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Many college students may find the academic experience very stressful (Swick, 1987). One
potential coping strategy frequently offered by university counseling services is time management.
One hundred and sixty-five students completed a questionnaire assessing their time management
behaviors and attitudes, stress, and self-perceptions of performance and grade point average. The
study revealed 2 major findings. The Time Management Behavior Scale consists of 4 relatively
independent factors; the most predictive was Perceived Control of Time. Students who perceived
control of their time reported significantly greater evaluations of their performance, greater work
and life satisfaction, less role ambiguity, less role overload, and fewer job-induced and somatic
tensions. Findings are consistent with theory and advice on lime management {e.g., Schuler,
1979) but also indicate that the dynamics of time management are more complex than previously

believed.

In trying to read all the books and chapters assigned, meet
paper deadlines, and participate in extracurricular activities,
college students may become overwhelmed with feelings that
there is not enough time to complete all their work adequately.
This seems particularly true of students who hold part-time
or full-time jobs as well as attend school. Poor time manage-
ment behaviors, such as not allocating time properly or last-
minute cramming for exams, have been frequently discussed
as a source of stress and poor academic performance (Gall,
1988; Longman & Atkinson, 1988; Walter & Siebert, 1981).
As reasonable as these expectations are, only a few empirical
studies have attempted to test these relationships. In an effort
to correct this deficiency, we designed our study to assess
relationships of students’ time management to self-reported
academic performance and various affective measures of
stress.

Numerous articles and books, such as Lakein’s (1973) How
to Get Control of Your Time and Your Life, have been written
on tim¢ management, but the advice on managing time seems
quite consistent across the various authors, The basic recom-
mendations are to identify needs and wants, rank them in
regard to their importance or priority, and then allocate time
and resources accordingly. Other tips include: Try to handle
each piece of paper only once, delegate work, and continually
ask yourself “What is the best use of my time right now?” Of
the limited research that has dealt with time management,
most studies have focused on the effects of different types of
instruction on perceived stress and behavior. Although this
previous research suffers from methodological flaws, the find-
ings seem to indicate that training can change how one spends
time. For instance, Hanel (1981) tested the effectiveness of a

Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to
Therese Hoff Macan, Department of Psychology, University of Mis-
souri, 8001 Natural Bridge Road, St. Louis, Missouri 63121-4499.

760

self-instruction time management manual with a managerial
staff. He found that subjects and their co-workers reported
more time management behaviors after instruction, but that
daily time logs revealed little change in these behaviors. Hail
and Hursch (1982) found an increase in self-reported time
spent an “high-priority” tasks (i.e., writing articles or com-
pleting current projects) after participants read a time man-
agement manual. King, Winett, and Lovett (1986) found that
waorking wives who participated in time management training
received both immediate and long term benefits. Subjects
showed significantly greater increases in their knowledge of
time and stress management factors, spent more time in a
self-determined, stress-reducing, enjoyable activity (i.e., read-
ing a book or exercising), and reported a greater amount of
self-efficacy for time and stress management-related behav-
jors.

Perhaps training by means of 2 manual or seminar can
change time spent on certain activities, but it is not clear that
training reduces stress or improves overall performance. King,
Winett, and Lovett (1986) found that neither of the two global
stress measures showed rehable differential change across
conditions after the interventions. Bost (1984) examined the
effects of time management training in a peer counseling
format for freshmen on academic probation and found no
statistical differences in grade point averages (GPA) among
the four time management treatment groups.

The research so far has dealt with time management train-
ing aimed at changing what is assumed to be a unidimensional
construct of good time management. Not only has the as-
sumption that time management is unidimensional been
untested, but there have been no systematic attempts to
develop a psychometrically sound measure to assess conven-
tional time management behaviors. Moreover, little is known
about the correlation of naturally occurring time management
with personality and indicators of siress and performance.
Before additional research is conducted to determine the
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effectiveness of different types of time management training,
it is important to assess whether there are correlational rela-
tionships between time management and the various outcome
measures these time management programs are intended to
modify.

As the initial step in the present study, we developed a
measure of time management behaviors. In the past, research-
ers have tried to measure various time-related constructs, but
we could find no psychometrically sound measure of time
management per se. For example, Bond and Feather (1988),
in their research on the psychalogical effects of unemploy-
ment, developed the Time Structure Questionnaire (TSQ) to
assess “the degree to which individuals perceive their use of
time to be structured and purposive” (Feather & Bond, 1983,
p. 321). Using university student samples, they found that
those who reported more purpose and structure to their time
also reported psychological well-being, optimism about the
future, more efficient study habits, fewer physical symptoms,
and less depression and hopelessness, among other positive
tendencies. The TSQ does not, however, measure traditional
time management behaviors, but instead assesses purpose and
structure using global items (i.e., “Do you often feel that your
life is aimless, with no definite purpose?”; “Do you have a
daily routine that vou follow?”). Similarly, Jordan and Bird
(1989) have developed the Future Perspective Scale (FPT),
which assesses a person’s thoughts and feelings about future
events (i.e., “I get depressed when 1 think of my future™, “My
future will be an extremely busy time”). The rationale behind
this future perspective approach is that one’s views and feel-
ings about the future may affect how one behaves in the
present. Like the TSQ, the FPT does not measure traditional
time management behaviors.

