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Background. According to the theory of MindTime, as a consequence  Keywords: subjective
of the subjective perception of time and the ability to engage in mental perception of time,
time travel, three patterns of perceptual and cognitive mental activity ex- chronesthesia,

ist: Past, Present, and Future thinking. How individuals utilize these three ~ mental time travel,
thinking perspectives, in combination, influences how they perceive and ~ MindTime, Present

process information and interact with the world and with others. An Eng- thinking, Past
lish version of the MindTime Profile Inventory (MTPI), which measures thinking, Future
Past, Present, and Future thinking, has been developed. thinking

Objective. To develop a Russian version of the MTPI.

Design. Utilizing a non-experimental design, a Russian translation of
the MTPI was administered online. Two hundred and twenty-nine Rus-
sian undergraduate students provided usable data, which was then factor
analyzed to produce a viable set of items.

Results. Principal component analysis yielded a set of 38 items (14
Past; 10 Present; 14 Future) that appeared to work with a Russian popula-
tion. Russian students’ scores were highest on Past thinking (M = 72.75),
followed by Present thinking (M = 67.69), and lowest on Future thinking
(M = 60.86).

Conclusion. This study was the first step in developing a three-di-
mensional measure of thinking perspective for use with Russian samples.
Because only 38 of the 45 translated items appeared to work well with a
Russian sample, future research is needed with both larger sample sizes
and working adults. Predictive validity and cross-cultural studies are also
recommended.
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Introduction

The concept of time and its relationship with mind and consciousness has been
the subject of much debate throughout history, from the ancient Greeks to 17th-
through 20th-century philosophers (e.g., Craig, Descartes, Heidegger, Husserl,
Locke, McTaggart, Rousseau, Kant, Sartre) to 20th- and 21st-century psychologists,
cosmologists, and physicists (e.g., Corballis, 2014; Hagelin, 1987; Jaynes, 1976;
Kafatos, Tanzi, & Chopra, 2011; King, 2014; Liljenstrom, 2011; Lombardo, 2011;
Manning, 2014; Penrose & Hammeroft, 2011; Perret-Clermont & Lambolz, 2005;
Suddendorf & Corballis, 1997, 2007; Tulving, 1985a, 1985b, 2002a).

In Russia, the concept of time has been debated as well. Most often in Russian
psychology, the term “time perception” is used (e.g., Kotov-Hromenko, 1961; So-
kolova, 1976; Zabrodin, Borozdina, & Mussina, 1989). Some researchers use the
concept “time experience” (e.g., Golovakh & Kronik, 1984; Tsukanov, 2000); oth-
ers prefer the construct “relation to time” (e.g., Kovalyov, 1988; Nestik, 2014); still
others talk about the “temporal organization” of a personality (e.g., Kublitskene,
1995; Serenkova, 1995); and, finally, the term “time perspective” is widely known
(e.g., Abulkhanova & Berezina, 2001; Frank, 1939; Nuttin, 2004). Many scientists
do not differentiate among the terms, using them all to mean the same thing (e.g.,
Abulkhanova & Berezina, 2001; Nestik, 2014).

It was Tulving (2002a) who first coined the term chronesthesia to describe hu-
man subjective awareness of the linear passage of time. Chronesthesia is considered
to be a relatively recent evolutionary advancement of consciousness (Liljenstrom,
2011; Suddensorf & Corballis, 1997, 2007) and a fundamental aspect of human ex-
perience and development (Piaget, 1954, 1955, 1969) that involves complex mem-
ory systems, self-awareness, and the ability to form higher-order complex symbolic
representations of objects (Friedman, 1990; Piaget, 1969; Suddendorf & Corballis,
1997, 2007; Tulving, 1985a, 1985b, 2002b).

Chronesthesia provided humans with the ability to dissociate mentally from
the present moment, project their minds forward and backward in time, and form
temporally located mental representations of themselves and of other objects of
consciousness (people, places, events, thoughts, feelings, sensations). Tulving
(1985a) referred to this as mental time travel. According to Suddendorf (1999; Sud-
dendorf & Corballis, 1997, 2007), mental time travel provided Homo sapiens with
the evolutionary advantage of being able to access past experiences and knowledge
stored in episodic and semantic memory, and to imagine and anticipate possible
future events for long-term strategic planning. According to Tulving (1985a, 1985b,
2002b), mental time travel also provides the basis for the development of a personal
identity (a “me”), which links all of the temporally based experiences that form the
foundation of one’s personal history. Human beings, perhaps uniquely, have devel-
oped a personal identity that is constructed from the storehouse of past memories
that have been encoded and from which they have developed their body-world-
belief schemas (Stapp, 1996), which include anticipated and imagined future per-
sonal histories (Liljenstrom, 2011; Tulving, 1985a).

