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Abstract

The first aim of this study was to adapt the MDMQ to

Argentinian Spanish and to collect evidence of its va-
lidity and reliability; the second was to determine if
time perspectives were adequate predictors of decision-
making styles. A first sample of 536 participants served
in the validation process; a second sample of 209
individuals who completed the MDMQ and the Brief
Zimbardo Time Perspective Inventory (zTPI) was used

to conduct descriptive-correlational and regression
analyses. Confirmatory factor analysis corroborated a
four-factor model with adequate internal consistency
for each subscale. Regression analyses showed that
future time perspective positively predicted the display
of higher vigilant coping patterns —adaptive and ratio-
nal decision-making style—. Meanwhile, less future-
time-oriented people were more likely to engage in

defensive avoidance mechanisms to reach a decision.
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Past-negative and present-fatalistic time perspectives
were positive predictors of non-vigilant decision-
making style. It indicates that individuals with an
aversive vision over their past experiences and present
situation are more likely to engage in emotionally based
and avoidant decision-making patterns. These findings
support the reliability and construct-related validity
of the MDMQ for assessing decision-making styles
among Argentinian individuals and set a step for con-
ducting more in-depth research in the field of decision-
making and time perspective.

Keywords: Decision-making, time perspective; individual

differences; validation.

Resumen

El primer objetivo de este estudio fue adaptar el

MDMQ al espailol argentino y recolectar evidencia de
su validez y confiabilidad; el segundo fue determi-
nar si las perspectivas temporales eran predictores
adecuados de los estilos de toma de decisiones. Una
primera muestra de 536 participantes sirvi6 para el
proceso de validacion y una segunda muestra de 209
individuos completd el MDMQ y el Brief Zimbardo
Time Perspective Inventory (zTPl), para un analisis
descriptivo-correlacional y de regresion. El analisis fac-
torial confirmatorio corrobord un modelo de cuatro
factores con adecuada consistencia interna para cada
subescala. Los analisis de regresion mostraron que la
perspectiva del tiempo futuro predijo positivamente
la aparicion de patrones de afrontamiento mas vigilantes
—estilo de toma de decisiones adaptativo y racional—,
mientras que las personas que estaban menos orien-
tadas al tiempo futuro tenian mas probabilidades de
involucrarse en mecanismos de evitacion defensiva
para tomar una decision. Las perspectivas temporales
negativas del pasado y fatalistas del presente fueron
predictores positivos del estilo de toma de decisiones
no vigilante, lo que indicaria que las personas con una
vision aversiva sobre sus experiencias pasadas y la
situacion presente, son mas propensas a involucrarse
en tipos de toma de decisiones basadas en emociones

y evasivas. Estos hallazgos respaldan la confiabilidad

y la validez relacionada con el constructo del MDMQ
para evaluar los estilos de toma de decisiones entre
los argentinos y marcan un paso para realizar inves-
tigaciones mas profundas en el campo de la toma de
decisiones y la perspectiva temporal.

Palabras clave: toma de decisiones; perspectiva
temporal; diferencias individuales; validacion.

Resumo

O primeiro objetivo deste estudo foi adaptar o MDMQ

para o espanhol argentino e coletar evidéncias de sua
validade e confiabilidade; a segunda foi determinar se
as perspectivas de tempo eram preditores adequados dos
estilos de tomada de decisdo. Uma primeira amostra
de 536 participantes foi usada para o processo de va-
lidagdo e uma segunda amostra de 209 individuos
completarou o MDMQ e o Brief Zimbardo Time Perspec-
tive Inventory (ZTPI) e foi usada para realizar anélises
descritivas-correlacionais e de regressdo. A analise
fatorial confirmatoria corroborou um modelo de quatro
fatores com consisténcia interna adequada para cada
subescala. As analises de regressdo mostraram que a
perspectiva do tempo futuro previu positivamente o
surgimento de padrdes de enfrentamento mais vigilantes
—estilos de tomada de decisdo racionais ¢ adaptativos—
enquanto as pessoas menos orientadas para o futuro
eram mais propensas a se envolver em mecanismos
de enfrentamento de evasdo defensiva para tomar uma
decisdo. Perspectivas temporais negativas do passado
e fatalistas do presente foram preditores positivos do
estilo de tomada de decisdo ndo vigilante, indicando que
pessoas com uma visdo aversiva de suas experiéncias
passadas e da situagdo presente sdo mais propensas a se
envolver em tipos de tomada de decisdo baseadas em
emocdes e padrdes evasivos. Essas descobertas apoiam
a confiabilidade e a validade relacionada ao construto
do MDMQ para avaliar os estilos de tomada de decisdo
entre os argentinos e marcam um importante passo para
realizar pesquisas mais profundas no campo da tomada
de decisdo e perspectiva de tempo.

Palavras-chave: tomada de decisdo; perspectiva tem-

poral; diferengas individuais; validagao.
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Theory of Decision-Making
and Conflict

One of the most fruitful approaches for the
psychological study of decision-making is the con-
flict model proposed by Janis and Mann (1977).
These authors postulated that, frequently, decision-
making involves a decisional conflict in terms
of simultaneous opposing tendencies in the in-
dividual to accept or reject a particular course of
action. The individual faced with a decisional
conflict often anxiously anticipates they may also
have to bear with future consequences of that
decision. Insofar as if it turns out to be wrong, it
could entail objective —e.g., material goods—
and subjective losses —e.g., loss of other people’s
appreciation, professional prestige, etc.— (Janis
& Mann, 1979; Mann et al., 1997). This model
resembles the theoretical and empirical work of
contemporary authors, such as Bandura (1977) and
Lazarus and Folkman (1984), in terms of establish-
ing a cognitive model where the individual makes
a double assessment: they evaluate the specific
demands of the environment and determine the
availability of personal resources to act on those
demands. The time available to decide is one of
the most relevant factors in this model. Three main
conditions determine a coping style when making
decisions: “(1) awareness of serious risks about
preferred alternatives, (2) hope of finding a better
alternative, and (3) belief that there is adequate
time to search and deliberate before a decision is
required” (Mann et al., 1997, p. 2).