In contrast with these previous attempts, we designed the
present instrument to assess the behaviors critical to the
construct of time management as defined in the popular
literature. The objectives of this study were twofold. First, we
examined the dimensionality of conventional time manage-
ment behaviors. Our second objective was to examine the
correlates of time management behavior, which, as indicated
earlier, have been largely neglected in past research (Bluedorn
& Denhardt, 1988). We drew several a priori hypotheses from
the stress literature that portrays time management as a way
to lower stress and gain greater efficiency, satisfaction, and
health (Schuler, 1979). On the basis of these claims, we
hypothesized a positive relationship between self-reported
time management behaviors of students and their perform-
ance, as reflected in both self-reported GPA and quality of
performance, Specifically, students who reported more fre-
quent use of time management were expected to show higher
levels of performance. In regard to other variables that may
be related to stress, we hypothesized a negative relationship
between time management behaviors and role ambiguity, role
overload, job tension, and somatic tension. A person engaging
more frequently in time management behaviors should not
only experience low role ambiguity and low role overload,
but should also report lower job tension and fewer physical
symptoms of stress such as headaches and ulcers. A positive
relationship was hypothesized between time management be-
haviors and several satisfaction scales such that students en-

gaging in time management would experience greater satis-
faction with work and life. All the above hypotheses are based
on previous theorizing and speculations in the stress and time
management literature. One last issue was exploratory in
nature. We examined the relationship of the Type A-B per-
sonality dimension to time management. Although no a priori
hypotheses were set forth for this variable, the Type A-B
behavior pattern was included because it has been linked to
both performance effectiveness and unfavorable health out-
comes (Ivancevich & Ganster, 1987). Moreover, Type As
have been characterized as having a component of time-
pressured behavior.

To test the hypotheses, we conducted a correlational field
study in which students were surveyed as to their time man-
agement and the aforementioned outcome variables. No at-
tempt was made to test the causal relations implied in the
hypotheses. Instead, in this early stage of the research, we
believed it was important to assess correlational relationships
prior to conducting experimental research.

Methed

Development of Time Management Behavior Scale
(TMB)

We created 76 questionnaire items from a compilation of tips,
ideas, and techniques repeated throughout several how-to books on
time management. The items were construcied to cover topic areas
in time management that included the following: setting goals and
priorities, learning to say “no,” making a things-to-do list, organizing,
planning, delegating, and procrastinating. Some items were taken
directly from the appendix of these self-help books. The items were
developed to measure the extent to which time management behav-
iors were used, not the individual’s evaluation of the effectiveness or
appropriateness of such behaviors.

In developing the scale, 123 undergraduate students’ responses to
all 76 items were subjected to an item amalysis. All redundant and
noncontributing items (item-total correlations less than .29) were
removed, resulting in the 46-item TMB used in this study.

To examine the dimensionality of the scale, we had an additional
165 subjects complete the 46-item Time Management Behavior ques-
tionnaire. Factor analyses on these two samples separately resulted in
similar factor structures, Therefore, a total of 288 subjects’ responses
to the 46 items were subjected to a common factor analysis with
squared multiple correlations in the diagonals. The factors were
rotated using a Harris-Kaiser orthoblique rotation (Gorsuch, 1983).
Four factors were retained that accounted for 72% of the common
variance. The four factors were labeled as: Factor 1—Setting Goals
and Priorities (eigenvalue = 7.04); Factor 2-—Mechanics—Planning,
Scheduling (making lists, planning, scheduling; eigenvalue = 2.58);
Factor 3—Perceived Control of Time (eigenvalue = 2.08); Factor 4—
Preference for Disorganization (eigenvalue = 1.26). Factor 1 includes
items that tap the setting of goals the person wants or needs to
accomplish and prioritizing of the various tasks to achieve these goals.
Factor 2 refers to the behaviors typically associated with managing
time, such as making lists and planning. The items making up Factor
3 reflect the extent to which one believes he or she can affect how
time is spent. The last interpretable factor, Factor 4, refers to a general
preference for disorganization in one'’s workspace and approach to
projects. The items in Factor 4 were reverse-scored so that higher
scores on this factor indicate a preference for organization. The TMB
is available from Therese Hoff Macan on request.
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Interfactor correlations on the four factors ranged from .10 to .24,
and revealed that none of the factors were significantly correlated
with each other. It appears as though the construct of time manage-
ment is not unidimensional, but consists of several relatively inde-
pendent factors. The factor structure is presented in Table 1. Factor
1 is composed of 15 items, Factor 2 and Factor 3 are each made up
of 13 items, and Factor 4 is composed of 5 items.

