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Abstract
Contrary to perceived tensions between addressing present and future societal needs, we find
present-day poverty and inequality are deeply connected with attitudes toward far-future welfare
at both societal and individual levels. Study 1 (144 countries) shows that poorer, more unequal
nations score lower on indices of intergenerational concern and farsighted policies. Study 2 (34
countries, N = 123,502) shows that subjective SES predicts greater obligation to sacrifice for
future lives, especially in nations with less inequality. In Study 3 (N = 1,264 Americans),
individuals randomly assigned more resources allocate more to future generations, though not
proportionately more. Replicating Studies 1 and 2, real-world SES predicts higher donations
beyond situational framings. Thus, combatting present-day societal challenges may be key to
increasing concern and action for humanity’s future.

Keywords: global poverty, inequality, socioeconomic status, future thinking, existential risk
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Why Poverty in the Present Matters for Intergenerational Concern and the Future of
Humanity

Poverty and inequality are two of society’s most urgent challenges (Nations, 2024a; Our
World in Data, 2020; Roser & Ortiz-Ospina, 2019). From families living in desperate conditions
to widespread preventable illness and childhood malnutrition, these issues cause immense
suffering and are major contributors to premature mortality worldwide (Singer, 2016). According
to the latest World Inequality Report (Chancel et al., 2021), the poorest 50% of the human
population shares only two percent of global wealth, while the richest 10% controls a staggering
76%. However, the challenges facing humanity extend far beyond the present, reaching into the
distant future. On the temporal horizon lie the looming threats of environmental collapse due to
climate change, the catastrophic potential of nuclear conflict amid rising geopolitical tensions,
and the unpredictable risks posed by rapidly advancing artificial intelligence. Existential risks
like these, while seemingly distant in time, demand attention and action now to impede their
progression (Cooban, 2024; Greaves & MacAskill, 2019; IPCC, 2023; Luccioni & Bengio, 2020;
MacAskill, 2022; Ord, 2021). But should society be more concerned with addressing the needs
of present-day humanity or preparing to address the needs of the collective future? How can we
decide between the “Sophie’s Choice” of prioritizing the present or future welfare of humanity?

Perspectives on intergenerational beneficence from ethical and political philosophy
(Gonzalez-Ricoy & Gosseries, 2016; MacAskill, 2022; Ord, 2021), psychology (Coleman &
DeSteno, 2024; Syropoulos, Law, & Young, 2024b; Syropoulos, Law, Kraft-Todd, Mah, et al.,
2025), and behavioral economics (Wade-Benzoni, 2008; Wade-Benzoni & Tost, 2009) are
increasingly shaping public discourse and informing institutional conversations, including within
the United Nations (2021), about how best to protect humanity’s long-term future from

existential threats. Central to these discussions is the ethical framework of longtermism
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(MacAskill, 2022), which argues that positively influencing the far future should be a moral
priority. Alongside these philosophical developments, political proposals have emerged
advocating for formal representation of future generations in government (Gonzalez-Ricoy &
Gosseries, 2016; Lawrence, 2021), while behavioral scientists are actively testing interventions
to increase concern for long-term collective welfare (Hauser et al., 2014; Law, Syropoulos,
Coleman, Gainsburg, et al., 2024; Law, Syropoulos, Young, et al., 2024; Syropoulos et al., 2023;
Syropoulos, Law, & Young, 2024b, 2024a; Wade-Benzoni, 1999, 2008; Wade-Benzoni & Tost,
2009).

Yet, critiques of intergenerational initiatives are mounting, often centered on the
perceived tradeoff between addressing present-day and long-term societal challenges (Emba,
2022; Fisher, 2023). This tension has been sharpened by more extreme formulations of
longtermism, sometimes termed “strong longtermism” (Greaves & MacAskill, 2019), which
argue that because the future may contain vastly more people than the present, our moral
obligation is overwhelmingly directed toward improving the far future, even if doing so comes at
the expense of present-day needs. In this view, prioritizing existential risk reduction is not just
one important goal among many, but the central moral imperative, rendering trade-offs with
current suffering a necessary consequence of long-term moral calculus. As a result,
intergenerational ethics has become a flashpoint in public discourse, drawing both philosophical
scrutiny and popular backlash (Crary, 2023; Emba, 2022; Fisher, 2023).

Despite critiques of strong longtermism, the broader aim of supporting long-term human
welfare remains a compelling focus of ongoing philosophical (Jecker et al., 2024), psychological
(Syropoulos, Law, Kraft-Todd, & Young, 2025), and policy work (United Nations, 2021),
particularly as concerns about mounting existential risks continue to grow (Law, Syropoulos, &

Earp, 2024). However, public support remains a bottleneck, especially when future-oriented
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action is perceived to come at the expense of present-day wellbeing. Recent findings underscore
this challenge, showing that people judge zero-sum tradeoffs favoring the future particularly
harshly, even when aiding the future results in greater gains in human welfare than aiding the
present (Law, Syropoulos, Young, et al., 2024). Without widespread buy-in, the political will
needed to enact structural, forward-looking reforms (e.g., formal representation for future
generations; Gonzélez-Ricoy & Gosseries, 2016; Lawrence, 2021), may prove elusive.

We argue the prevailing zero-sum logic of strong longtermism, while rhetorically salient
in popular and academic discourse, may be overstated and potentially counterproductive. It risks
obscuring the ways in which efforts to alleviate current suffering could actually support, rather
than undermine, concern for future generations. For instance, if poverty compels people to focus
narrowly on immediate survival rather than abstract, long-term risks, then reducing present-day
deprivation may expand the psychological and cognitive capacity required for longtermist
engagement. In this way, understanding the potential interconnectedness between addressing
present-day societal ills and motivating future-oriented concern and action could offer a more
integrative theoretical understanding and practical path forward that mobilizes support for
safeguarding the future without dismissing the moral urgency of present needs.

Here, we investigate whether poverty and inequality undermine concern for the long-term
welfare of humanity across two levels: (1) nationally, using data from 144 countries, and (2)
psychologically, using nationally representative surveys from 34 European nations and a large
U.S. sample. While poverty and inequality are widely recognized global challenges (UN, 2024b),
they reduce institutional capacity (UNDP, 2023), potentially limiting national investments
beyond the present. However, research on Scarcity Theory shows they also shape individual
decision-making, undermining farsightedness for one’s own future (e.g., Haushofer & Fehr,

2014), encouraging ingroup favoritism (e.g., Chae et al., 2022), and reducing ethical and
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prosocial behavior (e.g., Elb&k et al., 2021). Accordingly, the psychological effects of economic
hardship may limit people’s capacity to care about future generations. If both propositions are
true, this would suggest that poverty, inequality, and intergenerational concern are more tightly
linked than previously assumed both within individual-level psychological orientations and at the
level of society. Understanding these connections may be a critical step toward addressing both
present and future societal challenges.

To be clear, while Study 1 analyzes country-level data, we are careful not to assume that
national trends necessarily reflect the psychology of individuals within those countries. To avoid
this ecological fallacy, we supplement our country-level analysis (Study 1) with individual-level
survey data (Study 2) and a controlled behavioral experiment (Study 3), allowing us to examine
how structural conditions like poverty and inequality relate to both national priorities and
personal concern for future generations. Importantly, we do not imply that disadvantaged
individuals or nations are to blame for long-term societal challenges. Rather, we argue that
poverty and inequality—conditions into which anyone may be born (Haushofer & Fehr, 2014)—
may constrain intergenerational generosity (and national investments in the future). As global
inequality rises and far-future risks intensify, it is essential, for societal welfare today and
tomorrow, to understand how present-day disadvantage shapes future-oriented attitudes and
action.