Flinders and Melbourne Decision
Making Questionnaires

Table 1 captures the definition of the differ-
ent dimensions contemplated by Mann (1982)
and colleagues (Mann et al., 1977) in develop-
ing self-reported measures to assess decision-
making patterns proposed by the model presented.
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Initially, Mann developed the Flinders Decision
Making Questionnaire (FDMQ; Mann, 1982). This
instrument consisted of 31 items with a three-
response option Likert scale and had six subscales:
vigilance (6 items, e.g., I like to consider all the
alternatives), hypervigilance (5 items, e.g., I feel
as if I’'m under tremendous time pressure when
making decisions), defensive avoidance (5 items,
e.g., When I have to make a decision I try not to
think about it), and three other subscales that
measured different expressions of defensive
avoidance: procrastination (5 items, e.g., | waste a
lot of time on trivial matters before getting to the
final decision), buck-passing (5 items, e.g., I prefer
to leave decisions to others), and rationalization
(5 items, e.g., I feel better about choosing if I can
convince myself that the decision is not all that
important). The FDMQ measured only three of the
five coping patterns named by the authors: uncon-
ficted adherence, unconflicted change, defensive
avoidance, hypervigilance, and vigilance.

In 1997 Mann et al. submitted the FDMQ to a
series of structural equation analyses resulting in
a reduction of the questionnaire on its subscales
and items. This modified version of the FDMQ re-
ceived the name of Melbourne Decision Making
Questionnaire (MDMQ; Mann et al., 1997), which
comprised 22 items and four of the six original
subscales: vigilance (6 items), hypervigilance
(5 items), buck-passing (6 items), and procrasti-
nation (5 items). The main changes in the process
of purging and delineation were the elimination of
the rationalization subscale based on its little psy-
chometric validity. Additionally, the defensive
avoidance subscale did not remain as a higher-
order factor since buck-passing and procrastination
yielded as two separate factors that still featured
the nature of the construct. Moreover, vigilance
and procrastination subscales were retained in their
original intact form (Mann et al., 1997). Lastly,
the hypervigilant subscale was revised and recon-
structed to contemplate behaviors of an anxious
decision-making style.
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Table 1
Different Patterns of Coping with Decision-Making

Dimension Theoretical definition

UA Information regarding possible losses is overlooked, and the individual continues pleasantly with the
defined course of action.

ve There is a lack of critical perspective by which the individual opts for the most impressive or
recommended action.
Time pressure and stress generated by decisional conflict make the individual search impulsively for

HG any alternative or course of action that might cause immediate relief with little concern for future
consequences.
The individual tries to rely on others to decide for them or can also intentionally delay finding a

DA resolution to the conflict based on the processing of biased and incomplete information that might lead
to faulty and flawed decisions.

VG Objectives are clearly formulated, and decisional resolution is found through an organized and
functional way of processing information and contemplating alternatives.

Bp The decision-making process is characterized by hesitating to take responsibility for personal decisions
and relying on others to conclude the decisional process.

PR As an avoiding mechanism, the induvial tends to defer decisions for later by lowering priority.
The cognitive mechanism operates as a tactic or defense for the individual to convince him or herself

RA that the decision will turn out well by distorting the probability of expectancies and utilities of

consequences.

Note. uD = Unconflicted Adherence; uc = Unconflicted Change; DA = Defensive Avoidance; HG = Hypervigilance; vG = Vigilance;

BP = Buck-passing; PR = Procrastination; RA = Rationalization.

The MDMQ has been translated and validated
from the original English to other languages (Filipe
etal., 2020). In most validation studies, the internal
structure was maintained regarding the number of
items and factors. The Brazilian (Cotrena et al.,
2018), Swedish (Isaksson et al., 2014), Colom-
bian (Cardona-Isaza et al., 2021), and Mexican
(Luna-Bernal & Laca-Arocena, 2014) validations
are an exception in which more relevant modifi-
cations were involved.

There has been a broad application of the
MDMQ in psychological scientific research, but also
in educational areas (e.g., Arocena et al., 2011),
health studies (e.g., Alexander et al., 2017; Brown
etal., 2016; Cotrena et al., 2018), and vocational
orientation (e.g., Gati et al., 2010). Moreover,
a search for the most recent studies that used
the MDMQ led to diverse results where decision-

making patterns have been addressed in relation to
different forms of procrastination (e.g., Shportun
etal., 2022; Suarez-Perdomo et al., 2021), online
learning (e.g., Phillips & Landhuis, 2021), no-
mophobia —fear of being separated from mobile
phones— (e.g., Niazi et al., 2021), professional
self-fulfillment (e.g., Ponomarenko et al., 2022),
affective disorders (e.g., Bulygina etal., 2022), and
addictive behavior (e.g., Evans et al., 2019).