Chronesthesia and mental time travel are essential for the linguistic expression
of both personal and social narratives (life scripts: Berntsen & Bohn, 2010) and the
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dynamic social constructive process in which language evolved as a means of so-
cial interaction and collaboration (Corballis, 2011; Perrot-Clermont & Lamboltz,
2005). Chronesthesia is implicit in narratives (e.g., in the form of plots, storylines,
and temporal reference points: Bronckart, 2005; Corballis, 2011); in the temporal
origin of those narratives (past, present, future); in the temporal structure embed-
ded in the languages used to express those narratives (e.g., verb tenses); and in the
temporal qualities (or qualia: see Marshall, 1909; Stout, 2008) of the concepts ex-
pressed in those narratives. Thus, the linguistic expression of human consciousness
is only possible within and is inseparable from the framework of time (Ferretti &
Cosentino, 2013). Chronesthesia and mental time travel are also essential for the
development of social schemas, norms, and expectations (e.g., Levine, 2006), and
the development and evolution of culture and cultural artifacts (Trompenaars &
Hampden-Turner, 1997; Vale, Flynn, & Kendal, 2012).

There is increasing evidence that how individuals utilize their episodic and se-
mantic memory structures to engage in mental time travel forms the foundation
for their emotional, perceptual, cognitive, and behavioral experiences and moti-
vational intentions (e.g., Epstude & Peetz, 2012; Gilead, Trope, & Liberman, 2018;
Liberman & Trope, 1998; Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2010, 2012). However, despite
the fact that perception of time is implicit in all of human experience, little theo-
retical development exists, with the exception of Lewin’s work (1942, 1951), linking
human perception of time with individual differences associated with cognition,
personality, and behavior, and the collective manifestation of these differences (e.g.,
culture). In this article, we briefly present a theory of human consciousness—the
theory of MindTime — which provides a foundation for understanding individual
differences. Next, we describe the development of a Russian version of the Mind-
Time Profile Inventory, a multi-dimensional measure of a person’s thinking per-
spective. But first, a little background.

Mental Time Travel and Temporal Perspective

In 1998, Liberman and Trope proposed that the degree of abstraction with which
people form mental representations of objects will vary depending on the temporal
distance of the objects of perception that are imagined. Specifically, the further out
in time—or temporal distance—either into the future or into the past, that people,
objects, and events are imagined, the more likely it is that abstract, general, sim-
ple, coherent, and decontextualized mental representations of those objects will be
formed that convey the essences of information about those objects. Conversely,
when objects of perception are perceived to exist in the present or near-term future,
the more likely it is that concrete, complex, and contextualized mental representa-
tions of those objects will be formed that are oriented toward the details associated
with the objects. Liberman and Trope (1998) referred to their theory of temporal
perspective as construal level theory (CLT). An extensive series of studies by Liber-
man, Trope, and associates involving manipulations of temporal distance have sup-
ported the propositions of CLT (see Trope and Liberman, 2003, 2010, 2012 for
reviews of those studies).
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Trope and Liberman (2010) extended CLT to also include spatial and social
distance along with temporal distance. People, objects, and events may vary in their
spatial distance, in terms of physical (geographic) location; regarding social dis-
tance, people may vary in how socially connected they are emotionally (friends, ac-
quaintances, coworkers, neighbors, strangers). According to Liberman and Trope
(2010), the greater the psychological distance between a person and an object, the
more likely it is that s/he will represent it abstractly, and conversely, the more ab-
stractly an object is represented, the greater its perceived psychological distance.
Objects that are psychologically distant are represented at an abstract level of con-
strual because that allows for better prediction of future experiences. “Forming a
comprehending abstract concept enables people to mentally transcend the current-
ly experienced object in time and space, integrating other social perspectives, and
considering novel and hypothetical examples” (Trope & Liberman, 2010, p. 442).
Research has supported the propositions of the extended version of CLT theory
(Fiedler, K., Jung, J., Wanke, M., & Alexopoulos, T., 2012; Henderson, Marlone,
Fujita, Rohrbach, 2011; Kalkstein, Kleinman, Wakslak, Liberman, & Trope, 2016;
Liviatan, Trope, & Liberman, 2008; Stephan, Liberman, & Trope, 2010, 2011; Sun-
gar, van Koningsbruggen, & Hartmann, 2017; Zhang, Fu-ming, Hong-yu, Shi-xiao,
& Ou, 2017).

It is important to note that simple manipulations of temporal, physical, and
social distance, such as asking participants to adopt a past temporal perspective, a
near-term temporal perspective, or a distal future temporal perspective, have been
found to strongly affect how individuals mentally represent objects and events,
which in turn, has been found to affect their performance on a variety of percep-
tual, cognitive, and social tasks.

According to the theory of MindTime (Furey & Fortunato, 2014), three tempo-
rally based and co-dependent patterns of perceptual and cognitive mental activity
exist—Past, Present, and Future thinking—which correspond with innate and sub-
jective representations of the past, present, and future as distinct temporal realities
and the symbolic and conceptual representations, concepts, and qualia (qualities:
Marshall, 1909; Stout, 2008; qualis-consciousness: Clarke, 2011) that emerge from
those perceived temporal realities. These, in turn, influence how people localize
themselves in time, perceive and process information, and interact with the world
and with others (see Figure 1).

According to the theory, Past, Present, and Future thinking represent specific
evolutionary advancements of consciousness that provided evolving organisms
with increasingly complex methods by which to approach positively valent stimuli
and avoid negatively valent stimuli (approach and avoidance motivation). In hu-
mans, these include information-processing systems such as semantic and episodic
memory systems, self-awareness, the subjective perception of time, and mental
time travel.