What Drives Concern for the Future?

Before evaluating whether concern for future generations is influenced by structural
forces like poverty and inequality, it is useful to step back and take stock of what we know at
present regarding the factors that drive concern for the long-term future of humanity in the first
place. A growing body of work in psychology (Coleman & DeSteno, 2024; Law, Syropoulos,

Coleman, Gainsburg, et al., 2024; Syropoulos, Law, Kraft-Todd, & Young, 2025), behavioral
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economics (Wade-Benzoni, 1999, 2008; Wade-Benzoni & Tost, 2009), and organizational
behavior (Fox et al., 2024; Hauser et al., 2014; Szpunar et al., 2014) has begun to identify the
proximal psychological forces that shape whether people extend moral concern across time,
often studied as intergenerational beneficence (i.e., willingness to incur costs in the present to
benefit future others). A central theme across this literature is that future-oriented concern is
constrained by psychological distance (see Wade-Benzoni & Tost, 2009).

As outcomes recede into the future, people discount them (intertemporal discounting),
and as beneficiaries become socially (or interpersonally) removed, people discount them as well
(social discounting) (Jones & Rachlin, 2009). Intergenerational dilemmas combine both temporal
and interpersonal distance, which can amplify present-focused choices and reduce willingness to
sacrifice for future others (Capozzoli et al., 2025; Wade-Benzoni & Tost, 2009). At the same
time, intergenerational contexts are also psychologically distinctive because they involve power
asymmetries (the present can affect the future, but not vice versa) and a lack of direct reciprocity,
which can make moral responsibility salient in ways that sometimes increase ethical motivation
(Syropoulos, Law, & Young, 2024b) and at others demotivate people from making costly, long-
term societal investments (Hauser et al., 2014). This work suggests that intergenerational
beneficence is shaped by multiple interacting influences, some that push toward selfish
extraction and some that elicit ethical reflection (Syropoulos, Law, Kraft-Todd, & Young, 2025),
responsibility (Keij & van Meurs, 2023), and legacy motives (i.e., the desire to leave a positive
mark on the world; (Fox et al., 2010, 2024; Zaval et al., 2015).

Beyond these general constraints of distance, research also highlights several more
specific drivers that predict greater concern and action for the future. First, institutional
structures can dramatically shape whether cooperative motives are expressed. In an

intergenerational public-goods paradigm, cooperation with future groups collapses under
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unregulated individual choice, but becomes sustainable when groups use binding democratic
decision rules that allow a prosocial majority to constrain a selfish minority and reassure
conditional cooperators that their restraint will not be futile (Hauser et al., 2014). Second, beliefs
and values that prioritize the far future can be cultivated and are meaningfully associated with
downstream outcomes (e.g., sustainable policy support, monetary investments, fundraising
effort; Coleman & DeSteno, 2024; Law et al., 2025; Syropoulos, Law, et al., 2024c, 2024b). For
instance, brief educational interventions (Anthis & Paez, 2021; Syropoulos, Law, & Young,
2024b) that introduce philosophical arguments centered on intergenerational responsibility shift
personal ethical beliefs about the future, which in turn predict more future-focused behaviors
(including policy support and giving), consistent with the idea that intergenerational beneficence
is partly driven by endorsement of moral beliefs about the importance of protecting future
generations.

Third, future concern also appears to depend on people’s capacity to mentally represent
better futures, for instance, the ability to imagine concrete “cognitive alternatives” to the status
quo predicts engagement in collective action aimed at long-run environmental protection
(Badaan et al., 2020; Wright et al., 2020), suggesting that future-oriented motivation is partly
constrained by what people can envision as possible. Relatedly, difficulty vividly imagining the
far-future in general can constrain the extent to which people empathize and feel a sense of
shared moral identity with future targets (Coleman & DeSteno, 2024; Law, Syropoulos,
Coleman, Gainsburg, et al., 2024; Law, Syropoulos, Coleman, & Young, 2024). Finally, cross-
national work suggests that orientations toward intergenerational beneficence vary systematically
across societies and can be captured by national-level constructs (e.g., long-term orientation,
intergenerational solidarity), underscoring that future concern is not only an individual difference

but also a cultural and institutional property of societies (Bearden et al., 2006; McQuilkin, 2018).
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Together, these perspectives suggest a broader conceptual model in which concern for the
future is shaped by at least four classes of influences: (a) distance-based constraints (the
combination of temporal and social discounting; Wade-Benzoni & Tost, 2009), (b) moral and
identity-based motives (responsibility, legacy, identification with future others; Coleman &
DeSteno, 2024; Law, Syropoulos, Coleman, Gainsburg, et al., 2024), (¢) cognitive capacities for
representing futures (imagination and perceived tractability of change; Badaan et al., 2020;
Wright et al., 2020), and (d) institutions and social structure that determine whether prosocial
motives can be expressed and coordinated (Hauser et al., 2014). Importantly, however, much of
the empirical literature has emphasized factors “inside the person” (beliefs, preferences,
imagination, identity) or the immediate structure of intergenerational dilemmas, while paying
less attention to how structural socioeconomic conditions may shape these drivers in everyday
life upstream. This gap is consequential, because if poverty and inequality systematically narrow
attention to immediate needs, heighten competitive or distrustful social climates, and constrain
the institutional capacity to invest beyond the present, they may indirectly reduce future concern
by shifting the very mechanisms that prior research has identified as central (e.g., discounting
tendencies, social identification, perceived efficacy/tractability, and the feasibility of
coordination through institutions). In this way, poverty and inequality may not merely compete
with future-oriented goals for moral attention, but they may help determine whether future-
oriented concern can emerge and be sustained in the first place.

Poverty and Inequality Focus People on Immediate (Versus Longer-Term) Personal Needs

Decades of research across psychology and behavioral economics have shed light on how
poverty shapes the psychology and personal choices of individuals. For one, poverty induces
chronic psychological states of scarcity (de Bruijn & Antonides, 2022; Haushofer & Fehr, 2014;

Mullainathan & Shafir, 2013; Zhao & Tomm, 2018)—a sense that one has less than they need to
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survive (Mullainathan & Shafir, 2013)—as well as negative affect, and stress. Under these
conditions, attention becomes narrowly constrained towards immediate needs (Lichand & Mani,
2020; Shah et al., 2012; Zhao & Tomm, 2017), people grow more susceptible to trade-off
mindsets when weighing economic alternatives (Fehr et al., 2019; Mullainathan & Shafir, 2013;
Plantinga et al., 2018; Shah et al., 2015; Spiller, 2011), and time biases favoring smaller
immediate gains over larger delayed ones proliferate (Carvalho et al., 2016; Dalton et al., 2020;
Haushofer & Fehr, 2014; Mani et al., 2013; i.e., delay or temporal discounting; Amlung et al.,
2017; Hershfield, 2011; Jones & Rachlin, 2009; Odum et al., 2020). This is not to say that the
psychological consequences of scarcity are inherently maladaptive. In fact, research suggests that
decisions to favor smaller immediate rewards over larger delayed ones can serve as a reasoned
strategy amidst low resource and unpredictable environments, rather than a failure of self-control
(Kidd et al., 2013). Moreover, the effects of scarcity on temporal orientations have been hard to
pin down causally, as recent evidence suggests that short-term experimental primes of scarcity at
times fail to produce effects as large as once assumed or as large as the effects of chronic scarcity
in the wild (Camerer et al., 2018; O’Donnell et al., 2021; Shah et al., 2019). Nonetheless, poverty
is particularly pernicious and difficult to overcome in part because it tracks alongside, oftentimes
out of necessity, near-term focused attitudes and behaviors (Haushofer & Fehr, 2014; Shah et al.,
2015, 2019; Tversky & Shafir, 1992; Zhao & Tomm, 2018).

