and 

differences in people’s cognitive mindsets that shape employee behavior (Reyt et al., 

2016). This research finds that a greater psychological distance results in a higher 

construal level (abstract mindset). According to such researchers, individual temporal 

focus (present, past, or future) influences their subjective construction and 

understanding of events, thus determining whether individuals place more value on 

the general, long-term outcomes or on the specific, short-term outcomes of this 

discretionary behavior (Trope, Liberman, & Wakslak, 2007; Cojujarenco, Patient, & 

Bashshur, 2011). Specifically, CLT scholars claim that future or past events that are 

temporally distant from the present become mentally represented at higher construal 

levels (i.e., the use of abstract thinking, global concerns), leading to a preference for 

long-term rewards. In contrast, present stimuli are likely to be construed at a lower 

level (i.e., the use of concrete thinking; detailed concerns), with people more likely to 

be tempted by immediate interests (Fujita, Trope, Liberman, & Levin-Sagi, 2006; 

Fujita, 2008).  

However, studies on the relationship between temporal focus and construal 

levels are overly simplistic. For example, although past and future are both 

temporally remote from the present, the nature of temporal information generated by 

past memory and future anticipation is completely different. Specifically, the past has 

already happened, and people store many facts and details in their memories; the 
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future has not yet happened, and people can only use their imagination to predict 

coming consequences. If people reflect deeply on their past, they may remember 

many vivid details and re-experience these earlier episodes, generating a feeling of 

“seems like it happened yesterday.” In this way, the psychological distance between 

past and present shortens, resulting in a concrete mindset (low construal level). 

Therefore, by equating temporal distance with psychological distance, prior research 

is deficient in revealing the real relationship between temporal focus and the 

individual cognitive mindset. Indeed, according to cognitive psychology research 

(e.g., Blumenthal, 1977; Wyer & Carlston, 1979), the joint effect of the nature of 

information and the way people process the information determines mental cognition. 

Therefore, to explore the effect of temporal focus on individual cognitive mindsets, 

we need to simultaneously consider the nature of the temporal information that 

people obtain by focusing on past, present, and future and the way in which people 

process that temporal information (intuitive or deliberative). The “need for cognition” 

(NFC) reflects fundamental individual differences in processing information and 

forming judgments (Petty, Brinol, Loersch, & McCaslin, 2009). Individuals with a 

high need for cognition tend to seek, obtain, consider, and think about all available 

information to understand the events and stimuli, even though these are not related to 

their personal interest. In contrast, individuals with a low need for cognition are 

characterized as more likely to rely on other people or on their intuition to process 

their thinking. In this thesis, I propose that whether past, present, and future focus 

increases or decreases construal level is dependent on levels of need for cognition. In 

other words, temporal focus and need for cognition interactively affect the cognitive 

mindsets of employees. 
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  Despite the acknowledged importance of temporal focus on individual 

cognition and behavior, studies on employee temporal focus in organizational 

behavior are still embryonic. Indeed, as organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) 

and counterproductive behavior (CWB) are increasingly conceptualized as social 

dilemmas (Bergeron, 2007; de Boer, Hooft, & Bakker, 2015) consisting of short-term 

versus long-term conflict and individual versus collective conflict, temporal focus 

provides a novel perspective for understanding the emergence of OCB and CWB. 

Engaging in OCB means that individuals have to incur short-term individual costs to 

obtain long-term collective interests for both the organization and employees (Balliet 

and Ferris, 2013; Joireman et al., 2006), whereas conducting CWB refers to a 

situation in which a behavior with immediate individual benefits results in long term 

negative consequences (De Boer, Hooft, & Bakker, 2015). Because the central feature 

of the social dilemma is time delay (Platt, 1973), Balliet and Ferris (2013) reveal that 

conceptualizing discretionary behavior “as a social dilemma implies that temporal 

orientation plays an important role in determining whether individuals engage in” or 

not (p. 299). As to the explanatory mechanism, individual levels of construal (seeing 

the “forest” or the “trees”) serve as critical mediators in determining individual 

behavioral choices. Specifically, people with higher construal levels (seeing the 

“forest” versus “trees”) are more likely act in accordance with the behavioral choices 

of long-term, global, and collective benefits. Therefore, it is important to analyze how 

temporal focus affects employee levels of cognitive construal, with resulting 

influences on their preferences for long-term versus short-term choices. 
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1.2 Research Objectives 

The first objective of this thesis is to explore OCB and CWB from a temporal 

perspective. Discretionary behavior such as OCB and CWB implies a social dilemma 

and temporal conflict, demonstrating that temporal focus may affect individual 

behavioral choices. Based on construal level theory, this thesis proposes that temporal 

focus affects OCB and CWB through the individual’s level of thinking. Current 

research mainly focuses on the within-individual dynamics of OCB and CWB, 

namely, the short-term (i.e., minutes, hours, days, weeks) fluctuations that result from 

focusing on an immediate circumstance (e.g., Dalal, Lam, Weiss, Welch, & Hulin, 

2009; Glomb, Bhave, Miner, & Wall, 2011; Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2007; Ilies, 

Scott, & Judge, 2006; Spence, Ferris, Brown, & Heller, 2011). They base their 

arguments regarding short-term changes on either an affective or a moral perspective. 

Methot, Lepak, Shipp, & Boswell (2017) argue that compared to shorter-term OCB 

the dynamics of longer-term OCB are less a function of momentary, isolated 

decisions and are likely influenced by situational cues that prompt a series of 

deliberations and reflections embedded in a personalized historical context (Ashforth, 

2001). For example, agreeing to assist someone with a complex long-term project 

may require more cognition and involve a process of sense-making. Consistent with 

this line of research, the present study focuses on the cognitive perspective of 

OCB/CWB while controlling for the most commonly studied factors of 

positive/negative affectivity and moral identity.  

The second objective of this thesis is to use construal level theory to explore 

how temporal focus and need for cognition interactively affect individual mental 

construal levels, which ultimately influence decisions regarding discretionary 
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behavior. Cacioppo and Petty (1982) emphasize that need for cognition represents an 

individual’s motivation—rather than ability—to engage in cognitive thinking. Here, 

neither temporal focus nor need for cognition has any direct influence on individual 

levels of cognitive analysis. While temporal focus determines the nature of the 

information collected, NFC determines the way information is processed. Thus, the 

joint effect of temporal focus and need for cognition determines individual construal 

levels.  

The third objective of this thesis is to clarify how an individual’s past, present, 

and future temporal focus influence one another in predicting construal levels. 

Although temporal perspective scholars emphasize that people can simultaneously 

hold three different types of foci and call for research that independently addresses 

three time frames (past, present, and future) (Shipp et al., 2009), no current study 

provides empirical evidence on this issue. When temporal focus scholars develop 

their arguments, they still hold the implicit assumption that a high focus in one 

direction means a low focus in the other two directions (e.g., Harber, Zimbardo, & 

Boyd, 2003; Holman & Silver, 1998). Indeed, people can be simultaneously high or 

low in all three aspects, and the three aspects can interact to influence construal levels. 

To address this omission and enrich our current understanding of temporal focus, this 

study attempts to examine the interaction effects of these three temporal foci. 

Because the yet-to-happen future lives in people’s imagination, the future temporal 

focus generates the most abstract mindset, followed by past and present temporal 

focus. Moreover, information from thinking about the past may also benefit thinking 

about the present and future. Therefore, there can be a synergistic effect among past, 

present, and future foci.  



8 

 

 

1.3 Research Contributions 

This thesis attempts to contribute to temporal focus research in three ways. First, by 

studying the interaction effect of temporal focus and need for cognition on construal 

level, this study clarifies the vague explanation of the relationship between temporal 

focus and construal level. The study concludes that a high focus on each of three time 

frames (past, present, and future) provides both advantages and disadvantages for 

one’s cognitive level; therefore, there is no direct effect of temporal focus on 

construal level. The study shows the practical implications of instructing people with 

different levels of need for cognition to process their past, present, and future 

information. Second, this study enriches our current understanding of the concept of 

temporal focus by studying the interaction effect of focusing on past, present, and 

future. Although temporal focus scholars acknowledge that people may 

simultaneously hold strong focuses on past, present, and future, they seldom treat the 

three concepts as independent or further examine their combined effects. In this 

research, the examination of the three-way interaction effects of the three temporal 

focus variables advances our limited knowledge of when people experience various 

temporal profile conditions. Third, this study reveals how temporal focus works in 

interpreting organizational behavior (i.e., OCB and CWB). Shipp and Fried (2014) 

point out that management scholars interested in incorporating temporal issues into 

various content areas always fail to find a theory of time that can be easily applied 

(Goodman et al., 2001). According to them, this is one of the major reasons why 

scholarly attention on “time” in most management topics is implicit or minimal. 

Indeed, “what is missing from our field is an explicit view of the temporal aspects of 
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many management phenomena, a view that should be based not only on temporal 

theories but also on empirical tests of these ideas” (Shipp & Fried, 2014, p. 4). By 

combining temporal focus, construal level theory, and specific management contents, 

this study responds to calls for research along these lines. Integrating all three points, 

this study represents a significant step forward in understanding temporal focus for 

researchers in both psychology and management. 

The present research also contributes to the field in another important manner. 

This study formulates a synthesis of time perspective, construal level theory, and 

social dilemma perspective, providing a novel interpretation to demonstrate why, how, 

and when OCB and CWB emerge. This study shows that subjective temporal 

perspective affects individual behavioral choices by influencing the salience of long-

term collective versus short-term individual thought. Because OCB and CWB 

represent discretionary behavior, how this behavior emerges depends on employee 

perceptions and their willingness to perform. Because OCB and CWB are inherently 

social dilemmas that involve time-lagged consequences, employees’ subjective time 

perception may become important predictors. However, few studies explore or 

interpret OCB/CWB from this perspective of time (for exception, Joireman et al., 

2006; Balliet & Ferries, 2013). To see whether temporal focus provides incremental 

predictive power beyond the traditionally well-established predictors, I control all 

other predictors such as prosocial personality, and positive and negative emotions, 

when conducting the main effect analysis. In conclusion, to rule out moral and 

emotional factors, this study demonstrates how individuals’ cognitive processing of 

temporal information affects their level of cognitive analysis, thereby influencing 

their behavioral choices in social dilemmas.  
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1.4 Organization of the Thesis 

This dissertation comprises five chapters. In Chapter 1, I introduce the research 

background, objectives, and contributions of this thesis.  

In Chapter 2, I review the literature on related constructs and theories in six 

sections. The first five sections are the literature review on specific constructs and 

theories, namely: temporal focus, need for cognition, construal level theory, OCB, 

and CWB. The last section is an overall summary of the literature review.  

 Chapter 3 presents the conceptual model and hypotheses. The first section 

explores the interactive effects of temporal focus and need for cognition on construal 

level. The second section concerns the moderating role of temporal distance. The 

third section focuses on the mediating role of delay of gratification on the relationship 

between construal level and OCB/CWB. The fourth section addresses the mediating 

role of self-control on the relationship between construal level and OCB/CWB. 

  Chapter 4 is dedicated to methodology and includes details of the procedures, 

measures, and the results of the two studies.  

Chapter 5 provides the discussion and elaborates on the theoretical and 

practical implications, the strengths and weaknesses, limitations, and future directions 

suggested by this thesis. References and appendixes are included at the end of the 

thesis.  
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CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Subjective Time Perception 

2.1.1 The Nature of Subjective Time Perception  

 After thousands of years, scholars of various disciplines (philosophy, physics, 

psychology, and sociology) remain intrigued by definitions of time. Although time 

can be examined from different perspectives, scholars generally agree that there are 

two forms of time: clock (objective) time and psychological (subjective) time. Most 

people think of time in traditional terms, as clock time, which is defined as “an 

external process that regulates our lives (McGrath & Kelly, 1986), in which time as 

measured by the clock and the physical universe influences scheduling, 

cycles/rhythms, duration, etc.” (Shipp & Fried, 2014; p. 2). Objective time or clock 

time suggests the passage of time, a unidirectional flow, strictly equal intervals, and 

that everyone experiences the flow of time as measurable, uniform, and linear (Adam, 

1988). Thus, time becomes independent from the observer and the social context, 

with the clock constantly ticking away regardless of human perception (Mainemelis, 

2002). Clock time has important implications for management study because 

organizations plan schedules and synchronize time to maximize efficiency, which is 

reflected in the ratio between productivity and clock time (McGrath & Rotchford, 

1983). Bluedorn and Denhardt (1988) also point out that time plays a critical role 

organizational productivity and that time can even be regarded as a type of resource 

to be managed in the achievement of organizational goals. According to Fried and 

Slowik (2004), organizations should view time as a scarce resource to be allocated 

appropriately to enhance individual and organizational efficiency.  
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         Psychological or subjective time is defined as “a personal process” (McGrath & 

Kelly, 1986) in which time is a “psychological and flowing property of consciousness 

that may be influenced by personality, societal and cultural time-related norms, as 

well as clock time” (Shipp & Fried, 2014; p. 2). Cartensen et al. (1999) posit that 

people can always be aware not only of clock time but also of subjectively 

experienced time. In describing the difference between clock time and subjective time, 

numerous scholars (Clark, 1985; Fried & Slowik, 2004) claim that clock time is 

usually constructed linearly and evenly, for instance, with each hour having exactly 

sixty minutes. Clock time is equal for each person. In contrast, subjectively 

experienced time differs from person to person. 

          According to Grondin (2010), subjective time perception, as a research area, 

has a long history and is as old as the field of psychology. Although subjective time is 

of great importance in predicting human mindsets and behavior, theoretical models of 

human developmental psychology focus almost exclusively on objective time. Indeed, 

subjective time is an integral part of virtually all psychological phenomena (Cartense, 

2006) and thus is more unique than clock time in several aspects. Firstly, subjective 

time is psychologically accessible at any moment through individual retrospection 

and anticipation. It is physically impossible for people to live in the past or future, 

just as it is impossible to experience counterfactual alternatives to reality. 

Nevertheless, humans have the evolutionary capacity to broaden their temporal and 

social horizons beyond the present to include the non-present. Secondly, subjectively 

experienced time is influenced by social context. For a given person, his or her 

perception of time may change depending upon the past, present, and future 

environment or surrounding circumstances (Rousseau & Fried, 2001). For example, 
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when performing a boring job, people may perceive that time flows extremely slowly; 

however, when enjoying the work, one may feel that time flies. Thirdly, subjectively 

experienced time may reveal individual or group differences. The meaning and 

interpretation of a particular experience is dependent on the individuals or groups 

undergoing that experience. For example, an individual may misremember past 

experiences or erroneously predict future events in a way that benefits them 

psychologically (Wilson & Ross, 2001). In sum, psychological time perception is a 

more interesting form of temporal perception in contrast to the actual passage of 

clock time (Cartense, 2006) because the former is subject to interpretation, imbued 

with individual meaning, and ultimately influences individual attitudes and behavior.  

 

2.1.2 The Study of Subjective Time Perception in Management  

Suddendorf and Corballis (1997) clearly posit that observing and perceiving time is a 

basic function of human development and central to the evolution of human cognitive 

functioning. Subjective time perception affects individual emotions, mental cognition, 

and motivation. Studying time perception and caring about it are necessary because 

time perception may help explain multiple phenomena, including human behavior 

(Bluedorn, 2002). For these reasons, management scholars are paying more attention 

to time perception. 

 Management scholars emphasize the importance of temporal issues and are 

contributing to a body of conceptual research that stretches back two decades (e.g., 

Mitchell & James, 2001; Ancona, Okhuysen, & Perlow, 2001; Fried & Slowik, 2004; 

Shipp & Jansen, 2011; Fried et al., 2007). These scholars share the opinion that time 

is vital for understanding management and that work and organizational phenomena 
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can be viewed through a temporal lens (Ancona, Goodman, Lawrence, & Tushman, 

2001). Although management scholars agree that temporal research issues are 

important, most theoretical and empirical studies address temporal issues implicitly 

or do not address them at all. For example, some of these studies demonstrate a 

concern with temporal issues by including age or tenure as control variables; some 

scholars may regard longitudinal studies, which simply measure independent and 

dependent variables at different times, as highly relevant examples of temporal 

research. However, these approaches do not provide a theoretical framework for the 

role of time (Pitariu & Polyhart, 2010; Roe, 2008). Even though some studies 

attempt to examine change over time by repeated measures at multiple periods, 

these approaches reflect a choice of research methodology and not the effort to 

understand temporal phenomena (Chan, 1998, 2002).  

In several conceptual papers (e.g., George & Jones, 2000; Mitchell & James, 

2001), scholars discuss how temporal issues, such as time duration or temporal 

intervals, affect the development and testing of theory. Time-related studies are a 

growing area of management research. Some scholars (e.g., Mannix, Tinsley, & 

Bazerman, 1995; Jansen & Kristof-Brown, 2005; Slocombe & Bluedorn, 1999) 

investigate the temporal characteristics of individual evaluation, attitudes, and 

behavior, while other studies (e.g., Labianca, Moon, & Watt, 2005; Mosakowski & 

Earley, 2000; Blount & Janicik, 2001; Harrison, Price, Gavin, & Florey, 2002) 

explore the effects of time perception on teams and on strategic decision-making in 

organizations. To illustrate temporal individual differences, scholars propose a 

various temporal constructs for both individual and group levels, including temporal 

focus (Shipp et al., 2009); pacing style (Gevers, Rutte, & Van Eerde, 2006); 
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synchrony preference (Leroy et al., 2015); temporal leadership (Mohammed & 

Nadkarni, 2011); and temporal transactive memory (Mohammed & Nadkarni, 2014). 

For example, Nadkarni and Chen (2014) use the CEO’s temporal focus to predict the 

introduction rate for new products. Mohammed and Nadkarni (2001) reveal that 

team temporal diversity—team members’ variations in urgency, pacing style, and 

time perspective—can predict team performance, and that this relationship is 

moderated by temporal leadership. Leroy, Shipp, Blount, and Licht (2015) introduce 

a new construct to predict team performance or job dedication: synchrony 

preference, described as “an individual difference that describes a willingness to 

adapt one’s pace and rhythm within social interactions for the purpose of creating 

synchrony with others” (Leory, Shipp, Blount, & Licht, 2015, p. 1). 

 

2.1.3 Research Gaps 

A basic premise underlying temporal perspective research is that people exhibit 

individual differences in their psychological perceptions of the past, present, and 

future (e.g., Nuttin, 1985; Bluedorn, 2002). Individuals can mentally shift backward 

and forward through the past and the yet-to-come future (Wheeler, Stuss, & Tulving, 

1997). Scholars of subjective time argue that this premise distinguishes between 

objective and subjective time and makes this distinction salient. With the awareness 

of this importance, studies identify a series of constructs (e.g., time perspective, 

temporal focus) to describe this capacity and provide preliminary evidence on the 

relationships among temporal orientation, well-being, and culture (e.g., Bluedorn, 

2002; Holman & Silver, 1998; Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999). However, our 

understanding of this concept is still limited in terms of the differences among 
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focusing on different temporal periods (past, present, and future) and how individual 

differences influence their cognitive mindsets and therefore their behavioral choices. 

As more scholars call for research on time in organizational management, the 

investigation of the effect of temporal perspective is becoming fundamental and 

meaningful. Specifically, how employees interpret their past behavior, how they live 

fully for the present, and how they anticipate the future all play critical roles in 

predicting mental construals and subsequent behavioral choices. 

 

2.2 Temporal Focus 

Among the existing constructs that describe individuals’ subjective perceptions of 

time, temporal focus—“the extent to which people characteristically devote their 

attention to perceptions of the past, present and future” (Shipp et al., 2009, p. 1) — is 

arguably the most useful and central construct to capture subjective perceptions of 

time (Bluedorn, 2002; Cojuharenco, Patient, & Bashshur, 2011; Nadkarni & Chen, 

2014). Karniol and Ross (1996) argue that temporal focus “provides a meaningful 

framework for social cognitive approaches to motivation” (p. 593). The term 

“temporal focus” first arises with Bluedorn (2002) and is then rigorously defined and 

measured by Shipp, Edwards, and Lambert (2009). To be clear, past focus is 

associated with reflections on the past and the use of past memories in decision 

making (Strack, Schwarz, & Gschneidinger, 1985; Clark & Collins, 1993). Present 

focus implies a concern with direct experiences and considers the current contextual 

information in decision-making. A strong future focus refers to imaging and 

anticipating future events (Bluedorn, 2002; Wallace, 1956).  
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Temporal focus is both a dispositional difference that can be measured and a 

situational factor that can be manipulated (Cojujarenco, Patient, & Bashshur, 2011). 

Shipp et al. (2009) suggest that future researchers may explore the stability of 

temporal focus by using research designs with longer time intervals or for specified 

situations. Generally, they expect that the property of temporal focus parallels the 

research findings in PANAS (positive affectivity and negative affectivity) (Watson et 

al., 1988). Specifically, PA and NA are independent dimensions when assessed as 

general tendencies but they become negatively correlated when assessed in specific 

moments. Foo, Uy, and Baron (2009) provide initial evidence that the individual’s 

state future focus and general future focus are substantially different constructs 

(correlation value =0.25).  

           Early studies treat temporal focus as a continuum, with individuals 

predominantly focusing either on the past, present, or future (De Volder & Lens, 1982; 

Nuttin, 1985). However, when Shipp et al. (2009) illustrate the nature of temporal 

focus, they contend that “classifying people into a single category imposes artificial 

boundaries between each type of temporal focus and prohibits a balanced emphasis 

on all three” (p. 2). They stress that past, present, and future focus are best considered 

as three independent and distinct dimensions and that the “temporal focus profile is 

best represented by three separate effects of past, present, and future focus” (p. 14). In 

their study sample, they identify a temporal focus profile in which most individuals 

show a strong focus in at least two zones of time (about 26% of the sample 

individuals focused on all three time periods). They also demonstrate that 10% of the 

sampled individuals focus less on any of the three time frames, suggesting that they 

have a weak temporal focus overall. Nadkarni and Chen (2014) use the same 
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temporal focus scale to survey 221 CEOs, finding that 37.5% of them score high on 

only one temporal dimension, 41.2% of them are high on two dimensions, and 10% 

of the CEOs demonstrate a strong focus on all three dimensions. In sum, these data 

show that there are different combinations of temporal profiles. 

 

2.2.1 The Study of Temporal Focus in Psychology 

Humans can create an autobiography in their minds by reconstructing their past and 

envisioning their future (Higgins, 1987, Markus & Nurius, 1986). Bluedorn was the 

first to use the term “temporal focus” in 2002, yet the term’s underlying temporal 

characteristic is not new to the field of psychology. Because there is no clear and 

rigorous definition in the early literature, scholars create various terms to describe 

temporal individual differences, such as temporal perspective, temporal orientation, 

and time attitude. Beyond what Shipp, Edwards, and Lamber (2009) summarize, I 

also review those related time constructs regarding specific content, temporal profile 

characteristics, and measurement scales (see Table 1).  

        In the early era of the field, Lewin (1951) originates the term “time perspective” 

and demonstrates that people reveal differences in perceptions of the past, present, 

and future. Fraisse (1963) proposes a similar term, “temporal perspective.” These 

early scholars explicitly define those two constructs but provide no corresponding 

measurement scales. Nuttin (1985) proposes the construct of time attitude and 

develops the time attitude scale (TAS). This construct refers to how positively and 

negatively individuals feel about their past, present, and future. From the definition, 

this concept reflects the affective attributes of focusing on a certain time, specifying 

affective attitudes toward certain zones of time. 
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        Strathman et al. (1994) study the consideration of future consequences (CFC) 

based on the cognitive attribute of future focus. The human ability to conceptualize 

its personal future is usually examined under the theoretical umbrellas of possible 

future selves (Markus and Nurius, 1986), time horizons, and discounting (Tucker et 

al., 2002). This construct only describes the future dimension and does not include 

the past and present. Moreover, the concept of CFC directly specifies the content of 

focusing on the future. In other words, the construct measures how people think about 

future consequences, distal consequences, or proximate consequences.  

          Holman and Silver’s (1998) concept of temporal orientation assumes and 

identifies a predominant orientation in the past, present, or future. According to them, 

for example, people who are dominated by a past focus diminish their well-being 

when they ruminate over past mistakes or regrets. However, this construct, which 

claims that each person has a dominant temporal orientation, contradicts what time 

researchers currently believe regarding the idea of “multi-focus.” 