Past thinking refers to the pattern of perceptual and cognitive mental activities
that occur when individuals utilize their episodic and semantic memory systems
to access and reconstruct past experiences and knowledge stored in memory, so as
to evaluate and make sense of current knowledge and experiences and to facilitate
sound decision making. Past thinking is reflective thinking that is oriented toward
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differentiating and dichotomizing experienced reality (making sense of and under-
standing the world).

Future thinking refers to the patterns of perceptual and cognitive mental activ-
ity that occur when individuals imagine future possibilities (“What if?”), perceive
and imagine novel and innovative arrangements or solutions to personal and envi-
ronmental challenges and opportunities. Future thinking is system-level, visionary,
speculative, imaginative, and big-picture thinking oriented toward perceiving and
pursuing opportunities, driving forward motion and ingenuity, and generating and
exploring future possibilities.

Present thinking refers to the pattern of perceptual and cognitive mental ac-
tivities that occurs when individuals form concrete, contextualized, goal-orient-
ed mental representations of objects, and impose cognitive and behavioral con-
trol mechanisms, such as plans, structures, processes, rules, and schemas. Present
thinking is functional thinking in which the lower-order properties of objects and
relationships among objects are observed, and it occurs when people develop ac-
tion plans, and organize the resources needed to execute those plans.

It is important to note that Past, Present, and Future thinking are all oriented
toward maximizing current and future survival. The purpose of Past thinking is to
maximize survival by determining the relevance, validity, and truth of informa-
tion and knowledge, as well as of prevailing personal, social, and cultural schemas,
expectations, and norms. The purpose of Future thinking is to maximize survival
by allowing for flexible adaptation to ever-changing environmental circumstances,
and by the generation of new ideas and solutions. The purpose of Present thinking
is to ensure the success of motivational approach and avoidance systems, as well as
to maintain and restore equilibrium with the environment after either motivational
system is activated.

According to the theory, Past, Present, and Future thinking are mutually co-
dependent, and everyone utilizes all three perspectives, but in varying degrees. For
example, Past thinking allows for the reconstruction and evaluation of past ex-
periences and knowledge stored in memory, which in turn provides the scaffold-
ing and foundation for the generation of novel and innovative ideas and solutions
by Future thinking, and the frameworks, schemas, and scripts by which Present
thinking can focus on structuring the environment to increase survival. In turn,
Future thinking can lead to novel and innovative ideas, methods, and solutions by
which the validation processes associated with Past thinking and the planning and
execution strategies associated with Present thinking can be adapted as environ-
mental circumstances change. Similarly, Present thinking enables the integration
of the products of both Past thinking and Future thinking into manifested reality,
through goal setting, planning, the development of action plans, and the organiza-
tion of resources to execute those plans.

According to the theory, measurable variation exists in the extent to which
people utilize their Past, Present, and Future thinking; the extent to which they
do so, in combination, influences how they perceive and process information and
form mental representations of objects and events (cognition), form perceptual
and social judgments and preferences (social cognition), develop specific goals,
motivations, intentions, and preferences (motivation), communicate and interact
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with others (i.e., their personality), their temperamental, emotional, and affective
dispositions (Elliot & Thrash, 2008), and their cognitive, learning, and thinking
styles (Zhang & Sternberg, 2006).

It is important to note that thinking perspective is not the same as time per-
spective or time orientation. According to Lewin (1942, 1951), individuals develop
their own personal psychology based on the totality of their views of and identi-
fication with their own psychological past, present, and future (see also Lasane &
O’Donnell, 2005; Lennings, 2000; Seijts, 1998; Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999). Thus, a
person’s time perspective or time orientation is determined by the actual content,
density, coherence, and affective tone of their thoughts (see Lasane & O’Donnell,
2005, and Seijts, 1998 for a discussion of these characteristics). Conversely, Past,
Present, and Future thinking refer to generalized patterns of perceptual and cogni-
tive mental activity based on how episodic and semantic memory are used to ac-
cess and retrieve past experiences and knowledge stored in memory, to organize,
control, and structure the environment, or to imagine hypothetical future possibili-
ties. Thus, whereas a person’s time perspective is content-specific, their thinking
perspective is not.

Past, Present, and Future thinking are similar to the patterns of perceptual and
cognitive activity observed when temporal perspective is manipulated experimen-
tally. Specifically, Past thinking is similar to the pattern of perceptual/cognitive
mental activities that are observed when people are asked to adopt a past temporal
perspective; Present thinking is similar to the pattern of perceptual/cognitive men-
tal and behavioral activities that are observed when individuals are asked to adopt
a near-term temporal perspective; and Future thinking is similar to the pattern of
perceptual/cognitive mental and behavioral activities that are observed when indi-
viduals are asked to adopt a distal future temporal perspective.