Subjects

The survey packets that were administered differed between two
samples in that 123 subjects (all undergraduates participating for
extra course credit) completed the TMB only. Therefore, of the 288
students providing data for the factor analysis, 165 completed addi-
tional scales used in testing the hypotheses. Of the subjects, 213 were

undergraduate students who participated for extra course credit, 51
were Masters of Business Administration (MBA) students who com-
pleted the survey as part of an in-class demonstration, and 24 were
full-time teachers taking summer-school courses in the Department
of Education at a large state university.

Specific demographic information was availabie only for the 165
subjects completing the longer survey of measures. The mean age for
the subject sample who provided this information {(# = 162) was
24.77, with a range of 16 to 44 years. Of the 157 subjects for whom
information on race or ethnic status was available, 116 were White;
12 were Black, 9 were Hispanic, and 20 were Asian. One hundred
thirty-four subjects (81 women and 53 men) provided information
on their sex. Data on marital status were available for 120 subjects,
of which 76 were single, 35 married, and 9 divorced. The remaining
123 undergraduate subjects for which demographic information was
not available were believed to be similar to those undergraduates

Table 1
Factor Structure Correlations
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4

| 7—Breaks down tasks 62 17 13 4
16—Reviews goals 58 9 14 7
22-—Reviews activities 60 25 —8 26
19—Sets deadlines 60 22 19 14
20-—Increases task efficiency 54 11 6 10
15—Keeps long-term goals 53 10 12 2
18— 8ets short-term goals 55 26 18 17
23—Evaluates daily schedule 56 29 13 23
21—Completes priority tasks 48 14 14 7
24— Sets priorities 53 24 17 38
44—Uses waiting time 44 33 2 26

7—Handles letters & memos 38 20 13 6
37—Sorts mail daily 35 33 23 7
43—Avoids interruptions 30 16 6 18
28—Schedules time daily 33 33 2 25
31-—Makes list of things to do 20 71 12 20
32—Carries appt. book 16 64 0 9
29—Writes reminder notes 25 68 9 29
33-—Keeps daily log 4 59 -3 9
25—Carries notebook 29 63 16 10
26—Schedules events weekly 28 52 7 18
36—Days too unpredictable 6 44 19 a3
27—Recordkeeping 32 45 - 4 16
34-—Scheduling is wasted time 13 36 15 19
30—Forgets about lists made 22 39 28 30
35-—Sets out clothes nightly 22 33 9 17
39—Organizes paperwork 23 32 6 21

3—Leaves clean workspace 28 32 19 29

2—Overwhelmed by tasks 8 5 63 11
1 1—Involved in small details 13 8 62 0

1—Takes on too many tasks -4 -3 55 7

3—Underestimates time 18 6 53 2

g—Unimportant tasks 13 6 43 7
12—Can’t keep schedule 1 22 43 21

6—1LJnable to say no 9 9 44 13

4—Feels in control of time 29 8 44 8
10—Socializes at work often 10 7 40 12
42—Acts before thinks 20 13 39 23
14-—Procrastinates 24 16 40 29
38—Loses sight of objectives 16 20 36 21

5—Doesn’t delegate tasks -5 3 25 -3
41---Disorganized 14 9 6 65
40— Disorganized 14 19 11 65
13—Messy workspace 12 20 8 46
45—~Doesn’t preplan tasks 3 23 11 40
46—Doesn’t prioritize tasks 8 23 8 32

Note. Factor 1 = Setting Goals and Priorities; Factor 2 = Mechanics—Planning, Scheduling; Factor 3
= Perceived Control of Time; Factor 4 = Preference for Disorganization, N = 288.
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providing demographic information. Both of the undergraduate
groups were enrolled in psychology courses and were sampled from
the highly homogeneous student body at the same university.

Procedure

Subjects completed a survey asking about their experiences in
school or work. If subjects reported that they were employed full-
time (z = 35), we coded them as spending 100% of their time in
employment to denote their primary activity and asked them to
respond to the items with respect to their job. [f subjects were not
employed full-time, we asked them to state the percentage of time
they spent on school, housework, and employment activities over an
average week, totaling 100%. Then, subjects answered the question-
naire with respect to the activity (school, housework, or employment)
to which they had assigned the highest percentage value. The mean
percentage of time subjects reported spending on school activities was
47.04 (§D = 35.5, range = 5-100); on housework activities, 10.21
(SD = 12.30, range = 0-75), and on employment activities, 34.98
(8D = 39.24, range = 0-100).

