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SI Methods and Results
The patterns of predicted results were not affected when age, race
(non-White = 0, White = 1), sex (female = 0, male = 1), and
income (measured in studies 3, 4b, 5, and 6) were included as
covariates, so these variables are not discussed further.

Looking forward to our nation’s future, I think that our society has gone
too far in its desire for material wealth (among other things). It seems like
life in the future is getting too complex and people will never be happy
with all they have. There is increasing traffic on the road, the air is becoming polluted, and land is disappearing. I sort of feel like we are
changing the world that future generations will live in . . . will they be
happy with what we are doing to it? I want to make future generations
proud, and if we do not make changes to the way we treat the environment now, it will continue to get worse. I think we need to stop what we
are doing so that the world can be what it’s supposed to be in the future.

focused on the future) and read a debriefing statement before
closing the browser.
First we checked that our temporal comparison manipulation
was effective. Indeed, the past comparison was rated as significantly
more past-focused than the future comparison [mean = 3.18, SD =
1.46 vs. mean = 6.41, SD = 0.80; t(198) = 19.42; P < 0.0001]. Next
we conducted separate regression analyses in which liking and
attitudes were regressed on participants’ political orientation,
temporal comparison condition (coded 0 = future; 1 = past), and
the political orientation × condition interaction. With regard to
liking, the political orientation × condition interaction was significant [b = 0.42, SE = 0.11, t(199) = 3.71, P < 0.001] (Fig. 1A).
We probed this interaction by exploring the simple slope of political orientation on liking within each temporal comparison
condition. The more conservative the participants were, the less
positively they rated the future-focused message [b = −0.24, SE =
0.08, t(199) = 3.01, P = 0.003], whereas the opposite was true for
the past-focused message [b = 0.19, SE = 0.08, t(199) = 2.25, P =
0.03]. We also examined temporal comparison effects as a function of political orientation by obtaining Johnson–Neyman values,
which identify the level(s) of political orientation at which the
effect of condition on liking becomes significant at P = 0.05. [The
Johnson–Neyman technique, or the regions of significance approach, seeks the values of the moderator variable for which the
slope of X on Y is significant. The result of this technique is a
range of moderator values in which the simple slope is significantly
different from zero (34).] The temporal comparison effect was
significant and negative for participants scoring at 3.78 (neutral)
or lower (liberal) on the political orientation scale, suggesting that
liberals expressed less favorable attitudes about the past-focused
(vs. the future-focused) message.
With regard to proenvironmental attitudes, the political orientation × condition interaction was significant [b = 0.19, SE = 0.08,
t(199) = 2.25, P = 0.03] (Fig. 1B). Once again, we probed this
interaction by exploring the simple slopes of political orientation on
attitudes within each temporal comparison condition. Conservatives
expressed less favorable attitudes than liberals in the future-focused
condition [b = −0.35, SE = 0.06, t(199) = 6.01, P < 0.0001] and also
in the past-focused condition, but the effect in the latter was almost
half as large [b = −0.16, SE = 0.06, t(199) = 2.64, P = 0.009]. We
also examined Johnson–Neyman values for the effect of condition
on attitudes. The effect of temporal comparison was significant and
positive for participants scoring 3.62 (neutral) or higher (conservative) on the political orientation scale, suggesting that conservatives
expressed higher proenvironmental attitudes in the past-focused
condition.

Both messages expressed the need to make changes in society
and hinted at an obligation to curb climate change for the sake of
others (either past or future generations, depending on condition).
Except for the temporal focus, the messages were identical. Thus,
any effects of condition can be attributed to temporal framing and
not to an aversion to change, alignment with the attitudes of a
member of the participant’s own political ideology, or the obligation to protect or care for other generations of people.