In summary, Furey and Fortunato (2014) proposed that there are three co-
dependent patterns of perceptual and cognitive mental activity based on how in-
dividuals utilize their episodic and semantic memory systems to engage in mental
time travel. More importantly, they proposed that all measurable individual dif-
ferences and personality traits involve the combined influence of all three think-
ing perspectives.! Consequently, based on the theory, Fortunato and Furey (2009,

The conceptual and operational definitions of Past, Present, and Future thinking overlap both
conceptually and operationality with different aspects of the Big Five personality traits of neu-
roticism, extraversion, openness, conscientiousness, and agreeableness (the five-factor model
of personality, e.g., Costa & McCrae, 1992a; 1992b). Although the trait approach to personality
is arguably the most dominant personality approach in psychology and one largely concerned
with identifying the basic dimensions of personality required to provide a systematic account
of individual differences (Boyle, Matthews, & Saklofske, 2008; Livesley & Jang, 2005), several
criticisms of trait theories have been expressed (see Livesley & Jang, 2005; Livesley, Jang, &
Vernon, 2003). As far back as 1957, Hall and Lindsey stated that “most personality theories
have been oriented toward after-the-fact explanation rather than toward the generation of new
predictions concerning behavior” (p.16; as cited in Campbell, 2008). In summary, trait-based
taxonomies (and current biological approaches to personality) suffer from a lack of a con-
sistent underlying theory as to why specific traits exist as part of the make-up of the human
psyche and how they enhance biological and reproductive survival (Matthews, 2008; Michalski
& Shackelford, 2008). Unlike trait taxonomies of personality, the theory of MindTime provides
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2010, 2011, 2012, 2018) developed a multi-dimensional-measure English version
of thinking perspective called the MindTime Profile Inventory (MTPI). The MTPI
consists of 45 items (15 Past, 15 Present, and 15 Future). The inventory has been
translated into French, German, Portuguese, and Japanese. In this paper, we de-
scribe efforts to translate and verify the factor structure of a Russian version of the
MTPIL

Methods

Participants

Two hundred and forty-five Russian students (65% female) studying for a bach-
elor’s degree, aged 18 to 23, participated in this research. An electronic link was
sent to 500 Russian students currently enrolled in a bachelor’s degree program. The
link directed students to an online survey site (https://www.smartslices.com) from
which they completed the survey.

Procedure
Questionnaire

Past, Present, and Future thinking were measured using a Russian version of the
MindTime Profile Inventory (MTPI). The current English version of the MTPI
from which the Russian translation was derived consists of 45 items: 15 Past think-
ing items, 15 Present thinking items, and 15 Future thinking items.

Original Scale Development

The MTPI had undergone several iterations since being introduced in 2009. Origi-
nally, four studies (Studies 1-4) were conducted using undergraduate students from
a medium-sized university in the northwestern United States (N = 293, 222, 614,
and 580, respectively). The MTPI items were scored using a 7-point Likert-type
scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree). A fifth study (Study 5) consisted of
the personal and business contacts of the original authors (N = 380; M, = 43.87).
A sixth study (Study 6) involved 683 graduate students from an online university
based in the United States. Items for the latter two studies were scored online using
a 100-point (1 to 100) rating scale, with endpoints labeled “strongly disagree” and
“strongly agree”

Multiple iterative computations of principal axis structural analyses were used
to determine the best set of items within and across each study. The final list of
items for Studies 1-5 consisted of 7 Past items, 15 Present items, and 12 Future
items. The final list of items for Study 6 consisted of 10 Past items, 14 Present items,
and 10 Future items.

a theoretical foundation for understanding, in part, why individuals manifest the personality
traits they do, and provides an a priori rationale for observed trait co-variation that is based
on current research involving subjective perception of time, memory, and cognition, tempo-
ral perspective, the evolution of complex information-processing systems, and approach and
avoidance motivation.
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The results from Studies 1, 2, and 3 were combined and reported in Fortunato
and Furey (2009, 2010). The results from Study 4 were reported in Fortunato and
Furey (2011). The results from Study 5 were not published. The results from Study
6 were reported in Fortunato and Furey (2012). Coefficient alpha estimates of reli-
ability ranged from 0.80 to 0.86 (Past thinking), 0.91 to 0.93 (Present thinking), and
0.84 to 0.91 (Future thinking).

Since 2010, the MTPI has been available online (www.mindtime.com). Dur-
ing this time, additional items were tested and the data analyzed using principal
axis structural analyses, resulting in a final “long” version consisting of 15 Past, 15
Present, and 15 Future items. To date, 38,136 people have taken the inventory. Most
respondents live in United States. The copyright of all versions of the MTPI and all
intellectual property related to MindTime are held by The MindTime Foundation,
currently based in Groningen, the Netherlands.

Translation into Russian

To provide reliable results for the Russian sample, the functional equivalence
of the Russian-language and English-language versions of the MTPI was estab-
lished using the translation/back-translation method (Brislin, 1986). The 45-
item MTPI was first translated into Russian. Subsequently, the first author of
this paper evaluated those items for accuracy. A reverse translation into English
of all items was then conducted to ensure that the original meaning of the items
was retained. The Appendix shows the English and Russian versions of all 45
items of the MTPI.

For each item, respondents were presented with the following instructions:
“Please indicate your degree of agreement (higher percentage) or disagreement
(lower percentage) with the following statement”. To respond, respondents were
able to place and then slide their cursor at any location on a 100-point bar. Click-
ing on the bar indicated a completed response and brought forward the next item.
There were two response anchors, one at the lower end of the bar labeled 0%
(Strongly disagree) and one at the upper end of the bar labeled 100% (Strongly
agree). Although the lower end of the bar was labeled as 0%, there were exactly 100
possible response options, not 101.