While inequality can impact behaviors through similar mechanisms as poverty, it also
influences behavior through its own mechanisms, such as heightened status competition and
reduced social trust, which contribute to short-term decision-making and personal future
planning (Davidai, 2023; Sanchez-Rodriguez et al., 2020; Sommet et al., 2019). These
mechanisms can amplify the salience of conditions related to poverty and affluence (as seen in

research on relative deprivation; Walker & Pettigrew, 1984) and exacerbate the psychological
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effects of one’s perceived status within society (Brown & Turner, 2002; Delhey et al., 2017;
Festinger, 1954; Sanchez-Rodriguez et al., 2019; Schmalor & Heine, 2021; Sommet et al., 2019).
As such, the lines of inquiry above have shed light on how poverty and inequality influence
decision-making to favor addressing immediate rather than long-term personal needs. What
remains unexplored is whether conditions of poverty and economic inequality affect attitudes
and decisions about longer-term societal needs, potentially limiting concern for and investments
in future generations by both individuals and societies.

Poverty (and Inequality) Might Also Focus People (and Countries) on Immediate Versus
Longer-Term Societal Needs

Despite limited direct evidence to elucidate answers to the questions above, existing
literature provides an initial basis for making predictions. At the most basic level, poverty limits
the resources available to individuals (Our World in Data, 2020; Roser & Ortiz-Ospina, 2019),
imposing tangible constraints on intergenerational generosity (Singer, 2016). That is, having less
for oneself means having less to give to others, including those in future generations. Indeed,
poverty is well known to constrain generosity outside of the intergenerational context (Ahl et al.,
2024; Na et al., 2024; Roux et al., 2015). Similarly, at the societal level, widespread economic
hardship or inequality may shape collective priorities, reducing institutional capacity (UNDP,
2023) and political will for long-term investment. Indeed, we investigate the relationships
between poverty and inequality with long-term investment at the societal level in Study 1.

Yet, poverty may not only constrain the physical resources individuals and societies have
available to allocate towards the future but may also diminish attitudes and concerns for long-
term future welfare at a psychological level. To address this question, we turn our focus to the
individual level of analysis in Studies 2 and 3. Specifically, we investigate whether the impacts

of poverty on long-term planning and temporal discounting discussed above may extend beyond
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the scope of personal economic decisions to limit the extent to which people plan and prepare for
the future of society. Providing support for this perspective, recent findings indicate that
farsighted personal outlooks known to be constrained by economic scarcity (de Bruijn &
Antonides, 2022)—such as feelings of connectedness to one’s future self (Hershfield, 2011) and
the extent to which people consider the future consequences of their actions (Joireman, 1999)—
predict greater intergenerational concern (Law, Syropoulos, Coleman, & Young, 2024).
Moreover, research indicates that poverty-induced scarcity can deepen divisions between groups
by promoting ingroup favoritism and outgroup bias (Chae et al., 2022; Cui et al., 2023; Krosch &
Amodio, 2014, 2019). This, combined with emerging evidence that social biases track negatively
with intergenerational beneficence (Law, Syropoulos, Coleman, Gainsburg, et al., 2024; Wade-
Benzoni & Tost, 2009), raises the question of whether economic hardship may constrain levels
of concern for the future welfare of humanity.

Inequality may constrain intergenerational concern in a similar manner to poverty,
through both distinct and overlapping mechanisms. Like poverty, inequality heightens
perceptions of scarcity, leading individuals to prioritize immediate needs over long-term
concerns (Brown & Turner, 2002; Delhey et al., 2017; Festinger, 1954; Sanchez-Rodriguez et
al., 2019; Schmalor & Heine, 2021; Sommet et al., 2019). Even relatively affluent individuals,
when living in highly unequal societies, may experience relative deprivation, feeling as though
they lack sufficient resources despite their material wealth (Ahl et al., 2024; Cheung & Lucas,
2016; Walker & Pettigrew, 1984).

However, inequality has unique psychological and social consequences that shape
present-focused behavior. Research suggests that inequality fosters heightened status competition
(Davidai, 2023; Sanchez-Rodriguez et al., 2020; Sommet et al., 2019), reduces social trust

(Rothstein, 2011), and increases perceptions of systemic unfairness (Reyes & Gasparini, 2022),
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all of which encourage short-term, self-interested decision-making. Greater inequality also
correlates with higher tolerance for and engagement in unethical and antisocial behaviors for
personal gain (Coté & Willer, 2020; Elbaek et al., 2021; Hershfield et al., 2012; Martinangeli &
Windsteiger, 2024), particularly among those in more privileged economic positions (Coté et al.,
2015). These tendencies extend into the intergenerational domain, as individuals who engage in
more self-interested behaviors exhibit weaker concern for future generations and are less willing
to make sacrifices on their behalf (Syropoulos, Law, Amormino, et al., 2024). Likewise, beyond
intergenerational considerations, inequality also affects generosity and social cohesion more
broadly, increasing ingroup favoritism while limiting generosity toward outgroup members. This
suggests that inequality may erode prosocial motivations that support long-term collective well-
being (Ahl et al., 2024; Jetten, 2019; Jetten et al., 2015; Kirkland et al., 2023).
Exploring Potential Interactions Among Poverty and Inequality

The evidence summarized above suggests that poverty and inequality may each
independently reduce concern for and investment in future generations. In other words,
individuals facing higher levels of either may score lower on indicators of intergenerational
concern and long-term commitment. Because widespread poverty and inequality constrain
national capacity for long-horizon investment (UNDP, 2023), we also expect both to predict
lower intergenerational investment at the national level. However, personal economic hardship
and societal inequality may influence intergenerational attitudes through different pathways, and
inequality may moderate the association between socioeconomic status and future concern. One
possibility is that inequality most strongly undermines future-oriented attitudes among lower-
SES individuals, because it heightens the salience of deprivation and scarcity in everyday
comparison contexts. Living alongside extreme wealth may reinforce perceptions of deprivation

(Jetten et al., 2015; Walker & Pettigrew, 1984), exacerbating feelings of scarcity (Chae et al.,
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2022; Cui et al., 2023; Krosch & Amodio, 2014, 2019) and constraining future-oriented
decision-making (Carvalho et al., 2016; Dalton et al., 2020; Haushofer & Fehr, 2014; Mani et al.,
2013).

A second possibility is that inequality most strongly dampens future-oriented concern and
investment among higher-SES individuals by promoting status competition and weakening
support for long-term collective welfare (Davidai, 2023; Rothstein, 2011; Sdnchez-Rodriguez et
al., 2020). While poverty can narrow attention to immediate needs and make long-term tradeoffs
harder, inequality may also reshape social dynamics by amplifying status concerns and reducing
generosity, effects that may be especially evident among relatively advantaged groups (Coté et
al., 2015; Jetten, 2019; Jetten et al., 2015; Kirkland et al., 2023; Sanchez-Rodriguez et al., 2019;
Singer, 2016). On this view, higher inequality may not further reduce future-oriented concern
among the poorest to the same extent as it does among those who are most advantaged, because
scarcity-driven tradeoffs are already highly constraining under low resources (de Bruijn &
Antonides, 2022; Haushofer & Fehr, 2014; Mullainathan & Shafir, 2013; Zhao & Tomm, 2018).
Instead, the impact of poverty, or one’s socioeconomic status more broadly, on intergenerational
generosity may be stronger in lower-inequality societies, where more cooperative norms exist
and affluent individuals are more likely to engage in prosocial behaviors (Davidai, 2023;
Rothstein, 2011; Sommet et al., 2019). In other words, in societies with low inequality,
differences in intergenerational generosity between the rich and poor may be more pronounced,
as greater economic equality may remove the binds that often constrain cooperative behaviors
among those most privileged.