             Zimbardo’s (1999) time perspective construct consists of five dimensions: 

hedonistic present, fatalistic present, past positive, past negative, and future focus. 

This once-influential concept facilitates an understanding of subjective time 

perspective, with implications for individual cognitive judgment, decision-making, 

and behavior. For example, recall of the past can be positive, aversive, traumatic, or 

ruminative, significantly influencing interpretations of current situations. People with 

a strong present focus are more likely to be inattentive to impulsivity and thus induce 

risk-diving behavior (Zimbardo, Keough, & Boyd, 1997). Zimbardo (1999) proposes 

that people can simultaneously focus on three types of time and form a variety of 

temporal profiles. According to him, the optimal temporal file is high on past positive, 
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low on past negative, low on present fatalism, moderate on present hedonism, and 

moderate on future focus. However, this approach explicitly specifies the content that 

people recall or focus on when thinking about the past and present.  

             Shipp et al. (2009) present a conceptualization of temporal focus that is 

content neutral. This conceptualization reflects people’s general tendencies to focus 

on certain time periods to varying degrees (Shipp et al., 2009; Zimbardo, & Boyd, 

1999). Temporal focus simply addresses a temporal discretion exercised by 

individuals. Being content-free is important in avoiding some tautological problems. 

As Nadkarni and Chen (2014) emphasize in their study, this definition of temporal 

focus as a general, content-free focus on specific time frames is consistent with 

Chandy and Tellis (1998) and Yadav et al. (2007), who argue that while it is 

interesting to explore the specific information capturing individual attention, there is 

the potential problem of creating tautological arguments (e.g., thinking about positive 

aspects leads to more positive attitudes). Therefore, a general, content-free definition 

of temporal focus (i.e., past focus, present focus, and future focus) avoids such 

tautological problems. 

           The present study uses the definition and scale of temporal focus of Shipp et al. 

(2009) for the following reasons. First, in this study, I am interested in studying the 

general effect of people devoting attention to past, present, and future; therefore, the 

construct and scale must be content-free. I do not plan to impose, a priori, any 

restrictions on the specific nature or content of events (e.g., positive or negative; 

distal event consequences or proximate event consequences; fatalism or hedonism) on 

which a person focuses. Second, this study explores the relationship between 

subjective time perspective and the level of cognitive analysis and rational decision-
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making. Therefore, I expect that the property of the time perspective construct is 

cognition in attribution. Indeed, I rule out any individual affective factors (i.e., 

positive affectivity and negative affectivity) that may influence the theorized 

cognitive outcomes. Third, the definition and scale of temporal focus is developed in 

the workplace setting by numerous management scholars. It is feasible and suitable to 

apply this approach to management research, as this study does. 
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Table 1 Summary of Subjective Time Perspective Constructs in the Current Literature 

Construct Study Definition Attribute 
Content of 

Attention 

Temporal 

profile 

Measurements/Sample 

Items 

Temporal 

Focus 

Shipp, 

Edwards 

& 

Lambert, 

2009 

The extent to which 

people devote their 

attention to the past, 

present and future 

(Shipp et al., 2009) 

Cognition Content-free 

Can 

simultaneously 

focus on all 

three period 

Temporal Focus Scale; TFS 

a) past focus -“I replay 

memories of the past in my 

mind” 

b) present focus -“I focus 

on what is currently 

happening in my life” 

c) future focus -“I imagine 

what tomorrow will bring 

for me” 

Temporal  

Orientation 

Holman & 

Silver 

1998; 

Cognitive 

involvement 

predominantly in the 

past, present or 

future  

 

Mix of 

cognition, 

affect and 

behavior 

Content-free 

 Identify a 

predominant 

orientation 

Temporal Orientation Scale 

(TOS; Holman & Silver, 

1998) 

a) past orientation -“I often 

think about how things 

were earlier in my life” 

b) present orientation -“I 

like to be spontaneous and 

make decisions on the spur 

of the moment” 

c) future orientation -“I put 

off small gratifications I 

can get now in order to try 

for bigger gratifications 

later” 

Time 

Perspective 

Lewin, 

1951; 

 

The ‘‘totality of the 

individual’s views of 

his psychological 

future and his 

psychological past 

existing at a given 

time” (p. 75).  

 

Mix of 

cognition, 

affect and 

behavior; 

 

Content-free 

 

Can 

simultaneously 

focus on all 

three time 

periods 

 



23 

 

Time 

Perspective 

Zimbardo 

& Boyd, 

1999 

The manner in which 

individuals and 

cultures partition the 

flow of human 

experience into the 

distinct temporal 

categories of past, 

present and future 

Cognition 

 

Positive/negative; 

hedonistic/fatalisti

c 

Can 

simultaneously 

focus on all 

three time 

periods 

Zimbardo Time Perspective 

Inventory (ZTPI) 

a) Hedonistic Present -“I 

feel that it’s more important 

to enjoy what you are doing 

than to get work done on 

time”  

b) Future -“I believe that 

my future is beautiful and 

well planned”  

c) Fatalistic Present -“I do 

things impulsively and I 

take decisions at the 

moment” 

Temporal 

Perspective  

Fraisse, 

1963;  

The overall span of 

cognitive 

involvement across 

past, present and 

future life domains 

Cognition,   

Can 

simultaneously 

focus on all 

three time 

periods 

 

Time Attitude 
Nuttin, 

1985 

How positively or 

negatively an 

individual feels about 

the past, present and 

future 

Affect 
Positive or 

negative affect 

Can 

simultaneously 

focus on all 

three time 

periods 

Time Attitude Scale (TAS; 

Nuttin, 1985) 

 

Consideration 

of Future 

Consequence 

Strathman 

et al., 

1994 

“the extent to which 

individuals consider 

the potential distant 

outcomes of their 

current behaviors and 

the extent to which 

they are influenced 

by these potential 

outcomes” 

Cognition 
Consequences of 

stimulus 

Only future 

focus 

mentioned 

Consideration of  

Future Consequences Scale 

(CFCS; Strathman et al., 

1994) 

“I consider how things 

might be in the future and 

try to influence those things 

with my day to day 

behavior” 

Note: The “attribute” in the second column is generated from Shipp, Edwards, and Lambert’s (2009) summary.
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2.2.2 The Study of Temporal Focus in Management 

Two decades of research on organizational management offer preliminary evidence 

that temporal focus is conceptually important. According to this research, thinking 

about the past, present, and future affects not only individuals’ performance (Bandura, 

2001; Cottle, 1976; Fried & Slowik, 2004; Nuttin, 1985) but also their current 

thinking, decisions, and behavior. 

        Consumer Behavior: Marketing scholars conclude that individual temporal 

focus influences  new product evaluations by consumers. For example, Zhao, Dahl, 

and Hoeffler (2014) argue that when customers attempt to use visualization to 

evaluate new products, their temporal focus on the past, present, or future influences 

the extent to which they value concrete versus abstract information. Grant and Tybout 

(2008) maintain that the temporal focus of a new product launch influences consumer 

evaluations of new products. Specifically, the future focus engenders a more 

comprehensive consideration of the information available than do other time frames. 

In addition, when a new product launch is framed in the future, consumer evaluations 

of the new products reflect the favorableness of information toward both the company 

and the marketplace; however, when a new product launch is framed in the past, 

consumer evaluations of the new products reflect the favorableness of information 

toward the company sponsoring the launch.  

            Promotion/Prevention Focus: While Sanna, Stocker, and Clarke (2003) find 

that temporal focus is correlated with individual self-regulation, Strobel, Tumasjan, 

Sporrle, and Welpe (2013), studying a sample of 845 employees, integrate future 

focus research with regulatory focus theory to examine the mediating effect of the 

two regulatory foci on the relationship between dispositional future focus and five 
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distinct OCBs. Pennington and Roese (2003) assert that the temporally distant goals 

are predominated by promotion focus, whereas the temporally proximal goals are 

characterized by balancing concerns of promotion focus and prevention focus. 

Experience Perception: There is evidence that temporal focus can affect 

how individual experiences are evaluated and perceived (Weick, 1979; Wilson & 

Ross, 2003). For example, some scholars (Reyna & Brainerd, 1995; Kahneman, 2000) 

find that some features that are salient, valued, and anticipated in one’s imagination 

may no longer hold much importance when they are considered during an experience 

of recall and retrospect. Other scholars (Anderson & Dewhurst, 2009; D’Argembeau 

and Van der Linden, 2004) postulate that anticipated events are different from 

recalled experiences in terms of contextual and emotional details. Similarly, Caruso, 

Gilbert, and Wilson (2008) claim that final gains and losses are always valued 

differently in past retrospect and in future anticipation. Moreover, moral judgment is 

usually much harsher for future anticipation than for past transgressions.  

Injustice Perception: The objective passage of time is crucial in explaining 

phenomena surrounding justice. For instance, the temporal order of perceived 

procedural and distributive justice can affect their relative potency in one’s evaluation 

and decision making (Lind, 2001; Van den Bos, 2001). Moreover, employee 

anticipation and imagination of future injustice may generate negative work-related 

attitudes and behavior (Shapiro & Kirkman, 2001). A recent study by Cojujarenco, 

Patient, and Bashshur (2011) reveal the effects of temporal focus on individual 

perceptions of injustice. The study finds that people with a greater level of future 

focus are more likely to perceive distributional injustice whereas people with a 

greater level of present focus are more likely to be sensitive to interpersonal injustice. 
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According to these scholars, the abstract versus concrete mindset serves as the casual 

mechanism. Specifically, a future focus generating a longer temporal distance triggers 

the abstract mindset in which people value the core features and superordinate goals 

of the employment relationship. This results in a greater concern for distributive 

injustice, a core feature of the employment relationship.  

Strategic Decision Making: There is long-standing research on how different 

temporal periods influence strategic choices (Bird, 1988; Das, 1987; Hambrick & 

Mason, 1984). A recent study by Nadkarni and Chen (2014) applies temporal focus to 

strategic decision making by using the CEO’s temporal focus to predict a company’s 

new product introduction rate. The study uses the sample median to determine high 

and low temporal focus and then separately tests the CEO temporal focus profiles 

associated with the new production introduction rate. After analyzing a longitudinal 

data of 221 firms from 19 industries, they find that in “stable environments,” CEOs 

with high past focus, high present focus, and low future focus introduce new products 

to the company faster. In contrast, in “dynamic environments,” CEOs with low past 

focus, high present focus, and high future focus introduce new products to the 

company faster.  

 

2.2.3 Research Gaps 

Time perspective is a traditional topic of study in psychology, but the term “temporal 

focus” is a more recent concern for management scholars as they explore how time 

influences individual perception and decision making. Nevertheless, the role that 

temporal focus plays in the cognitive mindset remains unclear. In psychology, the 

study of time perspective emphasizes people’s affective attitudes toward the past, 
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present, and future, exploring how these affective attitudes influence well-being and 

personal adaptation. While some researchers from the cognitive perspective realize 

that people value different aspects of an event in past retrospection versus future 

anticipation, it remains unclear how this difference in temporal meaning affects 

individual cognitive mindsets and decision making. According to Bluedorn (2002), 

the possibility that time perception can explain phenomena, especially human 

behavior, provides the scientific motivation for its study. In psychology and the 

management field, no study, theory, or framework can systematically explain the 

influence of past, present, and future focus on cognition and behavior.  

        It is widely acknowledged that people can simultaneously have three foci. 

However, this idea has never been empirically tested to examine how people with 

different combinations of temporal foci think or act differently, or how those three 

temporal foci influence one another. For example, highly focusing on the past and 

future may provide both experience and motivation to enhance the ability to cope 

with present circumstances. In contrast, highly focusing on the present may narrow 

individual horizons and weaken the capacity to realize future goals. These 

observations open up many possibilities that deserve scholarly attention.  

        A final research gap exists in the relationship between temporal focus and 

organizational discretionary behavior. Despite the progress that management scholars 

make in explaining organizational attitudes or behavior from a temporal perspective, 

no study links the concept of temporal orientation to OCB and CWB despite the 

potential usefulness of such an approach.  
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2.3 Need for Cognition 

Cohen, Stotland, and Wolfe (1955) are among the first to introduce the individual 

difference of need for cognition, which, according to them, is the need to structure 

relevant situations for a meaningful and integrated understanding of the world. 

Cacioppo, Petty, and Morris (1983) conceive of the need for cognition as an 

information-processing variable in their study of persuasion. According to Cacioppo 

and Petty (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982, 1984; Cacioppo, Petty, Feinstein, & Jarvis, 1996), 

each person, whether high or low in NFC, needs to make sense of his or her 

experiential world; however, they use different means to obtain and process 

information. Individuals with high NFC are thought to naturally seek, derive, and 

think about all available information to make sense of events or stimuli. In contrast, 

individuals with low NFC tend to rely on cognitive heuristics to structure relevant 

situations. 

It is worthwhile to note that the need for cognition represents an intrinsic 

motivation for cognitive thinking rather than the ability to think. As Cacioppo and 

Petty (1982) state, NFC reflects a stable individual difference in the motivation to 

engage in and enjoy effortful cognitive activity. This observation is reinforced by 

considerable evidence showing its correlation with various measures of intrinsic 

motivation (e.g., Amabile, Hill, Hennessey, & Tighe, 1994; Olson, Camp, & Fuller, 

1984). Individuals with higher NFC hold more positive attitudes toward tasks that 

require cognitive reasoning or problem solving. Several empirical studies indicate 

that individuals with higher NFC are more likely to enjoy effortful, complex, and 

analytical tasks (i.e., group brainstorming tasks and generating a number of uses for 

an object) (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986; Petty, Cacioppo, & 
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Kasmer, 1985).  

 Between-individual variations in NFC are viewed as falling along a continuum 

from low to high. People with low NFC are regarded as lacking the characteristics 

and motivation for enjoying effortful cognitive and analytical activity. These low 

NFC individuals, as compared with high NFC people, are conceptualized as cognitive 

misers. Indeed, this motivation to enjoy cognitive thinking can be learned when the 

repeated and prolonged activities of cognitive problem solving impart a sense of 

competence and self-satisfaction to the participants. From this perspective, NFC, 

although conceptualized as reflecting a stable tendency or a basic need, can be 

developed or changed. 

          High NFC is process-oriented rather than outcome-oriented. This suggests that 

individuals with strong NFC are more likely to expend cognitive effort on the entire 

process of information processing, which includes information acquisition, cognitive 

reasoning, deriving meaning, and problem solving. Except for the difference in the 

motivation of cognitive thinking, higher NFC individuals also generate more detailed 

information on a range of topics than do low NFC individuals. In other words, people 

with high NFC are generally characterized as having active and exploring minds and 

as extracting as much detailed information as possible from their environment (Petty 

& Cacioppo, 1986).  

        Table 2 provides a brief summary of the characteristics of high and low need for 

cognition.  
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Table 2 Summary of the Characteristics of High and Low Need for Cognition 

 Source High Need for Cognition Low Need for Cognition 

Information Acquisition 

Cacioppo, Petty, 

Feinstein & Jarvis, 

1996; 

 Active in seeking 

information  
 Less active in seeking  

Range of Information 

Considered 

Petty & Cacioppo, 

1986; Petty, Cacioppo, 

& Kasmer, 1985; 

 A wide variety 

 All available and detailed 

information 

 Narrow range 

 Easily note and 

understand information 

Reasoning mode 

Cacioppo, Petty, 

Feinstein & Jarvis, 

1996; 

Petty, Brinol, Loersch, 

& McCaslin, 2009 

 Effortful cognitive 

reasoning 

 In-depth analysis 

 Thorough, deliberate 

thinking; 

 Rely on simple cues 

 Rely on others, intuition, 

heuristics, or stereotypes 

Motivation to Think 
Cacioppo & Petty, 

1982, 1984; 
 Strong   Low 

Emotional Attitude 

Toward Cognitive 

thinking 

Cacioppo & Petty, 

1982; 

Petty & Cacioppo, 

1986; 

 Enjoyable 
 Tedious, annoying, and 

stressful 
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2.3.1 The Consequences of Need for Cognition 

Studies provide solid evidence that NFC facilitates individual learning. For example, 

NFC is demonstrated to correlate with learning capacity (Espejo, Day, &Scott, 2005), 

problem-solving capability (Coutinho, Wiemer-Hastings, Skowronski, & Britt, 2005; 

Nair & Ramnarayan, 2000), and the performance of intellectual tasks (Coutinho, 

2006; Harman, 2011).  

Except for its effect on learning ability, NFC is shown to be related to memory, 

attitudes, and judgments. For instance, early research on NFC suggests that 

individuals with strong NFC make more discriminating judgments (cf., Petty & 

Cacioppo, 1986). Other studies, however, claim that people with strong NFC are less 

prone to prejudicial and stereotypical views of other people than those low with NFC 

(e.g., Carter, Hall, Carney, & Rosip, 2006; Schaller, Boyd, Yohannes, & O’Brien, 

1995).  

The need for cognition is a major individual difference affecting behavior in a 

number of domains. For example, in marketing research, Brennan and Bahn (2006) 

indicate that the audience’s NFC moderates the effectiveness of a certain 

advertisement strategy. Carnevale, Inbar, and Lerner (2011) argue that need for 

cognition can moderate leaders’ susceptibility to decision bias. Specifically, their 

research demonstrates that leaders with a strong NFC perform better on two decision-

making competences: framing and honoring sunk costs.  

Dollinger (2003) posits that NFC promotes creative behavior and creative 

performance in many tasks (e.g., drawings and dream reporting). In this vein, Wu, 

Parker, and de Jong (2014) use the need for cognition to predict innovative behavior 

in the workplace. In studying 179 workplace employees in the Netherlands, they find 
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that NFC is positively related to innovative behavior. According to them, individuals 

with strong NFC are more likely to engage in complex tasks, have better learning 

capacities, and develop more competence and confidence in generating creative 

thoughts. Moreover, employees higher in NFC are more likely to be influential and 

persuasive in executing their creative ideas, which is a vital stage for innovative 

behavior. Wu, Parker, and de Jong (2014) also claim that higher NFC employees 

develop stronger positive attitudes toward their ideas, allowing these ideas to persist 

across the entire process of innovation. They also find that the effect of NFC on 

creative behavior is strongest when job autonomy is high and time pressure is low.  

   Kearney, Gebert, and Voelpel (2009) propose that NFC is an extremely 

important personal trait in the organizational context of diverse teams. By surveying 

83 organizational teams, they find that when team need for cognition is high, age and 

educational diversity are positively related to task-relevant information elaboration, 

team identification, and team performance. According to them, high NFC, reflecting 

the tendency to deliberately process a wide range of referent information, is 

especially valuable in a diverse team in which team members are often confronted 

with complex and brain-consuming tasks, such as needing to convince teammates or 

debate alternatives. High NFC individuals are excited to learn new ways of thinking 

and relish the opportunity to weigh different options (Cacioppo et al., 1996). 

However, employees who are low in NFC view the effort to consider, reconcile, and 

adopt different positions in diverse teams as tedious, annoying, or stressful, because it 

forces them to perform tasks they are not intrinsically motivated to perform (e.g., in-

depth discussion; brainstorming to generate new ideas or solutions). Hence, in diverse 
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teams with a low NFC, the team members tend to feel bored or frustrated, or they 

engage in “social loafing” (Petty et al., 2009).  

 

2.3.2 Research Gaps 

 “Need for cognition” is an important concept in the field of cognitive psychology, as 

it describes individual motivation and needs for cognitive thinking. However, high 

need for cognition only reflects motivation to engage in cognitive thinking and not 

the ability to think; therefore, high need for cognition does not lead to a high level of 

cognitive ability. Studies also find a moderate correlation between need for cognition 

and general intelligence (e.g., Fleischhauer, Enge, Brocke, Ullrich, Strobel, & Strobel, 

2010; Furnham & Thorne, 2013). How people manage and utilize their need for 

cognition to achieve a higher level is a research question that remains unaddressed. 

According to the cognitive psychology research (e.g., Blumenthal, 1977; Wyer 

& Carlston, 1979), the joint effect of the nature of information and the way people 

process information determine mental cognition. Therefore, as an information-

processing variable, NFC is best not studied independently but instead contextualized 

by the specific nature of information that people face. In this study, I argue that 

individual levels of need for cognition, associated with the specific temporal meaning 

of focusing on each zone of time (past, present, or future), are central to 

understanding how people cognitively process temporal information. In other words, 

individual levels of need for cognition and temporal focus jointly affect individual 

levels of cognitive analysis. Although this research question is important and 

meaningful, no prior study connects temporal focus and need for cognition to reveal 

the relationship between subjective time perception and mental cognition.  
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2.4 Construal Level Theory (CLT) 

2.4.1 The Historical Development of Construal Level Theory 

Construal level theory (CLT; Trope & Liberman, 2003) proposes that a major 

determinant of one’s mental construal level is the psychological distance of the 

stimuli or event in consideration. Psychological distance occurs when an experience 

is not direct and immediate (Trope, Liberman, & Wakslak, 2007). In general, the 

psychologically distant experience is represented at a high (versus low) construal 

level. The greater the psychological distance of an event from direct perceptions and 

feelings, the more likely that this event is represented by the general features that 

convey its nature or essence rather than by the features that convey its detail and 

context. 

         According to CLT, there are four dimensions of psychological distance: 

temporal, spatial, social, and hypotheticality. Psychological distance manifests when 

people encounter objects and events that are remote in space (spatial or geographic 

distance), happen to other people (social distance), or seem unlikely to occur 

(hypotheticality) (Trope & Liberman 2010). Distancing the stimuli on any dimension 

(temporal, spatial, social distance, or hypotheticality) leads to the activation of high-

level construals (abstract mindset) rather than to low-level construals (concrete 

mindset) (Liberman, Trope, & Stephan, 2007; Liberman et al., 2002). For example, 

when people think about things in the near future they tend to use a concrete mindset 

(low-level construals), and when they think about things in the distant future, they use 

a more abstract mindset (high-level construals) (Trope & Liberman, 2000). Similarly, 

experiences are construed at a higher level (abstract versus concrete mindset) when 
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they happen geographically farther away, when they occur to others versus to 

themselves, and when they are at a conjecture that is less likely to happen (Liberman 

& Trope, 2008). Thus, much of the research on CLT links construal level to various 

forms of distance, recognizing that abstraction is important for people to be able to 

move beyond their immediate experiences in the present and traverse distances 

mentally (Trope & Liberman 2003). 

           Temporal construal level: CLT is initially motivated by the desire to 

understand how people anticipate and predict the future to make plans and choices. 

Thus, the early work on temporal construal relates to the research on inter-temporal 

choice in psychology and economics (e.g., Ainslie 1975, Loewenstein & Prelec 1992; 

Thaler 1981), the planning fallacy (e.g., Gilovich et al. 1993), and the psychology of 

prediction (Kahneman & Tversky 1973). Trope and Liberman (2003) recognize that 

mentally representing events in the remote past or future leads people to experience 

psychological distance. Specifically, they posit that to accomplish the “time travel” 

involved in conceptualizing temporally distant targets, people’s mental 

representations must become more abstract because details about distant events are 

often unavailable or unpredictable. Therefore, people can only concentrate on the 

abstract and core extracted features that characterize various manifestations of the 

same event. This representational process, referred to as high-level construal, is 

functional because the essential and core features of an event are always stable and 

unlikely to change. As the events become more proximal, their details are 

increasingly manifest, available, and reliable, and people can then concentrate on 

those concrete and incidental features of the events. This representational process, 

referred to as low-level construal, is functional because it allows people to tailor their 
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thoughts, feelings, and behavior to the unique features of an immediately impending 

event. In Trope and Liberman’s (2003) paper, they conclude that the greater the 

temporal distance of an event, the more likely the events are to be mentally construed 

by an abstract mindset (high construal level) that entails the essence and core features 

of the events as opposed to being construed by a concrete mindset (low construal 

level) that conveys the incidental details of the events.  

 

2.4.2 The Nature of Construal Levels 

Construal level theory characterizes the mental representations on a continuum based 

on level of abstractions (Freitas, Salovey, & Liberman, 2001; Trope & Liberman, 

2003, 2010). This theory claims that individuals demonstrate different representations 

of events in their world with varying degrees of abstraction. For example, behavior 

can be represented using relatively abstract descriptions (e.g., “She is happy”), or 

more concrete descriptions (e.g., “She always smiles”). The former representation 

tends to reflect the stable characteristics of a person, whereas the latter representation 

is more contextual and detailed (Semin & Fiedler, 1988). The following sentences 

show CLT’s original description of high- and low- level construals.  