Subjects completed the 46-item TMB by rating each statement on
a five-point Likert-type scale that ranged from sefdom true (Q) to very
often true (4). Negatively worded items were reverse-scored so that
responses on the upper ends of the scale indicated more frequent use
of time management behaviors as prescribed by the literature. There-
fore, scores ¢n the TMB could range from 0 to 184, In addition to
compieting the time management questionnatre, 165 subjects also
completed seven scales thought to be related to stress: role ambiguity,
role overload, job tension, somatic tension, job satisfaction, life
satisfaction and Type A-B behavior pattern. All seven scales have
established reliability and validity and are frequently used (Cook,
Hepworth, Wall, & Warr, 1981; Matthews, 1982). Slight changes
made to a few of the scales to fit our sample are outlined below.

Role ambiguity. The role ambiguity scale was adopted from
Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman (1970). The six-item scale was developed
1o measure role ambiguity as defined in terms of the predictability of
the outcomes of one’s behavior and the existence of environmental
guidelines to provide knowledge that one is behaving appropriately.
Scores could range from 0 to 24, with higher scores indicating more
role ambiguity. The interitem reliability coefficient was 0.74, using
Cronbach’s (1951) alpha.

Role overload. The role overload scale was adopted from Beehr,
Walsh, and Tabler (1976), who defined role overload as having too
much work to do in the time available. Their three-item scale typically
yielded an internal reliability coefficient of 0.56. We added one
additional item to the scale that we hypothesized would measure role
overload (“I feel that I just don’t have time to take an occasional
break”), resulting in a interitem reliability coefficient of 0.68. Scores
could range from O to 16, with higher scores indicating a perception
of greater role overload.

Job-induced and somatic tension. Two components of the anxiety
stress questionnaire developed by House and Rizzo (1972) were
included, The job-induced tension scale (coefficient alpha = 0.82) is
composed of seven items and the somatic tension scale (coefficient
alpha = 0.74) is made up of five items. These scales were designed
“to measure the existence of tensions and pressures growing out of
work requirements, including the possible outcomes in terms of
physical symptoms™ (p. 481). Scores on the job tension scale could
range from 0 to 28, and scores on the somatic tension scale could
range from 0 to 20. Higher scores on both scales indicated an
experience of greater tension,

Satisfaction. Two separate satisfaction measures were developed
to assess job and life satisfaction. We selected a subset of items from
the home and employment role scales by Parry and Warr {1980) to

make up the job measure. The items had to be reworded to fit cur
student sample because the home and employment scales were orig-
inally designed to assess mothers’ attitudes toward paid employment.
The second measure, life satisfaction, was taken from work by Korn-
hauser (1965).

Five items made up the job satisfaction scale (coefficient alpha =
0.75), which asked how people felt about their work (Parry & Warr,
1980). Scores could range from 0 to 20, with higher scores indicating
greater job satisfaction. For the life satisfaction scale, two items
measured people’s overall satisfaction with their life (Kornhauser,
1965). Scores could range from 0 to 8 with higher scores indicating
greater life satisfaction. The interitem reliability estimate was (.85,

Tvpe A-B behavior pattern. The 21 items of Form C of the
Jenkins Activity Survey (JAS) were included in the survey. This scale
was developed by Jenkins, Rosenman, and Zyzanski (1965) to mea-
sure the extent to which a person’s behavior fits the Type A Behavioral
Pattern. Type As are characterized by excessive aggression, hurried-
ness and competition, all of which are manifestations of a struggle to
overcome environmental demands or obstacles. People exhibiting the
opposite behavioral pattern (i.e., relaxed, unhurried, “mellow™) are
characterized as Type B (Rosenman, 1978). Unit weighted scoring of
the items was used, with a 1 assigned to Type A responses and a 0 to
Type B responses (Krantz, Glass, & Snyder, 1974), resulting in Type
A-B behavior scores ranging from 0 to 21. The mean for this scale
was 11.85 (SD = 2.76, range = 3-18). The coefficient alpha (KR-20)
was 0.59.

Performance. Subjects were asked to provide two self-reported
indications of their academic performance: self-reported grade point
average (GPA) and self-reported performance ratings. For self-re-
ported GPA, subjects were simply asked to record their GPA. The
mean GPA in this study was 3.23 (SD = 0.55, range = 1.5-4.0). For
the self-reported performance ratings, subjects were asked to evaluate
their own performance and their performance as compared to other
students on 7-point Likert scales ranging from very poor (1) to very
good (7). Scores on these two items were added together to form a
composite performance measure. The mean for this scale was 10.15
(SD = 2.25, range = 2-14) and the interitem reliability was 0.89.

