Supplementary Information
The influence of time perspectives on compulsive buying is mediated by self-control 
Supplementary Table S1. Correlations and descriptive statistics.

	Variables
	
	
	

	
	 1
	 2
	 3
	 4
	  5
	  6
	  7
	  8
	  9                 10

	1. CB
	   —
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. PN
	  0.186***
	 —
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. PP
	  -0.051
	-0.240***
	 —
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. PF
	  0.281***
	 0.209***
	-0.085
	  —
	
	
	
	
	

	5. PH
	  0.117*
	 0.037
	 0.193***
	 0.085
	  —
	
	
	
	

	6. F
	 -0.242***
	-0.120*
	 0.149*
	-0.214***
	-0.080
	  —
	
	
	

	7. DSC
	 -0.267***
	-0.236***
	 0.038
	-0.260***
	-0.194***
	 0.553***
	 —
	
	

	8. DNTP   
	 -0.223***
	-0.744***
	 0.499***
	-0.458***
	0.206***
	 0.342***
	 0.267***
	 —
	

	9. DBTP 
	 0.218***
	 0.524***
	-0.528***
	 0.547***
	-0.221***
	-0.416***
	-0.317***
	-0.551***
	 —

	10. DBTP-R
	 0.306***
	 0.669***
	-0.496***
	 0.581***
	 0.002
	-0.583***
	-0.456***
	-0.709***
	0.918***       —

	M
	31.209
	2.584
	 3.858
	 2.253
	 3.331
	3.453
	 3.163
	3.086
	2.302       3.255

	SD
	 7.886
	1.006
	 0.818
	 0.904
	 0.842
	0.872
	 0 .591
	0.856
	 0.901      1.076


Note. CB = compulsive buying; PN = Past-Negative; PP = Past-Positive; PF = Present-Fatalistic; PH = Present-Hedonistic; F = Future; DNTP = Deviation from a Negative Time Perspective; DBTP = Deviation from a Balanced Time Perspective; DBTP-R = Revised Deviation from a Balanced Time Perspective; M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.010; ***p < 0.001.
Supplementary Note S1 Prerequisites for the Hierarchical Multiple Regressions (HMRs)
[bookmark: _Hlk210596566]All independent variables showed a linear relationship tested by scatter plots and were representable in a linear equation (e.g. Fatalistic Present on compulsive buying; y= 25.6 + 2.49*x and Future on self-control; y = 1.87 + 0.37*x). We observed no critical values for outliers (on compulsive buying; d2 = 3.986 < 20.52; hi = 0.014 < 0.041; Di = 0.004 < 0.5; on self-control; d2 = 4.983 < 20.52; hi = 0.017 < 0.041; Di = 0.004 < 0.5). We calculated for both hierarchical multiple regression the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) to test for multicollinearity. All VIFs in both regressions (VIFs < 1.093 < 5.0) did not indicate any problematic multicollinearity.
Supplementary Note S2 Results of Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Dispositional Self-Control
Gender identity was treated as a categorical variable (female, male, non-binary) by using dummy coding with female as the reference category (male = 1, non-binary = 1 in separate dummy variables). Due to the very small number of participants identifying as non-binary (n = 6), this group was included for completeness, but results are reported descriptively and not interpreted inferentially. 
In Model 1, the categorical variable (female, male, non-binary) in both separate dummy variables showed insignificant effects: male dummy (male = 1) (β = -0.01, B = -0.01, SE = 0.07, t(296) = -0.19, p = 0.851) and non-binary dummy (non-binary = 1) (β = -0.25, B = -0.12, SE = 0.25, t(296) = -0.23, p = 0.665). Model 1 accounted for negligible R² = 0.001, F(2, 296) = 0.103, p = 0.902. 
In Model 2, all five time perspectives were included. We observed the following significant decreasing effects on self-control: Past-Negative (β = -0.16, B = -0.10, SE = 0.29, , t(291) = -3.31, p = .001); Present-Hedonistic (β = -.13, B = -0.09, SE = 0.34, t(291) = -2.75, p = .006) and Present-Fatalistic  (β = -.11, B = -0.07, SE = 0.32, t(291) = -2.28, p = .023). In contrast Future showed a significant increasing effect on self-control (β = 0.51, B = 0.35, SE = 0.03, t(291) = 10.59, p < 0.001). Past-Positive was insignificant (β = -0.06, B = -0.05, SE = 0.04, t(291) = -1.26, p = 0.211), as again both gender dummy variables (all p values > 0.215). The inclusion of the five time perspective in Modell 2 resulted in a significant increase in explained variance, ΔR² = 0.37, F Change(5, 291) = 34.73, p < 0.001; while the overall model was significant, F(7, 291) = 73.25, p < 0.001. 