Data Analyses

Because the MTPI was based on a theoretical model that posits three underlying
and correlated factors (Past, Present, and Future thinking), principal component
analysis using oblimin rotation and a fixed three-factor solution was used to ana-
lyze scores on the Russian translation of the 45 MTPI items. Items with low (< .30)
pattern coefficients and/or items that cross loaded (> .40 pattern coeflicients) on
more than one factor were deleted. (To reproduce the procedure followed by the
authors of the original instrument, we also conducted principal axis analyses using
oblimin rotation and a fixed three-factor solution. The final solutions from both
methods were nearly identical.) After determining the best set of items, coefficient
alpha estimates of reliability were computed. Scale scores were then derived by tak-
ing the statistical average for each remaining set of Past, Present, and Future items,
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respectively. Descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations, skew, and kurtosis)
as well as tests of normality were also computed on the scale scores. The SPSS 24.0
statistical package was used to analyze the data.

Results

Data Cleanup

A total of 245 participants completed the survey. The data were examined visually
for any anomalous patterns in individual responses. Univariate and multivariate
outlier analyses were conducted and univariate histograms and bivariate scatter-
plots were drawn. All cases were carefully scrutinized. Sixteen cases were deleted
for response style bias (e.g., scores were all 1007, all 1’s, or all 50’s) or for inconsist-
ent responses (e.g., alternating high and low scores on Present items), yielding a
final sample size of 229 participants. Three outliers were identified but not deleted,
because no discernable pattern of response bias was observed: merely low or high
scores on a particular thinking perspective.

Structural Analyses

Based on the principal components factors analyses, one Past item (Past125), five
Present items (Present5, Present27, Present212, Present218, Present223), and one
Future item (Future4) were deemed unsuitable for use with a Russian population
and were thus deleted from the Russian version of the MTPI. Thus, the final Rus-
sian version of the MTPI consisted of 14 Past items, 10 Present items, and 10 Future
items. Table 1 shows the final three-factor solution of the retained items.

As shown in Table 2, scale scores on Past, Present, and Future thinking were
all statistically significantly negatively skewed based on z-score analysis (+/- 1.96,
two-tailed). The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test and Shapiro-Wilks test indicated that
scores on Past, Present, and Future thinking were statistically significantly nega-
tively skewed. Although, as we indicated above, we had examined the data for out-
liers and found three potential outliers, we did not delete them from the dataset.
However, these might have contributed to the statistically significant skewness of
the data.

Follow-up paired samples t-tests were computed on the three means. These
results were all statistically significant. Scores on Past thinking differed statistically
significantly from scores on both Present thinking (t(228) = 4.90, p < .001) and
Future thinking (t(228) = 8.69, p < .001), and scores on Present thinking differed
statistically significantly from scores on Future thinking (t(228) = 5.51, p <.001).

Pearson’s Product-Moment correlations were computed on Past, Present,
and Future thinking scale scores. These results are shown in Table 3. Past, Pres-
ent, and Future thinking scores correlated positively and statistically significantly
with each other (rPast-Present = .567, rPast-Future = .193, and rPresent-Present =
.369). Using only the final set of items, coeflicient alpha estimates were computed.
These were as follows: a = 0.918 (Past thinking), a = 0.866 (Present thinking), and
a = 0.891 (Future thinking).



Table 1

Pattern coefficient matrix from the principal component analysis using oblimin
rotation of scores on the final 38-item Russian translation of the MTPI items.
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The number of extracted factors was fixed at k = 3

Items Factors
1 2 3
Past20 0.82 0.05 0.09
Past122 0.81 0.02 0.06
Past21 0.79 0.00 -0.01
Past15 0.75 0.07 0.14
Past109 0.71 -0.03 0.01
Past113 0.71 0.01 -0.13
Past13 0.68 -0.10 -0.21
Past102 0.67 -0.01 0.11
Past19 0.61 -0.05 0.03
Past104 0.61 -0.04 -0.24
Past12 0.60 -0.06 -0.11
Past17 0.57 0.05 -0.21
Past121 0.57 0.14 -0.10
Past37 0.50 0.25 -0.13
Future2 -0.07 0.75 0.10
Futurel03 -0.16 0.74 -0.06
Future9 0.02 0.70 0.00
Future29 0.09 0.70 0.04
Futurel 0.08 0.67 0.08
Future201 0.01 0.66 0.27
Futurel3 -0.23 0.66 -0.23
Futurel01 -0.04 0.64 -0.19
Future5 0.15 0.61 0.19
Futurel4 -0.12 0.61 -0.22
Future3 -0.01 0.60 -0.13
Futurel0 0.11 0.55 -0.18
Future20 0.13 0.50 -0.10
Future204 0.19 0.41 -0.13
Present3 -0.07 -0.01 -0.85
Present2 -0.03 0.03 -0.80
Present10 0.03 0.05 -0.71
Present4 0.03 0.25 -0.57
Present217 0.21 -0.05 -0.56
Present102 0.04 0.28 -0.55
Present26 0.17 -0.15 -0.55
Presentl 0.39 -0.10 -0.49
Present21 0.02 0.22 -0.46
Present211 0.33 0.02 -0.42

Note. Pattern coefficients in bold are those that correspond with the items retained for
Past, Present, and Future thinking, respectively

