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A b s t r A c t
This study explored time perspective (TP) as a predictor of retirement antecedents (retirement planning) and con-
sequences (adjustment, well-being, and life satisfaction). Utilizing a 3-wave longitudinal study with 367 retirees, the 
stability of TP was explored to determine whether it is best represented as a state or trait. Between 79% and 93% of 
the variance in TP can be explained by trait rather than state. Present hedonistic, past negative, and future oriented 
predicted retirement planning. Outcomes of retirement were positively predicted by retirement planning, and past 
positive TP, and negatively predicted by past negative, present fatalistic, and present hedonistic TP. Implications for 
the design of retirement interventions were explored acknowledging the stability of TP and the influence of different 
TPs on planning and adjustment.

t i m e  P e r s P e c t i v e ,  r e t i r e m e n t 
P l A n n i n g ,  A n d  A d j u s t m e n t  A c r o s s  t i m e

Studies consistently report the positive impact of retirement plan-
ning and preparation on retirement adjustment and satisfaction 
(e.g., Denton et  al., 2004; Donaldson, Earl, & Muratore, 2010; 
Elder & Rudolph, 1999; Meon, Sweet, & Swisher, 2005; Shultz 
& Wang, 2011; Spiegel & Shultz, 2003; Topa, Moriano, Depolo, 
Alcover, & Morales, 2009). How much or little planning takes place 
may depend upon individuals’ views of time, and whether their 
focus is on the positive or negative past, the present (hedonistic or 
fatalistic) or the future. Individual differences in planning may be 
explained in terms of one or more of these time perspectives (TPs). 
Compared to the wealth of research on planning and adjustment, 
there are far fewer studies exploring TP and retirement planning. 
Limited evidence (e.g., Petkoska & Earl, 2009; Zacher, 2013) exists 
to suggest that TPs can predict outcomes and that some TPs are 
better at predicting than others. It is essential to understand the 
relationship between variables if we want to identify the underly-
ing mechanisms driving retirement planning in order to change 
behavior. Also yet to be determined is whether TP is stable over 
time (behaving more like personality) and if so, how easy is it to 
modify? For example, if we determine that future focused people 
plan more, is it feasible to get someone with a focus on the past to 
change their perspective? We explore the TPs, retirement planning 
and retirement outcomes of a group of 367 Australian seniors over 
18 months with three waves of data collection. The study has three 
main aims: Firstly to examine changes in TP over time; secondly to 

examine the relationship between TP and retirement planning and 
thirdly to determine the role of TP in promoting retirement adjust-
ment. Answers to these important questions will help to inform the 
design of future retirement planning interventions.

t i m e  P e r s P e c t i v e  A n d  i t s  i n f l u e n c e  o n 
b e h Av i o r

Originally defined by Lewin (1951), TP has been described as “the 
totality of the individual’s views of his psychological future and 
psychological past existing at a given time” (p. 75). In support of 
this definition, Nuttin and Lens (1985) argues that perceptions 
of future and past events have the potential to influence present 
behavior.

Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) asserted that past, present, and future 
TPs play an important role in most behavior, including, “encoding, 
storing, and recalling experienced events, as well as in forming expec-
tations, goals, contingencies, and imaginative scenarios” (p. 1271). TP 
is described in terms of five different perspectives: past positive, past 
negative, present fatalistic, present hedonistic, and future oriented. 
According to Zimbardo and Boyd (2008) people scoring highly on the 
future TP scale of the Zimbardo Time Perspective Inventory (ZTPI) 
are concerned with working toward future goals and rewards, often at 
the expense of present enjoyment. They are extremely sensitive to the 
fact that present behavior will have future consequences. In contrast, 
people who score highly on the present hedonistic TP scale live in 
the moment and seek excitement and instant gratification, with little 
consideration of the future consequences of any actions. People who 
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score highly on the present fatalistic TP scale, while also focused on the 
“here and now,” take a negative attitude toward the present and believe 
outside forces control one’s life. They do not believe that there is a con-
tingent relationship between present actions and future consequences. 
Finally, high scorers on the past positive and past negative TP scales 
tend to focus on the past. However, while high past positive people are 
characterized by a nostalgic, warm, and positive construction of the 
past, those high on the past negatives scale place a strong emphasis on 
past experiences that were aversive or unpleasant (Zimbardo & Boyd, 
2008).