“High-level construals are relatively simple, decontextualized 

representations that extract the gist from the available information. These construals 

consist of general, superordinate, and essential features of actions. ... Low-level 

construals tend to be more concrete and include subordinate, contextual, incidental, 

‘how’ features of events. Changes in these features produce relatively minor changes 

in the meaning of the event. Low-level construals are thus richer and more detailed 
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but less structured and parsimonious than high-level construals” (Trope & Liberman, 

2003, p. 405).    

Furthermore, a high level of construal is also related to abstract, 

superordinate, schematic, and purposed-focused qualities, whereas a low-level of 

construal is associated with concrete, detailed, and specific qualities. Whereas high 

construals focus attention on desirability (i.e., the “why” aspect of an action) or the 

valence attributed to a target or end state, lower construals focus attention on 

feasibility (i.e., the “how” aspect of an action), or how easily a particular end state 

can be reached.  

Table 3 provides a summary of the characteristics of the high and low 

construals, especially regarding how high and low construal level thinking is reflected 

in past interpretations, current observations, and future anticipation.  
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Table 3 Summary of the Characteristics of High and Low Construal Levels  

 Source High-level Construals Low-level Construals 

Original Definition 

 
Liberman & Trope 2008 

“Abstract, schematic and 

decontextualized representations 

that extract the gist from the 

available information”  

“Concrete, relatively unstructured, 

contextualized representations that 

include subordinate and incidental 

features” 

Inclusiveness in 

Categorization 
Liberman et al. 2002 • Create broad groups of objects • Create narrow groups of objects 

Past 

interpretation: 

“what happened” 

 

Liberman & Trope 1998; 

Henderson et al. 2006; 

Nussbaum et al. 2003; 

Wilson, Crisp & 

Mortensen, 2013 

• “Why” the action was 

performed  

•  Attributed to abstract 

disposition of people (personality 

traits, morals, and principles) 

• “How” the behavior was 

performed  

•  Attributed to situational or 

specific contextual factors 

Current 

Observation: 

“what is seen” 

Smith & Trope 2006;  

Trope & Liberman 2003;  

Wilson et al., 2013 

• Simple  

• Decontextualized  

• Big picture; the “forest” 

• Complex  

• Contextualized  

• Component parts; the “trees” 

Future 

Anticipation: 

“What will 

happen” 

Henderson et al. 2006; 

Trope & Liberman, 2000; 

Trope & Liberman 2003; 

• predict global trends;  

• goal-relevant, structured and 

realistic plans 

• Primary, superordinate goals  

• Desirability (value of end state) 

• local (temporary) deviation;  

• goal-irrelevant, unstructured, and 

unrealistic issues  

• Secondary, subordinate goals 

• Feasibility (means to end state) 
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2.4.3 The Extension and Application of Construal Level Theory 

CLT is a theory of cognition, motivation, and self-regulation with more than a decade 

of relevance in academia. CLT has significant implications for research on individual 

attitudes, decision-making, and behavior (Trope & Liberman, 2003). Construal level 

refers not only to how people mentally represent the objects but also to their goals 

and plans. A high-level construal entails pursuing superordinate goals, whereas a 

low-level construal involves pursuing subordinate goals. High-level construals entail 

prioritizing one’s primary and global goals over secondary and local ones, whereas 

low-level construals do not sharply distinguish between these types of goals. High-

level construals entail forming general and structured plans for achieving one’s goals, 

whereas low-level construal entails forming contextualized and ad-hoc plans.  

          Personal Perception: People can mentally evaluate and interpret the behavior 

of others using different levels of abstraction. The general and stable personality traits 

represent the high-level construals of behaviors, whereas the temporal mental states 

(i.e., expectations, emotions, and feelings) represent the low-level construals of the 

behavior (Cantor & Mischel, 1979; Mischel & Shoda, 1995; Trope, 1989). Nussbaum, 

Trope, and Liberman (2002) find that when making predictions about others 

regarding the distant future, people tend to rely more on the global information about 

a person (e.g., personality traits) than on current behavioral and situational factors. 

Kivetz and Tyler (2007) extend the findings of construal level theory to the field of 

self-conception and find that a distal time perspective makes people concentrate on 

their core and essential characteristics, activating the idealistic self. In contrast, a 

proximal time perspective highlights the incidental situational contingencies, 

activating the pragmatic self.  
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Self-control Ability: Several strands of evidence suggest that behavior 

reflective of short-term concerns is more likely to be accompanied by concrete forms 

of construal, whereas behavior reflective of long-term concerns is more likely to be 

accompanied by abstract forms of construal. This is especially the case in situations 

requiring people to exert self-control. When people exercise self-control, they 

override strongly felt impulses to engage in behavior that may be satisfying in the 

short run but harmful in the long run (e.g., dieters resisting the temptation to eat 

delicious but high-calorie food). Fujita, Trope, Liberman, and Levin-Sagi (2006) 

extend the findings of CLT to the domain of self-control and find that the activation 

of high-level construals leads to greater levels of self-control ability. It is suggested 

that exerting self-control requires people to act in accordance with long-term 

collective goals or outcomes. According to Fujita et al. (2006), high-level construals 

lead to decreased preferences for immediate temptations, greater physical endurance, 

stronger intentions to exert self-control, and less positive evaluations of the 

temptations that undermine self-control. Therefore, any factor that increases the 

weight of the high-level aspects of the situation may enhance the attainment of long-

term collective goals when tempting alternatives are available (Baumeister & Vohs, 

2004). Because higher levels of construal make people more likely to do what is in 

their longer-term interests, using experience sampling methods, Rosen et al. (2016) 

find that people with higher construal levels are more likely to behave in a civilized 

manner even when they experience incivility, thereby, demonstrating greater self-

control.  

         Creativity: Since novelty requires people to conceptualize a reality that differs 

from their own in here and now, a higher construal may be more likely to lead to 
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innovation. Polman and Emich (2011) manipulate psychological distance on a social 

dimension and find that people are more creative if they are informed that their ideas 

are to be applied on behalf of socially distant others. Reyt and Wiesenfeld (2015) also 

find that more abstract mental representations lead to more exploratory learning, 

which is relatively innovative and cognition-based, rather than to exploitative 

learning, which is more incremental, contextualized, and experienced-based (Gavetti 

& Levinthal, 2000). Lammers (2012) further find that high construal level leads to 

higher cognitive flexibility, which may be conducive to innovative problem solving. 

In sum, evidence is accumulating to demonstrate the positive association between 

construal level and creativity. 

Leadership: Berson and Halevy (2014) suggest that construal level is 

positively related to hierarchical position (Magee et al., 2010). Research also suggests 

that followers’ power distance from leaders may shape how they construe and react to 

leaders (Popper, 2013). These scholars theorize that when the difference in 

hierarchical position between leaders and followers is greater, more abstract (higher 

construal level) communication is a better fit and thus more likely to trigger 

subordinates’ positive behaviors. However, when the hierarchical distance is smaller, 

more concrete (lower construal level) communication elicits more subordinates’ 

positive behaviors. Berson and Halevy (2014) show that when hierarchical distance 

between leaders and followers is great, visionary leadership (high construal level 

communication) is a more powerful predictor of follower attitudes. By contrast, when 

hierarchical distance is small, followers are more affected by the amounts of received 

feedback and evaluation (low construal level communication). With regard to 

strategic leadership, an important issue is how managers interpret threats or 
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opportunities. Barreto and Patient (2013), drawing on CLT, suggest that managers’ 

positions in their firms may influence their psychological distance from the shock and 

then determine the extent to which they are affected by the external shocks. In 

particular, they argue that managerial distance from the shock is associated with 

greater focus on desirability (high construal level) versus feasibility (low construal 

level) considerations. As a result, distant managers, compared with the less distant 

managers, are more likely to frame the shock as an opportunity and less likely to 

frame it as a threat to their competencies.  

         Communication: Construal level may relate to communication via one’s 

cognition. Specifically, if construal level shapes how people think, then we can expect 

it to influence how people express their ideas in language. Empirically, Joshi and 

Wakslak (2014) find that when people communicate with a large audience, rather 

than a single individual, they use higher construal level communication (i.e., more 

abstract descriptions of events, more trait-like descriptions of people, or more big-

picture arguments to convince others). Joshi and colleagues’ (2016) research suggests 

that people communicate more concretely with others who are near versus distant 

with them. Moreover, Amit and colleagues (2013) propose that linguistic abstraction 

can influence others and people usually adjust their communication style to suit the 

context. Specifically, people use visual means to communicate proximally and verbal 

means to communicate distally (Amit et al. 2013). 

Justice: People’s construal level is also correlated to workplace fairness. For 

example, the psychological distance (or construal level) affects the extent to which 

people use target-specific information to determine whether the target is entitled to 

fair treatment (Mentovich et al. 2016). The researchers find that greater psychological 
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distance (more abstract level of construal) leads people to apply justice principles 

more broadly or to broaden their scope of justice. Cojujarenco, Patient, and Bashshur 

(2011) claim that high construal level people focus more on the distributed injustice 

events, which reflect the core and essential features of the formal employment 

relationship, whereas low construal level people focus more on interpersonal injustice, 

which constitutes the incidental and contextual features of the employment 

relationship.  

        Moral and Ethics: CLT also provides insight in when individuals focus more 

strongly on morality and ethics. Eyal et al. (2008) propose that moral principles are 

inherently abstract. They expect that people rely more heavily on moral principles to 

judge others when their construal level is higher and take into account situation-

specific considerations when their construal level is lower. Tenbrunsel et al. (2010) 

contend that raising people’s construal level induces more ethical behavior. However, 

although a higher construal level appears to motivate greater emphasis on (more 

abstract) moral principles, mental abstraction also increases cognitive flexibility, 

which may be applied to moral reasoning. In particular, a higher construal may 

enable people to selectively choose which abstract principles to apply, selecting those 

that are favorable to themselves. Conway and Peetz (2012) show that people’s 

construal levels influence whether they behave more versus less ethically as a 

function of their prior ethical behaviors. When people view their ethical behaviors 

through the lens of a higher, more abstract level of construal, they are more likely to 

show a consistency effect in which prior ethical behavior makes them more likely to 

behave ethically subsequently (Ledgerwood et al. 2010a, 2010b). Abstract construal 

makes core or central values more salient, which makes people behave in ways more 
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consistent with those values (Eyal et al. 2009). However, the same behavior seen 

more concretely signal to people that they are in fact moral and, as such, have license 

to deviate from that standard and indulge more selfish desires (Fishbach et al. 2006).  

 

2.4.4 Research Gaps 

Prior research studying the mechanism from temporal focus to construal levels only 

considers the psychological dimension of temporal distance, resulting in over 

simplistic and even misleading conclusions. Firstly, temporal distance is an event-

based concept used for describing a specific event, and great temporal distance does 

not necessarily generate great psychological distance. For instance, when individuals 

anticipate their future life after 10 years by imagining a picture that entails every tiny 

detail, this vivid projection produces a proximate psychological distance and is 

mentally represented with a concrete mindset (a low construal level). Nevertheless, 

the traditional application of CLT (e.g., Trope and Liberman, 2003), viewed from a 

temporal distance dimension, maintains that because a 10-year-distant future is 

temporally remote, it should be represented with an abstract mindset (high construal 

level). Pronin and Ross (2006) reveal that past and future focus also result in social 

distance (e.g., self vs others; close vs strange), which means that people may perceive 

past and future selves or experience time from a more observer-like perspective 

(Liberman, Trope, & Stephan, 2007; Todorov, Goren, & Trope, 2007; Wakslak, 

Trope, Liberman, & Aloni, 2006). Indeed, by recalling the past or planning the future, 

humans can experience the perspective of others, imagine spatially remote places, 

and contemplate counterfactual alternatives to reality. In each case, psychological 

distance from the self in the present is traversed and expanded, which may lead a 
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higher construal level (an abstract mindset). Hence, in unveiling the mysterious 

relationship between temporal focus and construal level, we cannot only rely on the 

temporal distance dimension to determine psychological distance; we may consider 

all other distance dimensions simultaneously.  

          Another research gap is found in the limited study of the relationship between 

construal level and self-control. Construal level is central to initiating the motivation 

for self-control yet this relationship is rarely tested in management research. 

Integrative Self-control Theory (ISCT, Kotabe & Hofmann, 2015) suggests that the 

activation phase of self-control incorporates three key components: desire, a higher 

order goal, and desire-goal conflict. Desire is conceptualized as an affectively 

charged motivation toward an object, person, or activity that when acted upon results 

in pleasure or relief from displeasure (Hofmann & Van Dillen, 2012). A self-control 

dilemma emerges when desire is juxtaposed with a higher order goal that is 

incongruent or competing with that desire. Self-control thus requires both a 

motivating desire and an opposing motivating goal of a higher order, associated with 

highly valued long-term outcomes (e.g., continued employment), core values (e.g., 

honesty and integrity), or social norms and expectations. Furthermore, unlike 

desires—which are normally associated with the concrete features of the stimulus, 

such as physical properties—higher order goals are generally more abstract. All else 

being equal, individuals experience a stronger motivation for self-control when the 

higher order goal is strongly held. In contrast, individuals experience weaker control 

motivation when the higher order goal is weakly held, compatible with the particular 

desire, or if the desire is strong.  
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            While management researchers conclude that construal level has great effects 

on employees’ justice perception, leadership, and creative behavior, they ignore the 

important role that construal level may play in explaining organizational discretionary 

behavior. Indeed, it is quite reasonable and necessary to explore how individual levels 

of cognitive analysis affect behavioral choices in the workplace. Employees need to 

be responsive to multiple concerns that may mutually conflict. For instance, they 

need to attend not only to their own concerns but also to the concerns of the groups to 

which they belong. Furthermore, employees need to do what is best for themselves 

and the organization in the short term and the long term. Thus, employee behavior 

may be driven by concerns that vary in scope from narrow to broad. CLT offers 

insight into the channeling of individual efforts into broader concerns (when their 

construal level is higher and their mental representations are therefore more abstract), 

and CLT offers further insight into when individuals are more focused (when their 

construal level is lower and they are thinking more concretely). Moreover, all 

workplace behavior is a function of the individual and the environment (Lewin, 1936), 

raising the question of how these two sources influence behavior. This question 

relates closely to the longstanding “person versus situation” debate in social and 

personality psychology (e.g., Epstein & O’Brien 1985), which considers whether the 

person or the situation accounts for more variance in behavior. The debate gives rise 

to the more nuanced question of when people are more likely to draw on enduring 

personal characteristics (subordinate goals, low construal levels) versus features of 

the situation (superordinate goals, high construal levels) as bases for behavior.  
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2.5 Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) 

In this section, I review the definition, prior studies, and theories of two typical forms 

of discretionary behavior in the field of management studies and illustrate the 

necessity of including the time perspective in the current literature. I review the 

research on OCB and CWB. 

2.5.1 Definition 

Organ (1988) originally defines OCB as an “individual behavior that is discretionary, 

not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and that in the 

aggregate promotes and effective functioning of the organization” (p. 4). Later, Organ 

(1997) redefines this as “the performance that supports the social and psychological 

environment in which task performance takes place” (p. 95). With respect to the 

dimensionality of OCB, Smith, Organ, and Near (1983) state that OCB is comprised 

of two elements: altruism (helping a specific person) and generalized 

compliance/conscientiousness (exhibiting good behavior for the sake of the 

organization). Organ (1988) then proposes a five-factor OCB model including 

conscientiousness, civic virtue, sportsmanship, altruism, and courtesy. 

Conscientiousness refers to employees being willing to accept the rules and 

regulations of the company; civic virtue refers to an individual’s active interest in 

living in the company; sportsmanship refers to an individual’s willingness to tolerate 

a less ideal situation and without complaint. Williams and Anderson (1991) suggest 

that there are two dimensions in terms of the target of the behavior: a) OCB-I refers 

to the behavior directed toward the benefit of a specific individual and that indirectly 

contributes to the organization (e.g., helps other employees who are absent, orients 
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new employees), and b) OCB-O refers to the behavior directed toward the benefits of 

the organization in general (e.g., adheres to informal rules).  

Podsakoff et al. (2000) point out that management researchers have a long 

history of devoting sparse attention to the nature of OCBs. In this vein, George and 

Jones (2000) conclude that “appropriate construct definition is a key step in the 

development of sound, theoretically based predictions concerning any given problem 

of interest, which suggests that clarifying the OCB construct can aid in predicting 

OCBs” (cf. Joireman et al., 2006, p. 1315).  

Joireman, Kamdar, Daniels, and Duell (2006) observe that although research 

generates fundamental questions about how to best define OCB, there are at least 

three commonly acknowledged features: a) OCB is primarily a discretionary behavior; 

b) OCB benefits others even if motivated by self-interest; and c) OCB is not directly, 

immediately, and formally rewarded. These characteristics reflect that OCB tends to 

induce an individual conflict of interest between short-term individual benefits and 

the long-term collective benefits. OCB appears as a type of behavior that provides 

little immediate self-interest to the individual employee but that benefits both the 

organization and the individual in the long run. This thesis aims to contribute to this 

notion to facilitate our understanding of the social dilemmas associated with OCBs. 

 

2.5.2 The Theories and Antecedents of OCB 

OCB remains a hot topic for management scholars after decades of debate. 

Researchers attempt to explain and understand OCB using different prediction 

methods from different theories and perspectives. According to tests, OCB can be 

predicted by personality traits (Borman, Penner, Allen, & Motowidlo, 2001; 
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Konovsky & Organ, 1996), employee attitudes (job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment) (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994), justice perception 

(Moorman, 1991; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993), leadership (Pillai, Schriesheim, & 

Williams, 1999; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990), and task 

characteristics (Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Bommer, 1996). 

All of these predictors are illustrated and presented by the authors under different 

theoretical mechanisms. Some of the theories may overlap, and almost every 

perspective contains elements of social exchange. I review the major explanatory 

theories mentioned in the previous research. 

          Social Exchange Theory: The most widely used theoretical framework for 

explaining employee willingness to engage in OCB is social exchange theory (e.g., 

Moorman, Blakely & Niehoff, 1998; Cardona, Lawrence, & Bentler, 2004). 

According to this theory (Blau, 1964), when employees are treated well by the 

organization, supervisors, or coworkers, they form a positive commitment to their 

organizations (Organ, 1988, 1990) or develop an increased trust in their supervisors, 

which eventually increases the likelihood of conducting OCBs (Konovsky & Pugh, 

1994). Citizenship research bases this assumption on social exchange theory (e.g., 

Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Organ, 1988), which assumes that individuals engage with 

one another in a series of interdependent social exchanges (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 

2005). Regarding the motivation of engaging in OCBs, most studies focus on three 

motives: organizational concern, prosocial values, and impression management 

(Rioux & Penner, 2001). Other scholars also focus on two of the big five personality 

dimensions: conscientiousness and agreeableness (e.g., Organ & Ryan, 1995; McCrae 

& Costa, 1987; Borman, Penner, Allen, & Motowidlo, 2001). With respect to the 
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motives for engaging in OCB, Penner, Midili, and Kegelmeyer (1997) argue that 

employees do so mainly to accomplish personal goals and needs. The authors identify 

and tested three OCB motives: concern over organizational interest, the expression of 

prosocial values, and engagement in impression management (Rioux & Penner, 2001; 

Finkelstein & Penner, 2004).  

Bonding Theory: According to this theory (Akers, 1973), employees who 

feel bonded to the social environment form positive attitudes toward that environment, 

and thus they act more beneficially than counterproductively. Akers (1973) contends 

that it is through bonding that employees are less likely to engage in 

counterproductive behavior and act positively. In addition, George and Brief (1992) 

discern a strong causal relationship between individual employee’s feeling positive 

and his or her acting in accordance with this positivity.  

           Emotional Perspective: Like the functionalist nature of the theory on OCB 

motives, the view of guilt as a useful emotion with potential positive consequences is 

functional (Tangney, 1990). Therefore, alleviating the guilt that follows the 

realization that one has engaged in undesirable behavior is another kind of motive 

that should be in a comprehensive theoretical model of OCB motives. Specifically, 

receiving feedback about the performance of counterproductive behavior (and the 

awareness of its implications) produces intentions of engaging in reparative positive 

behavior aimed at counterbalancing the previously negative behavior, which in turn 

predicts actual behavior (such as OCBs). Lee and Allen (2002) compare the roles of 

affect and cognition in influencing OCB and find that job affect exerts a greater 

influence on OCB than job cognition. Still, for the OCB directed at the organization, 

job affect demonstrates a weaker influence than does job cognition. According to 
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them, OCB, especially the OCB toward individuals, reflects employees’ natural 

expression of emotion at work. Therefore, positive affect is positively related to 

OCB-I. Gilmore, Hu, Wei, Tetrick, and Zaccaro (2013) survey 212 workplace 

employees and their immediate supervisors and find that the employee trait of 

positive affectivity facilitates their frequency of conducing OCBs. 

Self-regulation Theory: Self-regulation theory (e.g., Carver & Scheier, 1981, 

1982) proposes that individuals tend to regulate their behavior to make choices 

between their current position and the achievement of their goals. This theory shows 

that individual behavior reacts to feedback in the pursuit of goals. Indeed, self-

regulation theory and citizenship theory share the same assumption that individuals 

cognitively evaluate the instrumentality of their behavior (i.e., the costs and benefits). 

As applied to citizenship behavior, self-regulation theory predicts that employees 

cognitively assess the value of past and current citizenship behavior and then make 

favorable or unfavorable judgments concerning the instrumentality of that behavior 

toward achieving their goals (Haworth & Levy, 2001).  

Social Dilemma/Self-control Perspective: De volder, Van Hooft, and Bakker 

(2015) suggest that self-control is important for employees to overcome resistance to 

OCB. According to them, when the reward for a behavior is remote and one has to 

perform undesirable behavior to obtain it, self-control is required. Because task 

performance is rewarded formally and more often, employees are aware that time 

spent on OCB may have a detrimental effect on individual-related task performance, 

such as bonuses, promotions, and career advancement (De Boer, Van Hooft, and 

Bakker, 2015). Moreover, because OCB requires extra time and effort, it may affect 

employee engagement in more immediate tasks that are directly related to in-role 
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performance. Moreover, because OCB is not explicitly required and rewarded by the 

official job description, employees tend to regard it as an extra burden without direct 

and immediate benefit. For example, orienting new employees or volunteering for 

additional activities that demand time, resources, and energy may not be immediately 

gratifying experiences. However, OCB may have a positive effect on both the 

organization and employees from a long-term perspective (Joireman et al., 2006). 

Other scholars suggest exploring OCBs from a social dilemma perspective (Balliet & 

Ferris, 2013; Bergeron, 2007).  

 

2.5.3 Research Gaps 

Although much can be learned about the predicting factors that encourage OCBs 

(Bolino, 1999; Podsakoff et al., 2000), recent studies call for more attention OCBs in 

terms of how individual employees cognitively perceive them (e.g., do employees 

perceive OCBs as a social dilemma?). Joireman et al. (2006) test whether OCBs 

reflect social dilemma situations and find that OCBs are more likely to occur among 

individuals who attach greater importance to the delayed rather than to the immediate 

outcomes of their behavior. According to them, viewing OCB as a social dilemma 

eliminates much of the definitional confusion over OCB and helps identify relevant 

and novel predictors of OCBs. However, researchers still tend to neglect OCB as a 

social dilemma. 

Based on the finding that OCB implies a social dilemma, some scholars (e.g., 

Balliet and Ferris, 2013) advocate exploring OCBs from a cognitive temporal lens 

that studies how employees with different time perspectives and levels of cognitive 

ability address social dilemmas, which in turn determines the issue of OCBs. As 
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Bergeron (2007) posits, the more important unaddressed questions in understanding 

OCB are these: How to understand the trade-off between costs and benefits of 

engaging in OCB, and the tradeoff between OCB and task performance? How to 

avoid the tradeoff? Also, what factors can influence the tradeoff? By exploring OCB 

from a synthesis of theories—time perspective, construal level theory, and the social 

dilemma perspective—this thesis responds to the call for increasing theoretical 

research on the effect of time perception and level of cognitive analysis on citizenship 

behavior (e.g., George & Jones, 2000; Kammeyer-Mueller, Wanberg, Glomb, & 

Ahlburg, 2005).  

