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       As repeatedly evidenced in various chapters of this book, time perspective is a core 
concept and a crucial underlying factor to understand a wide range of individuals’ 
attitudes and behaviors. The view people maintain on their past, present and future, 
their orientation and attitudes towards the various time frames, and the extent to 
which they consider the long- and short-term consequences of their behaviors are 
dispositional constructs that has been revealed as predictive of why people engage-
or not- in sustainable behaviors (e.g. chapter “  Understanding Environmental Issues 
with Temporal Lenses: Issues of Temporality and Individual Differences    ” by 
Milfont and Demarque, this volume; Boyd and Zimbardo  2005 ). This kind of 
behavior is broadly defi ned as behaviors having positive or non-impairing conse-
quences for the self, others, societies, animals or the environment. Hence, consider-
ation for future consequences or Future time perspective was evidenced as an 
important determinant of lower health risk-taking, greater environmental concerns 
and behaviors, and higher rates of preventive behaviors (Strathman and Joireman 
 2005 ). This relation is typically explained by the temporal dilemma, carried by 
many of our daily choices and behaviors, between short term and long-term costs 
and benefi ts (Van Lange and Joireman  2008 ), and by the “social traps” (Platt  1973 ) 
in which short-term consequences are positive but long-term consequences are neg-
ative. Exercise, sorting garbage, contributions to social goods, smoking cessation, 
schoolwork, and so on are behaviors that are costly for the present, but benefi cial in 
the future (Dawes  1980 ; Hendrickx et al.  2001 ). When considering the future 
beyond the present, one is able to resist temptations or to accept constraints and 
efforts to achieve future benefi ts (Mischel et al.  1989 ). On the contrary, when peo-
ple are, for various reasons, chronically focused on the present without taking into 
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account the future consequences, they are more likely to take risks for their health 
(substance use, risky driving, no condom use…, see Boyd and Zimbardo  2005 ) and 
therefore less likely to engage in sustainable behaviors. In the context of Zimbardo 
and Boyd’s Time Perspective Theory ( 1999 ), many studies have evidenced this rela-
tion between Future time perspective and health or pro-environmental behaviors 
(e.g. Milfont et al.  2012 ; Henson et al.  2006 ). Hence, previous research has shown 
that future-oriented individuals are more concerned with potential negative future 
consequences and are more likely to take protective measures that will minimize 
future health risks. Present-oriented individuals are generally less concerned with 
potential future risks (Strathman et al.  1994 ). In the area of pro-environmental 
behaviors, Lindsay and Strathman ( 1997 ) reported that participants scoring higher 
on the  consideration of future consequences scale (Strathman et al.  1994 ) are more 
likely to engage in consumer behavior that benefi ts the environment (see also 
Milfont and Demarque, this volume). Joireman et al. ( 2001 ) found that individuals 
scoring high in CFC reported more willingness to fund improvement in public tran-
sit. According to these studies, the consideration of future consequences made peo-
ple more  convinced of and affected by the long terms benefi ts of sustainable 
behaviors and more likely to contribute to public goods (Kortenkamp and Moore 
 2006 ). Another recent study by Joireman et al. ( 2004 ) indicated that higher scores 
in CFC correlated with preference for commuting to work by public transportation 
instead of by car (see also Van Lange et al.  2013 ). In sum, even if long-term future 
orientation may have paradoxical effects (Van Lange and Joireman  2008 ; Apostolidis 
et al.  2006a ) and taking into account that other individuals’ orientations (e.g. social 
orientations and values) may interact with temporal ones, this body of research 
strongly support the typical assumption that future orientation and consideration for 
delayed consequences beyond immediate ones are related to sustainable behaviors. 