155
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Table 2
Descriptive statistics of the MPTI scales for the Russian sample (N = 229)

Scales Mean SD  Skew Skew z K-S S-W Kaurtosis Kurtosis
SE SE
Past thinking 72.75 15.78 -0.37 .16 -2.31* .062* .976* -0.51 .32 -1.59
Present thinking 67.79 17.07 -0.48 .16 -3.00* .053 .978* -0.14 .32 -0.44
Future thinking 60.86 16.80 -0.38 .16 -2.38% .071* .984* -0.29 .32 -0.91

Note. SD = standard deviation; SE = Standard Error; K-S = Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of normality;
S-W = Shapiro-Wilk test of normality. *p < .05

Table 3
Correlation coefficients between scale scores on Past, Present, and Future thinking (N = 229)

1 2 3
1. Past thinking (.918)
2. Present thinking 567" (.866)
3. Future thinking .193" 369" (.891)

Note. Coefficient alpha estimates of reliability are in parentheses. ** p < .01, 2-tailed.

Discussion

First, our findings indicated that of the 45 English MTPI items, 38 were psycho-
metrically sound when translated into Russian and used with an undergraduate
population. Moreover, similar to previous findings with American samples, scores
on Past, Present, and Future thinking correlated positively with each other. Accord-
ing to the MindTime theory, Past, Present, and Future thinking represent three co-
dependent and complementary constructs based on human subjective perception
of time and the ability to engage in mental time travel.

Second, Past thinking was the dominant perspective of the Russian students.
According to the theory of MindTime (Furey & Fortunato, 2014), Past thinking
is manifest as sensitivity to potentially negative environmental stimuli; a propen-
sity to avoid risks; slow and deliberate thinking; principled, judicious, reflective,
and thoughtful decision making; a propensity to second-guess decisions once
made; a cautious, skeptical outlook on life; fair-mindedness; and a propensity to
experience psychological distress, such as depression and anxiety. Future think-
ing scores were much lower than either Past or Present scores. According to the
theory of MindTime, Future thinking is manifest as visionary, speculative, and
big-picture thinking; the ability to imagine future possibilities; risk taking; a pro-
pensity to envision novel and innovative solutions or arrangements to personal
and environmental challenges and intractable problems; and sensitivity toward
perceiving opportunities. Future thinking involves forward motion; the construc-
tive disruption of prevailing social schemas; and the adaptation and reinvention
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of such schemas to accelerate the pace of personal, social, technological, cultural,
and spiritual evolution.

Third, mean scores of the Russian undergraduate sample on Past thinking (M
= 72.25) and Present thinking (M = 67.79) were largely consistent with those of
a broad-based global sample (N = 38,136; mostly Americans) who had taken the
MTPI. The Russian scores were MPast thinking = 73.02; MPresent thinking =
68.85. Conversely, scores on Future thinking for the Russian undergraduate sam-
ple (M = 60.86) appeared to differ from the global sample (M = 69.31). The differ-
ence in scores on Future thinking between the Russian sample and global sample
might be indicative of cultural differences. In the United States and other Western
cultures, risk taking, visionary thinking, imagining future possibilities, being open
to identifying opportunities, and being generally optimistic about oneself and the
future are more strongly encouraged than in the Russian population. According to
Sokolinsky (1999), the tendency to engage in introspection and reflection, spiri-
tual searching, a focus on risks but not on opportunities, as well as an orientation
to collective experience, largely define the Russian national mentality, whereas
American culture is more focused on individual achievements. We recommend
future research in which scores on the same set of items (one set in Russian; one
set in English), especially of Future thinking, are directly compared.

The Russian-language version of the MTPI will open new avenues of research
to understand how Past, Present, and Future thinking are manifest within Rus-
sian culture. For example, the Russian-language MTPI might assist educators in
better understanding the learning styles of their students. In organizations, the
Russian-language MTPI might be useful for understanding person-job and per-
son-organization fit among Russian employees, which has implications for the
selection and placement of job candidates, leadership, and work-team effective-
ness. In counseling contexts, matching therapists’ or coaches’ thinking perspective
to those of their clients might influence the effectiveness of the client-therapist
relationship

Finally, having a Russian language version of the MTPI opens up possibili-
ties for further examining of cultural differences. Vale et al. (2012) argued that
although the reconstruction of past events and knowledge stored in memory (Past
thinking) provides the foundation for the ability to speculate about possible fu-
ture scenarios and future needs (Future thinking), without transmission of shared
mental models that encourage the development and expression of Future think-
ing, and the capacity to create new complex, efficient, and workable ideas and in-
novations that permeate the social structure, or to modify existing ideas, cultural
evolution will not occur. Based on our preliminary findings, it appears that in
Russian culture there might a need to develop and encourage Future thinking.

Preliminary cross-cultural data from North America, Europe, and Asia sug-
gests that the theory of MindTime is generalizable across situations, domains, and
cultures (The MindTime Foundation, 2012, 2013, 2014). However, we suggest ad-
ditional research to examine cross-cultural differences in thinking perspective,
particularly cultural variables that might differ across nations. If clear and dis-
tinct cross-cultural differences emerge, then by understanding and considering
the dominant thinking perspective of each country, communication among rep-
resentatives of two countries might lead to better results. For example, Future and
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Past thinking can be complementary elements in the interaction of representatives
of two cultures, which might make it possible to solve complex problems on the
international level most effectively.