It is important to recognize that Zimbardo and Boyd (2008) 
recommend a balanced TP for good psychological health. They 
recommend that each person maintain a high level of past posi-
tive TP, moderate-high levels of future and present hedonistic TP 
and low levels of past negative and present fatalistic TP. Achieving 
this ideal mix would be a realistic objective if TP were amenable to 
change. If so, then it may then be possible to implement the guide-
lines provided by the authors to “reset your psychological clock” 
(Zimbardo & Boyd, 2008, p. 297). On the other hand, if TPs oper-
ate more like traits and were relatively stable over time, then this 
may be less possible. In this case TPs, as per personality, would 
more likely be consistent across time and circumstances, making 
them less malleable.

Many links have been established to demonstrate ways in which 
TP operates as an important individual difference influencing perfor-
mance. Evidence from a variety of studies shows that Future TP has a 
significant impact on achievement (Harber, Zimbardo, & Boyd, 2003; 
Oyserman & Markus, 1990). Even in the research context, future-
oriented students were observed to initiate and complete research 
participation sooner than present-oriented students (Harber et  al., 
2003). Epel, Bandura, and Zimbardo (1999) found that individuals 
biased toward a future TP spent less time being homeless individuals 
and had a greater tendency to enroll in school, whereas those with a 
high present orientation responded by avoiding their predicament. 
Zimbardo, Keough, and Boyd (1997) examined the influence of 
present TP in risky driving behavior and concluded that present TP 
was a strong predictor of driving risks. People who scored high on 
the present TP measure of the ZTPI reported more frequent use of 
tobacco, alcohol, and drugs (even after controlling for other person-
ality traits; Keough, Zimbardo, & Boyd, 1999). Time Perspective has 
also been linked to other planned and purposeful activities such as 
energy conservation (Corral-Verdugo, Fraijo-Sing, & Pinheiro, 2006; 
Milfont & Gouveia, 2006), preventative health behaviors (Livneh & 
Martz, 2007; Rothspan & Read, 1996) and career planning (Savickas, 
Silling, & Schwartz, 1984). More generally, Goldberg and Maslach 
(1996) reported that high scores on past TP were significantly related 
to setting future goals. Participants who indicated specific goals across 
1- and 5-year timeframes had higher past positive TP than those who 
did not. As acknowledged by Hershey, Jacobs-Lawson, and Neukham 
(2002) goals are important to the promotion of life satisfaction and 
adjustment.

t h e  r e l At i o n s h i P  b e t w e e n  t P  A n d 
r e t i r e m e n t  P l A n n i n g

TP has been found to predict retirement planning behaviors, in par-
ticular financial planning (Hershey & Mowen, 2000; Jacobs-Lawson 

& Hershey, 2005; Petkoska & Earl, 2009) and interpersonal/leisure 
planning (Petkoska & Earl, 2009). While some studies (Adams & Rau, 
2011; Parker, Carvalho, & Rohwedder, 2013; Zacher, 2013 2014) 
have explored the relationship between TP and retirement planning, 
these have largely focused on Future TP. However, it may be possible 
to also promote behavioral change through the other TPs identified 
by Zimbardo and Boyd (2008) but largely ignored by researchers. 
Understanding how past and present as well as future temporal orien-
tation influence the desire to plan for retirement and the relationship 
to retirement outcomes may provide the key to designing person-cen-
tered retirement counseling interventions.