    The Time Frame of Sustainability Promotion 

 If health, pro-environmental, and more generally  sustainable  behaviors are future- 
oriented ones, it seems to be obvious that public communication or advertisement 
aiming at promoting this kind of behaviors appear itself as future-oriented. In line 
with it, we must protect our environment for the well-being of future generations, 
and we have to stop smoking or to make exercise to avoid coronary diseases in the 
future. As a consequence, communications aiming to promote sustainable concerns 
or behaviors deeply shaped by the temporal frame they use to be persuasive, and 
previous studies demonstrated that the impact of individuals’ future orientation in 
decisions related to temporal dilemmas is particularly true when the long-term con-
sequences of a behavioral option are more salient (e.g. Joireman et al.  2004 ). Hence, 
messages should be (and actually are generally) temporally framed as oriented 
towards future, and this frame is a key determinant of how people perceive, inter-
pret, construe the promoted concern or behavior, and fi nally of how and if people 
will engage in consequent action. 
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 In persuasive and media communication, a frame is a central organizing idea, 
a point of view on an issue or object, emphasizing one or several aspects among 
others, and by this way defi ning what is relevant, what the situation is about, and 
what is the essence of the issue (Goffman  1974 ; Nelson et al.  1997 ; Levin et al. 
 1998 ; Borah  2011 ). Framing communication corresponds to the selection of “some 
aspects of a perceived reality and make them more salient in a communicating text, 
in such a way as to promote a particular problem defi nition, causal interpretation, 
moral evaluation, and/or treatment recommendation” (Entman  1993 , p. 53). 
Framing effects are “more concerned with how issues or other objects (people, 
groups, organizations, countries, etc.) are depicted in the media than with which 
issues or objects are more or less prominently reported” and “are concerned with 
ways of thinking rather than objects of thinking” (Weaver  2007 , pp. 145–146). 
Framing effect is namely the measurable impact of the selection of one frame or 
another on how individuals organize and use the information and on decision-mak-
ing. Considerable research has examined the role played by message framing in 
persuasion processes, especially in health-related communications (e.g. Rothman 
and Salovey  1997 ). This body of research demonstrates that small changes in the 
presentation of an option choice can produce somewhat surprisingly large changes 
in attitudes, intentions and subsequent behaviors (for a review, see Chong and 
Druckman  2007 ; Gallagher and Updegraff  2012 ). Typically considered in experi-
mental psychology through its “equivalency effects” (different but logically equiv-
alent, phrases; whereas  issue  framing involve differences in the content and nature 
of options; Druckman  2001 ), message framing has been related to a wide range of 
dimensions along which message can vary. The most well-known is certainly the 
distinction made by Kahneman and Tversky between choices options of gains ver-
sus losses in their Prospect Theory (Kahneman and Tversky  1979 ; Tversky and 
Kahneman  1981 ). Their postulate is that decision makers organize information rel-
evant to choice options in terms of potential gains (i.e., benefi ts) or potential losses 
(i.e., costs) as compared to a reference point (e.g., one’s present status health sta-
tus). In this context, message framing refers to the emphasis in the message on the 
positive or negative consequences of adopting or failing to adopt a particular behav-
ior (Rothman and Salovey  1997 ). In relation to health behaviors, for instance sen-
sitivity to recommendation for detection or preventive behaviors is impacted by 
how recommendations are framed. Whereas loss-framed messages were showed to 
increase positive attitudes towards, and intention to perform detection behaviors 
such as cholesterol testing (Maheswaran and Meyers-Levy  1990 ), HIV testing 
(Kalichman and Coley  1995 ), breast self-examination (Meyerowitz and Chaiken 
 1987 ) and skin cancer self-examination (Block and Keller  1995 ), people are more 
likely to perform health prevention behaviors such as the use of condoms (Kiene 
et al.  2005 ) and smoking cessation (Wonj and McMurray  2002 ), after they are pre-
sented with a gain-framed message. Since these early statements of Prospect 
Theory, various framing effects were observed in relation with different psycho-
logical perspectives trough which people may construe objects, build motivation or 
make decisions (Levin et al.  1998 ).  
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    How Framing Operates? The Frame and the Fit 