Time Perspective and Decision-Making

The unconscious human process of encoding,
analyzing, and organizing experiences in an in-
dividual’s life in different time frames —past,
present, and future— has been conceptualized
as time perspective (Cernas-Ortiz et al., 2018;
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Stolarski et al., 2011). One of the most widespread
models of time perspective is Zimbardo’s and
Boyd’s (1999). The authors described five cen-
tral time perspective dimensions: past-negative
—negative and aversive personal attitude towards
the past due to real experiences of unpleasant or
traumatic events—, the negative reconstruction
of benign events; present-hedonistic —the search
for pleasure in the present, reflecting a hedonistic—;
risky attitude towards time and life, fiture —general
orientation to planning, conquering future goals and
search for rewards—; past-positive —a warm, sen-
timental and positive attitude towards the past—,
and present-fatalistic —reveals a pessimistic expe-
rience of the present, displaying helpless and des-
perate attitude with negative expectations towards
the future and life—. The prioritization of a time
orientation over others evidences each person’s
unique style of time perspective. It also establishes
specific ways for the individual to remember past
and present moments, plan goals, build future sce-
narios, and make decisions (Brenlla et al., 2016).
Overall, a time perspective exhibits a psychoso-
ciological nature that contemplates the formation
and recall of past experiences and expectations and
imagery of future scenarios. One may wonder how
a person’s time preference would influence their
decision-making processes. Time perspective
impacts decision-making by establishing psycho-
logical influences on different time frames —past,
present, and future—. Individuals that are more
present-time-oriented tend to count on immediate
and salient aspects of the stimulus and social settings
when making decisions. Meanwhile, future-
time-oriented people are more based on the poten-
tial consequences of imagined situations. Lastly,
past-time-oriented individuals might rely on recollect-
ing past scenarios (Zimbardo et al., 1997).
Decision-making and time perspective research
have predominantly centered on two areas (Geis-
ler & Allwood, 2017), studies of the propensi-
ty for risk-related decision (Jochemczyk et al.,
2017; Sekscinska et al., 2021) and career decision-

making (Jung et al., 2015). Nonetheless, some
studies addressed the relationship between time
perspective and a broader concept of decision-
making. For instance, Carelli et al. (2011) and
Molinari et al. (2016) found in their studies using
the General Decision-Making Style Questionnaire
(GDMS; Scott & CasBruce, 1995) that a more ra-
tional decisional style —includes a systematic and
extensive evaluation of available options— was
positively related to future time perspective. An
intuitive decisional style —based on emotional
or affective appreciations— correlated positively
with past-positive, present-fatalistic, and present-
hedonistic time perspectives. Moreover, higher
values of spontaneous —impulsive manner of
making decisions—, dependent —search for other
people’s advice—, and avoidant decision-making
styles —a decision is avoided o eluded any time
possible— were found in more past and future
negative time-orientated individuals.

Despite these findings, research on the subject
in Argentina is limited. There is a lack of studies
based on individual differences pertaining to a
general decision-making approach and a reduced
number of valid measures of decision-making
styles (Appelt et al., 2011; Reyna et al., 2014).
This led to the first aim of the present study: to
adapt the MDMQ to Argentinian Spanish and collect
evidence of its validity and reliability. Moreover,
the relationship between time perspective and
decision-making has been largely neglected, partly
related to the lack of valid measures to evaluate it.
The study on the relationship between these vari-
ables serves to increase the existing knowledge on
time perspective and decision-making research,
individually and conjointly, and to gain compre-
hension of how different predominant time orien-
tations might impact decision-making processes.
This premise led to the definition of the second
objective of the present research: to determine
if time perspectives were adequate predictors of
decision-making styles. Based on the literature, it
was hypothesized that positive time perspective
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dimensions (past-positive and future time perspec-
tives) would be positively related to a more rational
and organized decision-making style (for instance,
vigilant decisional style). Meanwhile, negative
time perspectives (past-negative and present-
fatalistic time perspectives) might be positively
related to non-vigilant decision-making styles
(hypervigilant, buck-passing, and procrastination).
There was an ambiguity in the impact present-
hedonistic could have on decision-making, if any
at all. However, due to the impulsivity facet of
this time perspective, a positive relationship was
expected with non-vigilant decisional styles.

Methods

Ethical Considerations

This study followed the Declaration of Hel-
sinki, the Code of Ethics established by the National
Council for Scientific and Technical Research
(CONICET; Res. D No. 2857/06), and Argentina’s
National Law 25.326. All participants were given
a consent form in an online assessment platform
(Cascio & Racine, 2018) and were informed about
the purpose, the benefits, and potential risks of the
study, as well as their right to withdraw their partici-
pation at any time before responding (Weinbaum
et al., 2019). Furthermore, according to the prin-
ciple of beneficence or maximizing the partici-
pants’ benefits, all instruments were selected and
displayed to assess as simple and easy to complete
as possible. No monetary rewards were given.
Finally, confidentiality was also respected since
any information that could lead to the identification
of participants was kept confidential and was not
published in the report.

Participants

First Sample: a convenience sample of 536
adults (428 women) between the ages of 19 and

65 (M =32.79; sp = 8.95) was recruited through
volunteer sampling via advertisements, e-mail, and
social media contact. Inclusion criteria included:
18 to 80 years of age and an agreement to partici-
pate in the online survey.

Second Sample: 209 adults (161 women) between
the ages of 19 and 64 (M =32.84; sp =8.73) were
recruited by the same sampling method and pro-
cedure as explained above.

Measures

First sample: A sociodemographic survey and
the MDMQ were administered to adapt it locally
and provide evidence of its internal validity and
reliability.