 

2.6 Counterproductive Workplace Behavior (CWB) 

2.6.1 Definition 

Counterproductive behavior is “behavior intended to hurt the organization or other 

members of the organization” (Spector & Fox, 2002; p. 271). Sackett and Devore 

(2001) define CWB as a voluntary behavior that is intentionally unkind. CWB can 

take many forms, including theft, workplace gossip, being rude toward others, fraud, 

physical and verbal aggression, covering up mistakes, and decreasing effort at work 

(Robinson and Bennett, 1995; Kelloway et al., 2002). Although there is separate 

literature on each form of counterproductive behavior (i.e., each behavior has its own 

specific antecedents), researchers show evidence that different forms of CWBs are 

almost always positively correlated (Sackett & Devore, 2001; Marcus & Schuler, 

2004). This behavior shares the common feature of being discretionary, and it 

violates the norms and legitimate interests of coworkers and organizations (Martinko 

& Zellars, 1998; Robinson & Bennett, 1995). With respect to the dimensionality of 
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CWB, Hogan and Hogan (1989) propose that CWBs can range from absenteeism 

(low seriousness) to assault (high seriousness). Robinson and Bennett create two 

categories, interpersonal CWB and organizational CWB (Robinson & Bennett, 1995; 

Bennett and Robinson, 2000). Spector et al. (2006) integrate literature from previous 

studies and develop five subscales of CWB: abuse toward others, production 

deviance (purposeful failure to complete job tasks), sabotage (actively defacing or 

destroying property), theft, and withdrawal (not meeting the required working time).  

         CWB is an indication of undesirable behavior, which to prevent may also 

require self-control (De Boer, Van Hooft & Bakker, 2015). Gottfredson and Hirchi 

(1990) analyze the nature of analogous counterproductive behavior and find that the 

most important defining feature is that “all these acts promise immediate and easy 

gratification of desires at the cost of possible long-term negative consequences for the 

offender him- or herself” (cf. Marcus & Schuler, 2004; p. 648). Consequently, they 

label the trait that is the core explanation of crime as the construct self-control, which 

is defined as “the tendency to avoid acts whose long-term costs exceed momentary 

advantages” (Hirchi & Gottfredson, 1994; p. 4). From this perspective, people who 

face CWB face the challenge of self-control, with tension between long-term costs 

and short-term benefits. This definition of CWB is consistent with the social dilemma 

analysis of OCB.  

 

2.6.2 The Theories and Antecedents of CWB 

CWB is understood from a number of different theoretical perspectives. I review the 

major theoretical ones and their scholarly antecedents. 
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         Social Exchange Theory: According to social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), 

individuals who feel that they are treated well by the organization, supervisors, or 

coworkers reciprocate these benefits with positive and active behavior. Conversely, 

when individuals perceive the circumstances as unfavorable, they respond with 

behavior that violates organizational norms or harms others. The most widely studied 

negative situational perceptions are perceptions of injustice and perceptions of 

organizational constraints. According to Colbert, Mount, Harter, Witt, and Barrick 

(2004), when employees perceive an unfavorable environment, they conclude that 

they are not receiving the support, encouragement, and feedback required to develop 

skills. Therefore, they are likely to make less effort in the job. Scholars find that 

CWB can be an individual reactive behavior to frustrations and even threatening 

emotions from past experiences of injustice (Spector, 1997). Bennett and Robinson 

(2000) show that when employees perceive injustice in the workplace, they engage in 

deviant behavior. Greenberg (1993) finds that perceptions of injustice are stimuli for 

employee theft. Fox, Spector, and Miles (2001) posit that CWBs are behavioral strain 

responses to workplace stressors, including organizational constraints, interpersonal 

conflict, and perceived injustice.  

           Attribution Theory: After reviewing a large number of theoretical perspectives 

used to account for CWB, Martinko, Gundlach, and Douglas (2002) summarize the 

common elements of these perspectives and integrate these approaches into a causal 

reasoning model. According to their framework, almost all of the situational and 

individual differences proposed by traditional perspectives can be mediated by 

cognitive processing when they are used to explain CWBs. Specifically, this 

cognitive process consists of two stages: 1) individuals perceive workplace injustice, 
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and 2) they then make attributions for the cause of their perceived injustice. They 

claim that in the second stage, the attributions employees make for perceived 

injustice are predictive of the nature of CWBs. Indeed, scholars (Abramson, Seligman 

& Teasdale, 1978; Weiner, 1986) argue that attribution theory provides the most 

comprehensive, parsimonious, and integrated explanation of why individuals engage 

in CWB. Here, one’s attribution for the cause of injustice is the primary force driving 

CWB. Specifically, the internal attribution for negative outcomes usually produces 

negative affective reactions (e.g., anger, guilt, or shame) about oneself, ultimately 

resulting in self-destructive forms of CWBs such as alcohol addiction or drug abuse. 

Attribution theory also helps to explain why external attribution for negative 

outcomes stimulates negative feelings that are directed outwardly, such as revenge. 

This is especially the case when employees perceive that their actions are seen as 

intentional and there are no mitigating circumstances (Martinko and Zellars 1998; 

Weiner 1996), resulting in feelings of anger or frustration and leading to retaliatory 

forms of CWBs such as aggression and violence. 

           Personality and Motivational Factors: Diefendorff and Mehta (2007), 

integrating motivational traits, provide another antecedent to predict deviant behavior 

in the workplace. They find that avoidance motivation, a tendency to avoid negative 

stimuli, stimulates a behavioral inhibition system and thus produces CWBs. Mount, 

Ilies, and Johnson (2006) use path analysis to test a model and find that agreeableness 

and conscientiousness both have a negative and a direct relationship with 

counterproductive behavior. Colbert et al. (2004) find that emotional stability is 

negatively related to the behavior of individuals’ withholding their efforts. 



57 

 

           Affective Events Theory: Fuller et al. (2003) propose that affective events 

theory is suitable to explain the relationship between work events, attitudes, and 

behavior. Robinson and Bennett (1997) point out that deviant behavior normally 

results from “a perceived specific event that triggers or provokes the employee to 

take a specific action” (p. 14). Affective events theory clearly documents that moods 

and emotions are not synonymous. Specifically, mood is more stable and cannot 

always be tied to a specific object or event, whereas discrete emotion is transient and 

always tied to a specific event or object.  

            Self-control Theory: Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990, 1994) generate a general 

theory of crime that provides a comprehensive explanation for all types of CWBs. 

Based on their notion that crime is tempting in the short run but produces undesirable 

consequences in the long run, they propose the core tenet of this theory: self-control 

captures the essence and core feature of any criminal or analogous behavior and 

thereby is more proximate than any other explanatory factor in the current literature. 

Self-control is aimed at not acting on the immediately tempting behavior that leads to 

undesirable long-term consequences (De Boer, Van Hooft & Bakker, 2015). Kaplan, 

Gostjev, and Johnson (2013) argue that self-control theory assumes that employees 

are easily tempted to engage in deviant behavior if they have a high level of self-

control. According to Hirschi (2004), self-control prohibits criminal behavior mainly 

through its effect on individual perception of the overall scope of potential 

consequences of deviant acts. Marcus and Schuler (2004), after studying a sample of 

German employees from two organizations, find that self-control is the most 

important predictor, while the other alternative predictors (e.g., triggers, opportunity, 

propensity) have limited incremental value. They even argue that “one conservative 
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conclusion from our results is that any theory, taxonomy, or primary study not 

considering self-control as an antecedent of global counterproductive behavior would 

be seriously flawed and limited in scope. Ironically, this is one of the least researched 

theories in the field” (p. 659). 

 

2.6.3 Research Gaps 

As seen in the literature review, even if self-control theory is proposed by many 

scholars to be highly central in understanding the nature of CWB beyond other 

alternative explanations, little empirical research follows this conceptual notion. 

Therefore, there is still a need to explore the nature of CWB and advance our 

understanding of the individual’s willingness to engage in CWB. Actually, it is our 

limited knowledge about the antecedents of the capacity for self-control that presents 

obstacles to exploring the occurrence of CWB from a cognitive perspective. For 

example, if we can ascertain how individual levels of cognitive analysis are 

associated with capacities for self-control, then we may know how people lose self-

control and engage in CWBs. Moreover, because CWB largely consists of a temporal 

conflict—long-term versus short-term considerations—studying CWB from a 

temporal perspective is also necessary and valuable to the current literature.    

 

2.7 Summary of the Literature Review 

In sum, the above review reveals three omissions in the current literature. First, the 

richness of temporal research is not fully integrated and applied to specific and 

related content areas (Shipp, Edwards, & Lambert, 2009). This fragmentation is likely 

due to a lack of interaction between temporal researchers and content researchers 
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(Shipp & Fried, 2014). Specifically, temporal scholars tend to study time 

independently of a particular research stream, whereas management researchers do 

not purposefully seek out temporal ideas. As a result, few researchers produce work 

that is theoretically and empirically driven by explicit time issues within the existing 

streams of management research. For example, in the literature review of OCB/CWB, 

studying OCB/CWB from the social dilemma perspective can help us understand not 

only the theoretical puzzles of why people engage (or not) in discretionary behavior 

but also the ways in which their cooperative behavior can be maintained or promoted 

(Van Lange, Jorieman, Parks, & Van Dijk, 2013). In this regard, the role of time 

perception may play a significant role in influencing individual behavioral choice. 

Therefore, I propose that the combination of temporal focus and social dilemma to 

analyze OCB/CWB may provide a novel interpretation of the emergence of 

discretionary behavior. This can serve as a step toward the synthesis of time research 

and specific management areas.  

Second, there is no overarching framework to explain the phenomena of 

when temporal ideas are applied to management areas. For temporal management 

research, the phenomena are better interpreted by temporal theory, predicted by 

temporal factors, and analyzed by time-lagged data and methodology (e.g., multiple 

time points, dynamic change over time). Cojuharenco, Patient, and Bashshur’s (2011) 

study is one of the few exceptions. They use temporal construal theory to explain the 

effect of temporal focus on the perception salience of different types of injustice 

perception (distributional or procedural). They argue that temporal orientation affects 

employees’ construal levels, which in turn influences their perceptions of justice. 

Construal level theory—initially developed in psychology and widely used in 
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marketing and consumer behavior research—is such a time-related theory that 

specifically describes the important role of temporal factors. More management 

research may be conducted by applying construal level theory similar to the study of 

Cojuharenco et al. (2011).  

Third, a more comprehensive understanding of temporal focus is still 

urgently needed. Although the independence of the three dimensions of temporal 

focus is acknowledged, there are no empirical studies testing the potential effects of 

their combination. A good way to address this issue is explore the interaction effect of 

the three dimensions, as this thesis hypothesizes. In this way, we can learn more about 

how temporal focus works. In other words, knowing the temporal profile effect of 

temporal focus is an essential step for us to understand the role of time in affecting 

workplace attitudes and behavior. 



61 

 

CHAPTER 3 HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 

3.1 Temporal Focus, Need for Cognition, and Construal Level 

 According to Shipp et al. (2009), temporal focus plays a critical role in predicting 

“what information people attend” (Shipp, Edwards & Lambert, 2009, p. 16). To 

understand the effects of temporal information on cognition, we need to consider at 

least two aspects. One is the nature and characteristics of the information obtained 

from focusing on past, present, or future; the other is the way in which people process 

information. In this vein, I propose that temporal focus interacts with need for 

cognition in influencing individual cognitive construal levels, which in turn shape 

behavior.  

3.1.1 Past Focus: Getting Stuck or Learning Lessons? 

When attention is focused on the past, people retrieve facts that consist of details and 

situational factors stored in their memory. Recalling past experiences can enhance 

individual learning when those previous experiences and observations are analyzed as 

relevant lessons (Shipp et al., 2009; p. 1). However, people focusing on the past are to 

some extent mentally constrained by a process of “reality check” (Van Boven, Kane, 

& McGraw, 2009) and become “stuck” in their past memories. I argue that whether 

past focus facilitates or prohibits cognitive thinking primarily depends on one’s level 

of need for cognition, which determines the way in which people process information 

(i.e., deliberately or heuristically). 

I propose that individuals high in NFC, who tend to actively seek out and 

thoroughly process all available and detailed information (Kearney, Gebert, & 

Voelpel, 2009), are more likely to form a concrete mindset (reflecting a low construal 
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level) when they focus on the past. There are three reasons in support of this point. 

First, individuals high in NFC, compared with those low in NFC, are more likely to 

recall more of the past details and facts to which they are exposed (Cacioppo, Petty, 

Feinstein, & Jarvis, 1996). In-depth cognitive analysis and elaboration force people to 

better remember detailed information (Cacioppo, Petty, Feinstein, & Jarvis, 1996; 

Craik & Lockhart, 1972). Second, with so many past contextual cues and vivid details 

to process, an individual’s mindset tends to narrow and thus becomes mentally 

represented by a low construal level. The high need for cognition always preserves a 

stimulus in detail to emphasize its uniqueness rather than its similarity to other 

stimuli. Consequently, when high-NFC people exert strong cognitive efforts on 

thinking about their past, they tend to constantly re-experience many details to 

determine how and why a particular thing happened, immersing themselves in 

memory. This re-experienced reflection activity in turn makes people feel that things 

happened yesterday, producing a proximate psychological distance and mentally 

representing those activities with a concrete mindset (low construal level). Third, 

research (Petty, Brinol, Loersch, & McCaslin, 2009) also shows that high NFC leads 

to judgmental bias by creating false memories. Because individuals high in NFC 

characteristically elaborate on each of the events and have stronger inter-connections 

in their memory, they are more likely to easily access all of the semantically related 

items and therefore demonstrate greater false memory (Graham, 2007). To the extent 

that being focused on the past with strong NFC can foster misunderstanding or 

misinterpretation, it may undermine the development of high construal levels 

(Holman & Stokols, 1994, Holman & Silver, 1998).  
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In contrast, people with low NFC, who have no tendency to engage in the 

cognitive analysis of past events, are more likely to form a higher construal level 

(reflected in an abstract mindset). There are three reasons for this likelihood. First, 

people with low need for cognition are less motivated to recall the detailed 

information of the past; thus, they have less contextual information to process. 

Regarding the information processing mode, the low need for cognition preserves the 

essential properties and features of a stimulus that are unlikely to change over time. 

By extracting the gist and abstract lessons from past experiences, low NFC 

individuals form high levels of cognitive thinking by focusing on the past. Second, 

because individuals who are low in NFC are not likely to project themselves into the 

past to recall and re-experience everything, they usually take an “outsider’s” look to 

view and process their past experiences (Pronin & Ross, 2006). By generating social 

distance, this third-party perspective increases perceived psychological distance. 

According to construal level theory, which posits that psychological distance 

increases construal levels, people who are low in NFC prefer to form high construal 

levels when focus on their past. Third, using simplistic or intuitive thinking, low-NFC 

individuals do not think so hard about every past detail, making them more apt to 

eliminate the negative consequences of being stuck in the past. As therapists and 

scholars of psychology document (e.g., Holman & Silver, 1998; Silver et al., 1983), 

when individuals learn to shift attention away from trivial past life events, adaptive 

cognitive functioning may evolve and be maximized.  

   I thus hypothesize the following:  
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Hypothesis 1: Past focus is negatively related to construal level for 

individuals with high need for cognition (H1a) and positively related to construal 

level for individuals with low need for cognition (H1b). 

 

3.1.2 Present Focus: Being Constrained or Being Aware? 

Present information is consisted of ongoing, recurrent and repetitive direct experience 

and contextual details.  Individuals with a high present focus are those who fully 

concentrate on what is happening in the current context. I propose that focusing on 

the present with low need for cognition increases their construal level. Specifically, 

low need for cognition permits the individual to attend to a stimulus as it is, without 

an immediate attempt to derive meaning from it. Focusing on the present with low 

need for cognition involves paying attention to the current experience and registering 

the facts as directly observed. In fact, viewing present things as they originally 

appeared reflects an experiential processing (Brown et al., 2007; Teasdale, 1999) in 

which present events are observed as part of the ongoing stream of awareness (e.g., to 

view thoughts as just thoughts) rather than interpreted and evaluated with 

implications for themselves (Brown et al., 2007). When individuals with low need for 

cognition focus on the present by attending to direct experiences within a wider 

context of awareness and reducing the capacity to be swayed by momentary 

experiences, they generate psychological distance with the present stimulus, leading 

to high levels of abstract thinking. 

  In contrast, the high need for cognition on the present reflects an information 

processing mode in which thought tends to dominate attention. As people encounter 

stimuli throughout the day, the thoughts of high NFC individuals are processed 
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rapidly to evaluate and interpret what is perceived, or to resolve what occupies the 

mind, especially when it has personal importance. Hülsheger, Alberts, Feinholdt, and 

Lang (2013) find that habitual, automatic, and self-concerned interpretations, as 

reactions to the present context, prohibit goal-concordance behavior and facilitate 

impulsive, desire-driven behavior. In sum, spending too much cognitive effort 

thinking about the present involves interpreting stimuli in a way that is biased toward 

self-concerns (Leary, 2004; Watkins, 2008). In addition, in-depth analysis of the 

contextual details is often recurrent or repetitive, taking forms of worry or rumination 

(Watkins, 2008), which is negatively relate to employees’ resource accumulation and 

deployment, impairs their ability to cope with external threats and discourages their 

growth of cognitive adaptation. (Donaldson, Lam & Mathews, 2007; Ward, 

Lyubomirsky, Sousa, & Nolen-Hoeksema, 2003; Whitmer & Banich, 2007; Hong, 

2007). To conclude, the more the high-NFC individual focuses on the present, their 

perceived psychological distance with the events is narrower, the more his or her 

mindset becomes constrained or biased by these contextualized details around them. 

Therefore, I hypothesize that putting more attention on the present decreases the level 

of thinking for individuals with high NFC. Taken together, I propose the following: 

Hypothesis 2: Present focus is negatively related to construal level for 

individuals with high need for cognition (H2a) and positively related to construal 

level for individuals with low need for cognition (H2b). 

 

3.1.3 Future Focus: Planned Action or Wishful Thinking? 

Future focus is a double-edged sword in influencing cognitive thinking. While future 

focus facilitates individual goal-setting motivation, it may also elicit problems of 
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wasting time on goal-irrelevant daydreaming or create time pressures and anxiety 

(Shipp et al., 2009; Bandura, 2001; Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999). According to Van 

Boven, Kane, and McGraw (2009), the future is the most uncertain and abstract zone 

of time among all three temporal periods because it has not yet happened. I argue that 

future focus increases the level of thinking only for individuals high in NFC. 

Planning the future, calculating the possible consequences, and progressing toward 

desirable goals are all cognitive activities that require in-depth cognitive analysis. For 

those high-NFC individuals, more attention on the future gives them more space to 

realize their nature and enjoy the cognitive activity. Finally, the more they put 

cognitive effort into planning their future, they more they foster a higher level of 

thinking that is more long-term oriented, more abstract, and more goal relevant. 

Moreover, individuals with high need for cognition are less inclined toward wishful 

thinking or fantasizing about the future, and studies (Blagrove & Hartnell, 2000; 

Patrick & Durndell, 2004) show that people high in NFC are more likely to 

experience “lucid dreaming,” which is the awareness of dreaming. Being highly 

aware of their thinking and goals, they are more likely to become motivated to pursue 

abstract, global, and primary goals without becoming lost or experiencing anxiety.  

In contrast, people who are low in NFC view the endeavor to reconcile 

different information to predict and plan as tedious and stressful, as this cognitive 

activity forces them to do what they are not intrinsically motivated to do. People low 

in NFC rely more on simple cues, intuition, heuristics, and stereotypes in interpreting 

situations (Petty, Brinol, Loersch, & McCaslin, 2009). Therefore, individuals with 

low NFC, who are less motivated to predict the future based on an in-depth analysis 

of a broad range of information, prefer to act in two ways. Some people imagine 



67 

 

freely, follow their stream of consciousness, and allow themselves to daydream. Even 

though they have pictured their so-called “dreams and goals,” these goals are usually 

unrealistic (Van Boven, Kane, & McGraw, 2009), unstructured, and goal-irrelevant, 

and are defined as low-level thinking characteristics in construal level theory (e.g., 

Liberman, 2003). With less cognitive effort, people in daydreaming mode project 

themselves into a vividly imagined picture involving concrete details (e.g., “I will 

raise a white cat in a big house with European style decorations), which creates a 

proximate psychological distance and thus represents concrete thinking (low 

construal level). For some other low-NFC thinkers, they may simply extend their 

present life goals into the future (e.g., I hope that I don’t need to worry about loans in 

the future) or use their observation of other people’s present lives as their future goals, 

reflecting a smaller psychological distance between the present and future. This 

proximate psychological distance, according to CLT, determines that their mindset is 

mentally represented at low construal levels. Therefore, I hypothesize that future 

focus decreases employee levels of thinking for individuals with low NFC. Taken 

together, I propose the following: 

Hypothesis 3: Future focus is positively related to construal level for 

individuals with high need for cognition (H3a) and negatively related to construal 

level for individuals with low need for cognition (H3b). 

 

3.1.4 The Interactions among Past Focus, Present Focus and Future Focus 

The tripartite definition of temporal focus implies that people can have multiple 

temporal foci and devote their attention to past, present, and future to different 

degrees in a temporal focus profile (McGrath & Rotchford, 1983; Shipp et al., 2009; 
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Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999). However, research gives little attention to how people with 

different combinations of temporal foci think or act, or how those three types of 

temporal foci influence one another. For example, highly focusing on the present may 

constrain the individual’s horizon and capacity to achieve future goals. As I 

hypothesized previously on the processes by which people get stuck in the past, 

constrained in the present, and lost in the future, it is possible to provide many ways 

of helping individuals re-establish an integrated view of the past, present, and future 

periods in their lives.  

           In the present study, I propose that for individuals with high need for cognition, 

low past focus, low present focus, and high future focus increase their level of 

thinking to the greatest extent. Specifically, exerting too much in-depth cognitive 

effort on past details and current contextual cues may cause them to be lost in the past 

and confused in the present, leading to a narrow mindset. Shifting attention away 

from the over-interpretations of trivial facts in the past and current details facilitates 

adaptive cognitive functioning  (e.g., Holman & Silver, 1998, Silver et al., 1983) and 

strengthens the positive effect of future focus on construal level. To be specific, when 

thinking about the future, individuals with high need for cognition need to collect and 

reconcile useful experiences, knowledge, and current information to predict global 

trends, set primary goals, and make plans, while individuals with low past focus and 

low present focus eliminate the negative side of getting stuck in the past and present. 

For individuals with low need for cognition, low past focus, low present focus, and 

high future focus decrease their level of thinking to the greatest extent. Specifically, 

individuals low in NFC, who are not interested in in-depth cognitive analysis, tend to 

extract abstract information from the past and concentrate on the current task. If they 
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retain a low focus on the past and present, then they obtain no useful experiences 

from the past and have a low awareness of the present; in this case, they are more 

likely to engage in goal-irrelevant, unstructured, and unrealistic daydreaming about 

the future, exaggerating the negative side of future focus on the construal level.  

          Therefore, I hypothesize the following: 

Hypothesis 4: There is a four-way interaction among past focus, present focus, 

future focus, and need for cognition on the construal level. For individuals with high 

need for cognition, low past focus, low present focus, and high future focus result in 

the highest construal level; for individuals with low need for cognition, low past focus, 

low present focus, and high future focus result in the lowest construal level. 