 Framing thus appeared as an easy and effective approach to message tailoring and a 
well-established strategy to increase the persuasive impact of campaigns promoting 
sustainable behaviors. Beyond this main effect, considerable evidence suggests that 
this impact is under the dependence of individuals’ or group’s chronic tendencies 
and orientations. Hence, individuals will be more infl uenced by messages that are 
compatible with their mind-set (e.g., Clary et al.  1994 ; Petty et al.  2000 ) or their 
culture (e.g., Han and Shavitt  1994 ; Briley and Aaker  2006 ). This functional rela-
tion between communication content and individuals’ dispositions, needs, and atti-
tudes was particularly evidenced in the context of regulatory focus theory (Higgins 
 1997 ). According to it, all goal-directed behavior is regulated by two distinct basic 
motivational strategies. One strategy emphasizes the pursuit of gains (or the avoid-
ance of nongains) and aspirations toward ideals, is termed  promotion focus ; the 
other emphasizes the avoidance of losses (or the pursuit of nonlosses) and the ful-
fi llment of obligations, is termed  prevention focus . Individuals are guided by these 
two fundamental goals and the related motives underlie the choices and decision 
people make. Each of these two motivational orientations corresponds to different 
strategy to achieve goals, but also to chronic and relatively stable individual (Crowe 
and Higgins  1997 ) and cultural (Lee et al.  2000 ) orientation. The concept of regula-
tory  fi t  (Higgins  2000 ,  2005 ) address the possible interactions between chronic (cul-
tural and individual) and situational (context- relevant) orientations, and postulates 
that people “feel right” and are more engaged in a task when they pursue a goal in a 
manner that sustains their chronic orientation. Under regulatory fi t context, people 
have an “it just feels right” experience, which may be transferred to subsequent 
judgments (Camacho et al.  2003 ). As an example, participants give the same coffee 
mug a higher price when the strategy they use to acquire the mug fi t their regulatory 
orientation (Higgins et al.  2003 ). In the persuasive communication framework it 
was evidenced that matching individuals regulatory focus and the orientation of a 
goal presented in a message increases the effectiveness of a persuasive appeal 
(Cesario et al.  2004 ; Lee and Aaker  2004 ; Cesario et al.  2007 ). As an example, 
Cesario et al. ( 2004 ) created a persuasive message advocating a new after-school 
program for grade-school children. In one condition, the description of program 
was designed to correspond to a promotion focus (advance children’s education and 
support more children to succeed) and to a prevention focus in a second condition 
(secure children ’ s education and prevent more children from failing). The effective-
ness of the persuasive appeal increased when the message was congruent to indi-
viduals’ chronic orientation. Research suggested multiple mechanisms that lead to 
increased persuasion when regulatory fi t occurs (Cesario et al.  2007 ; Higgins et al. 
 2010 ). A primary mechanism is that recipients of a message that fi ts their chronic 
orientation have a feeling right experience, and that feeling is used as information to 
make congruent inferences related to the message (value transferred from the fi t to 
the information; Higgins  2000 ). A second potential mechanism is that fi t increases 
the strength of engagement in the message processing activity, and therefore 
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intensifi es persuasion. Individuals presented with a message frame that fi t their 
chronic regulatory focus perceived the information to be easier to process (Lee and 
Labroo  2004 ) and the advocated cause more believable and worthy of pursuit 
(Cesario et al.  2004 ). 

 Beyond the classical effect of framing information in a positive or negative light 
(or emphasizing benefi ts vs. costs) on judgment and decision-making, and even if 
the fi t effect apply with a preferred manner to self-regulatory systems, they are 
broad concepts that may apply to any dimension of a message that can match per-
sonal characteristic and by this way increase the persuasive impact of the message. 