In addition, 165 subjects provided biographic and demographic
information: sex, age, race, marital status, and their academic major,
If subjects held a job in addition to school, they were requested to list
their job title. Subjects also were asked whether they had attended
any seminars or read any books on time management. Finally,
subjects indicated whether they characterized themselves as a morn-
ing, night, or “neither” type of person.

Results

Descriptive Statistics

The items composing each scale were summed. The overall
TMB score is a sum of all 46 items. Means, standard devia-
tions, actual range of observed scores, and coefficient alphas
were computed for ail scales and can be found in Table 2.
The interitem reliabilities for each of the TMB factors and
overall TMB score were: .83, Factor 1; .62, Factor 2; .69,
Factor 3; .60, Factor 4; and .68, overall TMB score. These
reliabilities indicate moderate internal consistency for the
scales. For the most part, moderate internal consistency esti-
mates were also found for the other variables used in the
study (e.g., satisfaction, tensions). The interitem reliabilities
for these variables ranged from .59 to .89.
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Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for Time Management Behavior Scale (TMB) and All Other Scales
Number Coeflicient
Scale M of items SD Range alpha

TMB
Overall TMB 106.37 46 22,12 49-155 0.68
Factor 1 36.85 15 9.81 4-57 0.83
Factor 2 25.66 13 9.79 4-48 0.62
Factor 3 30.30 13 7.67 8-49 0.69
Factor 4 13.25 5 4.17 320 0.60

QOutcome measures
Performance rating 10.15 2 2.25 2-14 0.89
Grade point average 3.23 1 0.55 1540 —
Role ambiguity 16.44 6 4.08 1-24 0.74
Role overload 6.91 4 3.74 0-16 0.68
Job-induced tension 13.68 7 6.32 0-28 0.82
Somatic tension 5.7¢9 5 4.19 0-20 0.74
Job satisfaction 15.19 5 3.85 2-20 0.75
Life satisfaction 4.79 2 1.91 0-8 0.85

Demographic & background variables
Age (vears) 24.77 1 5.98 16-44 —_
Sex® 1.39 1 0.49 1-2 —_
Type A/B 11.85 21 276 0-21 0.59°
Time management seminar® 179 1 0.41 1-2 _
Read time management books® 1.71 1 0.46 1-2 —
Internal prime time? 2,13 1 0.87 1-3 —

Note. Factor | = Setting Goals and Priorities; Factor 2 = Mechanics—Planning, Scheduling; Factor 3
= Perceived Control of Time; Factor 4 = Preference for Disorganization. Dashes indicate not applicable.

® Kuder-Richardson-20.
night.

b | = men; 2 = women.

Correlations Between Time Management Behavior
Scale and Outcome Variables

The correlations between the overall TMB score and the
outcome variables examined in this study (affective measures
of stress and performance) are presented in Table 3. However,
the TMB was found to be multidimensional. Therefore, the
correlations between the four factors and each scale were
computed to provide more detailed information about the
time management behaviors and are reported in Table 3.

Table 3

° 1 =vyes;2 = no.

¢ 1 = morning; 2 = neither; 3 =

The overall TMB score significantly correlated with six
scales. The total TMB score was found to be significantly
correlated with role ambiguity, somatic tension, job and life
satisfaction, self-rated performance, and GPA. Higher scores
on the time management behaviars overall were associated
with subjects perceiving themselves as having less ambiguity
concerning their role, less somatic tension, greater satisfaction
with their job and life, and higher self-reported performance,
measured both qualitatively by perceptions and quantitatively
by GPA.

Correlations Among Qutcome Measures and Time Management

Jor Each Factor and Qverall

F overall
Overall _—
Measure TMB score Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor4 R? F df

Performance rating 0.32%* 0.21* 0.21* 037  0.12 .15 6.B0* 4,156
Grade point average 0.23* 0.10 0.20* 0.22**= Q.17 08 2.89* 4,131
Role ambiguity —0.47*  —0.55%= —0.27* --0.27* —0.16* .30 16.80** 4,158
Role overload -0.12 0.05 —005 =035 0.01 16 7.44%* 4157
Job-induced tension —0.12 0.04 —0.02 036" -0.02 .16 7.27** 4,158
Somatic tension -0.26* -0.01 —0.10 ~Q.45%2  022% 25 13.35%F 4,158
Job satisfaction 0.26* 0.15 0.14 0.32%= Q.11 A1 499% 4,158
Life satisfaction 0.23* 0.04 0.17* 0.31%= 0.11 12 5.49%* 4,158

Note. TMB = Time Management Behavior Scale; Factor | = Setting Goals and Priorities; Factor 2 =
Mechanics—Planning, Scheduling; Factor 3 = Perceived Control of Time; Factor 4 = Preference for

Disorganization.