In sum, novel perspectives from ethical and political philosophy are beginning to
influence consequential discussions in public discourse and international politics on how to

combat rising threats of long-term catastrophic risk to human well-being (Gonzélez-Ricoy &
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Gosseries, 2016; MacAskill, 2022; Ord, 2021; United Nations, 2021). Research across
behavioral economics (Wade-Benzoni, 2008; Wade-Benzoni & Tost, 2009) and emerging
psychological inquiry into the science of intergenerational beneficence (Law, Syropoulos,
Coleman, Gainsburg, et al., 2024; Law, Syropoulos, Young, et al., 2024; Syropoulos, Law, &
Young, 2024b, 2024a) continue to deepen our understanding of the factors that contract and
expand intergenerational generosity. Yet, efforts to cultivate support for farsighted initiatives
face an uphill battle, as salient perspectives that pit present against future societal needs are
becoming the public face of multigenerational ethics (Greaves & MacAskill, 2019; Law,
Syropoulos, & Earp, 2024), in turn driving down public perceptions of farsighted initiatives
(Crary, 2023; Law, Syropoulos, Young, et al., 2024)—perceptions which could be critical in
fostering necessary collective action for the sake of humanity’s long-term future.
The Present Research

Here, across three studies, we investigate the role of systemic present-day factors (i.e.,
poverty and income inequality) in the context of intergenerational concern and decision-making,
challenging a perspective that has become the nexus of prevailing debates on intergenerational
ethics among key decision-makers and general public alike: that fighting for the present and
future are necessarily at odds (see Table 1 for a description of key constructs). Study 1 uses
cross-national data from k& = 144 countries to test whether national levels of poverty and
inequality relate to national levels of long-term policy orientation and intergenerational
solidarity. Study 2 shifts the focus to individual-level data from N = 123,502 participants across k
= 34 European nations, assessing whether subjective socioeconomic status predicts perceived
obligation to future generations and whether this relationship varies by national inequality. Study
3 uses an economic game in a U.S. sample of N = 1,264 participants to test whether measured

real-world SES, along with manipulated situational framings of resource availability and
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distributional inequality, shape intergenerational generosity. Participants’ personal ethical
commitments to future generations are also measured to examine their unique contribution.
Together, these studies investigate how present-day economic disadvantage may shape the
psychological (and societal) foundations of future-oriented concern and investment. All relevant
materials (data, surveys, code for analyses) are available on the Open Science Framework (OSF),

https://osf.io/m42xj/?view_only=1e592d2871104065b2885434941ef041.

Table 1.

Key predictors and outcomes

Variable Measure Level Description Study
Poverty/Affluence ~ Multidimensional Poverty Index Country Measures the proportion of 1
(Predictor) (MPI) people in a country living
in poverty.
Subjective Socioeconomic Status Individual  Assesses an individual's 2,3
(SES) perceived social and

economic standing relative
to others in their society

Inequality Gini Index (Gini) Country Captures the extent to 1,2
(Predictor) which the distribution of

income among individuals

or households within an

economy deviates from an

equal distribution.

Human Development Index (HDI)! Country “A summary measure of 1,2
average achievement in key
dimensions of human
development: a long and
healthy life, being
knowledgeable and having
a decent standard of

living.”
Future-Oriented Long Term Orientation (LTO) Country Measures the extent of 1
Concern values and education
(Outcome) efforts within a society

geared towards better
preparing for the future

Intergenerational Solidarity Country Captures the degree to 1
which nations show
concern for and measures
towards protecting future
generations
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Obligation to Protect Future Individual
Generations (OFG)

Behavioral Intergenerational Individual
Generosity

Impartial Intergenerational Individual

Beneficence Inventory (IIBI)?

17

Single Item: “We need to 2
reform to benefit future
generations even if that

means making some

sacrifices now.”

Monetary donations to a 3
future-oriented charity.

Beliefs aligned with the 3
"longtermism" ethical

philosophy, which
advocates mitigating long-
term catastrophic risks.

Note. 'Used as a complementary indicator of national development (though not a distributional inequality measure itself,
correlates strongly and negatively; Castells-Quintana et al., 2022). 2Used as a predictor/control in Study 3 to evaluate the impact
of economic factors on intergenerational generosity above and beyond personal-held ethical beliefs.

Study 1
Study 1 tested whether countries with higher poverty and inequality show lower
investments for the long-term future. Using preregistered analyses

(https://aspredicted.org/RFP_C3M), we examined national poverty (Multidimensional Poverty

Index) and inequality (Gini coefficient; Human Development Index was used as an additional
proxy of national develop that, although not a measure of distributional inequality itself,
correlates strongly and negatively with distributional inequality; see Castells-Quintana et al.,
2022; Syropoulos, Crimston, Markowitz, et al., 2024) in relation to Long Term Orientation
(LTO) and the Intergenerational Solidarity Index (ISI). Linear regressions were conducted with
and without adjusting for governance, GDP, and population size.

Methods

Data Collation

All aspects of the study were pre-registered (https://aspredicted.org/RFP_C3M). Country-

level data were collated by the research team from publicly available datasets. The collated
dataset encompasses information from 144 countries pertinent to our research objectives.
Specifically, 108 countries provided scores for the Long Term Orientation index and 122

countries for the Intergenerational Solidarity Index. In our sensitivity analysis, using an alpha of
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0.05, power of 0.80, and accounting for three predictors (Gini, Human Development [HDI], and
Poverty [MPI]), we established that we could discern effect sizes as small as £=0.25 and 0.26,
corresponding to the respective sample sizes.

Measures

The following indicators were collated from the various publicly available datasets
described below. For each indicator, we utilized the most recent data available at the time of
analysis.

Predictors: National Indicators of Poverty and Inequality. The indicators below were
treated as predictors in our analyses.

Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI; Poverty). The MPI was employed as a measure
of the proportion of people in each country living in poverty. Scores ranged from 0.000 to 0.601
and were obtained from the United Nations Development Program Report (UNDP, 2023).

Gini Index (Inequality). The Gini index measures the extent to which the distribution of
income among individuals or households within an economy deviates from an equal distribution.
The most recent Gini index for each country was obtained via the World Bank (World Bank,
2024). Scores ranged from 23.2 to 63.

Human Development Index (HDI; Measure of National Development that Correlates
Strongly and Negatively with Inequality). The HDI is a measure defined as “a summary
measure of average achievement in key dimensions of human development: a long and healthy
life, being knowledgeable and having a decent standard of living.” HDI scores were obtained
from the United Nations Development Program Report (UNDP, 2023). Scores ranged from
0.380 to 0.967.

Outcomes: National Indicators of Concern for the Future of Humanity. The

indicators below were treated as outcomes in our analyses.
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Long-Term Orientation (LTO). Data pertaining to LTO was obtained from The Culture
Factor Group’s “Country Comparison Tool” website, which indexes nation-level data on cultural
dimensions deriving from participant based data (The Cultural Factor Group, 2024). Countries
who score high on the LTO index share values and education efforts to help their society better
prepare for the future. Scores ranged from 0 to 100.