 Among these other potential dimensions, time is not surprisingly the one we are 
interested in. Some studies (Orbell and Hagger  2006 ; Orbell and Kyriakaki  2008 ; 
Orbell et al.  2004 ) have shown that not only the gains vs. losses frame is important 
in persuasive communication, but also the  temporal frame  in which costs and 
 benefi ts are perceived. Previous studies, even if not followed by many others, under-
lined the importance of how information is framed on the temporal dimension 
(temporal framing, Strathman et al.  1994 ; Lo et al.  2012 ). The same behavior may 
have consequence in the short and the long term future, some of them positive, other 
negative, and it depend not only on the decision of the actor to focus on one or the 
other, but also on the message to put the emphasize on one or the other time per-
spective. Several studies demonstrated that also the  temporal distance  of presented 
consequences of a promoted behavior make this behavior subjectively more proxi-
mal or more distal, this appearance leading to strong differences in how people 
construe, interpret and build decisions and action following a message (Chandran 
and Menon  2004 ; McElroy and Mascari  2007 ; Förster et al.  2004 ). Following 
the strongly supported statements of the Construal Level Theory (CLT, Trope 
and Liberman  2003 ; chapter “  From Time Perspective to Psychological Distance 
(and Back)    ” by Maglio et al., this volume) various authors explored how temporal 
distance through which an event is presented can infl uence the decision making 
process (Liberman and Trope  1998 ,  2003 ; Mogilner et al.  2008 ; Dshemuchadse 
et al.  2013 ). Despite relying on different theoretical backgrounds, other studies 
highlighted how crucial is to take into consideration not only the temporal frame of 
the message, but also the persons’ time perspective, to assess the effi cacy and the 
potential counter effects of temporally framed communications (Strathman et al. 
 1994 ; Kees  2011 ; Demarque et al.  2012 ).  

    Temporal Fit and Temporal Misfi t 

 The most convincing studies on this topic were conducted by Orbell and colleagues 
at University of Essex, UK (Orbell and Hagger  2006 ; Orbell and Kyriakaki  2008 ; 
Orbell et al.  2004 ; Kees  2011 ). They tested if, and how, individual differences in 
time perspective (consideration of future consequences, Strathman et al.  1994 ) 
infl uence the impact of a temporally framed persuasive communication. In these 
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studies, individual differences in CFC were measured, and the time frame in which 
a message posits the occurrence of positive and negative consequences of a pro-
moted behavior is manipulated. Although equivalent consequences of a given health 
protective behavior are presented (colorectal cancer screening, Orbell et al.  2004 ; 
Sunscreen use, Orbell and Kyriakaki  2008 , Diabetes screening, Orbell and Hagger 
 2006 ), in one time frame negative consequences are presented as short term and the 
positive consequences as long term, and conversely in a second time frame (short 
term positive consequences and long term negative consequences). Findings from 
surveys and experimental studies revealed that high CFC individuals (1) were gen-
erally more sensitive to health communications; (2) have greater intentions to 
engage in healthy behavior when the long-term consequences are positive and the 
short-term consequences are negative. In contrast, lower CFC individuals indicated 
greater intentions when positive outcomes were presented as immediate and nega-
tive outcomes as delayed in the future. These fi ndings confi rmed the strong effect 
temporal framing of persuasive communication might have on individuals’ sensitiv-
ity, depending on their time orientation. From Orbell et al. fi ndings, but also relying 
on Kees ( 2011 ) study, it also appear that the persuasive impact of communications 
is lowered in low CFC audience when messages are framed as future-oriented. Of 
greater concern is the fact that in present oriented (or with low future orientation) 
audience, when benefi ts are presented as occurring in the future and the costs imme-
diately, individuals develop a more negative attitude, and have lower intentions than 
in all other conditions. Highly future-oriented individuals remain partially con-
vinced by the persuasive communication, mainly due to their greater sensitivity in 
general, but also because they are less discouraged by the unfi t of message’s tempo-
ral frame. In conclusion, not only messages are more persuasive when their tempo-
ral frame is matched with dispositional time perspective of the target audience, but 
there is a higher sensibility to a temporal mismatch in present-oriented people. 

   The Big Issue: How and for Whom Campaigns 
may be Ineffective? 