Then participants indicated how much they liked the statement
(e.g., “I like the statement I just read;” α = 0.94) and indicated
their environmental attitudes (e.g., “We should change how we
interact with the environment;” α = 0.96). Finally, participants
completed a manipulation check (“What was the main temporal
focus of the statement?”: 1 = mainly focused on the past, 7 = mainly

Study 2. In study 2, we treated political orientation as a dichotomous
between-subjects variable and recruited participants who previously
had identified as liberal or conservative. A total of 153 liberals and
109 conservatives were recruited; 10 participants indicated that they
were politically moderate and therefore were excluded from
the final dataset. Thus, participants were 262 United States
adults, age (mean ±SD) 37.63 ± 11.56 y, who participated for
$1.00 compensation on MTurk. Participants were predominately White (86%) and female (57%). After providing consent,
participants were randomly assigned to a past-focused, futurefocused, or nonenvironmental control condition. The past- and
future-focused conditions were identical to those in study 1,
except that the words “forefathers” and “founding fathers” used
in the past-focused message from study 1 were replaced with

Study 1. Participants were 203 United States adults, age (mean ±
SD) 31.84 ± 8.86 y, who participated for $1.00 compensation on
Amazon’s MTurk. After providing consent, participants completed a demographics questionnaire including a seven-point
measure of political orientation (1 = liberal, 7 = conservative; M =
3.06, SD = 1.75). Participants were predominately White (74%)
and male (61%). Most participants identified as liberal (58%),
25% identified as moderate, and 17% identified as conservative.
Participants then read a proenvironmental message ostensibly
written by a participant in an earlier study. Participants were shown
a screen shot from the earlier study that contained some brief
information about the participant as well as the proenvironmental
message. Participants were randomly assigned to read a message
that compared the present with the past or one that compared the
present with the future. We also randomly assigned participants to
read a message from a self-reported liberal or conservative.
However, this factor did not qualify the interaction between
temporal focus and participants’ political orientation in our primary analyses (Ps > 0.469), so it is not discussed further. In the
past-focused comparison condition participants read:
Looking back to our nation’s past, I think that our society has gone
too far in its desire for material wealth (among other things). It seems
like life in the past was simpler and people were happy with the little
that they had. There was less traffic on the road, the air was clean,
and there was plenty of land. I sort of feel like we have changed the
world that our forefathers lived in . . . would they be happy with what
we’ve done to it? I want to make our founding fathers proud, and if
we do not make changes to the way we treat the environment now, it
will continue to get worse. I think we need to undo what we’ve done
so that the world can go back to how it was supposed to be back then.

In the future comparison condition participants read:
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“those before us” and “ancestors,” respectively. In the control
condition, participants read:
One issue in the world today is ISIS (among other things). It seems like
there is not a lot that we can do about this threat. Maybe the answer is
war, or teaching people over there how to fight, or maybe we shouldn’t
be involved at all. I sort of feel like America hasn’t figured out what
to do yet . . . will we be able to work with other nations to stop ISIS?
I’m not sure I want America to get involved, but if we don’t do
something, the world could change forever. I am not saying anything
against a certain religion or type of person. We need to figure out
how to stop the threat without causing harm to the people in the
Middle East and around the world who do not subscribe to the terrorist’s version of religion.

Then participants indicated their environmental attitudes using
the scale in study 1 (α = 0.96) and completed a demographics
questionnaire. Finally, participants read a debriefing statement
before closing their browser.
We conducted a two-way ANOVA with political orientation
(liberal vs. conservative) and condition (control vs. future-focused
vs. past-focused) as between-subjects variables and environmental
attitudes as the dependent variable. A main effect of political
orientation emerged such that conservatives expressed less favorable attitudes than liberals [mean = 4.90, SD = 1.70 vs. mean =
6.59, SD = 0.61, F(1, 256) = 129.92, P < 0.0001, η2 = 0.34]. The
main effect of condition was not statistically significant (P = 0.16).
Although the overall interaction did not reach conventional levels
of significance [F(2, 256) = 2.38, P = 0.09, η2 = 0.02] (Fig. 2), the
expected pattern of effects emerged. A main effect of condition was
significant for conservatives [F(2, 256) = 3.65, P = 0.03, η2 = 0.03],
such that they expressed more favorable attitudes in the pastfocused condition than in the control condition (mean = 5.26,
SD = 1.58 vs. mean = 4.52, SD = 1.78, P = 0.007, d = 0.44) or in
the future-focused condition, although this simple effect did not
reach statistical significance (P = 0.21). Conservatives’ attitudes
were more favorable in the future-focused condition than in the
control condition, but this simple effect also was not significant
(P = 0.14). The linear effect of condition from the control condition
to the past-focused condition (1 = control, 2 = future-focused, 3 =
past-focused) was significant for conservatives [b = 0.37, SE =
0.14, t(258) = 2.71, P = 0.007]. Liberals’ attitudes did not differ
across conditions (P = 0.97).