m e A s u r i n g  r e t i r e m e n t  P l A n n i n g
There have been two significant challenges for researchers working 
in the field of retirement research. One of these has been the lack of 
tools to measure retirement planning and resource acquisition and the 
other has been the emphasis on preretirement planning at the expense 
of planning during retirement. While most retirement planning has 
focused on accumulating wealth, the symbiotic relationships between 
finances, health, work, social activity, and leisure activity underscores 
the need for more holistic planning across these domains (Denton 
et  al., 2004; Petkoska & Earl, 2009). New developments (Muratore 
& Earl, 2010) in retirement planning measurement now enable this 
research. One such planning model, the reflexive life planning model 
(Denton et  al., 2004) informs the measure designed by Muratore 
and Earl (2010). According to Denton and colleagues (2004) plan-
ning exists across three domains: (a) self-insurance, which refers to 
financial plans to optimize one’s future wealth (e.g., savings accounts, 
investments, contributions to personal pension, and private insurance 
policies for assets and health care), (b) self-protection, which refers 
to nonfinancial plans to maintain one’s health and well-being during 
retirement, and (c) public protection, which refers to engaging benefits 
provided by the Government, in order to promote one’s health, wealth, 
and well-being.

There is evidence to support the value of on-going planning dur-
ing retirement rather than limiting it to the period of preretirement. 
Donaldson and colleagues (2010) points to the importance of on-
going planning throughout retirement as a predictor of retirement 
adjustment. The danger in focusing only on preplanning before work-
force exit is that: (a) periods vary depending on when the planning 
process begins, and (b) the average amount of time spent in retirement 
in Australia is likely to be far greater than the preretirement planning 
phase. For example, the average age of retirement for males in Australia 
is 58.5  years (Australian Bureau of Statitiscs [ABS], 2013a) and the 
duration of retirement is 24.1 years (ABS, 2013b). Women on average 
retire at 50.0 years of age (ABS, 2013a) and spend 35.6 years (ABS, 
2013b) in retirement. Our study surveys retirees and uses retirement 
planning measures focusing on current plans and not retrospective 
planning prior to retirement.

This study explores the relationship between TP, retirement plan-
ning, and outcomes across three waves of data collection over an 
18-month period. In line with our first aim exploring TP across time, 
we expect to find that TP operates more like a state than a trait and 
therefore is amenable to change. As part of our second aim exploring 
TP and retirement planning we expect to replicate previously reported 
relationships between future TP and retirement planning. Similarly, 



A Matter of Time  •  3

present TP (both fatalistic and hedonistic) are expected to negatively 
predict planning. Past positive TP will positively predict planning due 
to documented relationships with goal setting, while negative TP will 
negatively predict planning. Consistent with our third aim, exploring 
TP and retirement adjustment, a relationship will exist between future 
TP, past positive TP, and retirement adjustment. Understanding the 
stability of TP and the relationship between variables longitudinally 
will inform the future design and choice of retirement planning inter-
ventions based on TPs.

m e t h o d
Participants
National Seniors Australia (NSA) members aged 45  years and over 
and retired were invited via an e-newsletter to participate in a study on 
retirement planning and adjustment. At the end of this survey, inter-
ested individuals were asked to identify themselves for follow-up sur-
veys. Data were collected over 18-month period at 9 monthly intervals. 
The first round was distributed in May (Time 1) followed in January of 
the following year (Time 2), and later during September of the same 
year (Time 3). All data were collected under similar global economic 
circumstances and after the global financial crisis. The final sample 
resulted in complete data with all three time points for 367 individuals.

With regard to participant demographics, 54% of the sample was 
male. The mean age for males was 65.5 (SD  =  5.9) and for females 
was 64.3 (SD = 5.9). Participants reported they had been retired for 
an average of 6.1  years (SD  =  6.1). In terms of their highest level of 
education, 0.9% reported they had completed elementary school, 
19.9% high school, 21.4% a vocational certificate or diploma, 36.3% 
an undergraduate university degree, 18.5% a postgraduate degree, and 
3% “other.”

Materials
We used scales from the literature that have shown to be reliable. For 
each scale, Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient is shown in the diag-
onal of Table 1.

Time perspective
TP was assessed using a shortened version of the Zimbardo Time 
Perspective Inventory (for more details, see Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999) 
consisting of 22 items. The ZPTI yields five sub-scales frame (past-nega-
tive, past-positive, present-fatalistic, present-hedonistic, and future) each 
representing an orientation toward a temporal and the attitude related 
to it. Items include “Painful past experiences keep being replayed in my 
mind” (past negative), “Happy memories of good times spring readily 
to mind” (past positive) “Since whatever will be will be, it doesn’t really 
matter what I do” (present fatalistic), “Taking risks keeps my life from 
becoming boring” (present hedonistic), and “I complete projects on 
time by making steady progress” (future). Participants are instructed to 
read each item and, as honestly as they can, answer the question: “How 
characteristic or true is this of you?” answering on a 5-point scale ranging 
from 1 (very untrue) to 5 (very true). Higher scores on a scale reflect a 
greater orientation toward the TP being assessed by that scale.