 When one knows that present-oriented people are those who are the most at risk to 
engage in unsustainable behaviors, we are dealing here with a big issue. 
Unfortunately, in contrast with these fi ndings or without any knowledge of them, a 
great part of the public propaganda and of our everyday conversations, when pro-
moting sustainable behaviors or concerns for sustainability, are temporally framed 
by emphasizing the long term benefi ts of short term costly behaviors (“It takes time 
to sort garbage, but it is for the future of next generations”; “it is hard to stop smok-
ing but very benefi cial for future health”; “you may feel diffi cult to respect the 
classwork, but it is the condition for future success”, and so on…). But do this kind 
of persuasive communications achieve their goals? Do they change attitudes, or 
induce behavior? From the fi ndings presented here, it seems that their temporal 
frame (largely unquestioned) may make this messages ineffi cient for - and 
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sometimes rejected by - people who are more sensitive to short term consequences 
and not to long-term ones. And here is the points: (1) present-focused people are the 
most at risk of unhealthy behaviors (Adams and White  2009 ; Daugherty and Brase 
 2010 ; Henson et al.  2006 ) and (2) socioeconomically deprived people are more 
susceptible to be stuck in the present (for a review, see chapter “  Precariousness as 
a Time Horizon: How Poverty and Social Insecurity Shape Individuals’ Time 
Perspectives    ” by Fieulaine and Apostolidis, this volume). One may intuitively 
 conclude that health communication, if presented in a future frame, can be not only 
ineffective, but may also contribute to maintain or reinforce social inequalities in 
health. Elaborated by and for future-oriented people (as a default option), future- 
framed persuasive communications are, by their very nature, potential  negative 
nudges  for the most deprived, and therefore for the most important target audience. 
This was confi rmed by Fieulaine and Martinez ( 2010 ) in a prospective study con-
ducted during a campaign promoting seasonal infl uenza vaccination in France. We 
collected data in a community sample of 161 people, aged 65 and over who received 
an invitation to vaccinate themselves and a voucher to reach for a free fl u shot at the 
offi cine, sent by the national health insurance. Time perspective (Zimbardo Time 
perspective Inventory, Zimbardo and Boyd  1999 ), attitudes, perceived control 
and perceived norms towards infl uenza vaccination (planned behavior measures, 
following Ajzen  2002 ), and past behaviors were assessed by a self-questionnaire at 
the fi rst wave. At the second wave, two months later, exposure to the promotion 
campaign (number of exposition to the message, channels of information, recall of 
information…) and behavior (taking a fl u shot this year, or not) were assessed by 
explicit and implicit measures for the former, and with multi-items measure for the 
latter. There was 93.8 % of the sample at the follow-up, and among them, 35 % were 
not yet vaccinated. As determinant of vaccination behavior, Present-Hedonistic TP 
was a negative predictor of being vaccinate at the follow-up (OR = .47; 95 % 
CI: .13–.93; p = .05), whereas Present-Fatalistic TP was positively related to vacci-
nation behavior (OR = 2.08; 95 % CI: 1.08–4.03; p = .02; all regression controlled 
for age, sex and planned behavior measures). If these fi ndings are important in dem-
onstrating a direct and independent relation of TP to vaccination behavior, they are 
particularly illustrative of the issue considered in this chapter. In fact, if present-
hedonistically oriented individuals were less vaccinated than others, it may be partly 
due to the information they were exposed to. A test of an interaction effect between 
PHTP and exposure to the campaign on the evolution of intention between the two 
waves (intention at the end of the campaign – intention at the beginning), made 
appear a signifi cant result (using the Baron and Kenny approach to moderation 
effects, see Baron and Kenny  1986 ): when splitting the non-vaccinated group 
between high and low orientation towards PHTP (median split), and plotting the 
relation of exposure to the campaign, we could interpret that not only the campaign 
had almost no impact for the low PHTP group, but it had a negative impact on the 
intention of the high PHTP group (see Fig.  1 ). Hence, one can conclude that vacci-
nation promotion campaign lead to dissuade present-oriented people to vaccinate 
themselves, especially as the  messages promoting vaccination are for a large part 
future-oriented.
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   Following these disturbing results, what solutions time perspective research can 
suggest to policy makers, health promotion practitioners, and media campaigns 
developers to deal with the differential impact of health communications in relation 
to individual time orientation? 