= Based on standard multiple regression analyses, this factor was found to significantly (p < .01) predict
the corresponding dependent variable, above that contributed by the other factors.

*p<.05. *™p<.01
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Results of the factor analysis, however, showed the scale to
consist of four factors, not a unitary factor as we thought
when developing the scale. Looking more closely at the cor-
relations of the outcome variables with each factor (see Table
3), we identified Factor 3 (Perceived Control of Time) as the
major correlate. Factor 3 (Perceived Control of Time) was
significantly correlated with all eight outcome variables. As
subjects perceived that they had more control over their time,
perceived role ambiguity and role overload as well as job and
somatic tensions decreased. Subjects reported greater satisfac-
tion with their life and job roles as scores on Factor 3
increased. Increased scores on this factor were also associated
with higher self-reported performance and GPA.

Scores on Factor 1 (Setting Goals and Priorities) were
significantly correlated with only two scales, role ambiguity
and self-reported performance. The correlations between Fac-
tor 1 and these scales were in the expected direction. Subjects
who indicated that they set goals and priorities also reported
iess ambiguity in their school role and perceived their per-
formances to be better than did those not setting goals or
priorities.

Four significant correlations between Factor 2 (Mechan-
ics—Planning, Scheduling) and the scales were found. The
correlations between Factor 2 and GPA, self-rated perform-
ance, role ambiguity, and life satisfaction were in the hypoth-
esized direction. Persons indicating that they engaged mare
frequently in the mechanics of time management (such as
making lists, planning, and scheduling) also reported less role
ambiguity but higher GPAs, higher self-ratings of perform-
ance, and higher satisfaction with life.

Factor 4 (Preference for Disorganization), which was only
composed of five items, significantly correlated with three
scales: role ambiguity, somatic tension, and GPA. The direc-
tion of these correlations was similar to those for the other
factors. Those subjects who said they had more of a preference
for organization also reported less role ambiguity and somatic
tensions, and higher grade point averages.

To further explore the relationships between the four factors
and the outcome measures, we conducted standard multiple
regressions for each of the dependent variables, with all four
factors entered into the equation at one time. In this way, the

Table 4

amount of variance accounted for by the time management
factors in predicting each outcome measure could be calcu-
lated, and the factors could be evaluated in terms of what
each added to the prediction of the dependent variable, above
that afforded by all the other factors. The R? and F values for
these analyses are reported in Table 3. The factors adding
significantly (p < .01) to the prediction of the dependent
variable based on the 7 statistic are denoted in the table. For
example, in Table 3, the time management factors accounted
for 15% of the variance in the prediction of self-reported
performance. In addition, Factor 3, Perceived Contral of
Time (b= 0.61, t = 4.17, p < .01), was found to significantly
add to this prediction of performance above the contribution
of the other three factors.

Correlations of Time Management Behavior Scale
with Demographic Variables

As presented in Table 4, there was a significant relationship
between the overall TMB score and age ( = 0.18, p < .05),
Older subjects reported engaging more frequently in conven-
tional time management behaviors. Similar relationships were
also found for Facter 2 (Mechanics—Planning, Scheduling, r
=17, p < .05) and Factor 4 {Preference for Disorganization,
r=_18, p < .05).

The overall TMB score aiso was found to be significantly
correlated with sex (r = —0.23, p < .05). A one-way ANOVA
was performed for gender of subject and a significant main
effect was obtained, F(1, 132) = 7.06, MS. = 517.59, p < .05.
The means indicated that women (M = 109.43) were better
time managers than men (M = 98.76), Similar results were
found only for Factor 2 {Mechanics—Planning, Scheduling),
with sex of the subject (r = —.34, p < .05), F(1, 132) = 17.93,
MS. = 90.23, p < .01. There was no significant relationship
between race of subject and the overall TMB score.

The Type A-B behavior pattern was significantly correlated
with only one of the time management factors, Factor 1
(Setting Goals and Priorities). Those who indicated that they
set goals and priorities tended toward the Type A behavior
pattern.

Correlarions Among Demographic and Background Variables With Time Management

for Each Factor and Overall

Background Overall

variable TMB score Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
Age 0.18* 0.17* 0.11 0.18*
Sex® —0.23** -0.08 —0.34%* -0.04 —0.08
Type A-B 0.14 0.27** 0.05 0.01 0.04
TM seminar® -0.27%* —0.23%* —0.23%* —0.15 —-0.07
Read TM books® -0.14 =0.10 -0.09 -0.06 -0.05
[nternal prime time® —=0.33** —0.31** -0.20* —0.21** —0.21**

Note.

TMB = Time Management Behavior Scale. Factor 1 = Setting Goals and Priorities; Factor 2 =

Mechanics—Planning, Scheduling; Factor 3 = Perceived Control of Time; Factor 4 = Preference for

Disorganization.