Retirement planning
The RPQII (Muratore & Earl, 2010), consisting of 28 items, was used 
in the present study. Participants rated the planning effort that they 

had invested across three domains: public protection (i.e., government 
based benefits); self-insurance (personal financial preparations), and 
self-protection (personal nonfinancial preparations). Higher scores 
indicate greater planning effort.

Retirement adjustment
This was measured using the 13-item scale from the Healthy Retirement 
Project (Wells, de Vaus, Kendig, Quine, & Petralia, 2006). Participants 
rated their agreement from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) 
to statements such as “I am well adjusted to the changes” and “people 
don’t respect me as much now that I’m retired.”

Psychological wellbeing
This was measured using the General Health Questionnaire (GHQ-
12; Goldberg & Williams, 1988). Ratings were summed to calculate 
an overall wellbeing score, such that a higher score indicates better 
wellbeing. As per previous studies (Muratore & Earl, 2014; Wong & 
Earl, 2009), 12 items were used to indicate a single global measure of 
wellbeing.

Life satisfaction
This was rated using a single item, “Overall, how satisfied are you nowa-
days with your life as a whole”? from 1 (completely dissatisfied) to 10 
(completely satisfied). Other measures with seven or more scale points 
have produced similar results (de Vaus, Wells, Kendig, & Quine, 2007; 
Easterlin, 2009).

Procedure
An online questionnaire containing all of the aforementioned meas-
ures was developed. Items were presented in the order listed above. 
Participants accessed the original questionnaire via a link embedded in 
an e-newsletter and thereafter, an email link. For completing all three 
rounds, participants were offered a summary report of results and a 
chance to win one of three $100 gift vouchers.

r e s u lt s
Descriptive statistics—including means, standard deviations and cor-
relations among variables—are presented in Table  1 for participants 
who responded to all three rounds. All analyses were conducted using 
Mplus 7.11 using the Maximum Likelihood Robust (MLR) estima-
tor (Muthén & Muthén, 2012). Outcome variables were analyzed 
separately (i.e., as retirement adjustment, general health, and global 
life satisfaction). As our concern was with overall propensity to plan, 
retirement planning was analyzed as a single factor.

First, a measurement model was tested including the baseline 
measures of all five TPs, as well as retirement planning. The indicators 
associated with the retirement planning latent variable included the 
means of the three subscales of the RPQII. The measurement model 
provided evidence that the three subscales shared a common source 
of variance, with the planning factor having a composite reliability of 
.71. Overall, the model provided a close fit to the data, χ2 = 247.344, 
df = 154, RMSEA = .041, CFI = .944, SRMR = .053.

In order to explore our first aim analysis was conducted on the TPs 
measures to determine the proportion of variance attributable to traits 
versus states. Using Widaman, Ferrer, and Conger (2010) approach, 
we first tested the longitudinal measurement invariance of the factor 
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Figure 1.  Example of a multiple indicator trait-state occasion 
(TSO) model. For the items (x1–x3), factor loadings, 
intercepts, and residual variances are constrained to be equal 
across the three waves. Residual variances of corresponding 
items are permitted to covary across waves. Ta
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loadings, intercepts, and residual variances of the TPs scales. Across 
the three occasions of measurement, strict invariance was achieved for 
all five scales. Each scale was then analyzed using a trait-state-occasion 
model (TSO; Cole, 2012). An example of a TSO model is presented 
in Figure  1. Across the three occasions, approximately 79%–93% of 
the variance in each occasion was explained by a trait-like factor, after 
accounting for measurement error. All of the models provided a good 
fit to the data. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 2. Due 
to the stability of the TP scores across the three waves of data collec-
tion further analysis utilized only the Time 1 TP data.