 

         Table 4 provides a summary of the eight interactive conditions in which 

different levels of psychological distance are generated, leading to different construal 

levels. It also demonstrates that people with high need for cognition may pay more 

attention to the future, rather than to the past and present, whereas people with low 

need for cognition may devote more attention to the past and present but not to the 

future.  
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Table 4 Summary of the Interactive effects of Temporal Focus and Need for Cognition (NFC) on Construal Level 

Temporal 

Focus 

Nature of 

Temporal 

Information 

Information Processing Mode 
Psychological 

Distance 

Construal 

Level  
Hypotheses 

Past 

Focus 

Happened; 

Facts and details; 

Stored in memory; 

High 

NFC 

Recall more vivid details; 

Re-experience, re-analysis and 

re-interpret; 

Low Low  1a 

Low 

NFC 

Recall less past details; 

Abstract, general impression; 

Take an “outsider” look; 

High High 1b 

Present 

Focus 

Ongoing; 

Direct experience; 

Recurrent, 

repetitive 

contextual details; 

High 

NFC 

Seek more current detail;  

Evaluate and interpret the 

contextual details in a self-

concerned way; 

Low Low  2a 

Low 

NFC 

Seek less current detail; 

Observed the fact as it is; 

Accept it with no judgment; 

High High 2b 

Future 

Focus 

Not happened; 

Ambiguous, 

abstract and 

uncertain; 

Live in 

imagination; 

High 

NFC 

Actively collect more 

information to 

Predict the global trend; 

Set plans to realize desired goals; 

High High 3a 

Low 

NFC 

Simply extend now to the future; 

Goal-irrelevant daydreaming; 

Project oneself into a vivid 

picture; 

Low Low  3b 
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3.2 The Moderating Role of Temporal Distance 

If the above reasoning is sound regarding how past and future focus interact with 

need for cognition in creating longer or shorter psychological distance, then the 

temporal distance of past and future attention influences such effects. My previous 

proposition is that when high-NFC people focus on the past, they consider and 

process all of the pertinent information. Furthermore, when individuals high in NFC 

focus on the remote (versus recent) past, where memory fades, they have a greater 

motivation to meet this cognitive challenge. Additionally, they try even harder to re-

experience and assimilate events to obtain a wider range of information among 

greater number of details, making them more prone to becoming “stuck” in the past. I 

hypothesize that when individuals high in NFC think of the remote (versus recent) 

past, past focus has a stronger negative effect on construal level. When individuals 

with low NFC think of the remote (versus recent) past, with vague details and facts 

and with more cognitive expenditure required for analysis, these thinking-averse 

individuals are more reluctant to be immersed in detailed information and, therefore, 

they establish a greater psychological distance from their past than when focusing on 

the recent past. This observation is in accordance with construal level theory, which 

argues that greater psychological distance results in greater construal levels. I 

hypothesize that when individuals low in NFC think of the remote (versus recent) 

past, past focus has a stronger positive effect on the level of thinking.  

Hypothesis 5: There is a three-way interaction among past focus, past 

temporal distance, and need for cognition on construal level. When individuals high 

in NFC think of the remote (versus recent) past, past focus has a stronger negative 
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effect on construal level; when individuals low in NFC think of the remote (versus 

recent) past, past focus has a stronger positive effect on construal level. 

 

In the same vein, temporal distance also strengthens the moderating effect of 

NFC on the relationship between future focus and construal level. High NFC and 

high temporal distance results in more long-term planning, more comprehensive 

thinking, and more careful cost-benefit analysis, leading to a higher level of thinking. 

In thinking of the far future, this long psychological distance leads to a focus on more 

global, abstract, and superior goals. Therefore, I predict that when individuals high in 

NFC think of the far (versus recent) future, future focus has a stronger positive effect 

on construal levels. In contrast, low NFC and high temporal distance result in the 

individual imagining and picturing a far future as in “daydreaming,” deviating from 

the core features of tasks and goals. Therefore, I further hypothesize that when 

individuals low in NFC think of the far (versus recent) future, future focus has a 

stronger negative effect on the level of thinking. 

  Hypothesis 6: There is a three-way interaction among future focus, future 

temporal distance, and need for cognition on construal level. When people with 

strong need for cognition think of the far (versus recent) future, future focus has a 

more positive effect on construal level. When people with low need for cognition think 

of the far (versus recent) future, future focus has a stronger negative effect on 

construal level.   
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3.3 Construal Level and OCB/CWB: The Mediating Role of Delay of 

Gratification and Self-control 

Above, I explore theories regarding the relationship between temporal focus and 

construal level; in this section, I discuss why construal level influences employee 

discretionary behavior in organizations (i.e., OCB and CWB). Beyond moral or 

emotional explanations, from a cognitive perspective, OCB and CWB represent two 

types of social dilemmas. More specifically, OCB requires individuals to incur a 

short-term personal cost (e.g., spend energy, resources, and time on helping others) to 

receive a long-term collective interest (Balliet and Ferris, 2013; Joireman et al., 2006), 

whereas CWB represents a situation in which a behavior with immediate individual 

benefits (e.g., vent emotionals pressure) results in long-term negative consequences 

(Boer, Hooft, & Bakker, 2012). Therefore, to engage in more OCBs and refrain from 

CWBs requires that employees reach higher construal levels where one can more 

easily suppress subordinate goal-related thoughts and behavior in favor of those 

related to superordinate goals (Eigsti et al., 2006).  

   Delay of gratification describes the ability to resist immediate temptation for the 

sake of the long-term goals, which is an essential component of individual cognitive 

and motivational success (Mischel, Shoda, & Rodriguez, 1989). Delay of gratification 

is defined by Tobin and Graziano (1990) as a motivational and cognitive process 

related to choices of a later or more distant goal at the cost of an immediate goal. 

Mischel (1996) holds that delay of gratification refers to individual preferences for a 

larger, temporally distant benefit over a smaller, immediately available reward. A 

poor level of delay of gratification is linked to a series of social problems, including 

obesity, substance abuse, psychopathology, consumer debt, criminality, and low 
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educational attainment (Baumeister, Vohs, & Tice, 2007; DeWall, Baumeister, 

Stillman, & Galliot, 2007; Gottdiener, Murawski, & Kucharski, 2008; Seeyave et al., 

2009). Despite its importance, management research on delayed gratification is not 

progressing as rapidly as many scholars hope and expect. 

  Self-control is defined as “the ability to override or change one’s inner responses, 

as well as to interrupt undesired behavioral tendencies (such as impulses) and refrain 

from acting on them” (Tangney, Baumeister, & Bonne, 2004, p. 274). Although the 

preference for delayed and more valuable outcomes (versus immediate but less 

valuable ones) is central to the process of delayed gratification, scholars claim that it 

is still necessary to examine how individuals use self-control to resist immediate 

temptation (Hoyle, 2010; Mischel, Shoda, & Rodriguez, 1989). Intentions to practice 

self-control frequently tend to dissolve in the face of more immediate temptations. As 

Mischel, Shoada, and Rodriguez (1989) describe, decisions to resist immediate desire 

for delayed benefits are readily forgotten or changed when one experiences 

frustration in their execution. Self-control is an important ingredient in people’s lives, 

enabling us to resist short-term temptations (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990) and refrain 

from impulsivity (Loewenstein, 1996), and itis associated with greater well-being and 

career success across a lifetime (de Ridder et al., 2012). Although self-control is 

studied in disciplines other than organizational behavior, employees and leaders 

constantly experience situations that require self-control. Especially for OCBs and 

CWBs, these two social dilemmas are challenging because acting in one’s immediate 

self-interest is tempting even if everyone benefits from acting in the long-term 

collective interest (Lange, Jorieman, Parks, & Van Dijk, 2013).  
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   Taken together, delay of gratification (with an emphasis on preference for 

delayed benefits) and the capacity for self-control (with an emphasis on resisting 

immediate desires) are important mechanisms for explaining the relationship between 

construal level and discretionary behavior (i.e., OCB and CWB).   

 

3.3.1 The Mediating Role of Delay of Gratification on Construal Level and 

OCB/CWB 

I contend that high (versus low) construal level employees are more likely to delay 

gratification. Construal level can explain when people engage in behavior primarily 

because of superordinate goals (e.g., “I am working on this project because of the 

appealing outcomes it will produce”) versus subordinate goals (“I am working on this 

project because I can do those things that make it likely to be successful”). Research 

on delay of gratification in children indicates that children’s ability to delay 

gratification is enhanced by abstract representations, but not by concrete 

representations, such as having the items physically present (Fujita et al., 2006; 

Mischel & Moore, 1973). 

 Engaging in OCB requires individuals to have strong motives for pursuing 

long-term collective benefits, which requires that they delay the gratification of short-

term, self-centered needs. Because task performance is always rewarded more 

substantially, it is possible that time spent on OCB may have a detrimental effect on 

individual-level outcomes, such as rewards and career advancement (De Boer, Van 

Hooft & Bakker, 2015). Because OCB requires extra time and effort, it may affect 

employee engagement in more immediate tasks directly related to in-role 

performance. Moreover, because OCB is not explicitly required and rewarded by the 
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official job description, employees regard it as an extra burden without direct and 

immediate benefit. For example, orienting new employees or volunteering for 

additional organizational activities requires that employees expend time, resources, 

and energy without being immediately rewarded. However, OCB may have a positive 

effect on both the organization and employees from a long-term perspective 

(Joireman et al., 2006).  

Delay of gratification also decreases CWBs because it involves resisting 

immediate temptations (Baumeister & Vohs, 2004; Funder & Block, 1989; Funder et 

al., 1983; Gottdiener et al., 2008; Ramanathan & Menon, 2006). Refraining from 

CWB means not acting on immediately tempting behavior, which leads to undesirable 

long-term consequences (De Boer, Van Hooft, & Bakker, 2015). Kaplan, Gostjev, and 

Johnson (2013) point out that individuals do not engage in deviant acts if they are 

characterized by higher levels of self-control and that they are inclined to act in 

deviant ways if they lose impulse control. According to Hirschi (2004), if individuals 

perceive the full scope of consequences of their deviance and break the bonds of 

significant-others, then they are likely to delay the gratification of retaliating or 

releasing negative emotions, resulting in less CWB. Rosen et al. (2016) argue that 

individuals with an abstract construal are more motivated to act according to their 

higher order goals of following social norms and thus can overcome the effects of ego 

depletion. Consistent with this argument, they find that the abstract construal 

mitigates the positive relation between ego depletion and instigates incivility at the 

daily level (Rosen et al., 2016).  

 Taken together, I propose the following: 
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Hypothesis 7a: Construal level (e.g., more global, abstract mindset) has a 

positive indirect effect on OCB through delay of gratification. 

Hypothesis 7b: Construal level (e.g., more global, abstract mindset) has a 

negative indirect effect on CWB through delay of gratification. 

 

3.3.2 The Mediating Role of Self-Control on Construal Level and OCB/CWB 

I propose that people with high (versus low) construal levels demonstrate stronger 

self-control ability. Specifically, the conflict of higher order goals and desires is 

central to triggering the motivation of self-control. Nevertheless, few empirical 

studies in management explicitly assess or discuss the role of higher order goals in 

the self-control process; most research implicitly assumes that individuals pursue the 

same sets of higher order goals. A high construal level reflects the cognitive ability of 

people choosing the higher-order goals ahead of the desire-goal conflict, resulting in 

a strong capacity for self-control. In other words, exercising self-control requires 

acting in line with central, superordinate, and global considerations in the presence of 

more locally tempting alternatives (Trope and Liberman, 2012). Because such 

considerations naturally relate to high-level construals, psychological distance may 

facilitate self-control. Indeed, people seem to be better able to choose delayed but 

valuable outcomes for the distant future than for the near future (Loewenstein and 

Prelec, 1992). A recent series of studies directly links construal level to self-control, 

showing that forming a high-level construal of situations enables better self-control 

(e.g., choosing a delayed reward, enduring painful but valuable diagnostic 

procedures).  

Strong self-control is positively related to OCB. Theoretically, OCB is rarely 
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effortless and represents effortful behavior enacted in the pursuit of long-term goals. 

For example, an employee who goes out of the way to help coworkers must forego 

immediately rewarding impulses such as resting to achieve long-term goals such as 

increased team cohesion or organizational performance. Thus, multiple studies 

suggest that increased depletion leads to decreased OCB. For example, De Volder, 

Van Hooft, and Bakker (2015) demonstrate that self-control is important for 

employees to overcome resistance to OCB. According to them, when a reward for 

behavior is distant and requires engaging in undesirable behavior, self-control is 

required. Trougakos et al. (2015) find that when employees are depleted of their self-

control capacity by work-related duties, they are less likely to engage in interpersonal 

citizenship behavior. In a laboratory study, Xu, Begue, and Bushman (2012) find that 

depleted participants are less likely to engage in charitable behavior. More generally, 

Lin and Johnson (2015) show that depleted employees are less likely to engage in 

both promotive and prohibitive voices.   

         Self-control is repeatedly demonstrated to be an antecedent to CWB (Barnes et 

al., 2011; Christian & Ellis, 2011; Gino et al., 2011). Theoretically, this argument is 

rooted in the assumption that refraining from unethical behavior requires self-control 

to overcome our innate and self-interested motives (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990) and 

to resist the temptations that arise in everyday life (Gino et al., 2011). For example, 

Lee, Kim, Bhave, and Duffy (2016) suggest that being the target of workplace 

aggression instigates conflict between the desire to retaliate and the high order goal of 

acting in a manner that is consistent with interpersonal norms or maintaining good 

relationships; consequently, individuals are more likely to retaliate if their self-control 

resources are depleted (see also Rosen, Koopman, Gabriel, & Johnson, 2016). Marcus 
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and Schuler (2004) study a sample of German employees from two organizations and 

find strong support that self-control is the most important predictor, while the other 

alternative predictors (e.g., triggers, opportunities, propensities) have limited 

incremental value. They argue that “one conservative conclusion from our results is 

that any theory, taxonomy, or primary study not considering self-control as an 

antecedent of global counterproductive behavior would be seriously flawed and 

limited in scope. Ironically, this is one of the least researched theories in the field” (p. 

659).  

             Therefore, I propose the following: 

Hypothesis 8a: Construal level (e.g., more global, abstract mindset) has a 

positive indirect effect on OCB through self-control. 

Hypothesis 8b: Construal level (e.g., more global, abstract mindset) has a 

negative indirect effect on CWB through self-control. 

 

The overall model is shown graphically in Figure 1. In this theoretical model, 

construal level mediates the relationships between temporal focus, need for cognition, 

and organizational discretionary behavior (i.e., OCB and CWB), and the relationships 

between construal level and behavior are explained by delay of gratification and self-

control.  
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Figure 1 The Overall Conceptual Model 
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CHAPTER 4 METHOD 

In this chapter, I report two studies designed to test the model’s hypotheses. The 

purpose of study 1 is to test the interaction effect of temporal focus and need for 

cognition on construal levels (Hypothesis 1-3). Many studies show that temporal 

focus can be manipulated by asking people to focus on a specific temporal period 

(Bavela, 1973; Pronin & Ross, 2006; Trope & Liberman, 2003). To test the 

relationships among individual temporal focus, need for cognition, and construal 

level, I first conduct a lab experiment in which I measure need for cognition using a 

self-report scale, manipulate temporal focus by asking the participants to concentrate 

on the past, present, or future, and control their temporal distance by asking each 

group to focus on a specified temporal period. As the experimental design allows us 

to test the causality between two concepts, I investigate how individuals thinking of 

the past, present, and anticipated future affect their construal levels.  

In study 2, all of the hypothesized relationships (Hypothesis 1-6) are tested 

using a three-wave and multi-source research design on 291 full-time workplace 

employees and their immediate supervisors. Using the survey method and a working 

sample, study 2 provides further evidence for the relationship between temporal focus 

and construal level and their effects on employee behavior. 

I first present the sample, procedures, measures, and results of study 1, and 

then the sample, procedures, measures, analysis strategies and data results of study 2. 
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4.1 Study 1 

4.1.1 Participants and Procedures 

For this lab experiment, 225 undergraduate students from Wuhan University of China 

are recruited for participation, in return for which they receive course credit. Before 

the experiment, students acknowledged that this experiment was anonymous and that 

the results were for research purposes only. Seven of the 225 students did not 

complete the experiment, leading to a final sample size of 218. The average age was 

19.67 years (S.D. = 1.39), and 43.8% were male.  

I conducted the experiment using the following procedures. First, all of the 

students were required to rate their need for cognition on an 18-item scale (Cacioppo 

et al., 1984). Sample items are “I prefer complex to simple tasks” and “Thinking is 

my idea of fun.” Researchers collected this single-page questionnaire upon 

completion. Second, the participants were randomly assigned to one of three temporal 

focus conditions: past-focus condition, present-focus condition, and future-focus 

condition. Students in the past-focus condition were instructed to focus their attention 

one of their three years of high school.  

Instructions for the past condition read as follows: “Many people often think 

about things that happened in their early days (such as 5 or 10 years ago or even in 

their childhood). Some of them try to reflect on the past in general and extract useful 

experience to enlighten their current life. Some other people tend to remember many 

details and enjoy the feelings of being immersed in the past. We are interested in the 

image of your past life. Now please spend 2 to 3 minutes thinking about your high 

school days. Then write down what you are thinking of in the following space. There 
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are no right or wrong answers. You can write down anything in your mind, as long as 

it is related to your high school time (at least 300 words).”       

Instructions for the present condition read as follows: “Nowadays, people pay 

great attention to the present and live in the ‘here and now.’ While some people enjoy 

the current moment and seize the opportunities around them, many others feel that 

their mindset is strongly constrained by the contextual situation. Now please spend 2 

to 3 minutes thinking about things you are focusing on currently. Then write down 

what you are thinking of in the following space. There are no right or wrong answers. 

You can write down anything in your mind as long as it is related to your current 

time and ongoing things (at least 300 words).” 

Instructions for the future condition read as follows: “Many people often think 

about things that yet happened in their future, such as 5 or 10 years later or even 

their old age. For some people, focusing on the future promote their goal-setting 

motivation and more consideration of the action consequences. For others, focusing 

their attention on the future creates imagination which may be goal-irrelevant. Now 

please spend 2 to 3 minutes thinking about things will happen to you 5 years later 

(three years after your graduation). Then write down what you are thinking of on the 

following space. There are no right or wrong answers. You can write down anything 

in your mind, as long as it is related to your image of life after graduation (at least 

300 words)”. 

Finally, immediately after the writing task, there followed a categorization 

task (Isen & Daubman, 1984). Participants completed a measure of inclusiveness of 

categorization (Isen & Daubman, 1984; Rosch, 1975), indicating the degree to which 

atypical exemplars (e.g., purse) are good members of a given category (e.g., 
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“clothing”). The abstract thinking participants weare expected to be more inclusive in 

their categorization than the concrete thinking participants. Thus, high construal level 

participants may rate these atypical exemplars as better category members than low 

construal level participants (Smith & Trope, 2006). Specifically, students were told to 

rate items on a 10-point scale (1=definitely does not belong to the category; 5=does 

not belong to the category, but is very similar to members of that category; 6=does 

belong to the category, but is not a very good example of it; 10 = definitely does 

belong to the category). Thus, any rating over 5 indicates that the item belongs to the 

category. The higher the actual rating scores of weak exemplars, the higher their 

construal levels. Eighteen items are presented for each of three categories: “vehicle,” 

“furniture,” and “clothing.” The categories are presented in random order, and all 

items were given for a particular category before the next category was presented. For 

each category, the critical items were six weak or atypical exemplars (e.g., 

wheelchair, rocket, tank) based on Rosch’s (1975) norms and pretests with a Dutch 

sample. The remaining items were typical exemplars: six strong exemplars (e.g., car, 

bus, truck) and six moderate exemplars (e.g., cable car, boat, subway). As in Isen and 

Daubman (1984), these typical exemplars are included only as fillers. The first item 

for a category is always a strong exemplar, with the remaining items presented in 

random order. 

I collect measures of positive and negative affect (PANAs; Watson & Clarks, 

1994) to control for potential mood effects during the experiment. Age and gender 

(1=male; 2=female) are measured via self-reporting at the end of the questionnaire.  
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4.1.2 Manipulation Check 

Whether participants appropriately used the future or past tense in their text, along 

with the single question—“which temporal period are you concentrate on? Past (high 

school days), present (current time) or future (3 years after your graduation)?”—

served as the manipulation check. The results show that respondents followed 

instructions with regard to the temporal condition. When participants were asked to 

describe a past event, they were more likely to use the past verb tense (84.12% in past 

condition versus 17.00% in present condition, t = 15.20, p < .001; versus 3.56% in 

future condition, t = 22.70, p < .001). When participants were asked to describe a 

present event, they were more likely to use the present verb tense (54.12% in present 

condition versus 11.66% in past condition, t = 8.89, p < .001; versus 6.78% in future 

condition, t = 10.80, p < .001). When participants were asked to describe a future 

event, they were more likely to use the future verb tense (84.18% in future condition 

versus 1.41% in past condition, t = 22.95, p < .001; versus 24.83% in present 

condition, t = 11.91, p < .001). 

I also check whether the items in the categorization task were correctly 

perceived as strong, moderate, or weak exemplars of the categories. Participants 

indeed considered the strong items (M = 9.21) as the best exemplars, the moderate 

items (M = 6.54) as less good, and the weak items (M = 4.06) as the worst, F (2, 144) 

= 758.70, p <.001. 

I ran all of the analyses with and without demographic controls, and the 

results were essentially identical to those with the inclusion of these control variables 

(Becker, 2005). For presentational parsimony, I present the results without the PANA 

control. 
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4.1.3 Hypotheses Testing and Results of Study 1 

Means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, and correlations of the core 

variables are reported in Table 5. I first compare the mean and standard deviations of 

age, gender, positive affectivity, negative affectivity, need for cognition, and 

construal levels. As shown in the table, there is no significant difference across 

conditions. Specifically, for the mean of the construal level, I conduct a one-way 

ANOVA and find no significant difference between past, present, and future 

conditions (F [398.92] = .15, n.s.). All three conditions have a similar mean level of 

need for cognition, specifically, past-condition, M=3.39, SD=.57; present-condition, 

M=3.35, SD=.59; and future-condition M=3.39, SD=.46. Need for cognition is not 

significantly correlated with construal level (r = .02, n.s.). Positive affectivity is also 

not significantly correlated with construal level (r = 10, n.s.). Similarly, negative 

affectivity is not significantly correlated with construal level (r = .02, n.s.). Age is 

marginally and negatively related to construal level (r = -.13, p < .10). Need for 

cognition is positively related to positive affectivity (r = .22, p < .05) and is not 

correlated with negative affectivity (r = .01, n.s.). 
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Table 5 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of Variables in Study 1 

Variables 

Past 

condition 

(N=71) 

Present 

condition 

(N=74) 

Future 

condition 

(N=73) 

Overall 

Sample 

(N=218) 

1 2 3 4 5 

1. Age 19.78(1.60) 19.54(1.46) 19.69(1.34) 19.67(1.39)      

2. Gender  1.60 (.49) 1.54 (.50) 1.55 (.50) 1.56 (.50) -.12
+
     

3. Positive Affectivity 2.51(.76) 2.58 (.89) 2.45 (.87) 2.50 (.85) .05 -.04 .76   

4. Negative Affectivity 1.81 (.81) 1.99 (.92) 1.93 (.99) 1.92 (.91) .05 -.18
**

 .40
**

 .87  

5. Need for Cognition 3.39 (.57) 3.35 (.59) 3.39 (.46) 3.38 (.55) .04 .01 .22
**

 .01 .85 

7. Construal Level  5.79 (1.35) 5.72 (1.39) 5.77 (1.33) 5.76 (1.36) -.13
+
 .00 .10 .02 .02 

Note: SD is shown in parentheses. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is shown on the diagonal. Construal level = actual ratings 

of weak exemplars.
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A series of between-subject ANOVAs is used to examine the conditional 

effects of temporal focus on construal level in terms of categorization inclusiveness. I 

calculate the actual ratings of the weak exemplars to determine whether priming also 

affects their rated prototypicality. Table 6 shows the results. 

The results show that there is a main negative effect of need for cognition on 

construal level for the past focus person: participants with high need for cognition 

have a more narrow inclusiveness of categorization than those with low need for 

cognition (F [115.84]=4.65, p<.05). The results also show that there is a main positive 

effect for need for cognition on construal level for those with present focus: 

participants with high need for cognition have a broader inclusiveness of 

categorization than those with low need for cognition (F [130.23] = 4.76, p<.05). The 

results demonstrate that there exists a main positive effect for need for cognition on 

construal level for those with future focus: participants with high need for cognition 

have a broader inclusiveness of categorization than those with low need for cognition 

(F [127.47] = 6.44, p < .05). In conclusion, the data strongly support Hypothesis 1, 

Hypothesis 2, and Hypothesis 3. I also plot a figure (see Figure 2) to better 

demonstrate the results.  

Table 6 Means and Standard Deviations of Variables across Experimental 

Conditions 

Dependent 

Variables 

Past condition 

N=71 

Present condition 

N=74 

Future condition 

N=73 

Low NFC 

(N=36) 

High NFC 

(N=35) 

Low NFC 

(N=37) 

High NFC 

(N=37) 

Low NFC 

(N=36) 

High NFC 

(N=37) 

Construal level  

(the actual 

ratings of weak 

exemplars) 

6.25 (.19) 5.61 (.22) 6.04 (.19) 5.37 (.24) 5.41 (.24) 6.18 (.18) 

Note: Standard deviations in parentheses.  
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Figure 2 

 The Relationship between Temporal Focus and Construal Level at Different 

Levels of Need for Cognition 

 

 

As need for cognition is measured as a continuous variable in each condition, to 

test the robustness of the results, I again conduct a regression analysis to test the 

relationship between need for cognition and construal level in each condition. The 

results are consistent with the above. Specifically, in the past focus condition, need 

for cognition is negatively and significantly related to construal level (β= -.72, SE 

= .28, p<.05). In the present focus condition, need for cognition is negatively and 

significantly related to construal level (β= -.92, SE = .30, p<.01). In the future focus 

condition, need for cognition is positively and significantly related to construal level 

(β= .98, SE = .34, p<.01).  