®*] =men;2=women. "1 =yes;2 =no. °1=moming 2 = neither; 3 = night.

*p<.05. *p< Ol
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Correlations of Time Management Behavior Scale
Factors with Background Variables

Students who hold full- or part-time jobs while attending
school may engage maore in time management behaviors to
handle their busy schedules and perform well in their pursuits.
Subjects reported the percentage of time they were employed
in an average week. To examine this potential effect, the
overall TMB and each individual factor were separately re-
gressed on this percentage of employment variable. No signif-
icant effects were found.

Internal prime time is described as the time when you work
best and thus, is an important aspect of time management
according to Lakein (1973). A significant relationship between
subjects’ ratings of their internal prime times (morning, night,
or neither) and time management (r = 0.33, p < .0001) was
found, as shown in Table 4. A one-way ANOVA on this variable
vielded a significant main effect, F(2, 154) = 9.19, MS, =
448.02, p < .001. A post-hoc Newman-Keuls test found that
morning persons had reported engaging more frequently in
conventional time management behaviors (M = 116.43) than
did night (M = 99.78) or neither (M = 106.43) persons.
Subjects in the night and neither conditions were not found
to significantly differ. A consistent pattern of results was also
found for each of the TMB factors.

A significant correlation was obtained between scores on
time management and attending a seminar on time manage-
ment (r = 0.27, p < .05). A one-way ANOva revealed a
significant main effect, F(1, 156) = 11.8, M5, = 443.68, p <
.001, in which those who had attended a seminar (M = 117.9)
engaged more frequently in conventional time management
behaviors than did those who had not (M = 103.9). Similar
results were found for two of the four factors: Setting Goals
and Priorities (r = .23, p < .05) and Mechanics—Planning,
Scheduling (» = .23, p < .05). However, a significant correia-
tion was not found between both the overall TMB score and
factors and whether one had read books on time management.
Surprisingly, no significant correlations were found between
the stress measures or self-reported performances and subjects’
attendance at a time management seminar or reading of time
management books. The intercorrelations among the various
scales are displayed in Table 3.

Discussion

This study revealed two major findings. First, self-reported
time management is multidimensional. Second, potentially
important relationships were found between some aspects of
time management and self-reported performance and stress.
With regard to the findings of multidimensionality, four
independent factors were revealed. Factor | (Setting Goals
and Priorities) and Factor 2 (Mechanics—Scheduling, Plan-
ning) represented what is commonly considered to be specific
time management behaviors taught in the training seminars.
For example, items loading on Factor | included “I set short-
term goais for what I want to accomplish in a few days or
weeks” and “I set priorities to determine the order in which [
will perform tasks each day.” Factor 2 included items such as
“I carry an appointment book with me” and “I make a list of
things to do each day and check off each task as it is accom-

Table 5

Intercorrelations Among Scales and Variables

11 12 13 14

10

Scale

QOutcome measure

1. Performance rating

-.01
—-03
-.07

'67¥¥

2. Grade point average
3. Role ambiguity

4. Role overload

5. Job tension
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48**

.
—37%x

Sgnk
—.19*
ey

5

40%*
—.19*
5%

—.11

-.07

—-.04
24%*
.05

=21
19%
A7*

244
—.11
—.19%
—.16*

22

9%

7. Job satisfaction
8. Life satisfaciion
Demographic & background

6. Somatic tension

variables
9, Age

10. Sex

.02

-.16
01

02
-.03
-.06

-7
-.13
06

—-.02
-.02
20%*

—01
00
ok

20%*
.01
21

-.05
-.02
2T

30x*
~.15
.16

9%

-.05
19*

11. Type A-B

12. Time management

-.03 .06 -.12 .06 .04 .06 —-.06 4% 06 -.09

—.06

sermninar

13. Read time management

16*

34
.08

-.05
-.07

.01
19*

204+
— 24+

-.05
—.19*

-.05
—.10

1

-.10 -.08 -.07 .00 -.03
—.14 —.06 03

—-.03

-.08
-12

books
14, Internal prime time

"< 0L

*p < .05
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plished.” Factor 3 represented a person’s perception of control
of time and is less “behavioral” than the other three factors.
Examples of items loading highly on Factor 3 include “I feel
in control of my time” and “I find myself overwhelmed by
trivial and unimportant tasks.” Factor 4 (Preference for Dis-
organization) consisted of the following types of items that
address a person’s preference for organization or lack thereof:
“I can find the things I need for my work more easily when
my workspace is messy and disorganized than when it is neat
and organized” and “I have some of my most creative ideas
when I am disorganized.” The factors are fairly robust and
account for much of the variance.