Intergenerational Solidarity Index (ISI). Data pertaining to ISI were collected by
McQuilkin and colleagues (2018). We used the most recent version of the ISI, which was
updated in 2021. This measure captures the degree to which nations show concern for and
institute measures towards protecting future generations. It is accessible here

(https://www.romankrznaric.com/good-ancestor/intergenerational-solidarity-index), and scores

ranged from 1 to 100. Importantly, the ISI comprises four dimensions: environmental, economic,

and social. Each dimension includes its own sub-indicators. The estimation of the index is

described as follows:
“Indicators are aggregated arithmetically within dimensions (environmental, economic!
and social) and then geometrically between dimensions, to recognize the limited or non-
substitutability of different kinds of capital whilst allowing for some nations to have a
medium or high overall score despite extreme low scores in one indicator. Last, a penalty
adjustment is applied according to hydrocarbon production per capita, both due to its
constituent effects on intergenerational welfare and ability to allow for disproportionate
investments (e.g. through sovereign wealth funds) that would otherwise seem to be in the

interests of future generations. The raw index average is multiplied by the percent score on

' It’s important to acknowledge that in the economic dimension, the Gini coefficient is included as a sub-indicator.
While it is one of three sub-indicators in the economic dimension, and one of nine total sub-indicators, it probable that
associations between the Gini and the IST are inflated.
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this indicator to the power of 0.1 (i.e. a score of 1 out 100 would reduce total score by 33%;

Whalen, 2024).”

Control Variables: National Indicators of Democratic Governance, Income and
Population Size. The following indicators were treated as controls in our analyses.

Democracy Index (Democratic Governance). Scores were also obtained from 2023
Democracy index generated by the Economists Intelligence Unit (Economist Intelligence Unit,
2023). This indicator comprises five sub-categories, which include: electoral process and
pluralism, civil liberties, functioning of government, political participation, and political culture.
Scores ranged from 0 to 10.

Gross Domestic Product (GDP; Income) GDP figures for 139 countries, represented in
USD, were obtained online from the Worldometer website

(https://www.worldometers.info/gdp/gdp-by-country/). GDP assesses the average dollar value of

goods and services produced within a country’s economy in a given year. For analyses, to
account for the large degree of variability across countries, GDP values were adjusted by
dividing them by 100 million.

Population Size. Finally, estimates for the country-level population were also obtained
from the Worldometer website. Again, to account for the large amount of variability, population
scores were divided by 100,000.

Hypotheses

We hypothesized that higher scoring on the MPI (poverty) and Gini (inequality) would be
associated with less concern about the future, while higher scoring on the HDI (human
development) would relate to greater concern about the future.

Results
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All of our hypotheses were supported (see Figure 1). Moreover, all associations were
robust to the inclusion of Democratic Governance, GDP, and population size in the model (see

Table 2)°.

2 Though not pre-registered, we also estimated the same models while taking into account geographic similarity (i.e.,
spatial autocorrelations) between nations as an additional, exploratory robustness check. These results, presented in
the Supplementary Materials, by and large mirror those from the pre-registered analyses reported here.
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Figure 1
Country-level z-score cross-products of poverty, inequality, and human development

predict/track with long term orientation and intergenerational solidarity
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Note. Choropleths displaying the directionality of z-score cross—products for the relationships between outcomes
capturing intergenerational concern (i.e., LTO [a—c] and ISI [d—f]) with each predictor capturing poverty (i.e., MPI)
and inequality (i.e., Gini, and HDI [a measure of national development that correlates strongly and negatively with
distributional inequality]). Scores for each variable were first converted to z-scores. Then, z-scores for each
predictor were multiplied by z-scores for each outcome at the country level, yielding cross-products. Negative cross-
products arise when high predictor scores correspond with low outcome scores (or vice-versa). Positive cross-
products arise when high predictor scores correspond with high outcome scores, or low predictor scores correspond
with low outcome scores. Thus, a greater number of negative cross-products indicates a more negative relationship,
while a greater number of positive cross-products indicates a more positive relationship. For reference, Pearson
product-moment correlation coefficients (») are calculated as the average cross-product of z-scores between a given
predictor and a given outcome.
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Table 2
Mixed Linear regression models predicting Intergenerational Concern from measures of
poverty, inequality, and human development, with and without controlling for possible

confounding covariates of democracy, GDP and population size.

Long Term Orientation Intergenerational Solidarity
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
(R*=0.10) (R*=0.23) (R*=0.35) (R*=0.40)
Predictors b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
MPI (Poverty) -58.20%(24.60) -51.69*%(24.87)  -70.0***(11.73)  -62.99%**(13.19)
Democracy 0.68 (1.84) 1.10 (1.12)
GDP <.001 (<.001) <.001 (<.001)
Population <.001 (.002) <.001 (.001)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
(R*=0.18) (R=0.33) (R*>=0.12) (R=045)
Predictors b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
Gini (Inequality) -1.08%** (0.22) -0.90%**(0.21) -0.76***(0.19) -0.59%**(0.16)
Democracy 3.04***(0.81) 4.62%%%(0.58)
GDP <.001 (<.001) <.001 (<.001)
Population <.001 (.001) <.001 (<.001)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
(R*=0.36) (R=041) (R*=0.53) (R*=0.57)
Predictors b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
HDI (Human Development)  96.10%**(12.50) 94.23*%%(16.08)  85.20***(7.28) 69.33%*%(9.76)
Democracy 0.73 (0.91) 1.92%%(0.66)
GDP <.001 (<.001) <.001 (<.001)
Population .002*(.001) .001 (<.001)

Note. *p <.05. **p <.01. ***p <.001. While it is theoretically plausible that inequality moderates links between
poverty and future-oriented outcomes, country-level poverty, inequality, and human development indicators are
highly collinear and partly overlapping in content. In Study 1, adding interaction terms would therefore introduce
substantial multicollinearity and undermine interpretability given the country sample size; we accordingly pre-
registered, and present, separate models for each indicator. We address the question of moderation at the individual
level in Study 2.

Study 2

Study 1 provides evidence that national levels of poverty and inequality are associated
with lower national levels of concern for future welfare. To move beyond the national level of
analysis, and to enable inferences about individual-level psychology, we next examined whether
individual variation in subjective Socioeconomic Status (SES) predicts greater personal feelings
of obligation to protect future generations, even if doing so comes at a personal expense. In
Study 2, we analyzed nationally representative data from 34 different countries and regions,
spanning four different Eurobarometer surveys.

Methods
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Participants. A total of 123,502 participants (66,254 female, Mage=47.70, SDage=12.01)
were surveyed. In total, 34 nations/regions from Europe were included across the four surveys.

Measures. Study 2 sought to examine whether personal socioeconomic status (SES), an
indicator of personal levels of affluence, also predicts intergenerational concern, and whether this
association is moderated by national indicators of inequality and human development. Seeking to
test this research question robustly, we used nationally-representative data collected by previous
Eurobarometer surveys that included measures of SES and intergenerational concern. Thus, we
conducted secondary analyses on cross-sectional data from four rounds of the Eurobarometer
(European Union, 2024): Eurobarometer 72.4 (October-November 2009), Eurobarometer 73.4
(May 2010), Eurobarometer 72.2 (November-December 2010), and Eurobarometer 75.3 (May
2011). We note that while we choose to use subjective SES as our primary measure to capture
the spectrum of poverty to affluence, as our primary interest was in how people perceive their
position in the social and material hierarchy, subjective SES is not isomorphic with income or
poverty (Cundiff & Matthews, 2017; Tan et al., 2020). As such, we also present corresponding
models using income instead of subjective SES in the Supplemental Materials for Study 3 in the
SOM. Notably in Study 2, such a measure was not included in the dataset.