Comparing liberals and conservatives within the framing conditions
revealed that, although conservatives expressed less favorable attitudes
in all three conditions, the effect became increasingly smaller from the
control condition (mean difference = −2.07, SE = 0.26, P < 0.001,
d = 1.66) to the future-focused (mean difference = −1.69, SE = 0.26,
P < 0.001, d = 1.44) and past-focused conditions (mean difference =
−1.29, SE = 0.26, P < 0.001, d = 1.16).
Inspection of standardized residuals obtained from the ANOVA
revealed that data from one participant was extreme (standardized
residual = −3.61). This participant was a highly identified conservative in the past-focused condition who expressed very low
proenvironmental attitudes (z = −3.38). The participant did not
spend much time reading the manipulation (20 s) and therefore
may not have been exposed to the crux of the past-focused message that appeared at the very end (“I think we need to undo what
we’ve done so that the world can go back to how it was supposed
to be back then”). After excluding this single participant, the
condition × political identification interaction became statistically
significant [F(2, 255) = 3.32, P = 0.04, η2 = 0.03]. The primary
pattern of simple effects remained the same, although environmental attitudes became slightly more positive for conservatives in
the past-focused condition. Thus, simple effects including the pastfocused condition increased in magnitude and therefore offered
even stronger support for our hypotheses.
Study 3. Participants were recruited on Mturk. To recruit ap-
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servatives (or Republicans), we targeted participants based on selfidentified political preference. The final sample was 200 United States
adults, age (mean ± SD) 34.23 ± 0.22 y, who participated for $1.00
compensation. After providing consent, participants completed a
demographics questionnaire in which they indicated their political
orientation on a sliding scale (0 = extremely liberal; 100 = extremely
conservative). Participants were predominately White (82%) and
male (56%). Sixty percent of the sample self-identified as liberal; 5%
of participants indicated that they were moderate, and the remaining
35% were conservative (mean = 41.23, SD = 31.29).
Participants then were told that they would be rating pairs of
images demonstrating the effects of climate change on the earth (14
total). In the past-focused condition, participants were shown
images described as showing how the present has changed from the
past, whereas in the future-focused condition they were shown the
same images described as showing how the present is likely to
change in the future (Fig. S1). After viewing all 14 images, participants indicated how uncertain (e.g., unsure, restless) they felt
using a 19-item scale (1 = not at all, 5 = a great deal; α = 0.96)
(35), reported their environmental attitudes using the eight-item
New Ecological Paradigm scale (e.g., “Humans are seriously
abusing the environment;” α = 0.90) (36), and completed the 15item Need for Closure Scale (e.g., “I dislike unpredictable situations;” α = 0.90) (37).
Primary analyses. We conducted a regression analysis in which participants’ environmental attitudes were regressed on political orientation, temporal comparison condition (0 = future-focused, 1 = pastfocused), and the political orientation × condition interaction. The
political orientation × condition interaction was significant [b =
0.008, SE = 0.004, t(196) = 2.22, P = 0.03] (Fig. 3). Conservatives
expressed less favorable attitudes in both the future-focused condition [b = −0.015, SE = 0.003, t(196) = 6.02, P < 0.0001] and the pastfocused condition, but the effect in the latter was approximately half
as large [b = −0.007, SE = 0.003, t(196) = 2.57, P = 0.01]. Using the
Johnson–Neyman technique, we found that the effect of temporal
comparison was significant and positive for the more conservative
participants scoring above 69.25 on the political orientation scale,
suggesting that conservatives expressed more favorable environmental attitudes in the past-focused than in the future-focused
condition.
Supplementary analyses. To rule out alternative explanations for these
findings, we also examined whether feelings of uncertainty differed
across conditions or varied as a function of condition and political
orientation. The political orientation × condition interaction on
perceived uncertainty was marginally significant [b = 0.006, SE =
0.003, t(196) = 1.76, P = 0.08], with liberals feeling less uncertain in
the future-focused condition [b = −0.16, SE = 0.15, t(196) = 1.09,
P = 0.28] and conservatives feeling more uncertain in the futurefocused condition [b = 0.21, SE = 0.15, t(196) = 1.40, P = 0.16].
However, these results should be interpreted with caution, given
that the simple effects were not statistically significant. Importantly,
uncertainty was not associated with environmental attitudes (r =
−0.07, P = 0.34), and controlling for uncertainty in the primary
analyses did not influence the results. Additionally, when including
political orientation and uncertainty moderator variables in the
primary analyses, the uncertainty × condition interaction was not
significant (P = 0.47), but the political orientation × condition interaction was (P = 0.02).