    The categorization task has another scoring method to measure construal level, 

that is, to calculate the how many of the 18 weak exemplars are included in the 
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categories. Items are included if they are rated 6 or higher. Using this measurement of 

construal level, I conduct the ANOVA analysis and regression analysis, with the 

results remaining the same.  

As I ask the participants to complete a writing task to manipulate their past 

focus, present focus, and future focus, as the content of their written text may provide 

further evidence to support my arguments. Table 8 shows some typical descriptions 

and summarizes the characteristics of each condition. In general, their written content 

is consistent with my previous theoretical conjectures on temporal focus and need for 

cognition interactively influencing individual mental construal levels.  
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Table 7 Example Statement across Experimental Conditions 

Experimental 

Conditions 
    Moderator Sample Statements 

Past Condition: 

“High-school 

Days” 

High NFC 

Students 

Sample 1 – “I still have a deep impression of the first day when I entered the 

school. I saw my family off silently and left home alone to study and live in a different 

city. I clearly remember that I was very calm that day, not being sentimental at all. I 

also had an exceptionally sound sleep that night….” 

 

Sample 2 – “I remember the first deskmate I met with. I might have given a self-

introduction to him first, or I might have not. Anyway, I asked his name, and he did 

not answer. Instead, he wrote three characters on a paper and nudged it to me. I saw 

“XXX” on the paper, then I laughed at his name because it was too girlish. In return, 

he smiled to me. He looked quite black and thin, and his smile was kind of evil, but it 

did not evoke any dislike in me….” 

Low NFC 

Students 

Sample 1 — “Three years is just a blink of time, without much things to linger 

on. I had a fulfilling but lonely life in those three years. At the time, I did not have 

much ideas about the future and I just wanted to take the national college entrance 

examination and then leave school soon. I had many friends and we were quite close, 

which might be the only good point in high school… To be frank, I really do not have 

much to say about my high school life…” 

 

Sample 2 – “Life was fairly easy in high school as there was not much burden 

on my shoulder… during the three years, I met with very kind friends and had very 

deep friendship with them.... In the first two years, I led a rather easy life. In the third 

year, I still thought it was also not that hard. I just studied repeatedly with very 

simple and clear goals. I felt that our teachers held quite high expectation on us and 
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they also worked very hard….” 

Present Condition: 

“The Ongoing 

Things” 

High NFC 

Students 

 

Sample 1 – “When I changed to this major, I find that things were quite different 

from what I had imagined. My classmates are all very attentive at class and can pose 

quite insightful opinions and clear ideas in a logic way, but I can’t do that. 

Fortunately, I grope some trick with the help of my senior sister-in-learning. Besides, 

I repeatedly waggled between being industrious and lazy these days…” 

 

Sample 2 -- “…Sometimes, I am quite diligent, determined to fulfill my task at 

the time. While at other times, I procrastinate heavily. It now terrifies me to think of 

the final exam of this subject within two months, and I’ m still at a loss…” 

Low NFC 

Students 

 

Sample 1 – “To speak of the present, what come into my mind are just the things 

to do and the things happened today. I forgot to bring my wallet when I was going to 

have dinner. I borrowed a student card from others and bought a corn because I was 

hungry. I have to attend a meeting after the class, and time seems a little bit of hurry. 

Now the electric fan and air conditioner are both functioning, so I feel extremely 

cold. …What am I going to do on the carnival of the association tomorrow? ...” 

 

Sample 2 - “…The weather in Wuhan is too horrible and too changeable. The 

rice here is so disgusting that I have hardly eaten any ever since I came here. 

Mother’ s Day is around the corner, I want to prepare a delicate present for my 

mother. I want to blend flavors for her, But I have only tried once before, so I am not 

so confident I can do it well. This will be the first time that I have not stayed with my 

mother in Mother’s Day. The Father’ s Day is also coming soon and I can not go 

home at the time as well. I wish the holiday can come sooner because I miss my 

home too much.....” 
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Future Condition: 

“Three Years After 

Graduation” 

High NFC 

Students 

Sample 1 --“Having passed the National Judicial Examination, I will have 

found a job in a law firm. After one year of internship, I will be engaged in law-

related work as a lawyer. Then, after three years of tempering, I will have 

accumulated much experience in the field. Thus, I will start considering the 

possibility of dealing with legal affairs independently. And I will be vacillating on the 

future path I am going to take: whether to find a job in a larger law firm, to stay in 

the small firm to build up my reputation in the field, or to set up my own firm 

independently….” 

Sample 2 -- “I will choose to pursue a master degree abroad in the first two 

years after graduation, to experience a different life in a different cultural 

background, to try a different way of education, and to live independently abroad. In 

my life as a graduate student, I will first try to overcome the language obstacles, 

through making friends with students all over the world, studying with them, and 

having fun with them…. After getting my master’ s degree, I will choose to come back 

to China, and find a suitable job in a pleasant city….” 

Low NFC 

Students 

Sample 1--- “I will still be a damn single. In the daytime, I work hard. At 

midnight, at the corner of the street, I play the beautiful song against the cold wind 

all by myself. At weekends, a couple of friends will come to my place, and we will sit 

around, shooting the breeze, drinking beer in the soft ballad, and enjoying the 

tranquility in the afternoon.… Maybe, someday, I would hit the jackpot. Then I would 

drive around every day, with plentiful wine, and numerous beautiful girls…” 

Sample 2 – “…At nine or ten in the night, I may be on the subway with a few 

other people, or just walking alone on the road, watching the neon glow by my side. 

At home, there may be a puppy waiting for me. At weekends, I will just stay at home, 

watching TV dramas, or sometimes go out and have fun alone, such as having meals, 

or going shopping. In short, I will have a room where I can feel at ease…” 
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4.1.4 Discussion of Study 1 

From the above, Hypotheses 1-3 in the text are all well supported. By studying these 

students’ written texts, I also obtain a clear understanding of the relationships among 

temporal foci, need for cognition, and construal level. What I hypothesize in theory is 

consistent with their narratives, thus providing more solid evidence for the proposed 

relationships. 

 This lab experiment provides initial evidence supporting that induced past 

focus, present focus, and future focus interact with need for cognition and have a 

significant effect on mental construal levels. In addition to the traditional benefits of 

using an experimental design—such as addressing concerns about causality 

(Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991)—this experiment allows us to consider the different 

facets of construal level, such as using a categorization task to measure individual 

construal levels. According to Liberman et al. (2002), people with high construal 

levels tend to maintain broad groups of objects, whereas people with low construal 

levels maintain narrow groups of objects. In addition to categorization, there are 

many other different facets of construal levels, as I conclude in Table 3. For example, 

regarding the interpretation of behavior, people with high construal levels concern 

themselves over the question of “why” this behavior happened, whereas people with 

low construal levels focus on the question of “how” the behavior is conducted. In 

psychological studies, researchers have developed several methods to measure 

construal level (e.g., Trope & Smith, 2006). The categorization task is one of the most 

widely used operations. I recommend that future researchers use measurements based 

on other characteristics of construal level. 
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             This experiment, while confirming the hypotheses on temporal focus, also 

implies that temporal focus—although defined as an individual difference—can be 

taught, learned, and manipulated. We can ask ourselves to concentrate on a desired 

temporal period if we need to do so. For example, if a leader aims to exert influence 

and inspire employees with a future focus, he or she may repeatedly refer to the 

company’s future vision and prospects. Similarly, meditation activity works by asking 

people to fully concentrate on the present. Another point deserving attention is that 

manipulated temporal focus disguises the fact that people can have multiple foci. 

Asking them to place all of their attention on the past gives them no chance to think 

about their present and future, which is not realistic. Indeed, in a short period (i.e., in 

minutes or seconds), people may only have one temporal focus. For example, people 

who typically focus more often on the future may, at least for a moment, concentrate 

on their current work. Hence, to capture one’s tendency to focus on the past, present, 

or future, I use the temporal focus scale in the survey study. Moreover, by measuring 

temporal focus as an individual difference, I can test the interaction effect among past 

focus, present focus, and future focus.  

 

4.2 Study 2  

4.2.1 Sample and Procedures 

I collected data from a large clothing company located in Wuhan, China. After 

interviewing the director of human resources, I realized that there were more than 100 

sales stores in this company. Each store had five to six employees with one supervisor. 

The HR manager provided a list of 500 sales employees. The company held monthly 

training meeting for those employees. I conducted the survey in this training meeting 
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in 30 minutes. In the monthly meeting, I introduced the purpose of the survey and 

assured the participants of the confidentiality of their responses. To motivate them to 

carefully complete the questionnaire I gave each participant ¥20 RMB per survey. 

Employees who completed all three surveys received ¥60 RMB in total. The three-

wave design was used to reduce the potential problem of common method bias 

(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). 

In the first wave, I worked with the HR department and distributed 500 

questionnaires to the employees in each store. In this wave, employees were asked to 

report their temporal focus, need for cognition, construal level, temporal distance, and 

demographic variables. Of these, 450 completed questionnaires were returned, a 

response rate of 90%. One month after the first wave, I distributed questionnaires to 

these 450 employees; 360 completed questionnaires were returned, a response rate of 

80%. Construal level, delay of gratification, and self-control capacity were measured 

in this wave. One month after the second wave, I collected the third wave data, in 

which employees rated their CWBs and their supervisors rated their OCBs. The final 

sample size used for data analysis was 303, representing an overall response rate of 

60.6%. Among the 291 employees in the final sample, the average age was 28.30 

years (SD = 4.35) and the average tenure in the organization is 23.80 months (SD = 

28.45). For the education level, 68.1% of them held high school degrees, and 10.6% 

held a college or bachelor’s degree. All of them were women. 
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Table 8  Summary of Research Design and Measures of Variables in Study 2  

Rater Time 1 
Time 2 

(1 month after Time 1) 

Time 3 
(1 month after Time 2) 

Employee 

Temporal Focus; 

Need for cognition; 

Temporal distance; 

Construal Level; 

PANA; 

Prosocial value; 

Construal Level; 

Delay of Gratification; 

Self-control; 

CWB; 

PA&NA; 

CWB 

Supervisor  OCB OCB 

Note: OCB=organizational citizenship behavior; CWB=counterproductive behavior. 

PA=positive affectivity; NA= negative affectivity; 

 

4.2.2 Measures 

The questionnaires were presented in Chinese. All of the scale items were translated 

using the back-translation procedure (Brislin, Lonner, & Thorndike, 1973) by two 

bilingual academic translators fluent in both Chinese and English. Appendix 2 lists 

the questionnaires used in this study. 

Temporal focus was measured using the 12-item temporal focus scale (TFS) 

developed by Shipp et al. (2009). Past focus, present focus, and future focus were 

measured using a 4-item subscale. Sample items for past focus are “I replay 

memories of the past in my mind” and “I reflect on what has happened in my life.” 

Sample items for present focus are “I focus on what is currently happening in my 

life” and “My mind is on the here and now.” Sample items for future focus are “I 

think about times to come” and “I imagine what tomorrow will bring for me.” 

Respondents were asked to indicate how frequently they engaged in thinking about 

the past, present, and future in a scale ranging from 1 (Never) to 5 (Always). The 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were 0.80 for past focus, 0.85 for present focus, and 



98 

 

0.83 for future focus. Because temporal focus is treated as an individual difference in 

this study, its measurement is expected to show consistency at two different points. 

To determine the test-retest validity, we also collected temporal focus in the second 

wave. From the Pearson correlation coefficients, all three types of temporal focus in 

time 1 are significantly and positively related to their counterparts in time 2. 

Specifically, for past focus, this correlation coefficient is 0.48 (p < .001), the 

correlation coefficient for present focus is 0.41 (p < 0.05), and the correlation 

coefficient for future focus is 0.49 (p < .001).  

Need for cognition was measured using an 18-item scale developed by 

Cacioppo et al. (1984). Example items are “I prefer complex to simple tasks,” “I 

usually end up deliberating about issues even when they don’t affect me personally,” 

and “Thinking is not my idea of fun” (reverse coded). A 5-point Likert scale ranging 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) was used. The Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient was 0.93. 

Construal Level was measured using the behavior identification form (BIF) 

developed by Vallacher and Wegner (1989), which has been widely used to measure 

mental construal levels (e.g., Liberman & Trope, 1998; Pyone & Isen, 2011). 

Specifically, this scale lists 26 behavior statements, each paired with two alternatives: 

a low-level and a high-level identification. For example, “Caring for houseplants” can 

be interpreted as either “Making the room look nice” (high level) or “Watering 

plants” (low level). Participants are asked to choose only one of the two alternatives 

as the identification of each behavior. The number of high-level identifications 

constitutes a construal level score. A higher score indicates a higher mental construal 
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level. I select 16 items that describe the events with which the participants are more 

familiar. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is 0.86. 

Delay of Gratification was measured using Hoerger, Quirk, and Weed’s (2011) 

Delaying Gratification Inventory (DGI). The original scale consists of 35 items 

belonging to 5 aspects, namely, food, money, physical, social, and achievement. I 

used only the last two factors, social and achievement, because they are more 

meaningful to studies on organizational behavior. Ten items (three items from the 

social aspect and seven items from the achievement aspect) were used in this study. 

The three items for social aspect are “I try to consider how my actions will affect 

other people in the long-term,” “Usually I try to consider how my actions affect 

others,” and “I think that helping each other benefits society.” Sample items for the 

achievement aspect are “I have tried to work hard at work so that I could have a better 

future,” “At work, I won’t take the easy way out,” and “I have always felt like my 

hard work would pay off in the end.” The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of these 10 

items was 0.91. 

Self-control was measured by using the13-item Brief Self Control Scale 

developed by Tangney, Baumeister, and Boone (2004). Sample items are “I am good 

at resisting temptation,” “I refuse things that are bad for me,” and “People would say 

that I have iron self-discipline.” A 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) was used. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .88. 

OCB was measured using the 16-item scale from Lee and Allen (2002). It 

consists of two dimensions. Eight items captured the interpersonal dimension (OCB-I) 

and 8 items captured the organizational dimension (OCB-O). Sample items for the 

OCB-I subscale are “Help others who have been absent,” “Willingly give her time to 
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help others who have work-related problems,” and “Adjust her work schedule to 

accommodate other employees’ requests for time off.” The Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient for OCB-I is 0.95. Sample items for OCB-O subscale are “Defend the 

organization when other employees criticize it,” “Offer ideas to improve the 

functioning of the organization,” and “Take action to protect the organization from 

potential problems.” The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for OCB-O was 0.94. I asked 

the supervisor to rate the subordinates according to their daily performance on a 5-

point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The 

overall Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for OCB was 0.96. 

CWB was measured using a well-established 18-item scale referencing several 

types of counterproductive behavior drawn from Bennett and Robinson (2000). This 

scale is designed to reflect two underlying facets of CWB: interpersonal deviance and 

organizational deviance. Interpersonal deviance refers to behavior that is harmful to 

individuals in an organization such as making fun of someone or playing a mean 

prank on someone. Sample items are “made fun of someone at work,” “publicly 

embarrassed someone at work,” and “acted rudely toward someone at work.” 

Organizational deviance refers to behavior that is harmful or counterproductive to the 

organizational such as the destruction or theft of organizational property, littering, 

discussing confidential information, or putting little effort into one’s work. Sample 

items are “taken property from work without permission,” “neglected to follow your 

boss’s instructions,” and “dragged out work in order to get overtime.” The 

participants indicated the frequency of such behavior over the last month on a 5-point 

Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (often). The overall Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient for CWB was 0.90. I deleted the item “used an illegal drug or consumed 
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alcohol on the job” because the company manger stated that it was too sensitive and 

may mislead employees. I used a self-report rather than the other-report measure of 

deviance because much workplace deviant behavior often occurs in private without 

the knowledge of coworkers or leaders. In addition, deviance is commonly self-

reported in prior research (Berry et al., 2007).  

The temporal distance measurement was adapted from Bluedorn’s (2002) 

temporal depth scale. For the past temporal distance, the item is “When I think about 

things that happened in the past, I usually think about things that happened long ago.” 

For future temporal distance, the item is “When I think about the future, I usually 

think things this far ahead.” The participants indicated their responses to these two 

statements on a scale ranging from 1 to 6: 1 = one or two weeks; 2 = six months; 3 = 

one year; 4 = three years; 5 = five years; 6 = 10 years or more.  

I also included several control variables. First, because this model focuses on 

the cognitive aspect of employees, I rule out the affective factors. I used the 20-item 

PANAS-X developed by Watson and Clark (1994) to measure the levels of positive 

and negative affect (α = for positive affect and α = for negative affect). PANAS can 

influence OCBs (George, 1991; Kemery, Bedeian, & Zacur, 1996) and CWB 

(Berkowitz, 1998; Lee & Allen, 2002). Second, I controlled prosocial value (self-

reported by the employees on Time 1) when predicting OCB and CWB for the prior 

proof that they are correlated (Rioux & Penner, 2001). Third, I controlled the 

demographic variables. Demographics (age, gender, education level, tenure within the 

organization) are measured via self-reporting. 
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4.2.3 Strategy of Data Analysis 

For the data analysis, I conducted the path analysis using Mplus 7.0 software to test 

the entire model. I also bootstrapped 1000 times to reduce the potential problems of 

non-distributed problems. Some of the measures used different scales, temporal 

distances (from 1 to 6), and construal levels (from 1 to 16). To facilitate the 

interpretation of the results, I standardized all of the variables. Firstly, I calculated the 

product terms from the standardized scores for the independent and moderating 

variables (Cortina et al., 2001). Those product terms were used as single indicators of 

the latent interaction variables (Klein & Moosbruger, 2000). Following Williams and 

MacKinnon’s (2008) recommendations, I used bias-corrected bootstrapping in the 

analyses. In a comparison of various approaches to testing indirect effects in complex 

models, this method demonstrates the most accurate confidence intervals and overall 

Type I error (Williams & MacKinnon, 2008). 

Given that a single supervisor rates several subordinates (the average cluster 

size equals to 2.67), the ICC (1) of supervisor-rated OCB was 0.58, which 

demonstrates the existence of grouping effect. Yet, when I checked the design effect, 

which is used to examine whether the data needs a multiple level analysis (Kaiser, 

Woodruff, Bilukha, Spiegel, & Salama, 2006; Kline, 2010), it is 1.96 and below the 

conventional cutoff point of 2, suggesting that analyzing the data from single level 

creates no bias. Nevertheless, considering the high ICC(1) value, to be conservative 

and to control for the supervisor effect, I still group-centered each supervisor-rated 

OCB item to make sure the mean of OCB is equal to 0 for all groups (Liu, Luksyte, 

Zhou, Shi, & Wang, 2015). Hence, the variances due to supervisors were removed 

from the general OCB rating.  
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          I ran all of the analyses with and without demographic controls (age, education 

level and tenure) and the results were essentially identical with the inclusion of these 

control variables (Becker, 2005). For parsimonious presentation, I reported the results 

without those demographic variables. 

 

4.2.4 Results of Study 2 

1) Confirmatory factor analysis  

To examine whether the constructs measured are distinguishable from one another, I 

conducted a confirmatory factor analyses (CFA). Given the large number of 

parameters to be estimated, I reduced the number of items by creating item parcels 

for all of the variables except temporal focus (Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & 

Widaman, 2002). Using a parceling approach results in a better variable-to-sample 

size ratio (Little et al., 2002; Landis, Beal, & Tesluk, 2000). Specifically, on the basis 

of factor analytic results, the items with the highest and lowest factor loadings of a 

construct were collapsed firstly, followed by the items with the next second highest 

and lowest factor loadings. Table X shows the results of the analysis. The 

hypothesized nine-factor model, which specified past focus, present focus, future 

focus, need for cognition, construal level, delay of gratification, self-control, OCB, 

and CWB as unique constructs, best fit the data as indicated by the comparative fit 

index (CFI) and the root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA): CFI = 0.95, 

RMSEA = 0.049. The nine-factor structure fit the data significantly better than 

alternative nested models in which any two or three of the nine factors were 

combined.  
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Table 9 Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Study 2 

Model χ2 df CFI RMSEA 

Nine-factor model (baseline model) 2649.08 1559 .95 .049 

Eight-factor model-1: 

Delay of gratification and self-control combined 
3012.22 1567 .94 .056 

Eight-factor model-2: 

Need for cognition and construal level combined 
4240.22 1567 .93 .077 

Eight-factor model-3: 

OCB and CWB combined 
5556.49 1567 .91 .093 

Seven-factor model-1: 

Past focus, present focus and future focus combined 
3373.72 1574 .93 .064 

Seven-factor model-2: 

Construal level, delay of gratification and  

self-control combined 

4501.57 1574 .92 .080 

Seven-factor model-3: 

Need for cognition and construal level combined; 

Delay of gratification and self-control combined; 

4590.02 1574 .92 .081 

Six-factor model-1: 

Past focus, present focus, future focus and need for 

cognition combined 

4864.01 1583 .91 .085 

Six-factor model-2: 

Past focus, present focus, future focus combined; 

Delay of gratification and self-control combined; 

3742.41 1580 .93 .069 

Five-factor model: 

Past focus, present focus, future focus combined; 

Need for cognition and construal level combined 

Delay of gratification and self-control combined; 

5319.30 1585 .90 .090 

One-factor model 

17139.6

7 1595 .71 .018 

Note:  ** p<.01; * p<.05; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root-mean-square 

error of approximation.  

 

2) Descriptive Statistics  

Means, standard deviations, and correlations of the focal variables are presented in 

Table 11. Past focus is positively related to present focus (r = .32, p < .05) and future 

focus (r = .50, p < .05). Present focus is positively related to future focus (r = .46, p 
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< .05). Need for cognition is positively related to past focus (r = .21, p < .05), present 

focus (r = .35, p<.05), and future focus (r = .33, p < .05). Construal level is positively 

related to present focus (r = .21, p < .05) and future focus (r = .19, p < .05) and not 

significantly correlated with past focus (r = .03, p > .05). Need for cognition is 

positively related to construal level (r = .20, p < .05), delay of gratification (r = .35, p 

< .05), and self-control (r = .31, p < .05). Construal level is positively related to delay 

of gratification (r = .25, p < .05) and self-control (r = .24, p < .05). OCB is positively 

correlated with construal level (r = .15, p < .05). CWB is negatively related to 

construal level (r = -.17, p < .05), delay of gratification (r = -.31, p < .05), and self-

control (r = -.34, p<.05).  
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Table 10 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of the Variables in Study 2 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

1. Age T1                    

2. Education Level T1 .01                   

3. Positive Affectivity T1 -.03 .04                  

4. Negative Affectivity T1 .00 .03 -.03                 

5. Positive Affectivity T2 .04 -.01 .42** .03                

6. Negative Affectivity T2 .01 .01 -.09 .43** .00               

7. Prosocial Value -.03 -.01 .44** -.05 .23** -.03              

8. PTD T1 .13* -.02 -.05 .12* .00 .09 .04             

9. FTD T1 .05 -.03 .10+ .00 .11+ -.02 .18** .39**            

10. Past focus T1 .00 -.01 .06 .13* .21** .19** .11+ .17** .15*           

11. Present focus T1 .04 -.03 .29** -.11 .25** -.04 .26** .05 .20** .32**          

12. Future focus T1 -.07 .04 .24** .07 .31** .04 .25** .02 .24** .50** .46**         

13. Need for cognition T1 .08 .07 .26** .03 .20** .01 .41** .04 .16** .21** .35** .33**        

14. Construal level T1 -.07 .11+ .19** -.17** .23** -.18** .24** .00 .13* .09 .21** .24** .20**       

15. Construal level T2 .04 .03 .23** -.17** .25** -.15* .19** -.08 .13* .03 .21** .19** .20** .74**      

16. Delay of GratificationT2 .01 -.01 .22** -.07 .17** -.09 .34** -.03 .18** .09 .31** .25** .35** .18** .25**     

17. Self-control T2 .07 .02 .27** -.20* .25** -.16** .29** .05 .11 .04 .32** .16** .31** .11+ .24** .52**    

18. OCB T3 -.06 .03 .01 .03 .09 -.01 .05 .03 .03 .00 -.01 .06 -.08 .15* .06 .06 -.03   

19. CWB T3 -.03 .05 -.13* .24** -.09 .22** -.27** .05 -.06 .12* -.10+ -.11+ -.13* -.14* -.17** -.31** -.34** -.09  

Mean 28.30 1.91 3.07 1.96 3.07 2.18 4.02 3.84 3.82 3.09 3.86 3.23 3.26 11.78 13.05 3.82 3.61 3.58 1.36 

SD 4.35 .57 .67 .64 .69 .75 .63 1.48 1.44 .56 .67 .73 .56 3.30 3.42 .55 .51 .59 .32 

Note: N=291. ** p<.01; * p<.05; + p < .10; OCB=organizational citizenship behavior; CWB=counterproductive behavior. PTD=past 

temporal distance; FTD=future temporal distance. 
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3) Hypotheses testing  

Table 12 and Figure 4 show the results of the path analysis. The nature of the 

significant interactions is examined by plotting figures with values (Figure 5-7). 