Concern for future generations was captured with a single item: “We need to reform to
benefit future generations even if that means making some sacrifices now.” Responses were
captured on a 4-point Likert scale (1=completely disagree, 4=completely agree). Subjective
socioeconomic status (SES) was measured with a single item, “On the following scale, step ‘1’
corresponds to ‘the lowest level in the society’; step ‘10’ corresponds to ‘the highest level in the
society.” Could you tell me on which step you would place yourself?”. Age was measured in
years, and gender was measured with two categories (male and female). Political ideology was

measured with a 10-point Likert scale ranging from 1= Left to 10=Right. National-level scores
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for Long Term Orientation (LTO), Intergenerational Solidarity (ISI), Human Development
(HDI), Inequality (Gini), democracy, GDP, and population size were obtained in Study 1. Study
2 was not pre-registered.

Results

Analyses (random intercept multilevel models with participants nested in countries) noted
that subjective SES positively predicted obligation to protect future generations (b=0.047, 95%
C.I1. [0.038, 0.056], p<.001). Thus, consistent with our expectations and the national level
findings from Study 1, individuals’ levels of poverty or affluence within a country appear to be
associated with their personal sense of obligation to safeguard future welfare through present
sacrifice. As such, it’s likely that conditions of scarcity associated with poverty, which are
known to constrain farsighted personal planning (Ahl et al., 2024; Elbaek et al., 2021; Fehr et al.,
2019; Haushofer & Fehr, 2014), may also constrain planning for the future of society.

However, people do not exist in a vacuum but in societies where the wealth of others is
often visible. Importantly, significant variability (an /CC of 0.07 or 7%) in individual-level
obligation was attributable to country-level differences (e.g., levels of inequality between
nations). Considering this, we estimated exploratory models to examine whether the effect of
socioeconomic status (SES) on the obligation to protect future generations might vary depending
on national levels of inequality (measured by the Gini coefficient) and human development
(again, used as a measure of national development that tracks strongly and negatively with
distributional inequality, measured by the Human Development Index or HDI).

The effect of SES on the outcome was moderated by country-level inequality as
expressed by the Gini coefficient. Intriguingly, and perhaps counterintuitively, SES was more-
strongly related to obligation in countries with lower inequality (i.e., greater equality; Table 3

and Figure 2). Although counterintuitive, this finding aligns with prior research suggesting that



POVERTY AND CONCERN FOR THE FUTURE 26

inequality, especially for the wealthy, can paradoxically exacerbate self-interested behavior and
limit other-oriented generosity (Coté et al., 2015; Coté & Willer, 2020; Jetten et al., 2017). The
effect of SES and its interaction with national levels of inequality remained statistically
significant even when controlling for age, gender, political ideology, democracy, GDP, and
population size, as well as the interactions between these controls and inequality. So, while SES
is positively associated with intergenerational obligation, this relationship is stronger in countries
with lower levels of inequality, conditions under which prior research suggests the affluent tend
to be more generous (Coté et al., 2015; Jetten et al., 2017; Martinangeli & Windsteiger, 2024).
Notably, however, the effect of SES on the outcome was not moderated by levels of human
development (b=0.08, 95% C.I. [-0.12, 0.29]), perhaps because human development
encompasses more than merely economic inequality alone (e.g., human life expectancy,

education levels).
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Figure 2.
Interaction of country-level Gini with personal SES predicting obligation to protect future

generations (OFG)
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Note. Line graph displaying the predicted relationship between SES and OFG at high, low and average levels of
inequality (Gini coefficient). SES was standardized to range from -5 to +5 and the y-axis is truncated to ease

readability. The relationship between subjective SES and personal OFG was stronger in countries with lower versus
higher levels of inequality.

Table 3.

Cross-level interaction mixed linear regression models for the SES*Gini interaction

Model 3: Cross-level

Model 1: Cross-level Model 2: Cross-level . . ,
interaction, covariates, and

interaction interaction and covariates . . -
Interaction covariates

Predictor b [95% C.1] b [95% C.1] b [95% C.1]
SES 0.05%**1.04, .06] 0.05%** .04, .06] 0.05*** [.04, .06]
Gini -0.02 [-.02 .01] 0.001 [-.02, .02] -0.01 [-.03, .02]
SES*Gini -0.003*** [-.01, -.001]  -0.002*** [-.003, -.001] -0.002* [-.004, -.0002]
Political Ideology 0.01***1.007, .01] 0.01***.007, .01]
Age 0.001*** [.001, .002] 0.001*** [.001, .002]
Gender -0.04*** [-.05, -.03] -0.04*** [-.05, -.03]
Democracy Index 0.08 [-.01, .17] 0.07 [-.02, .15]
Gross Domestic Product <.001 [-.0001, .00001] <-.001 [-.00003, .00002]
Population 0.001 [-.0003, .001] <.001 [-.001, .001]
Political Ideology*Gini <.001 [-.0004, .0007]
Age*Gini <.001 [-.00006, .00008]
Gender*Gini 0.002 [-.0006, .004]
Democracy Index*Gini -0.02 [-.04, .01]
Gross Domestic Product*Gini <.001 [-.000005, .00001]
Population*Gini <-.001 [-.0002, .0001]

Note. * p<.01, ** p<.01, *** p<.001.
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Study 3
Study 1 shows that nations with greater poverty and inequality exhibit lower investments
in future welfare, suggesting that reducing present-day disparities may bolster long-term societal
capacity to address existential risks. However, these findings were limited to the national level.
Shifting to individual psychology, Study 2 analyzed Eurobarometer data from 34 countries and
found that higher subjective SES predicted stronger obligations to future generations, especially
in more equal societies (see Supplemental Materials).

Study 3 (pre-registered: https://aspredicted.org/RJ2 JJ1) extended these findings in a

U.S. sample using a behavioral economic game measuring intergenerational generosity. It tested
whether real-world SES predicts giving to future others, and it did so while simultaneously
manipulating situational resource constraints and the salience of unequal distributions within the
task. Conceptually, we designed the study to mirror the individual-level and contextual
components of the cross-level interaction tests from Study 2, but in a way that also helps clarify
mechanism. Because structural poverty and inequality cannot be experimentally assigned, Study
3 pairs measured, chronic economic standing (subjective SES) with two experimental
manipulations that capture more proximal features often implicated in structural disadvantage: a
Resource Endowment manipulation intended to approximate immediate differences in material
resources available for allocation (a situational analogue of the resource scarcity part and parcel
of poverty), and a Distributional Awareness manipulation intended to vary whether unequal
allocations were made explicit in the decision context (an inequality-salience manipulation). Put
differently, this design allows us to assess whether intergenerational giving is better explained by
chronic, structural economic position, by immediate material constraints and inequality salience,
or by a combination of the two. This approach is especially important given recent evidence that

brief scarcity primes often produce smaller and less reliable downstream psychological effects
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than chronic material hardship, making it valuable to test measured economic standing alongside
tightly controlled situational constraints (Camerer et al., 2018; O’Donnell et al., 2021; Shah et
al., 2019).

Finally, we also measured personal endorsement of longtermist ethics, since existing
research on intergenerational beneficence (Anthis & Paez, 2021; Syropoulos, Law, Amormino,
et al., 2024; Wade-Benzoni & Tost, 2009) has almost exclusively emphasized “within-person”
attitudinal and value-based predictors of consequential future-oriented behaviors (e.g.,
donations). Beliefs in alignment with longtermist ethics, often captured using the Impartial
Intergenerational Beneficence Inventory (Syropoulos, Law, Kraft-Todd, & Young, 2025) or
similar measures of moral attitudes (Coleman & DeSteno, 2024; Keij & van Meurs, 2023; Pack
et al., 2024), have become especially prominent in recent psychological work and public
discourse (Fisher, 2023) as a proposed driver of willingness to prioritize the far future. By
pairing this measure with subjective SES and experimental manipulations of resource availability
and inequality salience, we can assess whether structural and situational economic factors
contribute uniquely to intergenerational giving, beyond the belief-based drivers that have
received most empirical attention.