Sociodemographic survey: Participants com-
pleted a questionnaire that collected information
such as age, gender, location, level of education, work
status, and occupation.

The Melbourne Decision Making Questionnaire
(MDMQ; Mann et al., 1997) evaluates decision-
making styles through 22 items with three response
options (Very true for me = score 2, Sometimes
true for me = score 1, No true for me = score 0).
Evidence of adequate reliability for each dimen-
sion (o =.74 to o. = .87) has been reported (Mann
etal., 1997).

Second sample: a sociodemographic survey,
along with the locally adapted versions of the
MDMQ and ZTPI-B.

The Brief Zimbardo Time Perspective Inventory
(ztpI-B; Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999) is a short Argen-
tinian version form of the zTpI by Germano and
Brenlla (2020) comprised of 29 items distributed
among five subscales: Past-Negative, Past-Positive,
Present-Fatalistic, Present-Hedonistic, and Future
subscale to be responded through a 5-point Likert
(1 = Completely False to 5 = Completely True).
Local adaptation of the zTPI to the local popula-
tion included the linguistic revision of the scale
by conducting three independent and blind direct
translations of the original scale into Argentinean
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Spanish. Furthermore, different procedures to ensure
validity evidence were also performed: exploratory
factor analysis for internal validity and consultation
with experts’ trial for content validity, estimated
by agreement percentage on categories of clarity,
relevance, sufficiency, and coherence with the
theoretical background provided to the experts.
External validity was ensured by estimating a
correlation matrix with the locus of control and
psychological distress. Also, a pilot study that
supplied face-validity evidence was conducted
to ensure comprehension in the target population.
Lastly, the local adaptation showed acceptable
reliability of each time perspective dimension
(a.=.60 to .84) (for more information, see Brenlla
et al., 2019). In the present study, reliability indi-
ces were also adequate for all subscales (ranging
from o = .62 to .87).

Procedure

The adaptation of MDMQ was guided according
to the premises of the International Test Commis-
sion (ITC, 2017; Muiiiz et al., 2013). Regarding the
translation process, although there is already in
existence a Spanish version of the MDMQ (Alzate-
Saez de Heredia et al., 2004), it was pertinent to
generate a new version of the scale that contem-
plated the local language and the linguistic styles
of the Argentinian context. Four psychologists
fluent in English and Spanish performed an in-
dependent and blinded translation of the original
scale. All these four translations were compared
to the original (English) and Spanish versions of
the MDMQ. As a result, a consensus version of the
instruments was developed.

This later version was assessed by three psy-
chologists who specialized in psychological evalua-
tion and instrument validation to determine content
validity. They had to respond in terms of clarity
(The item is easily understood, i.e., its syntax and
syntax and semantics are adequate), coherence
(The item is logically related to the dimension it
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is measuring), and relevance (The item is essential
or important, i.e., it must be included).

Finally, a pilot study was conducted to obtain
evidence of face validity for expression clarity
and content adequacy. A convenience sample of
90 adults of the general population (76 women)
aged 19 to 29 (= 28.84; sp =2.60) was collected
to fulfill this purpose. Participants were asked about
their thoughts on the statements and whether the
wording on items was clearly formulated and easy
to understand.

The final version of the MDMQ was administered
to a larger sample of respondents to test its psy-
chometric properties. Participants were provided
with the online versions of the study’s instruments,
stored in Google Forms and made available between
August and October of 202 1(first sample) and No-
vember (second sample) and shared through social
platforms and emailed to potential participants
that belonged to higher education institutions. It
is important to highlight that the first study was
conducted with sample 1 to complete the adap-
tation and validation processes of the MDMQ and
that sample 2 was used only in the second study,
which consisted of the descriptive-correlational
and regression analyses.

Data Analysis

First Sample: Data were analyzed using both
descriptive and inferential methods. Expert ratings
on the content analysis validity of the instrument
were interpreted based on percent agreement. To
test the internal structure of the MDMQ, a first-order
structure with four correlated dimensions —ac-
cording to the original model— was submitted to
a confirmatory factorial analysis (CFA) using maxi-
mum likelihood estimation with robust corrections
(MLM) to provide robust standard errors. Model fit
was determined using chi-square (2/df), compar-
ative fit index (CF1), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI),
root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA)
and its 90 % c1, and standardized root mean square
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residual (SRMR). The adopted cutoff values for
model fit were ¥2/df <3.00, cF1 and TLI above .90
(Marsh & Hau, 1996). RMSEA values below .06 and
SRMR values below .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999) indi-
cated an acceptable fit. Cronbach’s a coefficients
were estimated to measure internal consistency for
subscales. Pearson correlations were calculated,
and size effects were contemplated according to
Cohen’s limit values: 0.2 small, 0.5 medium, and
0.8 large (1988).

Second Sample: Descriptive statistics and cor-
relation matrix for relationships between measures
were estimated. Data were normally distributed,
with acceptable skewness and kurtosis values for
all variables (<|2|). The multicollinearity of the vari-
ables was examined through the variance inflation
factors (VIF). All viFs of the predictors were found to
be less than 2, which is the defining value to discard
multicollinearity (Belsley et al., 1980). A series of
multiple linear regression analyses were conducted
to determine the impact of time perspective dimen-
sions on each decision-making style using the enter-
method. Also, sociodemographic data were entered
to control their effect on the dependent variable. In-
dicators as adjusted R and R’ were considered along
with partial and semi-partial correlation coeffi-
cients for the contemplated variables. All analyses
were performed with spss 25.0 software package
and RStudio with lavaan and psych packages.