To investigate change in the three outcome variables (retirement 
adjustment, general health, and global life satisfaction), a series of 
latent growth models were tested (Little, 2013). Each growth model 
was specified with two latent variables, representing: (a) each person’s 
standing on the outcome measures at baseline, and (b) change over 
the three measurement occasions. To account for the possibility of 
nonlinear change, the third factor loading of the latent change variable 
was freely estimated (whereas the first and the second loadings were 
fixed to 0 and 1). The baseline and change variables were regressed on 
the TPs and retirement planning variables. Due to the high proportion 
of trait-like variance, only the Time 1 measures of the TPs were used.

Analyses investigating the relationship between TP and planning, 
part of our second aim, are presented in Table  3. All three models 
provided a good fit to the data. As can be seen in the Table 3, retire-
ment planning was positively predicted by future orientation, present 
hedonistic TP, and past negative TP. With regard to our third aim, 
investigating relationships between TP and retirement adjustment, 
baseline retirement adjustment was positively predicted by retirement 
planning and past positive TP, whereas past negative, present fatalis-
tic, and present hedonistic TPs were negative predictors. Increases 
in retirement adjustment over time were predicted by future orien-
tation and past negative TP. With regard to baseline general health, 
past negative and present fatalistic TPs were negative predictors. 
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Baseline global life satisfaction was positively predicted by past posi-
tive TP, whereas past negative and present fatalistic TPs were negative 
predictors.

d i s c u s s i o n
Principally, our research sought to answer three important questions 
about TP. Firstly, how stable is TP? Secondly, does TP predict propen-
sity to plan? And thirdly, does TP predict how well people adjust to 
retirement? In relation to our first aim, findings point to the stability of 
TP over time. During an 18-month period scores remain largely con-
sistent (79%–93%) suggesting that TP may be more difficult to change 
than Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) originally thought. It may be quite 
challenging to “reset your psychological clock” to achieve the desired 
combination of “high levels of past-positive TP, moderate-high levels 
of future and present-hedonistic TP and low levels of past-negative 
and present-fatalistic TP” (Zimbardo & Boyd, 2008, p.  297). While 
previous research has focused on Future TP, our study demonstrates 
that rather than striving to change TPs it may be better to work with 
current TPs and promote understanding by making explicit the link 
between TP and planning efforts. Gupta, Hershey, and Gaur (2012) 
provided evidence in their study that 71.6% of people were predomi-
nantly anchored in one of the five TPs. Past negative TP was the most 
frequently reported in around 40% of cases. An approach focused on 
sharpening self-insights on TP and better understanding the resulting 
impact on planning behavior is a logical next step.

At the same time it is also important to make known the link 
between retirement adjustment and planning, creating the impetus 
for activity. There is considerable value in directing future research 
attention towards past and present TPs (i.e., present-fatalistic, present-
hedonistic, past-negative, and past-positive) as well as future TP.

With regard to our second aim it appears that TPs predict retire-
ment planning. As reported in previous studies, future orientation pos-
itively predicts retirement planning, but evidence was also found that 
past negative TP and present hedonistic TP predict positively. Similar 
results were reported by Petkoska and Earl (2009) with a group of 
current employees’ where leisure planning was predicted by present 
hedonistic TP, suggesting that this result is consistent across samples 
and time. If these other TPs are successful in promoting planning then 
it may not be necessary to strive for the balance advocated by Zimbardo 
and Boyd (2008) but instead to encourage people to understand their 
TP and to apply it. This approach is currently used by positive psychol-
ogy advocates such as Seligman (Seligman, Steen, Park, & Peterson, 
2005) and Csikszentmihalyi (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000) in 
applying strengths in the pursuit and the achievement of goals.

It is possible that preservation of lifestyle may be the motive under-
lying relationships between planning and past negative TP and present 
hedonistic TP. Although people with high levels of present hedonistic 
TP, may focus on the present they may be keen to plan now in order to 
preserve their lifestyle for the future. In other words, such individuals 
may be motivated to plan out of concerns relating to loss aversion (cf., 
Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1991). This provides us with a valu-
able insight because it may be possible to capitalize on this preexisting 
preference. Similarly those with a past negative TP may be planning to 
protect against future losses by reflecting on past negative outcomes 
and learning from their mistakes. For example, if losses were previously 
experienced through investment in the stock market, planning may 
focus on alternative strategies for managing finances that avoids risky Ta
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investments. In a similar vein, such people may learn to avoid social 
engagements or leisure activities they have previously found unpleas-
ant. In sum, dissatisfaction with the past may create greater impetus for 
creating a more positive future by eliminating or minimizing negative 
aspects of their lives, and provide useful experience for making wise 
planning decisions.