Conclusion

According to the theory of MindTime, measurable differences exist in how indi-
viduals utilize their episodic and memory systems. Based on the theory, a 45-item
English version — the MTPI — had previously been developed. In this study, the
45 items were translated into Russian and administered to undergraduate students.
Of the 45 items, 14 Past items, 10 Present items, and 14 Future items appeared to
work well with the Russian population. Further research is needed to replicate and
extend these findings.

Limitations

One limitation of this study is that we could not directly assess measurement in-
variance between the English version of the MTPI and the Russian version of the
MTPI. Another limitation was that the sample size of Russian students was not
very large. A third limitation was that the data were collected from Russian un-
dergraduate students and thus might not generalize to the Russian population.
Additional research is needed in which large samples of adults from both Russia
and the United States (and other countries) are administered the same 45-item
MTPI, but in their own language. The data from those studies could then be com-
pared using confirmatory factor analyses to test for different types of measure-
ment invariance. Finally, additional research is recommended to assess the con-
struct validity of the Russian language version the MTPI by including measures of
personality traits, such as extraversion, neuroticism, openness, conscientiousness,
agreeableness, optimism, and resilience, as well as measures of other individual
difference variables, such as time perspective/orientation, intellectual style, and
financial risk tolerance. Possible issues in generalization of results, e.g., sample
size, are limited access to data.
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Appendix

The English and Russian language versions of the MindTime Profile Items.

English

Russian

Past12

Past13

Past15

Past17

Past19

Past20

Past21

Past37

Past102

Past104

Past109

Past113

Past121

Past122

Past125*

Present1

Present2

Present3

Present4

Present5*

Present10

Present21

Present26

I like to reason things out.
I like to think things through before
making a decision.

I reflect on the facts before making a
decision.

I weigh the evidence before coming to
a conclusion.

Only when I have the facts and infor-
mation do I feel comfortable making
a decision.

I gather as much information as I can
before making a decision.

I need to verify as much information
as I can before making a decision.

I am known for validating informa-
tion.

I need to have proof before I commit
to something.

I tend to think things through care-
fully.

I need to understand the risks in-
volved before committing to some-
thing.

I tend to analyze things thoroughly
before making a decision.

I usually reflect carefully on what I
know to see how it applies to the cur-
rent situation.

I usually reflect carefully on what I
know before making a decision.

When I don’t know something, I will
seek out additional information before
making a decision.

Being organized is important to me.
People think of me as organized.

People think of me as structured.
People think I am best at planning and
organization.

I thrive in environments that are
orderly and structured.

People think of me as a follow through
kind of person.

I am known for getting things done.

I am driven towards order.

Mmue HPaBUTCA 4,0 KOHIIA TPOAYMbIBATh, KaK
COe/naThb T€ MJIN MHBIC BEII.

Mmue HpaBUTCA TIIATEIbHO BCE IIPOAYMbIBATD
IIepen TeM, KaK IIPNHATDH PEIIeHNE.

51 jonro pasMbINIIAD HaJl CUTyaLMel, IpeXe
YeM NPUHATD pelleHle.

41 B3BemmBalo Bce (I)aKTbI IIepeN] TEM, KaK cfie-
JIaTb BBIBO[,.

51 MOT'Y CITOKOJHO IIPYHMMATD PelleHIie, TOTbKO
KOT7a ¥ MeHs eCTb Bce HaKThl 1 MHPOPMALVIsL

51 cobuparo Kak MOXXHO 60sIblIIe MHpOPMALI
Ieper; TeM, KaK [IPUHSTh PelleHNe.

I [O/DKeH IPOBEPUTD BCIO BO3MOXHYI0 MHPOP-
MaIVIo, IIPEXKTe YeM IIPUHATD PellIeHNe.

MeHs 3HAIOT KaK 4e/I0BeKa, KOTOPbII BCerma
IIpOBepseT JOCTOBEPHOCTb NH(OPMALVIN.

MHe HY>XHbI BecK1ie 060CHOBAHIS, IPeXe IeM
I COIVIAIIYCh Ha Y4TO-/1160.

S ckimoHeH TIIATETbHO BCE IIPOAYMbBIBATD.

Mmue HY>XHO ITIOHVMATDb BCE€ PUCKY, IIPEXK/E YEM
COT/TaCUTHCA HA YTO-TO.

51 cK/IOHEH TIaTeNIbHO BCE aHANMM3MPOBATh, Ipe-
K7l 9eM IIPUMHATD PeIleHne.

OOBIYHO 51 TIATENBHO OOLYMBIBAIO BCE 13-
BeCTHbIe MHe (DaKTbI, YTOOBI IOHATD, KaK OHI
TIPUMEHMMBI K TeKyIIel CUTYaIN.

OOBIYHO 51 TIATENTBHO OOLYMBIBAIO BCE 13-
BeCTHble MHe (DaKTb, IIPeX/e YeM IPIHITH
pelene.

Ec/n 51 4ero-To He 3Har0, TO 51 ULy AOIOIHY-
TeIbHYI0 NMHPOPMALVIO, IIPEX/e YeM IPVHSITH
pelieHue.