We conducted the same analyses with need for closure as the
dependent variable. The political orientation × condition interaction was not significant (P = 0.38). Although conservatism
was associated with higher need for closure (r = 0.27, P < 0.001),
need for closure was not associated with environmental attitudes
(r = −0.04, P = 0.56), so controlling for this variable had no affect
on the pattern of results. Additionally, when including political
orientation and need for closure as moderator variables in the
primary analyses, the need for closure × condition interaction was
not significant (P = 0.97), but the political orientation × condition
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interaction was (P = 0.04). Taken together, these analyses suggest
that our findings cannot be explained by general feelings of uncertainty or chronic need for closure and that political orientation
specifically drives the effects.
Study 4a. We conducted an internet search for environmental
organizations and charities and created an initial list of 56
websites. We retained a total of 46 websites after excluding organizations that did not have a clear connection to climate
change. We recruited 237 United States adults, age (mean ± SD)
35.16 ± 9.36 y, on MTurk to rate the organizations. Participants
were predominately White (77%) and male (65%) and completed the study for $2 compensation. After providing consent
and completing a demographics questionnaire, including a
measure of political orientation (0 = extremely liberal; 100 =
extremely conservative; mean = 39.82, SD = 27.35), participants
were told they would rate five different environmental organizations. We asked participants to provide their “first impressions
of these organizations based on a quick scan of the webpage”
and to focus specifically on whether the organization is past- or
future-focused. Before rating the organizations, participants
were given a brief description of a past-focused organization (“A
past focused organization might make more references to the
past, restoring the planet, conserving the original state of the
Earth, or might suggest that we get back to how things used to
be”) and a future-focused organization (“A future focused organization might make more mention of the future, would be
more focused on creating a new kind of lifestyle, and might
suggest a path to achieve certain goals for the future”).
Participants then were presented with links to five websites at
random from the list of 46. Each link appeared on a separate page,
and participants were instructed to click the link and spend a few
minutes browsing the website before rating the temporal focus of
the organization (1 = very past-focused; 7 = very future-focused).
After completing their ratings, they read a debriefing statement.
We transposed the data into a long format by aggregating participants’ data within each organization. Doing so allowed us to
conduct analyses at the level of the organizations (vs. participants). Average ratings for each organization were computed with
data from 18–27 participants. A one-sample t test was conducted
to test whether on average the organizations were rated as more
past- or future-focused (i.e., average rating ≠ 4). Overall, the organizations were rated as significantly more future-focused [mean =
5.00, SD = 0.78), t(45) = 8.67, P < 0.0001, d = 2.58].
Study 4b. As in study 3, we targeted participants based on selfidentified political preference. Four participants indicated that
they were politically moderate and therefore were excluded from
analyses. Thus, the final sample comprised of 159 United States
adults, age (mean ± SD) 34.91 ± 0.37 y, who participated on
MTurk for $1 compensation. Participants were predominately
White (82%) and male (66%). The sample was approximately
equal with regard to political orientation (liberal = 55%, conservative = 45%; mean = 39.82, SD = 27.35). After providing
consent and completing a demographics questionnaire, participants were told that they were being offered an extra $2 to make
a donation of their choosing to two environmental charities.
Participants then were presented with a link to the two most
past- and future-focused charities from study 4. Links were
presented on separate pages, and participants were instructed to
learn about each organization before rating the temporal focus of
the organization (1 = very past focused; 7 = very future focused).
Next, participants were asked to indicate how much they would
like to donate to each group by typing a value between 0 and 2 in
a text box which appeared next to the organization’s logo. They
also could choose to keep money for themselves by typing that
amount into a third text box. The page kept a running total,
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which had to equal $2 before participants could continue. Finally, participants read a debriefing statement.
The past-focused charity was rated as more past-focused (or
less future-focused) than the future-focused charity [mean = 4.66,
SD = 1.65 vs. mean = 5.53, SD = 1.14, F(1, 157) = 38.74, P <
0.0001], confirming that the two charities could be differentiated
on this temporal dimension. Fewer than half of the participants
donated money (43%, χ2 = 2.77, P = 0.10), and more liberals
than conservatives donated (67 vs. 33%, χ2 = 7.67, P = 0.006).