Supplementary Table S2. Time perspectives predicting dispositional self-control.


	Predictor
	  β
	Sig. β
	R
	R²
	ΔR²
	ΔF
	Sig. ΔF

	Model 1
	
	
	0.026
	0.001
	0.001
	 0.103
	 0.902

	male dummy
	-0.011
	  0.851
	
	
	
	
	

	non-binary dummy
	-0.025
	  0.665
	
	
	
	
	

	Model 2
	
	
	0.612
	0.374
	0.373
	 34.730
	<0.001

	male dummy
	 0.001
	   0.980
	
	
	
	
	

	non-binary dummy
	-0.058
	   0.216
	
	
	
	
	

	Past-Positive
	-0.062
	   0.211
	
	
	
	
	

	Past-Negative
	-0.162
	   0.001
	
	
	
	
	

	Present-Hedonistic
	-0.132
	   0.006
	
	
	
	
	

	Present-Fatalistic  
	-0.111
	   0.023
	
	
	
	
	

	Future 
	 0.511
	 < 0.001
	
	
	
	
	


Note. n = 299
Supplementary Note S3. Results of Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Compulsive Buying
Gender identity was treated as a categorical variable in the same way as in the first Hierarchical Multiple Regression predicting self-control. In Model 1 the male dummy variable (male = 1) was observed to show a significant decreasing influence (β = -0.31, B = -4.86, SE = 0.89, t(296) = -5.48, p < 0.001), reflecting the well documented lower proneness of males (usually compared to females only), whereas the non-binary dummy variable (non-binary = 1) was insignificant (β = -0.04, B = -2.17, SE = 3.13, t(296) = -0.69, p = 0.490). Model 1 accounted for R² = 0.09, F(2, 296) = 15.00, p < 0.001. No further interpretations can be made. We included gender identity only as a control variable. 
In Model 2, again all five time perspectives were included resulting in a significant increase in explained variance, ΔR² = 0.21, F Change = 10.20, p < 0.001, while the overall model was significant, F(7, 296) = 12.24, p < 0.001. The gender dummy variables showed the same pattern as in Model 1 with significant decreasing effect of the male dummy variable (β = -0.31, B = -4.92, SE = 0.83, t(291) = -5.93, p < 0.001) and insignificant effect of the non-binary dummy variable (β = -0.03, B = -1.39, SE = 2.94, , t(291) = -0.47, p = 0.637)
We observed in Model 2 the following significant effects: Present-Fatalistic increased (β = 0.21, B = 1.85, SE = 0.47, t(291) = 3.93, p < 0.001) whereas Future decreased compulsive buying (β = -0.19, B = -1.73, SE = 0.48, t(291) = -3.57, p < 0.001). Furthermore we observed that Present-Hedonistic (β = 0.08, B = 0.77, SE = 0.50, t(291) = 1.53, p = .127); Past-Positive (β = -0.01, B = -0.05, SE = 0.53, t(291) = -1.00, p = .921); and Past-Negative (β = 0.10, B = 0.79, SE = 0.43, t(291) = 1.85, p = .065) did not reach statistical significance, although there was a weak positive tendency in the case of Past-Negative.

Supplementary Table S3. Time perspectives predicting compulsive buying.
	Predictor
	   β
	Sig. β
	R
	R²
	ΔR²
	ΔF
	Sig. ΔF

	Model 1
	
	
	0.303
	0.092
	0.092
	15.000
	<0.001

	male dummy 
	 -0.306
	<0.001
	
	
	
	
	

	non-binary dummy
	 -0.039
	  0.490
	
	
	
	
	

	Model 2
	
	
	0.477
	0.227
	0.153
	10.204
	<0.001

	male dummy
	  -0.309
	<0.001
	
	
	
	
	

	non-binary dummy
	  -0.025
	  0.637
	
	
	
	
	

	Past-Positive
	 -0.005
	  0.921
	
	
	
	
	

	Past-Negative
	  0.101
	  0.065
	
	
	
	
	

	Present-Hedonistic
	  0.082
	  0.127
	
	
	
	
	

	Present-Fatalistic
	  0.212
	<0.001
	
	
	
	
	

	Future
	 -0.191
	<0.001
	
	
	
	
	


Note. n = 299