Methods
Participants

We recruited 1,260 participants from Prolific based on an a priori power analysis
conducted using G*Power (Faul et al., 2007). The analysis assumed a 6-group design, a small
effect size (= 0.10), and 80% power, which would allow detection of the main effect of
Distributional Awareness (1 numerator degree of freedom), as well as the main effect of
Resource Endowment and the interaction term in a 3x2 ANOVA (each with 2 degrees of

freedom). We rounded the sample size up from 1,200 to 1,260 to account for potential exclusions
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and to ensure adequate power for detecting smaller effects (e.g., d = 0.20) in pairwise
comparisons. Six additional participants completed the survey but did not submit it for
remuneration and were thus included in the final sample. After excluding participants with
duplicate IP addresses (N = 2), the final analytic sample consisted of 1,264 participants, of whom
669 (53%) identified as female and 562 (45%) as male. The majority of participants were White
American (N = 945), with 153 identifying as Black or African American and 142 as Asian or
Asian American. The average age was 42.5 years (SD = 13.15).

Materials and Design

Participants took part in a resource allocation game where they first received points
convertible to USD at a fixed rate. They could then choose to donate any portion of their points
to a charity benefiting future generations, keeping the remainder for themselves. Specifically,
participants were informed that they could “donate to organizations (i.e., charities) that engage in
work that seeks to protect future generations.”

Prior to the resource allocation game, participants were randomly assigned to situational
economic framing conditions that reflect key constraints associated with poverty and inequality
by manipulating (1) their available resources (i.e., the amount of money they could donate or
keep, ranging from $5 to $20) and (2) the salience of unequal distributions by varying whether
participants were explicitly informed that other participants received more, less, or the same
amount as they did in a 3 (Resource Endowment: $5, $10, $20) x 2 (Distributional Awareness:
Aware vs. Unaware of unequal distributions) design (see Table S3 in the Supplementary
Materials for specific instructions). We refer to these factors as Resource Endowment and
Distributional Awareness because they operationalize resource availability and inequality
salience within the game rather than broader structural poverty and inequality. That is, we do not

suggest that these brief manipulations reproduce the chronic realities of poverty or inequality, but
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rather sought to examine whether even these relatively subtle situational constraints are sufficient
to shape intergenerational allocations, or if instead, long-term economic conditions (i.e., actual
perceived levels of economic standing) play a more central role.

To ensure that our behavioral measure of intergenerational generosity was consequential,
participants were provided veridical instructions that 10 randomly-selected individuals would
earn the portion of their points they chose to keep as a bonus, while the remaining points would
be donated by the research team. We included two manipulation checks assessing participants’
awareness of (a) their own point endowment and (b) whether others received the same amount or
more/less than them. Excluding the subset of participants who missed either check did not
change the results reported below (see Supplementary Materials for analyses conducted on only
those who passed both checks).

Measures. In addition to making an allocation decision in the game described above,
participants reported their subjective SES and personal beliefs in alignment with the ethics
espoused within longtermist philosophy. Subjective socioeconomic status (SES) was measured
with a single item, “On the following scale, step ‘1’ corresponds to ‘the lowest level in the
society’; step ‘10’ corresponds to ‘the highest level in the society.” Could you tell me on which
step you would place yourself?”.

Endorsement of longtermist ethical principles was measured using the Impartial
Intergenerational Beneficence Inventory (IIBI; Syropoulos, Law, Kraft-Todd, & Young, 2025).
The IIBI consists of seven items, each rated across four future timeframes (i.e., 1,000, 10,000,
100,000, and 1,000,000 years) yielding 28 total responses per participant. Items assess the belief
that we can, and should, take action to positively influence the long-term future to protect
generations yet to come, even when doing so requires present-day sacrifice. Responses were

recorded on slider scales ranging from 0 (“strongly disagree”) to 100 (“strongly agree”).
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Following prior work with this scale, we computed an average score across all timeframes (M =
57.34, SD = 28.14, a = .98), which served as our primary metric of endorsement for longtermist
ethics. Also in line with prior scoring conventions, we additionally computed a dichotomous
measure to capture impartial levels of endorsement that remain high regardless of timeframe.
This secondary measure and its associations with key outcomes are reported in the
Supplementary Materials.
Hypotheses

We hypothesized that participants with larger resource endowments in the allocation
game would donate more to a future-oriented charity in absolute terms, as having more resources
means having more to give. However, we made competing predictions regarding the proportion
of their endowment they would donate. On the one hand, research shows that low-resource
environments in economic games can lead to risk aversion and nearsighted decision-making as
strategies for conserving resources (Kidd et al., 2013), suggesting that participants with fewer
resources might donate proportionately less. On the other hand, research suggests that risk
aversion and nearsighted decision-making are more commonly associated with chronic
experiences of poverty than with situational economic scarcity (Haushofer & Fehr, 2014).
Additionally, other studies suggest that resource scarcity can sometimes predict greater
generosity (Pittarello et al., 2023). Thus, we also considered the possibility that participants with
smaller endowments might not donate proportionately less than those with larger endowments in
this situational context. Nonetheless, we hypothesized that greater real-world SES would be
associated with donating proportionately more.
Results

First, to explore the effect of real-world structural economic factors on intergenerational

generosity, we mirrored the analytical approach from Study 2, estimating a random intercept
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multilevel model with participants nested in U.S. states. Consistent with our predictions, and
with our earlier findings regarding intergenerational obligation from Study 2, real-world
subjective SES positively predicted the relative amount donated to a future-oriented charity (i.e.,
the amount participants donated divided by the amount they were allotted) across experimental
conditions in Study 3 (b = 0.020, 95% CI[0.010, 0.030], p <.001). However, due to either
consistently high inequality across the U.S. or the non-representative nature of the sample, state-
level factors explained little variation (/CC = 0.002). Consequently, we did not explore whether
state-level factors (e.g., Gini coefficients) influenced these results.

With respect to patterns of intergenerational generosity across the experimental
conditions manipulating situational economic framings within the resource allocation game, a 3
(Resource Endowment: $5, $10, $20) by 2 (Distributional Awareness: Aware vs. Unaware of
unequal distributions) between-subjects ANOVA was estimated. In line with our predictions, for
the total amount donated, the omnibus effect was significant (F(5,1258) = 52.69, p < .001, #°,=
0.173). However, no significant effect of Distributional Awareness (F(1,1258) =3.02, p =.082)
nor the interaction between Distributional Awareness and Resource Endowment (F(2,1258) =
1.42, p = .242) was noted’. Resource Endowment had a significant effect in the predicted
direction (F(2,1258) = 128.79, p < .001, 5, =0.170). Namely, post-hoc comparisons adjusted
with a Bonferroni correction suggested participants in the $20 condition donated more resources
than those in the $10 and $5 endowment conditions, and that participants in the $10 endowment
condition donated significantly more than those in the $5 endowment condition across levels of

Distributional Awareness (see Figure 3a).