 A fi rst option is to tailor communication in order to fi t the messages temporal 
frame to the target people time perspectives. So, it seems necessary to build 
 communications with arguments that emphasize short-term benefi ts given that 
present- focused people are the most at risk for risky and lack of preventive or 
 sustainable behaviors. Hence, framing a persuasive message in proximal positive 
terms can have a persuasive impact on consumers who have diffi culties in consider-
ing the future consequences of their actual behaviors without adversely affecting 
consumers who do typically take into account the future consequences of their 
behaviors (Chandran and Menon  2004 ). But there are strong limitations. First, it 
may be in many cases diffi cult to fi nd some (reliable) short-term benefi ts of behav-
iors that are objectively costly in the present and benefi cial only in the long term 
future (do think about the short term benefi ts of sorting garbage or cancer screen-
ing!). Most important in our view is the fact that if communications are temporally 
framed according to individuals’ time perspective (on the basis of the group), they 
can sustain and develop these time perspectives. A tailored communication, adjusted 
for present- oriented people, by maintaining a present-focused atmosphere, can con-
tribute to perpetuate a biased time perspective in particular groups and therefore to 
contribute to future problems. 

 A second possibility is to enhance long-term thinking or future mind-set 
through individual or group training. For example, Hall and Fong evidenced that a 
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training program designed to enhance long-term thinking can promote initiation and 
 maintenance of a preventive behavior (Exercise; cf. Hall and Fong  2003 ). Other 
interventions related to planning, mental contrasting or anticipated regret are also 
designed to alter individuals’ time perspective in a way that favors the adoption of 
recommended behaviors (Loewenstein et al.  2003 ; Teuscher and Mitchell  2011 ). 
Even very powerful, such interventions are costly, diffi cult to generalize, and 
 irrelevant for mass-media campaigns.   

    Beyond Individuals and Messages: A “Situationist” View 
on Time Perspective in Persuasive Communication 

 A third possibility is to create an adequate context to make recipients more sensitive 
and therefore communication more persuasive. In the context of regulatory fi t 
 theory, some studies showed that fi t may be activated “incidentally”, i.e. activated 
separately from the context of the task of interest. Hence, beyond recipients’ chronic 
orientation and the framing of a message, regulatory fi t can be induced indepen-
dently to the persuasive message and this prior fi t impacts subsequent message pro-
cessing and persuasive impact (cf. Cesario et al.  2004 ,  2007 ). Freitas and Higgins 
( 2002 ) developed a technique to induce either regulatory fi t or nonfi t. This tech-
nique consists of asking participants to fi rst list either a current hope or aspiration 
(promotion focus induction) or a current duty or obligation ( prevention focus induc-
tion). Then, participants must list either some strategies they could use to make sure 
everything goes right (eager means induction) or some strategies they could use to 
avoid anything that could go wrong (vigilant means induction). The regulatory fi t or 
unfi t conditions consisted of engaging congruent or non-congruent subsequent task. 
Results of Cesario et al. ( 2004 ) reveal that participants in the regulatory fi t condition 
have higher intentions to perform a behavior consonant with the topic of the com-
munication than participants in the regulatory nonfi t condition after a same persua-
sive message. The induction of regulatory fi t  outside  of the persuasion context itself 
indicates that fi t can be induced by the situational induction of individuals’ motiva-
tional orientation. This kind of induction to test causal relations of fi t to decisions, 
intentions or (less often) behaviors, was applied to psychological time in relation 
with time perspective (Zimbardo et al.  1971 ), representation of time (Richmond 
et al.  2012 ), or construal level (Förster et al.  2004 , study 5). In our view, this inci-
dental technique of persuasion contrasts with intervention designed to train and 
develop a specifi c or non-biased time orientation, like in Hall and Fong ( 2003 ) 
study. In incidental source technique, the rationale do not rely on the objective to 
change in a durable manner the individuals’ orientation, but to emphasize, make 
more relevant or salient a particular orientation. This kind of situational induction 
implies the addition of a third source of fi t or match beyond the message frame and 
the target audience disposition, namely the situational (or contextual) time. 