Results
Content and Face Validity

A panel of three experts reviewed the MDMQ to
determine whether items were clear, coherent, and
relevant concerning its theoretical background.
There was an agreement rate of 84 % among experts
for the clarity dimension (judges evaluated that 18
items out of 22 had adequate semantics and syntax or
particular and minor modifications were required).
Regarding the coherence dimension, experts reached

an agreement of 81 % (17 items out of 22 were found
to be moderate to completely related to their corre-
sponding subscale). For the relevance dimension,
a 75 % agreement was reached (16 items out of 22
were considered mild to completely important).
As aresult of this procedure, slight modifications
were performed regarding word order in some of
the statements of the questionnaire. Considering
face validity evidence, the pilot study revealed
that none of the participants had comments that
indicated a lack of clarity or acceptability of the
test; no further changes were made.

Factor Structure

Sample 1 (n = 536) was utilized in these analy-
ses to determine the internal validity and reliability
of'the MDMQ. The CFA results indicated an adequate
fit (x2 =412.436; df=200; y2/df=2.06, p <.001;
CF1=.951; TLI = .944; RMSEA = .047 [.040-.053];
SRMR =.072) (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Marsh & Hau,
1996). All factor loadings were statistically signifi-
cant (p <.001) and showed adequate loading values
ranging from .41 to .82 (Figure 1). Nonetheless,
despite all factor loadings being above the limit
value (>.30; Whitley & Kite, 2013), it is important
to notice that only five items surpassed optimal
estimation levels (> .070, R2 >.50; Kline, 2011),
while five items were close to this approximation.

Internal Consistency and Inter-Scale
Correlations

Table 2 exhibits descriptive statistics, Cronbach’s
o, and inter-scale correlation coefficients. The values
obtained for internal consistency were adequate for
all subscales, ranging from .71 to .88 for Cronbach’s
a. Hypervigilance was positively related to buck-
passing (»=.68; d=.82) and procrastination (r=.71;
d=.85), and buck-passing was positively associated
with procrastination (»=.70; d = .84). Also, a posi-
tive association was found between vigilant and
hypervigilant subscales (» = .10; d = .32).
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Figure 1. Diagram for the CF4 model of MDMQ

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics, Internal Consistency, and Inter-Scales Correlations

Mean (SD) o v H B P
Vigilance 9.66(2.24) 71 - .10* .02 .03
Hypervigilance 4.94(2.75) 78 - .68** J12E*
Buck-passing 4.56(3.47) .88 - J10%*
Procrastination 4.24(2.73) .80 -

Note. sD = Standard deviation; v = Vigilance; H = Hypervigilance; B = Buck-passing; P = Procrastination; * p <.05; ** p <.001.
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Relationship between Decision-Making
Styles and Time Perspective

By using sample 2 (rn = 209), the second aim
of the study was conducted in terms of descrip-
tive-correlational and regression analyses. Table
3 shows the correlation coefficients between vari-
ables. As expected, the vigilance subscale was
positively associated with future time perspective
(r=.31;d=.56). The hypervigilance subscale po-
sitively correlated with present-fatalistic time
perspective (r = .34; d = .59). The past-negative
time perspective (r = .46; d = .67) and the buck-
passing subscale were positively associated with
present-fatalistic time perspective (»=.34; d=.59)
and past-negative time perspective (r=.39; d=.63).
Finally, the procrastination subscale positively
correlated with present-fatalistic time perspec-
tive (r = .34; d = .582) and past-negative time

Table 3

perspective (r = .30; d = .56). Conversely, the
vigilance subscale was negatively associated with
present-fatalistic time perspective (r = -.14;
d=.37). The buck-passing subscale was negatively
correlated with future time perspective (r=-.21;
d = .46). Lastly, the procrastination subscale was
negatively associated with future time perspective
(r=-.31;d=.56).

Time Perspectives as Predictors
of Decision-Making Style

Table 4 shows the results of the hierarchical
regression analyses performed for each of the
four decision-making styles. All models presented
statistically significant predictors. Vigilant deci-
sion-making style (R?=.129; F(8,200) = 3.707;
p <.001) was positively predicted by the future
time perspective. Hypervigilant decision-making

Pearson Correlations between Gender, Age, Educational level, zTPI and MDMQ

1 2 3 4 5 7 8 9 10 11 12
l.G - -.05 -.10 .06 -.05 .04 -13 -.06 .05 .05 -.03
2.A - 32%kx 02 -12 -.07 -.01 -.18% -13 -.01 .01
3.ED - -.002 -.04 -.05 -.07 .01 -.003 .02 .09
4.v - -0l -19**  -13 -.09 .09 -.14% - 120 3w
5.H - SOHkEk - 50%EE 04 -04  34%kk 4errx ]
6.B O67FFx 0] .02 4Rk 30k DRk
7.p - .03 -02  34%kk 3Qkkx 3 kkx
8.PH - -.01 A7* A7 .04
9.pp - -.04 -.12 20%*
10.pF - 3ok 12
11.pN - -.03
12.FT -

Note. G = Gender; A = Age; Ed = Educational level; v = Vigilance; H = Hypervigilance; B = Buck-passing; P = Procrastination; PH = Present-hedo-
nistic time perspective; PP = Past-positive time perspective; PF = Present-fatalistic time perspective; PN = Past-negative time perspective; FT = Future

time perspective; * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001.
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style (R?= .272; F(8,200) = 9.350; p < .001)
was positively predicted by past negative and
present fatalistic time perspectives. Also, age was
found to be a negative predictor of the subscale.
Buck-passing decision-making style (R’ = .230;
F(8,200) = 7.486; p < .001) was positively pre-
dicted by past-negative and present-fatalistic time

Table 4

perspectives and negatively indicated by future
and present-hedonistic time perspectives. And
lastly, the procrastination decision-making style
(R’= .240F(8,200) = 7.878; p < .001) was posi-
tively predicted by past-negative and present-
fatalistic time perspectives and negatively predicted
by future time perspective.