Consistent with our third aim exploring retirement adjustment, as 
expected and reported elsewhere, retirement planning was again a pos-
itive predictor. Different TPs predict baseline measures and changes 
across time in retirement adjustment. Future orientation and past 
negative TP positively predict increases in retirement adjustment over 
time. This suggests that although there is no direct link between future 
TP and outcomes, improvements in scores can be observed over time. 
It may be that those with a future TP are taking a learning approach to 
retirement, making improvements based on past experiences and con-
tinuing to make improvements. Those with past negative TP similarly 
may make improvements by being careful to avoid past mistakes and 
over time to become better adjusted. Alternatively, their dissatisfaction 
may motivate them to make modifications to their lifestyle to improve 
adjustment.

Baseline retirement adjustment is positively predicted by past posi-
tive TP, whereas past negative, present fatalistic, and present hedonis-
tic TPs are negative predictors. This may suggest underlying the past 
positive and past negative TP are positive and negative affect and this 
colors the current view of retirement adjustment. Those with a past 
positive TP may view everything positively, while those with past 
negative TP view things negatively. Those focused on the present 
viewed adjustment to retirement negatively, raising questions about 
training such as mindfulness aimed at bringing people more into the 
present. It is possible that those people with fatalistic beliefs experi-
ence an absence of mastery, which has been found to be an important 
predictor of retirement adjustment (Donaldson et al., 2009). It should 
also be noted that those with a fatalistic perspective may or may not 
be planning, partly accounting for the relationship with retirement 
adjustment. Similarly, those with present hedonistic TPs, although 
planning during retirement, may experience some unanticipated loss 
in lifestyle through poorer health, loss of a partner or extra expenses. 
Knowing that a relationship exists between the variables, it may be 
possible to work with individuals to continue to encourage planning 
but also to create a more realistic set of expectations about retirement. 
Interestingly, future TP did not directly predict retirement outcomes, 
but clearly this relationship may be indirect and mediated by retire-
ment planning.

Future Directions
While researchers continue to identify predictors of retirement plan-
ning and adjustment what is needed most to affect change are evidence 
based interventions. The dearth of retirement planning interventions 
encourages us to look to related fields for program design. The idea 
of working with the existing TP and applying a positive psychology 
approach to promote planning is yet to be fully explored. For exam-
ple, rather than encouraging someone with a present hedonistic TP to 
be more future oriented, planning would focus on their preferred TP. 
This approach might include asking about short-term current lifestyle 
and activities (e.g., enjoying overseas travel), discussing maintenance 
of that leisure lifestyle (e.g., expecting to travel for 2 weeks every sec-
ond year), anticipating changes across time (e.g., making more use of 

holiday tours) and determining costs over time as opposed to the tra-
ditional approach of asking “How much money do you need to retire”? 
Therefore it is recommended that the approach used in the design of 
any TP based interventions should be firstly to help individuals under-
stand their TP and its influence on planning, and then include tailored 
TP based counselor led discussions and exercises.

The career planning literature provides some evidence based rec-
ommendations that may contribute to future thinking. Brown and 
colleagues (2003) offers practical advice in designing career inter-
ventions that could be similarly applied to retirement planning inter-
ventions. Recommendations by Brown and colleagues emphasize 
the importance of activities led by counselors. These may include: 
feedback on TP results, current retirement planning behavior, and 
resource acquired for retirement and mastery levels; and encouraging 
recognition of transfer of learning from other transitions; goal setting; 
developing detailed plans with implementation intentions; sharing 
information about how retirees imagine they will spend retirement 
versus how many do; instructing on how to access online resources 
to seek out more information; and using role models to demonstrate 
decision making and coping strategies. A critical feature is evaluation 
and a comparison of pre- and post-test measures to determine whether 
the intervention has promoted retirement planning behaviors and bet-
ter retirement outcomes. Previous training models have been piloted 
and are detailed in Earl and colleagues (in press).