 Then, it appear possible in a persuasive communication, to prime the context 
in which a message is delivered, in order to make this context congruent with the 
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message frame or the individuals’ orientation, or both. Can this priming effect over-
come the low persuasive impact of future oriented messages for present oriented 
individuals? This is what Fieulaine and Martinez ( 2012b ) have tested in a recent 
study. They explored whether the induction of a temporal context immediately prior 
the diffusion of a persuasive message could buffer the infl uence of individuals’ time 
orientation. Hypothesis was that present-oriented participants, weakly infl uenced 
by a message focused on the future, would become more sensitive to the same mes-
sage after the induction of a fi t effect by a contextual induction. We tested this 
hypothesis in relation to a behavior with strong evidence of being related to time 
perspective, cannabis use. Hence, in recent correlational study, Fieulaine and 
Martinez ( 2010 ) showed that Present Hedonistic (positively) and Future time 
 perspective (negatively) were signifi cantly related to a composite score of substance 
use (see also Apostolidis et al.  2006a ,  b ). This was confi rmed (Fieulaine and 
Martinez  2012a ) using a prospective design in a larger sample showing that PHTP 
is positively (and FTP negatively) related to attitudes, subjective norm and per-
ceived control favoring cannabis use, and to subsequent behavior. In another study 
(Martinez and Fieulaine  2010 ), the persuasive impact of temporally framed com-
munications promoting information seeking on excessive cannabis use was 
 evidenced as moderated by individuals’ time perspective. 

 To test for the potential effect of contextual fi t, the study was designed as experi-
mental, using a real-world health promotion message, promoting information seek-
ing on excessive cannabis use. This message, as many others in mass-media 
campaigns, was focused on the long-term consequences of excessive cannabis use. 
In a fi rst step, participants were invited to fi ll in the CFC scale (Strathman et al. 
 1994 ) to assess their individual time orientation (the questionnaire was introduced 
as unrelated to the study they were invited for). Then, and prior to the diffusion of 
the message, presenting the study timelines and objectives as short-term or long- 
term focused (without any induction for the control group) in the welcome address 
by the experimenter made the situational induction of a temporal context. Then, 
participants were invited to listen cautiously a health promotion message presented 
by a research assistant introduced as a health educator. Finally, participants gave 
their evaluation through measures of message reception (attitudes, willingness to 
perform the promoted, recall of risks evoked). 155 students from University of Lyon 
participated in the study (37 men et 118 women, 18–30 years old,  M   age   = 20,36) and 
were randomly affected to the three experimental groups: without induction (N = 52), 
Present-oriented induction (N = 51), and Future-oriented induction (N = 52). Check 
for randomization made appear no signifi cant differences between groups on the 
measures of CFC and prior substance use. As a manipulation check, study was con-
sidered as more important for the immediate present in the present induction condi-
tion, and more important for the future in the future induction condition. Each group 
was divided in two groups of low- and high-CFC subjects using a median split on 
the mean scores on CFC. One-way (control group) and two-way (experimental con-
ditions) ANOVAs were conducted using induction (none, present, future) and CFC 
(low vs. high) as independent variable and attitudes, intentions and number of 
recalled risks as dependent variables.  
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    Results 

 Without any induction of a temporal context (control condition), results showed that 
high CFC subjects report greater intention to perform the promoted behavior than 
low CFC subjects (Fig.  2 ; F (1,47 = 3,94; p = .05) following the presentation of the 
message emphasizing the long-term risks of excessive cannabis use as well as 
 long- term benefi ts of seeking information about cannabis.

   This result is in line with previous studies on the greater sensibility to health 
communications in individuals with high scores on CFC, particularly when these 
communications are future-oriented (Orbell et al.  2004 ; Kees  2011 ). In order to test 
for the potential buffering effect of the temporal context induction, we performed 2 
(context: present of future) X 2 (CFC: high or low) ANOVAs on dependent vari-
ables. Results showed a signifi cant interaction effect for the intention to perform the 
promoted behavior, the number of risks recalled, and willingness to diffuse the mes-
sage to others. Figure  3  depicts this interaction for intention and clearly show that 
when putted in a context emphasizing the present (i.e. when study is temporally 
framed as focused on immediate issues), participants with lower consideration of 
future consequences became more sensitive to a future-oriented message than 
 people scoring higher on CFC (F(1, 96) = 9,88; p < .01).