Hypotheses 1a and 1b describe the interactive effect of past focus and need for 

cognition on the construal level. As Table 12 shows, the interaction term is negative 

and significant (β = -.09, p < .05). Figure 4 shows that past focus is negatively related 

to construal level for individuals with high NFC (b = -.10, t = -5.92, p<.001). Hence, 

Hypothesis 1a is suppported; however, the postive relationship between past focus 

and construal level is non-significant when individuals are low in NFC (H1b; b = -.00, 

t = -.17 n.s.). Thus, Hypothesis 1b is not supported.  

Hypothesis 2 proposes that present focus and need for cognition interactively 

affect individual mental construal levels. As shown in Table 12, the interaction term is 

negative and significant (β = -.11, p < .05). Figure 5 further demonstrates that present 

focus is negatively related to construal level for high NFC individuals (b = -.06, t = -

3.08, p < .001), which indicates that Hypothesis 2a is supported. Present focus is 

positively related to construal level for low NFC individuals (b=.06, t= 3.96, p 

< .001), which indicates that Hypothesis 2b is also supported. Hypothesis 3 holds that 

future focus facilitates construal levels for individuals with high NFC and prohibits 

construal levels for individuals with low NFC. As shown in Table 12, the interaction 

term is positive and significant (β = .15, p < .05). Figure 6 further shows that future 

focus is positively related to construal level when employees have a high NFC (b 

= .09, t = 5.78, p < .001), which indicates that Hypothesis 3a is supported. Future 

focus is negatively related to construal level when employees have a low NFC (b = -

.07, t = -3.90, p < .001), which indicates that Hypothesis 3b is also supported. 
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Table 11 Results of the Path Analysis  

Variables 

Construal Level 

T2 

Delay of 

Gratification T2 

Self-control 

Capacity T2 
OCB  

T3 

CWB 

 T3 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Past temporal distance T1 .01 (.05)  .   

Future temporal distance T1 .01 (.05)     

Construal level T1 .71
***

(.06)     

Positive affectivity T1 .08
+
 (.04) .09

+
 (.05) .13

*
 (.05)   

Negative affectivity T1 -.07 (.04) -.10
+
 (.06) -.14

**
 (.05)   

Past focus T1 -.05 (.04) -.14
*
 (.07) -.11 (.06) .04 (.06) .15

*
 (.07) 

Present focus T1 .00 (.04) .17
*
 (.06) .18

** 
(.06) -.03 (.07) .05 (.07) 

Future focus T1 .01 (.05) .08 (.07) .00 (.07) -.00 (.06) -.12
+
 (.07) 

Need for cognition (NFC) .03 (.05) .27
**

 (.06) .23
***

 (.06) -.07 (.06) .05 (.06) 

Past focus× NFC -.09
*
 (.04) -.04 (.06) -.14

*
 (.06) -.06 (.05) .02 (.06) 

Present focus× NFC  -.11
*
 (.05) -.00 (.06) -.01 (.06) -.01 (.05) .02 (.05) 

Future focus× NFC  .15
*
 (.07) .03 (.08) .17

*
 (.08) .01 (.06) -.06 (.03) 

Positive affectivity T2    .01 (.06) .02 (.07) 

Negative affectivity T2    -.05 (.05) .14
*
 (.06) 

Prosocial value T1    -.01(.07) -.17
**

(.06) 

OCB T2    .46
*** 

(.06)  

CWBT2     .45
***

 (.09) 

Construal level T2  .17
**

 (.06) .14
*
 (.06) .02 (.06) -.04 (.07) 

Delay of gratification T2    .15
*
 (.08) -.21

**
 (.08) 

Self-control capacity T2    -.07 (.07) -.13
+ 

(.07) 

Note: N=291. 
***

p<.001, 
**

 p<.01, 
*
 p<.05, 

+
 p<.10; OCB=organizational citizenship behavior; CWB=counterproductive 

behavior. 
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Figure 3 Results of the Path Analysis 
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Figure 4  

The Interaction Effect of Past Focus and Need for Cognition on Construal Level 

 

 

Figure 5  

The Interaction Effect of Present Focus and Need for Cognition on Construal 

Level 
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Figure 6   

The Interaction Effect of Future Focus and Need for Cognition on Construal 

Level 

 

Hypothesis 4 proposes a four-way interaction among past focus, present 

focus, future focus, and need for cognition on the construal level. Specifically, for 

individuals with low NFC, low past focus, low present focus, and high future focus 

result in the lowest construal level; for individuals with high NFC, low past focus, 

low present focus, and high future focus result in the highest construal level. Table 13 

shows the regression results. From the table, the four-way interaction term is 

marginally significant (β = .09, se = .05, p < .10). To further explore the nature of the 

interaction, I plot the interaction figures (see Figure 8 and Figure 9). Figure 7 shows 

that when need for cognition is low, only the slope of line 4 is significant (b = -.37, p 

< .05). In addition, for a low NFC person, when past focus and present focus are both 

low, the more he or she focuses on the future, the lower his or her construal levels. 
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Figure 8 shows the situation when need for cognition is high and only the slope of 

line 4 is significant (b = .37, p < .05). It demonstrates that for a high NFC person, 

when past focus and present focus are both low, the more he or she focuses on the 

future, the higher his or her construal levels. Therefore, Hypothesis 4 is supported. 

Table 12 Regression Results of the Three-way and Four-way Interaction Effects 

Variables 
Dependent Variable = 

Construal level T2 

Constant -.82
* 
(.38) 

Age  .01 (.01) 

Education level  .02 (.07) 

Positive Affectivity  .14
*
(.07) 

Negative Affectivity  -.01 (.05) 

Past temporal distance  -.00 (.05) 

Future temporal distance  -.00 (.05) 

Construal level T1 .70
*** 

(.04) 

Past focus  -.04 (.05) 

Present focus .01 (.06) 

Future focus -.01 (.05) 

NFC  .11
*
 (.06) 

Past focus × NFC -.06 (.06) 

Present focus ×NFC -.15
**

(.05) 

Future focus ×NFC .06 (.06) 

Past focus× present focus -.06 (.06) 

Future focus ×present focus .04 (.06) 

Past focus× future focus -.02 (.06) 

Past focus× present focus ×future focus .07 (.05) 

Past focus× present focus ×NFC .01 (.06) 

Future focus ×present focus ×NFC -.13
*
 (.05) 

Past focus× future focus ×NFC -.09
+ 

(.05) 

Past focus ×present focus× future focus ×NFC .09
+ 

(.05) 

Past focus ×Past temporal distance .02 (.05) 

Future focus × Future temporal distance .01 (.05) 

Need for cognition ×Past temporal distance .03 (.05) 

Need for cognition × Future temporal distance -.04 (.05) 

Past focus × Need for cognition ×Past temporal distance -.11
* 
(.05) 

Future focus × Need for cognition ×Future temporal 

distance 
.17

**
 (.05) 

F 25.68
***

 

R
2
 .58 

Note: N=291. 
***

p<.001, 
**

 p<.01, 
*
 p<.05, 

+
 p<.10; unstandardized scores and 

standard errors are reported. 
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Figure 7   

The Interaction Effect of Past Focus, Present Focus, and Future Focus on the 

Construal Level When Need for Cognition is Low 

 

 

Figure 8  

The Interaction Effect of Past Focus, Present Focus, and Future Focus on 

Construal Level when Need for Cognition is High 
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Hypotheses 5 and 6 describe the moderating effect of temporal distance. 

Table 13 shows the results of the regression analysis. From the table, the 3-way 

interaction effect of past focus, past temporal distance, and need for cognition on the 

construal level is significant (β = -.15, p < .05). To see the nature of the significant 

three-way interaction, I plot the figure (see Figure 9). As shown in Figure 10, the 

slopes of line 1 (b = -.25, p < .05) and line 3 (b = .21, p < .05) are significant, whereas 

the simple slopes of line 2 (b = .00, p > .05) and line 4 (b = -12, p > .05) are not 

significant. This shows that long temporal distance enhances the interaction effect 

suggested by Hypothesis 1, namely, the interaction effect of past focus and need for 

cognition on construal level. In other words, for individuals with low NFC, the more 

they think about the remote past, the higher their construal levelsIn By contrast, for 

individuals with high NFC, the more they think about the remote past, the lower their 

construal levels. Therefore, Hypothesis 5 is supported. 

Figure 9 

 The Three-way Interaction Effect of Past Focus, Need for Cognition, and 

Temporal Distance on Construal Level 

 



115 

 

 Hypothesis 6 proposes a three-way interaction effect of future focus, future 

temporal distance, and need for cognition on construal level. From Table 13, this 

three-way interaction term is also significant (β = .18, p < .05). To see the nature of 

the interaction, I plot the figures (see Figure 10). In Figure 11, the simple slopes of 

line 1 (b= .23, p < .05) and line 3 (b= -.23, p < .05) are both significant, whereas the 

simple slopes of line 2 (b= -.13, p > .05) and line 4 (b=.10, p > .05) are not significant. 

This indicates that long temporal distance enhances the interaction effect suggested 

by Hypothesis 3, namely, the interaction effect of future focus and need for cognition 

on construal level. In other words, for individuals with low NFC, the more they think 

about the far future, the lower their construal levels. In contrast, for individuals with 

high NFC, the more they think about the far future, the higher their construal levels. 

Therefore, Hypothesis 6 is also supported. 

Figure 10  

The Three-way Interaction Effect of Future Focus, Need for Cognition, and 

Temporal Distance on Construal Level 
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Hypothesis 7a proposes that construal level has a positive indirect effect on OCB 

through delay of gratification. Table 14 shows that the path analysis results from a 

1000-time bootstrapping. The indirect effect of construal level on OCB via delay of 

gratification is significant (β=.03, SE =.02, 95% CI = [.003, .072]). Therefore, 

Hypothesis 7a is supported. Hypothesis 7b proposes that construal level has a 

negative indirect effect on CWB through delay of gratification. The result in Table 14 

shows that the negative indirect effect of construal level on CWB through delay of 

gratification is also significant (β= -.04, SE=.02, 95% CI =[-.084, -.009]). Therefore, 

Hypothesis 7b is also supported. 

Hypothesis 8a proposes that construal level has a positive indirect effect on OCB 

through self-control. As shown in Table 14, the indirect effect of construal level on 

OCB through self-control is not significant (β = -.01, SE = .01, 95% CI= [-

.036, .006]). Hence, Hypothesis 8a is not supported. Hypothesis 8b posits that 

construal level has a negative indirect effect on CWB through self-control. From the 

Table 14, this negative indirect effect is significant (β = -.02, SE =.01, 95% CI = [-

.056, -.001]). Thus, Hypothesis 8b is supported.  

Table 13 Summary of the Indirect Effects  

Path Mediators Estimates SE 
95% confidence 

interval 

CL→OCB 

Delay of 

Gratification 
.03* .02 [.003, .072] 

Self-control  -.01 .01 [-.036, .006] 

CL→CWB 

Delay of 

Gratification 
-.04* .02 [-.084, -.009] 

Self-control  -.02* .01 [-.056, -.001] 

Note: CL = construal level; OCB=organizational citizenship behavior; 

CWB=counterproductive behavior. 95% condidence interval is generated from a 

1000-time bootstrapping. 
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4.2.5 Discussion of Study 2 

The results of study 2 show that temporal focus and need for cognition jointly 

influence construal level. Hypotheses 1a, 2a 2b, 3a, and 3b are all supported, whereas 

Hypothesis 1b is not supported. This means that for individuals with low need for 

cognition, focusing on the past does not improve their construal levels. However, the 

interaction effect shows significance when including the moderating effect of 

temporal distance (Hypothesis 5). Consequently, low-NFC people’s construal level 

increases only when they think about their remote (versus recent) past. As I 

hypothesize, individuals with low need for cognition do not effectively recall and 

analyze past information; therefore, they form a general and abstract experience or 

lessons about the past. Findings from this study suggest that useful experience and 

lessons can only be obtained from reflecting on a long past history. In addition, there 

may be empirical reasons for the non-significant result of Hypothesis 1b. In study 1, I 

use the undergraduate student sample and ask them to focus on their high school 

experience, which is almost five years removed from the present. This represents a 

great temporal distance for those young students (average age of 19.6); therefore, 

Hypothesis 1 is supported by the data. However, study 2 uses the temporal focus scale, 

which does not specify a temporal distance. Employee understanding of the past 

shows individual differences. Some can recall things that happened one week ago, 

whereas the others can recall things that happened two years ago or more than 10 

years ago. It is also possible that these employees, with an average age of 28.3, do not 

have enough past history on which to reflect. 
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          Hypothesis 4 regarding the interaction effect of past focus, present focus, future 

focus, and need for cognition is well supported by the data results. Hypothesis 5 and 

Hypothesis 6 regarding the moderating effect of past and future temporal distance are 

also well supported.  

           Hypothesis 7a and Hypothesis 7b describe the indirect effects of construal 

level on OCB and CWB through delay of gratification. These two hypotheses are 

both supported. Hypotheses 8a and 8b propose the indirect effects of construal level 

on OCB and CWB via self-control. The results show that Hypothesis 8b is supported 

but Hypothesis 8a is not supported. Such results may have conceptual implications 

that deserve the attention of future research. Delay of gratification is similar to self-

control in that both involve resisting strong rewards (Baumeister & Vohs, 2004; 

Funder & Block, 1989; Funder et al., 1983; Gottdiener et al., 2008; Ramanathan & 

Menon, 2006). However, it is different from self-control in that it requires a long 

orientation of time and a careful weighing of the consequences (Bembenutty & 

Karabenick, 2004; Funder & Block. 1989; Mischel, Shoda, & Peake, 1988; Twenge, 

Catanese, & Baumeister, 2003). Thus, delay of gratification involves making choices 

between evocative immediate rewards and salient long-term consequences; however, 

self-control focuses more on resisting short-term rewards. Because conducting OCB 

means acting in accordance with long-term collective goals, self-control may fail to 

act as a mediator between construal level and OCB, as Hypothesis 8a suggests. 

Moreover, the differential effect of self-control and delay of gratification on 

discretionary behavior advances the current understanding of different self-regulation 

strategies. 
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CHAPTER 5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

5.1 Review of the Research Findings 

From the results of the two studies, temporal focus and manipulated temporal focus 

both interact with need for cognition in influencing individual mental construal levels. 

The effect of temporal focus on construal level is largely dependent on need for 

cognition. With high levels of need for cognition, past focus and present focus are 

negatively related to construal levels, and future focus is positively related to 

construal levels. In contrast, with low levels of need for cognition, present focus is 

positively related to construal levels, and future focus is negatively related to 

construal levels.  

  Moreover, this interaction effect strengthens with temporal distance. Great 

temporal distance enhances the interaction effect of past focus and need for cognition 

on the construal level. Specifically, for individuals with low NFC, the more they think 

about the remote past, the higher their construal levels. In contrast, for individuals 

with high NFC, the more they think about the remote past, the lower their construal 

levels. Similarly, great temporal distance enhances the interaction effect of future 

focus and need for cognition on construal level. Specifically, for individuals with low 

NFC, the more they think about the far future, the lower their construal levels. By 

contrast, for individuals with high NFC, the more they think about the far future, the 

higher their construal levels. 

   Additionally, these three types of temporal foci interact with one another in 

affecting construal levels. For individuals with high NFC, low past focus, low present 

focus, and high future focus result in the highest construal level. For individuals with 
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low NFC, low past focus, low present focus, and high future focus result in the lowest 

construal level. In predicting organizational discretionary behavior, construal level 

shows a positive indirect effect on OCB through delay of gratification but not through 

self-control. Construal level also has a negative indirect effect on CWB through CWB 

through delay of gratification and self-control.  

 

5.2 Theoretical Contributions 

Empirically, this study has its strengths in its research design. Because temporal focus 

and construal level are ongoing areas of research in psychology, applying these 

concepts to the management area requires multiple methods to cross-validate the 

hypothesized relationships. Specifically, study 1 is a lab experiment using 

undergraduate students, and study 2 is a multi-wave and multi-source field study on a 

sample of workplace employees. In study 1, temporal focus is manipulated by a 

writing task (i.e., asking participants to fully concentrate on a certain temporal period) 

and construal level is measured with a categorization task (i.e., using broad versus 

narrow categories), whereas in study 2, both temporal focus and construal level are 

measured with well-established scales. In study 1, half of the recruited sample are 

male and half are female, while in study 2, all of the participants are female.  

           Theoretically, this research contributes to the current literature in the following 

ways.  

           First, it contributes to the literature of subjective time perception by 

developing a general theory of cognitive processing of temporal information. 

Research on the effects of temporal focus is overly simplistic in that it only considers 

the temporal distance of past, present, and future. The deficiency of the literature on 
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this question leads to confusion and even to opposite predictions regarding temporal 

focus and behavior. As a result, some research finds that past focus facilitates the 

learning of lessons and the gaining of experience (Shipp et al., 2009), while other 

studies posit that thinking about the past causes people to be lost in their memory and 

suggests marginalizing the past (Holman & Silver, 1998; Sanna et al., 2003). 

However, to examine how time perspective influences individual attitudes, decision 

making, and behavior, the most important research topic is the relationship between 

temporal focus and mental cognition. Accordingly, to clarify this relationship, the 

present study considers the nature the of past, present, and future information and 

how individuals process temporal information. By providing a systematic explanation 

of different temporal foci under different levels of need for cognition, this research 

greatly advances our current understanding of temporal focus in the fields of 

psychology and management. 

           Second, this study enriches the theory of construal level in two ways. First, I 

consider different dimensions of psychological distance. The basic tenet of CLT is 

that abstract thinking is used to transcend the present and expand one’s mental 

horizon by thinking farther into time and space and to consider remote social targets 

and unlikely possibilities. Researchers on construal levels traditionally emphasize the 

predictive power of temporal distance and ignore other dimensions of psychological 

distance (e.g., Trope & Liberman, 2003). This emphasis leads to a misunderstanding 

of the relationship between temporal focus and construal level. For example, 

researchers maintain that the past is far away from the present and that memory fades; 

they represent this with a high construal level. However, as the present study 

discovers, if people think about their past with high need for cognition, then images 
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about the past can be vivid and have less psychological distance, thus leading to a 

lower construal level. Second, I did not simply equate the abstract mindset with 

construal level in the present study. A high construal level means seeing things at a 

higher level and extracting the gist from many details; therefore, the abstractness of 

the high construal level of thinking may be based on a global picture or trend. 

Therefore, research (Trope & Liberman, 2003) claiming that past memories fade, 

become vague, and should be represented by an abstract mindset and high construal 

levels is based on flawed reasoning. Similarly, it is erroneous to argue that focusing 

on the future forms an abstract mindset and leads to high construal levels. For 

example, if a person is just daydreaming about the future, then their mind should not 

be regarded as reaching a high construal level because his or her thinking is not based 

on any realistic and structured plan for the future.  

            Third, by introducing the concept of temporal focus to predict OCB and CWB, 

this study responds to the call for the study of organizational behavior from a time 

perspective (e.g., Balliet and Ferris, 2013; Joireman et al., 2006; Shipp & Freid, 

2014). As pointed out by Shipp and Freid (2014), the scarcity of research combining 

time and organizational behavior is due to the lack of a theoretical framework. If 

subjective time perception influences individual attitudes and behavior, then how 

does this influence manifest? Discretionary behavior such as OCB and CWB implies 

a social dilemma and includes temporal conflict; therefore, it becomes important to 

know how the temporal focus affects individual behavioral choices. While studies 

show preliminary evidence on the relationship of temporal focus and perceptions of 

injustice, work stress, job satisfaction, commitment, and turnover intentions, no 

studies test how temporal focus is related to cognition and thereby to discretionary 
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behavior. Based on construal level theory, this thesis proposes that temporal focus 

affects OCB and CWB through mental construal level. By considering construal level 

as an antecedent, I move beyond individual differences of prosocial motivation and 

beyond the positive and negative affectivity that are associated with OCB and CWB. 

This study may guide future research on how temporal focus influences other 

organizational behavior.  

            Moreover, by demonstrating the relationship between construal level and 

OCB/CWB, this study facilitates our understanding of OCB/CWB from a cognitive 

perspective. Substantial theory and research signal the prominence of within-

individual dynamics in organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and 

counterproductive behavior (CWB), with such work focusing primarily on short-term 

(i.e., minutes, days, weeks) fluctuations resulting from a focus on immediate 

circumstances (e.g., Dalal, Lam, Weiss, Welch, & Hulin, 2009; Glomb, Bhave, Miner, 

& Wall, 2011; Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2007; Ilies, Scott, & Judge, 2006; Spence, 

Ferris, Brown, & Heller, 2011). These scholars base their arguments regarding short-

term change on either an affective or moral perspective. Recently, Methot, Lepak, 

Shipp, and Boswell (2017) argue that compared to shorter-term OCB, the dynamics 

of longer-term OCB are less a function of momentary, isolated decisions and are 

more likely influenced by situational cues that prompt a series of deliberations and 

reflections embedded in a personalized historical context (Ashforth, 2001). For 

example, responding to requests for help in the moment may depend on whether one 

is in a positive and generous mood (i.e., emotions). However, agreeing to assist 

someone with a complex and long-term project may require more cognition and 

involve a process of sense making to determine how such behavior is aligned with 



124 

 

one’s mental construal level. Consistent with this line of research, the present study 

focuses on the cognitive perspective of OCB/CWB while controlling for the most 

studied factors of affectivity and moral identity.  

            Fourth, by testing the positive relationships among construal level, delay of 

gratification and self-control, I contribute to the literature on delay of gratification 

and self-control. As implied earlier, desire emerges in conflict with higher order goals, 

prompting the need for self-control. Lian, Yam, Ferris, and Brown (2017) after 

reviewing the management research on self-control, find that virtually all 

organizational research neglects this initial motivational phase of self-control. Only a 

limited number of studies discuss or assess desire, higher order goals, or desire-goal 

conflicts. Usually, researchers assume that all individuals possess the same kinds of 

desires and higher order goals, and experience the same kinds of desire-goal conflicts. 

Although some studies can be interpreted as incorporating the concept of higher-

order goals and desire-goal conflict into their theorizing, empirical assessments of 

these approaches remain rare. This study, by introducing the concept of construal 

level, directly measures individual preferences when faced with desire-goal conflict. 

This is a relatively accurate proxy for measuring desire-goal conflict. In addition, this 

study, using both delay of gratification and self-control to predict OCB and CWB, 

contributes to the conceptual distinction of those variables. In particular, delay of 

gratification works effectively for both increasing OCB and decreasing CWB, 

whereas self-control has an emphasis on resisting short-term temptation, as it may 

only prohibit CWB but not facilitate OCB.  
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5.3 Practical Implications 

By incorporating temporal focus—the extent to which people allocate their attention 

to past, present, or future—into the literature on CLT and social dilemmas, this thesis 

offers a new explanation for OCB and CWB. In this section, I discuss the potential 

practical implications emerging from this study. 

This thesis provides implications for managers and policy makers interested 

in finding ways to alter employees’ likelihood of making long-term choices. 