Nevertheless, a repeated-measures ANOVA revealed that conservatives gave more to the past-focused charity than to the future-focused charity (mean = 0.31, SD = 0.57 vs. mean = 0.15,
SD = 0.34, P = 0.03, d = 0.31), whereas liberals gave equally to
each charity (P = 0.90) (Fig. 4). Conservatives gave less than
liberals to the future-focused charity (mean = 0.42, SD = 0.54 vs.
mean = 0.15, SD = 0.34, P < 0.001, d = 0.60) but did not differ
significantly from liberals in giving to the past-focused charity
(P = 0.17). The temporal focus × political ideology interaction
was F(1, 157) = 2.51, P = 0.12, η2 = 0.02.
Study 5. As in previous studies, study 5 targeted participants based
on self-identified political preference. Four participants who
indicated that they were politically moderate and one who did not
indicate a political orientation were excluded from analyses.
Thus, the final sample comprised of 401 United States adults, age
(mean ± SD) 34.74 ± 10.33 y, who participated on MTurk for $1
compensation. Participants were predominately White (82%)
and split equally between males and females. The sample was
approximately equal with regard to political orientation (liberal
= 53%, conservative = 47%; mean = 46.28, SD = 32.70). After
providing consent and completing a demographics questionnaire, participants were told that they were being offered an
extra $2 to make a donation of their choosing to an environmental charity. They then were presented with a link to the pastor future-focused charity from study 5 or to a cancer research
charity. After spending some time learning about the charity,
participants indicated how much of the $2 they would like to
donate by typing a number into a text box. Finally, participants
read a debriefing statement.
A two-way ANOVA testing the effects of political orientation
and charity on donations revealed a main effect of charity [F(2,
395) = 3.44, P = 0.03, η2 = 0.02]. Donations to the past-focused
charity were higher than donations to the future-focused charity
(mean = 0.63, SD = 0.74 vs. mean = 0.43, SD = 0.63, P = 0.05,
d = 0.29). Donations to the cancer research charity were marginally higher than donations to the future-focused charity
(mean = 0.61, SD = 0.70 vs. mean = 0.43, SD = 0.63, P = 0.08,
d = 0.27). Donations did not differ between the past-focused and
cancer research charities (P = 0.97).
This main effect was qualified by a significant political orientation × charity interaction [F(2, 395) = 3.40, P = 0.03, η2 = 0.02]
(Fig. S2). Conservatives gave more to the past-focused charity
than to the future-focused charity (mean = 0.62, SD = 0.79 vs.
mean = 0.36, SD = 0.59, P = 0.03, d = 0.38). Conservatives also
gave more to the cancer research charity than to the futurefocused charity (mean = 0.75, SD = 0.72 vs. mean = 0.36, SD =
0.59, P = 0.03, d = 0.60).
Conservatives did not differ in their donations to the pastfocused and cancer research charities (P = 0.34). Liberals’ donations to each of the charities did not differ significantly (pastfocused vs. future-focused, P = 0.20; past-focused vs. cancer, P =
0.10; future-focused vs. cancer, P = 0.70). Conservatives gave
more than liberals to the cancer research charity (mean = 0.75,
SD = 0.72 vs. mean = 0.48, SD = 0.65, P = 0.02, d = 0.40).
Conservatives gave less than liberals to the future-focused
charity, although this difference failed to reach significance
(mean = 0.36, SD = 0.59 vs. mean = 0.51, SD = 0.67, P = 0.18,
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d = 0.40). Importantly, conservatives and liberals did not differ in
their donations to the past-focused charity (P = 0.72).
Study 6. Participants were 201 adults recruited on MTurk for $1
compensation. Seven participants indicated that they were politically moderate and therefore were excluded from analyses.
Thus, the final sample was 194 adults, age (mean ± SD) 37.77 ±
12.17 y, who were predominately White (84%) and male (58%).
The sample was approximately equal with regard to political
orientation (55% liberal, 45% conservative; mean = 3.70, SD =
2.07). After providing consent, participants were told that they
would be helping determine how $0.50 would be donated to two
nonprofit environmental groups that were working to become
charities. Participants were told that their input was to ensure
that a democratic process with actual citizens determined how
the money was donated. Then participants were shown two ostensible charities, one that communicated a past-focused mission
and the other that communicated a future-focused mission (Fig.
S3). We counterbalanced the names and temporal focus of the
charities to ensure that each was equally likely to be past- or
future-focused. Next to each charity was a text box in which
participants could indicate their donation preference. Participants could not continue until the boxes totaled $0.50.