Results of Multiple Regression Analysis for Each Decision-Making Style with Time Perspectives as Independent Variables

Vigilance Hypervigilance
B t p Model summary B t P Model summary
Model 1
Gender .068 1.004 316 -.006 -.093 926
Age -.057 -.790 430 -.138 -2.108 .036
Adj. R?=.094
Education level .009 132 .895 R2= 129 .039 .606 .545 Adj. R?= 243
F(8,200) = R>=.272
- - <
PN .066 904 367 3 707** 397 5.922 .001 F(8.200) =
FT 307 4494 <001 -079  -1.258 206 9.350%**
PF -.066 -913 .362 202 3.054 .003
PP .010 144 .886 .005 071 943
PH -.087 -1.268 206 -.080 -1.282 201
Buck-passing Procrastination
B t P Model summary B t p Model summary
Model 1
Gender -.056 -.885 377 .057 901 .369
Age -.096 -1.423 156 -.062 -.923 357
Education level ~.040 607 544 AdLR=2000 g1 182 856  Adj. R7=.209
R?=.230 R?= 240
PN 226 3.268 .001 F(8,200) = 233 3.393 .001 F(8,200) =
7.486%** 7.878%**
FT -.182 -2.824 .005 -.289 -4.517 <.001
PF 277 4.065 <.001 227 3.359 .001
PP .073 1.119 264 .065 1.002 318
PH -.187 -2.902 .004 -.051 -.791 430

Note. pH = Present-hedonistic time perspective; PP = Past-positive time perspective; PF = Present-fatalistic time perspective; PN = Past-neg-
ative time perspective; FT = Future time perspective; * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001.
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Discussion

The present study established two research
objectives. The first aim was to adapt the MDMQ
(Mann et al., 1997) to Argentinian Spanish and to
collect evidence of its validity and reliability. And
the second one was to determine if time perspec-
tives were adequate predictors of decision-making
styles.

The adaptation process led to minor modifica-
tions on items 5, 6, 8, 12, 13, and 19 to ensure a
more fluent experience for local respondents. Ex-
perts considered most of the items of the MDMQ to
be clear, relevant, and coherent for their use in the
assessment of decision-making style. Additionally,
the pilot study revealed high acceptability from the
target population. The first-order structure with
four correlated dimensions was confirmed, and all
subscales showed acceptable internal consistency
(aranged between 0.82 to 0.88). These results align
with the model proposed by the authors (Mann
et al., 1997) and corroborated in various studies
that adapted the MDMQ (Alzate-Saez de Heredia
et al., 2004; Bailly & Ilharragorry-Devaux, 2011;
Bouckenooghe et al., 2007; Cardona-Isaza et al.,
2021; Colakkadioglu & Deniz, 2015; Cotrena
et al., 2018; Filipe et al., 2020; Mann et al., 1997;
Sarmany-Schuller, 1999; Tipandjan, 2010).

Nonetheless, as stated in the previous section,
only five items were above optimal parameters
levels (11, 17, 18, 20, y 21), whereas five items
were close to reaching this threshold (3, 10, 13, 14,
y 15). Similar results were reported in the Spanish
validation (Alzate-Saez de Heredia et al., 2004),
where only six items were found to satisfy the cri-
terion. This information should lead researchers
to acknowledge that the Argentinian adaptation
of MDMQ reunites adequate evidence for its use
among the general population regarding its internal
validity and reliability. However, further analysis
and refinement on items are required and desirable
to provide more relevant scientific literature to the
decision-making assessment field.

In a descriptive instance, scores for the vigi-
lance subscale were the highest, followed by hy-
pervigilance, buck-passing, and procrastination
subscales. There were high scores predominantly
on the vigilant decision-making style, indicating
that participants might tend to find a decisional
resolution on a matter in a more organized and
functional way, exploring and contemplating dif-
ferent alternatives and sources of relevant informa-
tion. For the most part, vigilant decision-makers
consider the positive and negative aspects of a
situation and experience a moderate level of stress
(Mann et al., 1997).

On the contrary, hypervigilant decision-makers
display quick decisions to resolve the situation
without considering the potential consequences
of their choices. Because of the time pressure to
reach a solution, high levels of stress are expected.
Lastly, an avoidant decisional decision-making
style would cause individuals to rely on others for
making a choice or postpone the whole process.
In the present study, buck-passing showed higher
mean values than decisional procrastination, which
could imply it is a defensive and avoidance mecha-
nism. Individuals would feel more prone to rely
on others that might be more educated on the
subject rather than just delaying and not reaching
any solution.