Gender differences in retirement planning were reported by 
Petkoska and Earl (2009) and in goal setting by Hershey and colleagues 
(2002). Hershey and colleagues reported that women set more goals 
relating to social contacts while men set more leisure goals. Petkoska 
and Earl (2009) reported a greater propensity for women to plan in 
the areas of health and interpersonal/leisure planning. Differences in 
the propensity to plan according to gender could be further explored. 
It may be that tailored gender-specific interventions are needed to 
encourage planning and goal-setting in different domains.

Since the original data collection several new measures have been 
published which may help to better capture the retirement planning 
experience. The concept of planning could be expanded to include new 
measures focusing on resource acquisitions across financial, health, 
social, emotional, cognitive, and motivation (Leung & Earl, 2012). 
These measures focusing on acquisition of resources during retirement 
rather than retirement planning (Earl & Archibald, 2014; Leung & 
Earl, 2012) may yield different results since important differences in 
antecedents and consequences of the two constructs indicate that the 
constructs of retirement planning and resource accumulation do not 
operate interchangeably.

Limitations
Underlying TP may be additional antecedents not included in the 
model such as procrastination. This is very possible due to findings 
reported by Ferrari and Diaz-Morales (2007) that procrastination 
operates in a trait-like way such that avoidant procrastination relates 
to present fatalistic TP and arousal procrastination is negatively related 
to future TP and positively related to present hedonistic TP. Gupta 
and colleagues (2012) and Sirios (in press) similarly reported nega-
tive relationships between procrastination and Future TP. Other pos-
sible additions to the model include the Big five models of personality 
(Ferrari and Diaz-Morales, 2007; Steel, 2007) and negative and posi-
tive affect (Sirios, in press).
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The future orientation alpha coefficient was barely acceptable and 
there may be better alternatives to consider. Early evidence (Zacher, 
2013) points to the value of considering future TP measures that are 
multi-faceted, and include sub-scales such as focus on opportunities, 
perceived remaining time and focus on limitations. Other measures 
of TP that incorporate past, present, and future preferences may be 
worthwhile considering, ideally those that can be interpreted as both 
state or trait depending on the instructions provided to participants 
(e.g., State-Trait Anxiety Inventory).

It is possible that the TP items in the current survey are biased 
toward trait measures rather than state accounting for the consistency 
across time. However, it is highly unlikely that during the 18-month 
period participants were surveyed no other contextual changes took 
place. However, it would be prudent for future longitudinal studies to 
include measures of life stressors measures such as the Holmes and 
Rahe (1967) stress scale to determine the influence of life events and 
the effect that these have on TP. It could also be argued that the ZTPI 
measures utilized are trait based and if applied to measure state might 
produce different results. Without a measure of the latter it is difficult 
to conclude with any certainly but evidence from other measures such 
as the PANAS (Watson & Clark, 1999) demonstrates high convergent 
correlations between the trait and state based measures of the same 
items (.64 for positive affect and .53 for negative). Donzuso and col-
leagues (2014) reports similar relationships between state and trait 
versions of the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (.63). It cannot be con-
cluded therefore that trait and state measures would vary significantly 
without additional evidence.

There have been limited applications of the retirement planning 
measures in a cross-cultural context. It may be that the planning meas-
ures translate differently in cultures particularly where compulsory 
retirement is the norm.

c o n c l u s i o n s
The balancing act described by Zimbardo and Boyd (2008) to promote 
good psychological health may be less possible than originally thought. 
Using TP to promote more retirement planning leading to better retire-
ment adjustment may provide a more realistic solution. However, 
focusing on future TP alone may not provide a complete picture, espe-
cially for those who are focused more on the past and the present. We 
acknowledge these temporal preferences in clinical psychology through 
processes such as mindfulness aimed at bringing people more into the 
present moment and yet we fail to reflect this in our thinking about retire-
ment planning. In essence, by focusing our efforts only on future orienta-
tion to promote more planning we may be preaching to the converted.
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