17151 MeHs1 BaKHO OBITH COOpaHHbBIM (cOOpaH-
HOIA).

Jlronu gymaior 060 MHE KaK 0 COOpaHHOM
de/IoBeKe.

JIropm fymMaroT 060 MHe Kak 06 OpraHM30BaH-
HOM YeJIOBEKe.

HIOJII/I AYyMaloT, 4TO IVIaHMPOBaHNE 1 OpraHmn3sa-
sl — MO CaMbl€ CUJIbHbI€ CTOPOHBI.

Sl mpexpacHo cebs1 1yBCTBYIO B Cpelie, ITie BCe
CTPYKTYPUPOBAHO I YIIOPALOYEHO.

JIromy ;yMaioT 060 MHe, KaK O Ye/loBeKe, KOTO-
PBIit Bcera TOBOAMT fIeTIO /1O KOHIA.

5] msBecTeH (M3BECTHA) TeM, YTO YMeIO [Ie/IaTh
CBOE JIETIO.

S cTpeMIIIoCh K IOPAJKY.
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English Russian
Present27+ 1 manage others by organizing/priori- I pykoBoxy Apyrimut 0bMit, OPranusys sajia-
tizing tasks. YJ U1 OIIpefiesiAsl MOPALNOK VX IPMOPUTETHOCTIL.
Present1o2 1 am good at organizing the resources Y MeHA 110/Ty4aeTCA NOATOTAB/MBATH PECYPCHI
needed to get things done. VLS OCTVKEHS eI,
Present211 Ilike to plan my daily activities. Mete HpaBuTCA IIAHNPOBATH CBOM NOBCE/HER-
HbIe Jlena.
Present212* Thave a plan for the future. Y MeHA ecTb IUIaH Ha Oyfylee.
Present217 I enjoy creating structure. Mue npaBuTCs CTPYKTYpUPOBATS CBOIO Aes-
TE/IbHOCTb.
Present218* 1 like to be prepared for my day. Mne HpaBuTCi 6biTb TOATOTOBIEHHBIM (TTOA-
TOTOBJIEHHOIT) K HOBOMY JHIO.
Present223+ 1t 1S important for me that things go Iy MeHs 04eHb BaKHO, YTOOBI COOBITUA Pa3-
according to plan. BUBAJIVCD COIVIACHO IIIAHY.
Futurel I like to generate ideas. MHe HpaBUTCS T€HEPUPOBATD UIEN.
Future2 I am known for generating ideas. JItony CYUTAIOT MeHsA TeHepPaTOPOM MJelt.
I thrive in environments that are flex- I yBepeHHO uyBcTBYyI0 cebs1 B I'MOKOIT 11 AMHA-
Future3 . . .
ible and dynamic. MITYHOIT 0OCTaHOBKeE.
Future4* People think of me as a visionary. Jlioput fyMatoT 060 MHe Kak 0 HefloBeke Co CTpa-
TETVYeCKIM MbIIUIEHIEM.
Future5 I am known for invention/innovation. A1 u3secrent (n3pecTHa) N3OOPETERNSMI/UHHO-
BaLVAMIU.
Future9 I am regarded as an agent of change. =~ MeHs c4MTaIOT MHUIMATOPOM HEPEMEH.
Futurelo  1am always on the lookout for new SI Bcerpia Ity HOBbIEe BO3SMOXKHOCTHL.
opportunities.
Futurel3 I manage others through inspiration. I pyKoBo)Xy ApYI1MH JIIOAbMY, BIOXHOBILASA JIX.
Futurel4 People think of me as dynamic. Jlionu ayMaioT 060 MtHe Kak 0 AMHAMITHOM
JeJIOBEKe.
Future20 I am driven to explore. S cTrpemIoch MCCIeNOBaTh YTO-TO HOBOE.
Future29 People think I am best at innovation ~ JIrofy FyMaioT, YTO MHHOBALIUM I 1300peTe-
and invention. HIA — MOM CaMble CU/TbHbIE CTOPOHBL
Futurel01  Iam open to future possibilities. ST oTKpBIT (OTKpBITA) /1A OYAYIINX IePCIIEKTUB.
Futurelo3 | am able to inspire others with my 51 MOTY BJJOXHOBJIATD JIIOfiEIl CBOMMI 3aMBbIC-
vision. JIAMM.
Future201 ~ People think of me as imaginative. Jlionu pymaioT 060 Mte Kak 0 uenoseke ¢ Gora-
TBIM BOOOpayKeHMEM.
Future204 | can easily imagine all sorts of future I nerko mory npencraButs pasmranbie Bapuan-

possibilities.

ThI Pa3BUTIA OYAYIIVX HEePCIEKTHB.

*[tems with an asterisk are not part of the final Russian language version.

Note. The English and Russian versions of the MindTime Profile Inventory are proprietary and the reg-
istered intellectual property of the MindTime Foundation. Unauthorized use or dissemination of the
MindTime Profile Inventory and all related materials to any person, entity, LLC, or corporation without
permission of the MindTime Foundation is prohibited. Permission to use the MindTime Profile Inventory
for scientific purposes only may be requested by contacting Vincent J. Fortunato, Ph.D. at vincentfortu-
nato@mindtime.com
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