Correlational analyses revealed large statis-
tically significant positive associations between
hypervigilance, buck-passing, and procrastination
subscales. This is consistent with the decisional
conflict model according to the tendency to use
non-vigilant decision-making styles in combina-
tion or sequentially depending on the problem’s
features. Moreover, depending on the nature of the
problem, participants might display non-vigilant
decisional styles with a primacy of the hypervigi-
lant style over avoidant ones. Conversely, vigilan-
ce and hypervigilance subscales had a small and
positive association. This was an unexpected result
since, in most studies, positive associations have
only been found between non-vigilant decision-
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making styles, while a negative or no association
at all has been reported pertaining to vigilant style
and the non-vigilant dimensions (Alzate-Saez de
Heredia et al., 2004; Cardona-Isaza et al., 2021;
Colakkadioglu & Deniz, 2015; Cotrena et al., 2018;
Filipe et al., 2020; Mann et al., 1997). This last
finding could suggest that even when individuals
display a more rational and organized decisional
pattern behavior, they might also experience time
pressure and stress generated by the decisional
conflict, therefore, shifting to a hypervigilant deci-
sional style to reach an adequate solution without
the elaborated and exhaustive analytic procedures.

The argument that a more hypervigilant deci-
sional style may be adaptive and more realistic in
the decision-maker environment, particularly under
time pressure and ambiguous or missing data, has
been raised in the scientific literature (Johnston
etal., 1997; Payne et al., 1988; Sofo et al., 2013).
Decision-making in organizational environments
has been found to be more intuitive than rational,
combining emotion and reasoning, hence, adapting
decision-making to the circumstances instead of
applying complex schematic guidelines (Sofo et al.,
2013). In this line, intuitive decision-making is
instinctive, subjective, and of a subconscious na-
ture. This is preferred in cases of difficulties in
effective information gathering, scarce deliberative
time frame that forces quick decisions, complex
predictions of potential consequences, tension, and
excessive pressure to reach a decision (Anderson
et al., 2003). Furthermore, Mann et al. (1997)
described vigilant and hypervigilant styles as the
two distinct ways of making decisions in opposi-
tion to decision copping patterns based on defen-
sive avoidance in its various forms (buck-passing
and procrastination).

A significant aspect of all cultural adaptation
processes in the psychometric field is the dis-
crimination between emic and ethical aspects. The
fundamental question about the differences among
individuals worldwide calls attention to the impos-
sibility of comparing certain constructs. The emic
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aspect refers to characteristics prevalent in one or a
few social groups, in contrast to an ethical construct
that stands for universal dimensions and varia-
bles that are somewhat present in individuals from
different cultural contexts (Fernandez-Liporace
etal., 2009). Decision-making can be considered
as one universal psychological process, and indi-
viduals from all places must continuously choose
among different options. These decisions are
made in a broader context that needs to be con-
templated by the decision-maker (Mann, 1998;
Yi & Park, 2003).

Differences in MDMQ scores across cultures
and countries have been acknowledged in previ-
ous studies (Alzate-Saez de Heredia et al., 2004;
Filipe et al., 2020), particularly among Western and
Eastern countries. However, very little evidence
can be traced to stablish a cultural comparison with
adults from Argentina. Validations of the MDMQ
on Latin American countries were conducted on
Mexico and Brazil. On the one hand, the Mexican
validation was performed on a sample of high
school adolescents. The resulting factorial structure
of the instrument was not entirely reserved since
researchers found a three-factor structure with CFA
(Luna Bernal & Laca Arocena, 2014).

On the other hand, the Brazilian validation
study was more focused on discriminating clini-
cal mental disorders in terms of decision-making
styles, and the control sample was reduced to an
instrument of 22 items (n = 101) (Cotrena et al.,
2018). Consequently, there is still little informa-
tion to compare between Latin American countries
and the results in the present study on Argentinian
adults. Future studies should focus on this matter.

A convenience sample of 209 Argentinian adults
was assessed online to examine decision-making
styles and time perspective dimensions pertain-
ing to the second aim of this study. The Pearson
correlation matrix was calculated to determine
the nature of the relationships between variables.
Multiple linear regression analyses tested four
models for each decision-making style.
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Results revealed that a vigilant decision-making
style was positively predicted by a future time
perspective. Correlational analyses confirmed the
nature of the relationship among these variables.
This is in line with previous studies that indicated
higher values of future time perspective had been
associated with the fulfillment of long-term goals
and plans, increased motivation, persevering and
disciplined behavior among people (Boyd & Zim-
bardo, 2005), and greater coping mechanisms in
stressful situations (Bolotova et al., 2013). Future-
time-oriented individuals are likely to display
a more rational and systematic decisional style
(Carreli et al., 2011; Molinari et al., 2016). This
rational approach to decision-making might lead
to the definition of steps to put decisions into ac-
tions accordingly to a future mental representation
of the self (Trope & Lieberman, 2003). Individu-
als concerned about future outcomes seem more
willing to postpone an immediate reward to focus
on the task that represents a major responsibility
(Germano & Brenlla, 2021).

Additionally, future time perspective yielded
a statistically significant and negative predictor
of buck-passing and procrastination decision-
making styles. In this sense, as stated above, future-
time-oriented people are goal-driven and exhibit
more self-determination to achieve their objectives
in life. The main features of these patterns are not
taking responsibility for the situation, trying to
blame the consequences of their decisions or lack
of them on others, and, particularly in the case of
procrastination, the individual might delay the whole
process of reaching a resolution. Regarding pro-
crastination, authors have reported rumination and
anxiety over past, present, and possible future events
to be one of the main traits of this type of behavior
(Constantin et al., 2018; Lien-Rebetez et al., 2017;
Kuhl, 1985; Stainton et al., 2000; Treynor et al.,
2003), along with negative emotional experiences
(Lien-Rebetez et al., 2017; Sirois & Pychyl, 2016).