Contrary to typical assumptions about time management,
these findings indicate that it is important to distinguish
among the different facets of time management. The low
correlations among the factors indicate that, for instance, if a
person sets goals it does not necessarily follow that he or she
feels in control of time or makes lists. The findings also reveal
that the dynamics of time management are more complex
than previously thought. Take, for example, the women in
our sample. Interestingly, women were found to score signif-
icantly higher on the overall TMB than men in the study.
Despite the higher frequency of women reporting engaging in
conventional time management behaviors, such as making
lists, planning, and scheduling, women felt no more in control
of time. This finding may reflect a response to the type of role
conflict commonly experienced by employed women (i.e.,
schedule incompatibilities; Pleck, Staines, & Lang, 1980). A
possible interpretation of our results derives from Strang
(1981), who found that women’s pacing speed was positively
related to items that indicated the ability to manage time (i.e.,
not putting things off untii the last minute), whereas men’s
pacing speed was positively related to items that emphasized
maintaining the control of time (i.e., considering daydreaming
wasteful, being disturbed by a traffic delay). Other factors,
such as type of work, may account for these differences
between men and women and should be examined in future
investigations.

A second major finding was that the various time manage-
ment behaviors are related to important outcome variables,
including stress and performance. Several of our findings
appear consistent with past research and advice. The findings
for Factors 1 and 2 support some of the conventional notions
of time management. Those who practice time management
behaviors are more clear about their role and perceive that
they perform better. The strongest of the correlates, though,
was Factor 3, Perceived Contro! of Time. The correlational
and regression analyses revealed that the performance meas-
ures and affective measures of stress were significantly related
to this factor, The findings are also consistent with stress
research showing that feeling in control of the situation is
related to lower levels of stress. The multidimensionality of
the TMB is evident in that the strong pattern of relationships
found for Factor 3 was not found for those behaviors typically
representing time management behavioers, that is, prioritizing
(Factor 1} and making lists (Factor 2).

Cther significant correlations were found that were consist-
ent with past research findings. Although these findings are
not directly relevant to the hypotheses stated, they provide

directions for future research. As indicated in Table 3, our
measures of stress are related to each other in a manner
similar to the findings of Kahn et al. (1964). For instance, the
two satisfaction measures were significantly related to role
averload, job-induced tension, and somatic tension in a neg-
ative direction. Students noted less satisfaction with their work
and life the more role demands they had to face and the more
psychological and physical tension they felt. Further, role
ambiguity was significantly related to job satisfaction and
performance. Students who believed they were clear on their
goals and role reported greater job satisfaction and perform-
ance. Also, consistent with previcus experimental research
{Hanel, 1981; King, Winett & Lovett, 1986), we found that
students who had participated in a time management seminar
reported engaging more frequently in time management be-
haviors than did those who had no prior training, but those
who had attended the time management workshop experi-
enced no less stress than those who had not.

It should be noted that the correlational nature of this study
precludes making any causal statements. Therefore, several
explanations for our findings can be proposed. There is the
possibility that provides the rationale for this study—that
poor time management behaviors may cause role ambiguity,
role overload, somatic and job tensions, low satisfaction and
poor performance outcomes. However, two alternative expla-
nations are equally plausible. First, affective stress may cause
poor time management: That is, students who are perferming
poorly and are dissatisfied with the present situation may, as
a result of the accompanying stress, be less able to manage
and control their time. Second, there is the possibility that all
the variables are caused by some third variable. For example,
it is possible that the correlations observed between time
management behaviors and self-reported stress may reflect
not a causal relationship between the two measures but the
effect of a dispositional factor such as orderliness cor a similar
trait. Thus, students who are low on the orderliness trait are
not able to prioritize work, move forward on a project, or say
no to additional assignments. This deficiency may also cause
students to be unclear about their duties, feel tensions, and
be dissatisfied with the way things are going. All of these are
reasonable alternatives that need attention in future research
using experimental and-longitudinal designs.

Another possible limitation of this study is its reliance on
self-reported measures. More objective measures of perform-
ance, such as grades, test scores, and perhaps teachers’ and
peers’ ratings of performance or observed stress reactions,
should be used in future research. Additionally, replications
of this work are needed with larger samples. The general rule
of thumb in scale development is to have 10 subjects per
variable with a 5:1 ratio considered the minimum (Nunnally,
1978). The homogeneity of our sample and the robustness of
the resulting factors suggest that the 6:1 ratio of subjects to
items in this study is sufficient, but future research should,
nevertheless, further explore the stability of the factors.

Despite these limiting factors, the present research is the
first step in the direction of developing a measure of time
management behaviors. This measure seems 10 hold promise
not only as a tool for understanding the dynamics of time
management, but also as a criterion for evaluating the effec-



768 MACAN, SHAHANI, DIPBOYE, AND PHILLIPS

tiveness of time management training in experimental de-
signs.
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