According to the findings of this study, raising people’s construal level may increase 

the salience of high-order goals, enhancing their motivation to engage in the 

immediate behavior that fosters long-term goals or their motivation to overcome 

obstacles. It is unrealistic to screen out all people with impulsive and short-sighted 

tendencies by means of personnel selection procedures. According to this study, 

policy makers are well advised to evaluate the costs and benefits of their policies 

within a comprehensive context. By decreasing the vividness of past or present 

stimuli and by making the future prospects more salient and concrete, individuals 

with high need for cognition are better able to delay gratification and better motivated 

to exert self-control. For example, an organization’s mission statement can stress 

immediate objectives pertaining to productivity and profitability, and promote long-

term goals related to social values, ethics, and justice. To increase OCBs and reduce 

CWBs, it is more efficient if an organization directly asks employees with a strong 

need for cognition to intensively focus on their future, leading to a higher construal 

level that values long-term goals. To the extent that organizations aim to encourage 

employees to sustain high levels of prosocial behavior, managers should activate 

higher construals when people behave prosocially. This may be achieved, for 
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example, by making salient how good deeds exhibited today are likely to have 

positive effects in the distant rather than immediate future.  

This thesis also provides insight for employees interested in increasing their 

own ability to resist temptation and obtain long-term rewards. To become successful 

at self-control, individuals with a low need for cognition are better able to frequently 

recall and reflect on their past to learn lessons and obtain experience, or think about 

the current situation in an attentive and energetic manner. Individuals with a high 

need for cognition can better remove themselves from the past, feel unconstrained by 

the present, and place more attention on predicting and planning the future. In this 

way, they are more likely to see the superior goal, resist the temptation of immediate 

or subordinate goals, and realize their collective benefits. In sum, it benefits both 

employees and organizations if individuals develop the capacity to articulate plans 

that transcend the present and extend to the distant future, remote places, diverse 

groups, and unusual circumstances.   

 

5.4 Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

This thesis identifies several directions for future research. First, in this study, I only 

test two typical forms of discretionary behavior, OCB and CWB. This novel 

explanation of OCB and CWB can also be used for other organizational discretionary 

behavior that implies situations with social dilemmas, such as voice, taking charge, 

helping behavior, social undermining, or ostracism. I believe that this study, with a 

combination of temporal perspective and construal level theory, advances our current 

understanding of the nature and the issue of organizational discretionary behavior. 

Future research may also test the effects of temporal focus and construal level on in-
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role behavior and determine whether the effects show a different pattern for behavior 

that is not related to social dilemmas. For example, in-role performance, OCB, and 

CWB are the three major aspects of employee overall performance (Sackett & 

Devore, 2001; Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). In-role performance differs from OCB and 

CWB in that it is not related to social dilemmas. Because it is clearly documented that 

mental construal has less of an effect in situations that do not involve a self-control 

conflict (Fujita, 2008), I propose that temporal focus influences in-role performance 

in a different way when compared to discretionary behavior. Every piece of job-

related information (past experiences, current circumstances, and future speculation) 

construed at either a high level or a low level may provide useful feedback that 

facilitates employees’ in-role performance. Because this involves relatively little 

dilemma or trade-offs between immediate and long-term benefits, it is expected that 

all the three temporal foci (past, present, and future) are positively and linearly related 

to in-role performance.   

           Second, identifying the effect of temporal focus and construal level theory on 

OCB and CWB facilitates an active stream of research: the dynamic change of OCB 

and CWB over time, in terms of whether CWB turns into OCB, due to guilt or regret; 

or whether people engaging in OCB conduct CWB afterwards, due to moral license. 

Or, is it possible that people engage in OCB and CWB simultaneously? In this study, 

the temporal factor and construal level theory are used to predict discretionary 

behavior, providing us insights into the strength of this behavior. In other words, the 

subsequent change of a certain behavior may also be determined by its level of 

cognitive analysis. For example, people with strong need for cognition and strong 

future focus attain a high construal level, which means that they tend to use abstract 
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cognition and make decisions based on comprehensive considerations. In this way, 

they can aim at higher order goals and act in accordance with long-term choices; and 

once their decisions are based on this high construal level, these decisions are less 

easily altered or influenced despite the short-term costs of doing so. Hence, this new 

perspective on OCB and CWB may illuminate important and interesting avenues for 

future research on discretionary behavior. 

            Third, although I note and emphasize that temporal profile is an important 

issue in time perspective study and attempt to calculate the optimal temporal profile 

and test its effect, the present study does not entirely achieve this goal. In this 

research, I only test the interaction effect among these three temporal foci, basing the 

arguments on their independent effects on construal level. It is ideal if future 

researchers collect a large sample pool and use latent profile analysis to determine 

how many typical temporal profiles can be extracted. Future scholars may also 

further compare the psychological mechanisms among individuals with different 

temporal profiles and determine how the variety of temporal profiles affects 

individual attitudes and behavior. 

   Fourth, because far more organizational research has been devoted to the 

organizational consequences of construal level, future research may pay more 

attention to organizationally relevant antecedents. CLT is fundamentally a theory of 

how the contextual factors reflecting psychological distance may systematically 

shape mental representations. For example, members’ construal level may be 

influenced by organizational size, geographic dispersion, complexity, and culture. 

Members’ construal level may also be predicted by attributes of the context in which 

their organizations are embedded (e.g., national culture, industry features, such as 



129 

 

disruptive change) along with their individual relationship to the organizational 

context (e.g., strength of member identification, boundary spanning demands, role 

conflicts and complexity, and individuals’ social networks and relationships). 

Therefore, there is a pressing need for research to better understand what features of 

organizational life are related to psychological distance and are thus likely to be 

antecedents of members’ construal level.  

             Fifth, because many studies test the cultural difference of temporal 

characteristic, it is necessary for future researchers to test this model in a different 

cultural context. I contend that the cultural issue only affects the formation and 

profile mix of temporal focus but not the consequences of temporal focus. For 

example, Western people may show greater extent of future focus, and Eastern people 

may pay more attention to their past (Guo, Ji, Spina, & Zhang, 2012). Regarding the 

temporal profile, Western people may show a mix of low past, high present, and high 

future focus, whereas Eastern people may show a profile of high past, moderately 

high present, and low future focus. Despite the cultural difference in attaching 

importance to the three types of temporal foci, the effect mechanism of temporal 

focus should be universal across cultures. As a result, for both Eastern and Western 

individuals, thinking deeply about the past may cause them to become stuck in this 

past, leading to a low construal level. Nonetheless, I still call for future researchers to 

test the idea of this research in different culture contexts.   

           Sixth, the research design may show empirical bias due to the sample choices. 

For example, the field employees are all women, which may create problems if the 

effect of temporal focus works differently between men and women. Moreover, those 

front-line employees have a low educational level (about high school level) on 
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average, which may demonstrate low levels of cognitive analysis in general. 

Nevertheless, I believe that this sample issue may not damage the reliability of the 

findings because I use a completely different sample: undergraduate students from a 

top-ranked university in mainland China. The undergraduate student sample 

compensates for the sample’s deficiencies (i.e., gender distribution and educational 

level) in the field study. Those two samples demonstrate consistent conclusions in the 

main effect of the model. 

         

5.5 Conclusion 

People have different tendencies to focus attention on their past, present, or future. 

Does this affect how they behave? Findings from this research demonstrate that it 

does. Using a laboratory and a survey study, I find that individual traits and 

manipulated temporal focus predict individual levels of thinking, which in turn 

determine behavioral choices, with such effects being contingent on individual 

cognitive styles. Specifically, the present research reveals that the joint effect of 

temporal focus and need for cognition determines mental construal levels, influencing 

OCBs and CWBs via delay of gratification and self-control. While the present 

research mostly concentrates on studying the short-term (e.g., weekly, daily, hourly) 

fluctuations of OCB and CWB from a moral or emotional explanation, the present 

study enriches and deepens our understanding of employee discretionary behavior 

and choices by analyzing individual cognition. By integrating the temporal focus 

concept, construal level theory, and the social dilemma perspective to explain OCB 

and CWB, this study sheds light on future organizational behavioral studies. 
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         More importantly, the present study, by clarifying the relationship between 

temporal focus and cognitive level, solves an important puzzle that lies not only in 

academic studies but also in daily life. For a long time, human beings have been 

curious about the effect and mechanisms of subjectively experienced time on our 

emotion, cognition, and behavior, especially the question of what happens when 

people devote attention to their past, present, or future. In this vein, psychologists are 

contributing many studies that investigate people’s affectivity toward their past, 

present, and future; however, the cognitive aspect of temporal focus remains in its 

infancy. This work, combining the nature of temporal meaning derived through 

focusing on certain zones of time (i.e., past, present and future) with people’s 

information-processing modes, takes a step forward in this line of research. 
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APPENDIX  

Appendix 1: Research Materials Used in Study 1 

First Part 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. I would rather do something that challenges my thinking abilities 

than something that requires little thought. 
1 2 3 4 5 

2. I like to have the responsibility of handling a situation that 

requires a lot of thinking. 
1 2 3 4 5 

3. I would prefer complex to simple problems. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. I try to expect situations where there is a likely chance I will 

have to think in depth about something. 
1 2 3 4 5 

5. I find satisfaction in deliberating hard and for long hours. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Thinking is my idea of fun.  1 2 3 4 5 

7. The notion of thinking abstractly is appealing to me. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. I prefer my life to be filled with puzzles that I must solve.  1 2 3 4 5 

9. I prefer to think about long-term projects to small, daily ones  1 2 3 4 5 

10. I really enjoy a task that involves coming up with new solutions 

to problems.  
1 2 3 4 5 

11. The idea of relying on thought to make my way to the top 

appeals to me.  
1 2 3 4 5 

12. I usually end up deliberating about issues even when they don’t 

affect me personally.  
1 2 3 4 5 

13. Learning new ways to think excites me very much. 1 2 3 4 5 

14. I would prefer a task that is intellectual, difficult, and important 

to one that is somewhat important but does not require much 

thought.  

1 2 3 4 5 

15. It is not enough for me that something gets the job done; I care 

how or why it works.  
1 2 3 4 5 

16. I only think as hard as I have to.  1 2 3 4 5 

17. I don’t like tasks that require little thought once I’ve learned 

them.  
1 2 3 4 5 

18. I feel satisfaction rather than relief after completing a task that 

required a lot of mental effort.  
1 2 3 4 5 

 
Age: _______ years old           Gender:   Male     Female 
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The Second Part- Past Focus Condition 

Many people often think about things that happened in their early days (such as 5 or 10 

years ago or even in their childhood). Some of them try to reflect on the past in general and 

extract useful experience to enlighten their current life. Some other people tend to remember 

many details and enjoy the feelings of being immersed in the past. We are interested in the image 

of your past life. Now please spend 2 to 3 minutes thinking about your high school days. Then 

write down what you are thinking of in the following space. There are no right or wrong answers. 

You can write down anything in your mind, as long as it is related to your high school time (at 

least 300 words).  

 

 

During the writing，which temporal period are you focusing on？please choose one box and 

put a tick mark “√” 

→--------------------→----------------------→-----------------→ 
Past（high school） Present Future (3 years after graduation) 
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The Second Part- Present Focus Condition 

Nowadays, people pay great attention to the present and live in the ‘here and now.’ While 

some people enjoy the current moment and seize the opportunities around them, many others feel 

that their mindset is constrained by the contextual situation. Now please spend 2 to 3 minutes 

thinking about things you are focusing on currently. Then write down what you are thinking of in 

the following space. There are no right or wrong answers. You can write down anything in your 

mind as long as it is related to your current time and ongoing things (at least 300 words).  

 

 

During the writing，which temporal period are you focusing on？please choose one box and 

put a tick mark “√” 

→--------------------→----------------------→-----------------→ 

past（high school）            present future（ 3 years after graduation） 
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The Second Part- Future Focus Condition 

Many people often think about things that yet happened in their future, such as 5 or 10 years 

later or even their old age. For some people, focusing on the future promote their goal-setting 

motivation and more consideration of the action consequences. For others, focusing their 

attention on the future creates imagination which may be goal-irrelevant. Now please spend 2 to 

3 minutes thinking about things will happen to you 5 years later (three years after your 

graduation). Then write down what you are thinking of on the following space. There are no right 

or wrong answers. You can write down anything in your mind, as long as it is related to your 

image of life after graduation (at least 300 words). 

 

During the writing，which temporal period are you focusing on？please choose one box and 

put a tick mark “√” 

→--------------------→----------------------→-----------------→ 
past（high school） present   future（3 years after graduation） 
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The Third part 

Next, please complete a categorization task. Eighteen items were presented for each of 

three categories: “vehicle”, “furniture”, and “clothing”. Please rate items on a 10 point scale to 

indicate to what extent you think the items belong to the category. There are no right or wrong 

answers. People simply differ in their categorizations for different items and I am interested in 

your personal preferences. Please use your instinct to mark your choice for each item within 2-4 

seconds. 

Categorizat

ion 1 
Items 

1 

definitely 

does not 

belong to 

the 

category 

2 3 4 5 

does not belong 

to the category, 

but is very 

similar to 

members of that 

category 

6 

does belong to 

the category, 

but is not a 

very good 

example of it 

7 8 9 10 

definitely 

does 

belong to 

the 

category 

 

Furniture 

1. chair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

2. television 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

3. lamp 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

4. table 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

5. fan 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

6. telephone 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

7. couch 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

8. bed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

9. counter 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

10. stove 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

11. dresser 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

12. desk 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

13. cabinet 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

14. vase 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

15. drawers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

16. sofa 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

17. clock 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

18. bookcase 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Categorizat

ion 2 
Items 

1 

definitely 

does not 

belong to 

the 

category 

2 3 4 5 

does not 

belong to the 

category, but 

is very similar 

to members of 

that category 

6 

does belong to 

the category, 

but is not a 

very good 

example of it 

7 8 9 10 

definitely 

does 

belong to 

the 

category 

Vehicle 
1. car 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

2. cable car 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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3. wheelchair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

4. truck 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

5. skateboard 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

6. bike 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

7. elevator 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

8. bus 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

9. subway 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

10. boat 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

11. tank 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

12. tractor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

13. taxi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

14. airplane 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

15. jeep 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

16. rocket 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

17.motorcycle 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

18. canoe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Categorizat

ion 3 
Items 

1 
definitely 

does not 

belong to 

the 

category 

2 3 4 5 
does not 

belong to the 

category, but 

is very similar 

to members of 

that category 

6 
does belong to 

the category, 

but is not a 

very good 

example of it 

7 8 9 10 
definitely 

does 

belong to 

the 

category 

Clothing 

1. pants 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

2. sweater 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

3. shirt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

4. socks 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

5. underpants 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

6.sport jacket 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

7. blouse 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

8. rain coat 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

9. scarf 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

10. shoes 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

11. suit 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

12. gloves 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

13. hat 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

14. tie 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

15. dress 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

16. purse 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

17. ring 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

18. skirt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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Appendix 2: Questionnaires Used in Study 2 

Time 1 

1. Employee self-rate on Temporal Focus: 

 Never Little 
Some 

times 
Often Always 

1. I replay memories of the past in my mind. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. I reflect on what has happened in my life.  1 2 3 4 5 

3. I think about things from my past.  1 2 3 4 5 

4. I think back to my earlier days.  1 2 3 4 5 

5. I focus on what is currently happening in my life. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. My mind is on the here and now.  1 2 3 4 5 

7. I think about where I am today.  1 2 3 4 5 

8. I live my life in the present.  1 2 3 4 5 

9. I think about what my future has in store. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. I think about times to come.  1 2 3 4 5 

11. I focus on my future.  1 2 3 4 5 

12. I imagine what tomorrow will bring for me.  1 2 3 4 5 

 

2. Employee self-rate on Temporal Distance: 

According to the statements in the left side, please choose one answer that best describe 

your real situation： 

1. When I think about things that happened at 

the past, I usually think about things that 

happened this long ago ______ 

 1-2 weeks        6 months        1 year 

 3 years             5 years            10 years      

2. When I think about the future, I usually think 

things this far ahead______ 

 1-2 weeks        6 months         1 year 

 3 years             5 years            10 years 
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3. Employee self-rate on Need for Cognition: 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
   

Strongly 

agree 

1. I would rather do something that challenges my 

thinking abilities than something that requires little 

thought.  

1 2 3 4 5 

2. I like to have the responsibility of handling a situation 

that requires a lot of thinking.  
1 2 3 4 5 

3. I would prefer complex to simple problems.  1 2 3 4 5 

4. I try to expect situations where there is a likely 

chance I will have to think in depth about something  
1 2 3 4 5 

5. I find satisfaction in deliberating hard and for long 

hours.  
1 2 3 4 5 

6. Thinking is my idea of fun.  1 2 3 4 5 

7. The notion of thinking abstractly is appealing to me.  1 2 3 4 5 

8. I prefer my life to be filled with puzzles that I must 

solve.  
1 2 3 4 5 

9. I prefer to think about long-term projects to small, 

daily ones  
1 2 3 4 5 

10. I really enjoy a task that involves coming up with 

new solutions to problems.  
1 2 3 4 5 

11. The idea of relying on thought to make my way to 

the top appeals to me.  
1 2 3 4 5 

12. I usually end up deliberating about issues even when 

they don’t affect me personally.  
1 2 3 4 5 

13. Learning new ways to think excites me very much.  1 2 3 4 5 

14. I would prefer a task that is intellectual, difficult, 

and important to one that is somewhat important but 

does not require much thought.  

1 2 3 4 5 

15. It is not enough for me that something gets the job 

done; I care how or why it works.  
1 2 3 4 5 

16. I only think as hard as I have to.  1 2 3 4 5 

17. I don’t like tasks that require little thought once I’ve 

learned them.  
1 2 3 4 5 

18. I feel satisfaction rather than relief after completing 

a task that required a lot of mental effort.  
1 2 3 4 5 
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4. Employee self-rate on PANAs: 

In the past month, how strongly do you have the following emotions? 

1=“never”  2=“sometimes”  3=“neutral”   4=“often”   5=“always” 

Attentive __ Alert ___ Active ___ Inspired ___ Determined __ 

Upset ___ Nervous ___ Irritable ___ Ashamed ___ Afraid ___ 

 

Personal Data 

1. Gender：  Male     Female              

2. Age： _________years old                  

3. How long have you worked in this company？ _________(months) 

4. Education level:  Primary school     High school     College school      Bachelor degree 

 

 

Time 2: 

1. Employee self-rate on Construal Level: 

On the following part you will find several different behaviors listed. After each behavior 

will be two choices of different ways in which the behavior might be identified. Your task is to 

choose the identification, a or b, that best describes the behavior for you. Simply place a check 

mark in the space beside the identification statement that you pick. Please mark only one 

alternative for each pair. Of course, there are no right or wrong answers. People simply differ in 

their preferences for the different behavior descriptions, and we are interested in your personal 

preferences. Be sure to mark your choice for each behavior. Remember, choose the description 

that you personally believe is more appropriate in each pair. 

 

1. Making a 

list  

 Getting organized 

 Writing things down 
2. Reading  

 Following lines of print 

 Gaining knowledge 

3. Taking a 

test  

 Answering questions 

 Showing one's 

knowledge 

4. Cleaning the 

house  

 Showing one's 

cleanliness 

 Vacuuming the floor 
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5. Locking a 

door  

 Putting a key in the lock 

 Securing the house 

6. Tooth 

brushing  

 Preventing tooth decay 

 Moving a brush around 

in mouth 

7. Eating  
 Getting nutrition 

 Chewing and swallowing  
8. recycling 

 bagging paper and cans 

 caring for environment 

9. Meeting 

new people 

 small talk and shaking 

hands 

 enhancing social network 

10. Greeting 

someone  

 Saying hello  

 Showing friendliness  

11. Filling out a 

personality test  

 Answering questions  

 Revealing what you're 

like  

12. Pushing a 

doorbell  

 Moving a finger 

 Seeing if someone's 

home  

13. Caring for 

houseplants  

 Watering plants  

 Making the room look 

nice  

14. Paying the 

rent  

 Maintaining a place to 

live 

 Writing a check 

15. Work hard 
 make money, live a life 

 self-realization 
16. Dancing 

 twisting one’s body 

 express emotions with 

body language 

 

2. Employ self-rate on Self-control: 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
   

Strongly 

agree 

1. I am good at resisting temptation. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. I have a hard time breaking bad habits.  1 2 3 4 5 

3. I am not lazy.  1 2 3 4 5 

4. I don’t say inappropriate things.  1 2 3 4 5 

5. I don't’ do certain things that are bad for me, even if 

they are fun.  
1 2 3 4 5 

6. I refuse things that are bad for me.  1 2 3 4 5 

7. I wish I had more self-discipline.  1 2 3 4 5 

8. People would say that I have iron self-discipline.  1 2 3 4 5 

9. Pleasure and fun sometimes keep me from getting 

work done.  
1 2 3 4 5 

10. I have trouble concentrating.  1 2 3 4 5 

11. I am able to work effectively toward long-term 

goals.  
1 2 3 4 5 
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12. Sometimes I can’t stop myself from doing 

something, even if I know it is wrong.  
1 2 3 4 5 

13. I often act without thinking through all the 

alternatives.  
1 2 3 4 5 

 

3. Employ self-rate on Delay of Gratification: 

 Strongly 

disagree 
   

Strongly 

agree 

1. I try to consider how my actions will affect other 

people in the long-term.  
1 2 3 4 5 

2. Usually I try to consider how my actions affect 

others.  
1 2 3 4 5 

3. I think that helping each other benefits society.  

 
1 2 3 4 5 

4. I worked hard to improve myself as a person. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. I have tried to work hard so that I could have a 

better future. 
1 2 3 4 5 

6. In work, I will not try to take the easy way out. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. I am capable of working hard to get ahead in life. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. I can motivate myself to accomplish long-term 

goals.  
1 2 3 4 5 

9. I have always felt like my hard work would pay off 

in the end.  
1 2 3 4 5 

10. I would rather take the easy road in life than get 

ahead.  
1 2 3 4 5 

 

4. Employee self-rate on PANAs: 

In the past month, how strongly do you have the following emotions? 

1=“never”  2=“sometimes”  3=“neutral”   4=“often”   5=“always” 

Attentive __ Alert ___ Active ___ Inspired ___ Determined __ 

Upset ___ Nervous ___ Irritable ___ Ashamed ___ Afraid ___ 
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Time 3 

1. Employee self-rate on CWB 

 Never Little 
Some 

times 
Often Always 

1. Made fun of someone at work. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Said something hurtful to someone at work. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Made an ethnic, religious, or racial remark at 

work. 
1 2 3 4 5 

4. Cursed at someone at work. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Played a mean prank on someone at work. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Acted rudely toward someone at work. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Publicly embarrassed someone at work. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Taken property from work without permission. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Spent too much time fantasizing or daydreaming 

instead of working. 
1 2 3 4 5 

10. Falsified a receipt to get reimbursed for more 

money than you spent on business expenses. 
1 2 3 4 5 

11. Taken an additional or longer break than is 

acceptable at your workplace. 
1 2 3 4 5 

·12. Come in late to work without permission. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. Littered your work environment. 1 2 3 4 5 

14. Neglected to follow your boss's instructions. 1 2 3 4 5 

15. Intentionally worked slower than you could 

have worked. 
1 2 3 4 5 

16. Discussed confidential company information 

with an unauthorized person. 
1 2 3 4 5 

17. Put little effort into your work. 1 2 3 4 5 

18. Dragged out work in order to get overtime. 1 2 3 4 5 
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2. Supervisors rate employees’ OCB 

 Strongly 

disagree 
   

Strongly 

agree 

1. Help others who have been absent. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Willingly give your time to help others who have 

work-related problems.  
1 2 3 4 5 

3. Adjust your work schedule to accommodate other 

employees’ requests for time off.  
1 2 3 4 5 

4. Go out of the way to make newer employees feel 

welcome in the work group. 
1 2 3 4 5 

5. Show genuine concern and courtesy toward 

coworkers, even under the most trying business or 

personal situations. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. Give up time to help others who have work or non-

work problems.  
1 2 3 4 5 

7. Assist others with their duties. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Share personal property with others to help their 

work.  
1 2 3 4 5 

9. Attend functions that are not required but that help 

the organizational image. 
1 2 3 4 5 

10. Keep up with developments in the organization.  1 2 3 4 5 

11. Defend the organization when other employees 

criticize it. 
1 2 3 4 5 

12. Show pride when representing the organization in 

public.  
1 2 3 4 5 

13. Offer ideas to improve the functioning of the 

organization.  
1 2 3 4 5 

14. Express loyalty toward the organization. 1 2 3 4 5 

15. Take action to protect the organization from 

potential problems.  
1 2 3 4 5 

16. Demonstrate concern about the image of the 

organization. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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