Apossible theoretical background to understand
these results is the self-determination theory (STD;

Deci & Ryan, 2000), one of the main perspectives
in studying motivation and human actions. The
basic premise of the STD is that people are active
organisms that grow, dominate, and try to master
their environments by incorporating different ex-
periences into a unified internal form of self to con-
quer tasks necessary for their life (Deci & Flaste,
1996). Some previous works have shown a possible
connection between future time perspective and
sDT (e.g., De Bilde et al., 2011; Vansteenkiste et al.,
2004; Wininger & DeSena, 2012). They suggest
that a higher future-time-oriented individual might
be more willing to anticipate future consequences of
their behavior and feel some form of inner pres-
sure and tension to conquer these goals (De Bilde
etal., 2011). This could explain why people high
in this time perspective might display a more ra-
tional approach to decision-making that implies
an organized and conscientious way of dealing
with every step of their planned behavior. This
would be the opposite of non-vigilant decisional
styles —particularly procrastination— since it has
a negative relationship with self-regulation such
as self-control and intrinsic motivation (Brenlla
etal., 2022; Ferrari et al., 2018).

In terms of aversive emotions, present-fatalistic
and past-negative time perspectives were the most
relevant and positive significant predictors of the
non-vigilant decision-making styles. Individuals
that exhibit a pessimistic experience of their
present and past reveal a helpless, hopeless attitude
and negative expectations towards the future and
life (Zimbardo & Boyd, 2015). Furthermore,
individuals high in negative time perspectives
are more willing to exhibit strong feelings of de-
pression, anxiety, anger, and aggression and lower
levels of well-being (Drake et al., 2008; Zimbardo
& Boyd, 1999). Researchers have demonstrated
that sadness and anger harm cognitive function,
including decision-making (Gotlib & Joormann,
2010; Must et al., 2006). These findings could
indicate individuals with a negative view of their
past and present might act and decide primarily

14 W Avances en Psicologia Latinoamericana / Bogoté (Colombia) / Uol. 41(1) / pp. 1-20 / 2023 / 1SSNe2145-4515



Time Perspective and Decision-Making: A Study on Decisional Patterns in Argentinian Adults =

constrained by recalling similar situations where
things did not go as planned or desired (Zimbardo &
Boyd, 2015). They could also feel less encouraged
to make decisions within a rational and comprehen-
sive approach but more in tune with emotionally
based judgments and avoidant decisional patterns
(Carellietal.,2011; Molinari et al., 2016). Further,
in the hypervigilant style, the presence of aversive
emotions and anxiety would increase the unorga-
nized way of making decisions, particularly under
perceived time pressure (Johnston et al., 1997).
In contrast, the present-hedonistic time perspec-
tive negatively predicted buck-passing decisional
style. This was another unexpected result since
correlational analysis did not reveal a statistical
association between these variables. Individuals
high in present-hedonistic time perspective are
characterized by a search for pleasure in the
present, reflecting a hedonistic, playful, and joyful
vision, risk-taking attitude towards time and life,
and avoidance of tasks that require effort, work,
planning, and unpleasantness (Zimbardo & Boyd,
2015). In this sense, it was theoretically expected
that a positive relationship would come if any re-
lationship yielded among non-vigilant decisional
making styles and this time perspective, particularly
in the case of buck-passing, which encompasses a
favorable frame for a more self-indulgent behavior.
However, when inspecting items that assess
present-hedonistic in the ZTPI-B, all statements
seemed to measure the impulsivity and risk-taking
facets of the trait but did not contemplate other
aspects that Zimbardo and Boyd (1999, 2015) have
sustainably reported regarding the interest in the
process of performing tasks, intrinsic motivation,
and creative sensitivity. Studies have reported
that higher values of present hedonistic time pers-
pective are positively associated with well-being
and life satisfaction (Stolarski et al., 2011; Zhang
& Howell, 2011) and lower levels of depressive
symptoms (Bodecka et al., 2021; Disabato et al.,
2017). Nonetheless, it can be argued that individu-
als orientated towards enjoyment and the desire to
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experience pleasure with slight concern for future
consequences would be hesitant to lose any deci-
sional instance to engage in these fulfilling but less
responsible behaviors and might feel more relaxed
to make any decision by themselves, independently
of the quality of that decision.

There are several limitations to this study.
Firstly, the fact that self-reported measures were
employed could lead to an underestimation of the
tested variables, given that individuals tend to
distort their responses to provide a better image of
themselves (Althubaiti, 2016). Secondly, a cross-
sectional study design with a non-probabilistic
convenience sampling method was performed,
therefore, the results must be interpreted cautiosly.
Future research should use a longitudinal or ex-
perimental study design to expand these findings.
And thirdly, both samples were not gender-balan-
ced, which could have altered the data analyses
and the ulterior interpretation of results. Recent
studies have confirmed the factorial invariance
of the MDMQ according to gender, which would
make this instrument reliable for both male and
female participants (Filipe et al., 2020). Howev-
er, further research must be conducted with more
balanced samples.

In conclusion, the Argentinian adaptation and
validation of the MDMQ reached adequate psycho-
metric properties, in line with the original scale
and adaptations in other languages. These findings
support the reliability and construct-related validity
of the MDMQ for assessing decision-making styles
among Argentinian individuals. There are many
individual, contextual and cultural determinants
of decision-making. Therefore, studying the rela-
tionship between decision-making styles and time
perspectives provides insight into a possible and
relevant factor. Psychotherapy professionals can
enhance time perspective to promote more positive
time orientations and reduce negative ones so that
people can display more organized and conscien-
tious decision-making coping patterns to reach
better decisions and improve their quality of life.
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