  Fig. 2    Intention to perform 
the promoted behavior for 
high and low CFC subjects       

  Fig. 3    Intention to perform the promoted behavior across experimental conditions       
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  Fig. 4    Number of risks recalled by participants across experimental conditions       

  Fig. 5    Willingness to share the information with peers       

  Fig. 6    Feelings of being involved in the situation       
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   Hence, participants who were the less sensitive became the more sensitive to the 
same message when presented after an  incidental  emphasize on a  contextual  present 
time perspective. A same pattern of results appear for the number of risks recalled 
(Fig.  4 ; F (1, 97) = 6,51; p = .01) and for the willingness to share the message with 
peers (Fig.  5 ; F(1, 96) = 6,84; p = .01).

    Interestingly, results showed that future-oriented people became less sensitive to 
the message when presented in a present-focused context. Potential mediators were 
observed, such as the feeling of involvement (Fig.  6 ; F(1, 96) = 4,53; p = .03) or the 
easiness to understand. Hence, participants felt more involved and the future mes-
sage was judged as easier to process when the context fi ts the individuals’ disposi-
tions, whenever the message unfi t their personal time orientation.

   The study was were replicated in a second student sample (N = 376; with 60 subjects 
by conditions), and the contextual induction was also tested using a present-oriented 
message. Findings were in line with previous ones for future framed message, but no 
signifi cant results were found with the present- oriented message largely because it was 
strongly rejected by participants and judged as unreliable.  

    Conclusions 

 Public media campaigns are deeply temporally framed, just as our everyday conver-
sations. When talking about the future, we almost ever take it for granted that our 
counterpart will be sensitive to long term issues and consequences. In a real-world 
interpersonal interaction, one can be denied and then be able to reframe his/her 
argument to match it on other’s expectations. But when it comes to public propa-
ganda or mass media communication, there is no simple mean, until now, to imme-
diately reframe a communication to fi t the audience characteristics and to adjust the 
arguments to the target audience. Several studies provided evidence that temporal 
framing is a strong predictor of the persuasive impact of health communications 
(Orbell et al., op. cit.). Other studies, with different approaches, highlighted the 
impact of temporal framing of communications in other domains, such as political 
participation (Hakkyun et al.  2009 ), Public Policy (Lynch and Zauberman  2006 ) or 
environmental issues (Spence et al.  2012 ), and its potential effects on differential 
sensitivity according to audience’s time orientation. In the health domain, it is par-
ticularly crucial to avoid making people insensitive to campaigns. If present- oriented 
people are not convinced by public health messages, this will not only make cam-
paigns ineffective. Given that present-oriented people are the most at risk for 
unhealthy behaviors, and that a deprived socioeconomic status is strongly related to 
present time orientation (chapter “  Precariousness as a Time Horizon: How Poverty 
and Social Insecurity Shape Individuals’ Time Perspectives    ” by Fieulaine and 
Apostolidis, this volume), fi ndings suggest that the effect of public health cam-
paigns could be to increase or at least to maintain social inequalities in health. But 
individuals’ time perspectives are not the sole dimensions to be considered when 
trying to tailor communication to make it more effective. Time horizon, defi ned as 
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the unrelated temporal context in which a message is delivered, can overcome the 
buffering effect of individuals’ time perspectives on the sensitivity to future- oriented 
persuasive communications. Therefore, these fi ndings lead us to claim for a more 
holistic approach of psychological time, a “time landscape” model taking into 
account individuals’ perspectives shaped by contextual situations, themselves 
located in a wider social space with particular time horizons. Our fi ndings suggest 
that present-oriented people feel better in a situation where their temporality is 
accepted and valued, and that “feeling good” lead them to become sensitive to mes-
sages that are not matching their predominant time perspective. This effect has to be 
confi rmed and developed by other studies, especially experiments aiming at estab-
lishing the “how” and the “why” of the observed results. Also, the role of time per-
spective in persuasive communication should be studied in the many other fi elds in 
which it may apply. How to make present-oriented people more concerned about 
ecological crisis, climate change, and sustainability? How long term issues could be 
considered in a time of crisis, when a growing number of people are living on a day-
to- day basis? The (re)emerging research on psychological time and time perspective 
will be at the core center of the stakes societies will have to face in the coming 
decade. For sure, Phil Zimbardo’s model of time perspective and the ZTPI will be 
very helpful to deal with future issues, at basic and applied levels.     
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