The counterbalancing order did not moderate the effects of
political orientation and temporal focus on donations (P = 0.85),
so this factor is not discussed further. A repeated-measures
ANOVA revealed a significant political orientation × temporal
focus interaction on donations [F(1, 192) = 16.13, P < 0.0001,
η2 = 0.08]. Conservatives donated more to the past-focused
charity than to the future-focused charity (mean = 0.29, SD = 0.16
vs. mean = 0.21, SD = 0.16, P = 0.009, d = 0.27). Conversely,
liberals donated more to the future-focused charity than to the
past-focused charity (mean = 0.30, SD = 0.15 vs. mean = 0.20, SD =
0.15, P = 0.002, d = 0.31). Conservatives donated more than
liberals to the past-focused charity (mean = 0.29, SD = 0.15 vs.
mean = 0.20, SD = 0.16, P < 0.0001, d = 0.58). Conversely,
liberals donated more than conservatives to the future-focused
charity compared (mean = 0.30, SD = 0.15 vs. mean = 0.21,
SD = 0.16, P < 0.0001, d = 0.58).
Study 7: Meta-Analysis. Effect sizes reflecting the association between political orientation and proenvironmental outcomes were
coded to indicate the framing condition from which they came
(0 = future-focused or control, 1 = past-focused). All effects
were computed as Cohen’s d, defined as the standardized difference between two means, and were calculated from means
and SDs or from t and P values. In study 1 we averaged the effect
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sizes for liking and proenvironmental attitudes to create a single
effect size (38). Analyses were carried out using the Metafor
package for R (39) and followed conventional methods (38, 40).
First, we tested a random-effects model of the effect of political
orientation on proenvironmental outcomes collapsing across
condition (model 1). Next we included a temporal comparison
dummy code as a modifier of the effect sizes in a mixed-effects
meta-regression model (model 2). [Much like linear regression, a
meta-regression tests whether the observed effect sizes are a
function of one or more explanatory variables called “effect
modifiers” (38). The analysis tests whether these variables can
explain any heterogeneity of effects between studies. In a random
effects model, as is used here, residual variance not explained by
the effect modifier is accounted for as well.] We expected a significant degree of variability in effect sizes in model 1 because of
differing effect sizes across comparison conditions. Thus, we expected that the model including condition as a modifier of effect
sizes (model 2) would fit the data better than the model without
the modifier (model 1). A nested model comparison was conducted to test this hypothesis.
The estimated average effect size across all of the studies was
negative [d = −0.54, SE = 0.17, P < 0.001, 95% confidence interval (CI) = −0.85, −0.23], indicating that conservatives tended
to display lower proenvironmental outcomes. However, there
was significant variability in individual effect sizes [Q (df = 12) =
126.18, P < 0.0001], and so we proceeded to test whether the
temporal comparison condition could account for this variability.
Supporting predictions, temporal comparison was a significant
modifier of the effect sizes (β = 0.64, SE = 0.26, z = 2.47, P =
0.01, 95% CI = 0.13, 1.15) and accounted for a significant portion of the variance in effect sizes over model 1 [37.11%; likelihood ratio test (df = 1) = 4.96, P = 0.03]. The overall effect of
political orientation was significantly negative in the futurefocused/control conditions (d = −0.82, SE = 0.17, z = 4.96, P <
0.0001, 95% CI = −1.15, −0.50), whereas the overall effect was
smaller and nonsignificant in the past-focused condition (d =
−0.19, SE = 0.20, z = 0.94, P = 0.35, 95% CI = −0.58, 0.21).
Thus, the past-focused framing bridged 77% of the political divide in proenvironmental outcomes that was prevalent in the
future-focused/control conditions. [A P-curve analysis (41) indicated the presence of evidential value in our significant interaction effects (z = −4.44, P < 0.0001), which was not
determined to be inadequate (z = 2.69, P = 1). The estimated
power to detect the included interaction effects was 90% (95%
CI = 62%, 98%).
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Fig. S1.
NASA.

Examples of stimuli from the past-focused (Upper) and future-focused (Lower) conditions in study 3, Elephant Butte Reservoir, NM. Image courtesy of

Fig. S2. Liberals donate equally to the past-focused, future-focused, and cancer research (Control) charities, whereas conservatives donate equally to the pastfocused and cancer research charities and donate less to the future-focused charity. Error bars represent SEs.
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Fig. S3.

Future-focused (Upper) and past-focused (Lower) environmental charities from study 6.
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