3 We predicted that participants with $5 or $10 endowments who were aware of unequal resource distributions
would donate less, both in absolute terms and relative to their endowment, compared to those who were unaware.
We did not make specific predictions for the effect of Distributional Awareness at the $20 endowment level.
Moreover, this null interaction held when excluding participants who failed manipulation checks, suggesting that the
absence of an interaction is unlikely to reflect a failure to induce distributional awareness.
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However, for the amount donated relative to one’s total allotment of resource points, the
omnibus effect was not significant (¥(5,1258) = 0.69, p = .632). Further, no significant effect of
Distributional Awareness (F(1,1258) = 1.93, p = .165), Resource Endowment (F(2,1258) = 0.01,
p = .995) nor their interaction (F(2,1258) = 0.75, p = .471) was noted (see Figure 3b). These
findings suggest that, while structural influences of real-world SES predict actual behaviors to
help protect future generations, situational economic framings targeting the availability of
resources to donate in an allocation game and participants’ awareness of distributional inequality
in the same context only limit intergenerational contributions to the extent that having fewer
resources means having fewer to give. In other words, these one-shot economic framings do not
affect intrinsic generosity, as the relative amounts donated did not differ across manipulated
Resource Endowment levels and remained consistent regardless of participants’ awareness of
unequal resource allocations. These findings mirror recent evidence (Camerer et al., 2018;
O’Donnell et al., 2021; Shah et al., 2019) that short-term manipulations intended to prime
scarcity produce smaller effects on temporal orientations than once assumed, and smaller effects
than those associated with chronic lived experience of scarcity. Together, this pattern highlights
both the need for stronger causal approaches to studying poverty- and inequality-related
psychological processes and the likelihood that many such effects emerge from sustained,

cumulative exposure rather than brief situational conditions.
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Figure 3

Total and relative amount donated across conditions of manipulated resource endowment and

distributional awareness in the resource allocation game
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Finally, we simultaneously regressed donations in the resource allocation game (both
total and relative amounts donated) on real-world SES, manipulated levels of Resource
Endowment, and participants’ scores on the IIBI (capturing personal endorsement of longtermist
ethical principles). As illustrated in Table 4, real-world SES significantly predicted both total and
relative amounts donated, even when controlling for experimentally manipulated resource
endowments and pre-existing beliefs about intergenerational ethics. Notably, and in line with our

predictions, ethical beliefs also accounted for unique variance in the relative amount donated,
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highlighting their distinct role in shaping intergenerational generosity even when taking into
account structural and situational economic factors. The influence of Distributional Awareness
was not accounted for in these models given no effects were observed above.

Table 4

Linear regression models predicting the total and relative amount donated to charities

protecting future generations

Total Amount Donated Relative Amount Donated
(R?=0.21) (R2=0.07)
Predictors b 95% C.I. B b 95% C.I. B
SES 2. 11%** 0.90, 3.33 0.09 0.02%** 0.01,0.03 0.11
Resource Endowment 20.65%** 18.11, 23.19 0.40 -0.003 -0.02, 0.02 -0.01
Endorsement of 0.30%** 0.23,0.38 0.20 .002*** 0.002, 0.003 0.23

Longtermist Ethics (IIBI)

Note. * p<.001. Resource endowment was coded as -1=$5 Endowment, 0=$10 Endowment, 1=$20 Endowment.
General Discussion

Here we find evidence that two of humanity’s most urgent present-day challenges—
poverty and income inequality—are related to concern for and investments in safeguarding far-
future welfare at both national and individual psychological levels. Study 1 (k = 144 countries
across the globe) reveals that poorer and more unequal nations score lower on indices of concern
for future welfare and tangible public-policy actions addressing the challenges of tomorrow.
Study 2 (Europe participants, N = 123,502 subjects) and Study 3 (U.S. participants, N = 1,264
subjects) replicate and extend these findings at the individual level, revealing that subjective
Socioeconomic Status (SES) predicts a greater sense of obligation to sacrifice for the betterment
of future lives (Study 2) and to donate more to a future-oriented charity (Study 3). Moreover, we
find that the relationship between poverty and concern for the future is especially pronounced in
nations with lesser economic inequality, conditions which prior research has found to cultivate
generosity among the affluent (Coté et al., 2015; Coté & Willer, 2020; Martinangeli &

Windsteiger, 2024).
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Extreme formulations of longtermist philosophy (Greaves & MacAskill, 2019) have
shaped public and academic debate by framing intergenerational ethics as a zero-sum tradeoff,
where protecting the future is seen as coming at the cost of present needs (Crary, 2023; Emba,
2022; Fisher, 2023; Law, Syropoulos, Young, et al., 2024). This framing risks undermining
support for the farsighted policies needed to secure long-term (Gonzalez-Ricoy & Gosseries,
2016; Lawrence, 2021). Yet our findings suggest present- and future-oriented concerns need not
be at odds. Addressing poverty and inequality today may in fact foster greater individual concern
societal capacity to safeguard the future, complementing rather than competing with long-term
aims.

Furthermore, our findings advance growing bodies of research across psychology
(Coleman & DeSteno, 2024; Hauser et al., 2014; Law, Syropoulos, Coleman, Gainsburg, et al.,
2024; Law, Syropoulos, O’Connor, et al., 2024; Law, Syropoulos, Young, et al., 2024;
Syropoulos, Law, & Young, 2024b) and behavioral economics (Henderson & Bateman, 1995;
Wade-Benzoni, 1999, 2008, 2017; Wade-Benzoni & Tost, 2009) investigating the forces that
constrain and expand intergenerational beneficence. These domains of inquiry have largely
focused on factors within individuals (Law, Syropoulos, Coleman, Gainsburg, et al., 2024;
Wright et al., 2020). We add a new perspective on this work, (1) showing that systemic
conditions of poverty and inequality can have downstream consequences for psychological
phenomena with large-scale societal consequences and (2) by connecting the research on
intergenerational beneficence to the disparate literatures on Scarcity Theory (de Bruijn &
Antonides, 2022; Fehr et al., 2019; Haushofer & Fehr, 2014) and relative deprivation (Jetten et
al., 2015; Walker & Pettigrew, 1984).

Prior research shows that poverty and inequality shape how people plan for the future (de

Bruijn & Antonides, 2022; Fehr et al., 2019; Haushofer & Fehr, 2014) and treat distant others
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(Jetten, 2019; Jetten et al., 2015; Sdnchez-Rodriguez et al., 2019), narrowing temporal horizons
and reducing generosity toward outgroups. While such tendencies can be adaptive in conditions
of scarcity and uncertainty (Kidd et al., 2013), we find that these systemic economic forces not
only limit long-term personal planning and generosity toward socially distant present-day others,
but also predict reduced concern for and investment in the future of society. As global poverty
and inequality rise (Chancel et al., 2021; UNDP, 2023; World Bank, 2024), this may jeopardize
support for actions needed to mitigate existential threats (Gonzalez-Ricoy & Gosseries, 2016;
United Nations, 2021), threatening not only today’s well-being but the welfare of future
generations.

To summarize, our findings, which include metrics capturing real-world indicators of
poverty (MPI scores, SES) and inequality (Gini coefficients, HDI scores as a proxy measure;
Study 1 and Study 2), suggest that both factors relate to national and individual indicators of
intergenerational concern and generosity. The results from Study 3 (N = 1,264 crowd-sourced
Americans) extend those from Study 2 and provide deeper insight into these associations at the
psychological level. Real-world SES predicts greater behavioral donations to a future-oriented
charity in a resource allocation game. Notably, SES remains a significant predictor of farsighted
generosity even when accounting for experimentally manipulated situational economic framings
of resource availability and awareness of distributional inequality and pre-existing beliefs within
the context of prevailing intergenerational ethical discourse. In contrast, the situational framings
themselves showed little evidence of shifting generosity, especially when generosity was indexed
as the proportion of one’s endowment donated. This pattern suggests that the link between
economic conditions and intergenerational generosity reflects more than immediate resource
constraints, brief increases in inequality salience, or ethical attitudes alone. It also fits with recent

high-powered replication efforts in the scarcity literature, which indicate that short-term scarcity
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manipulations yield smaller and less reliable downstream psychological effects than originally
proposed, with the most consistent effect being increased borrowing or resource-taking to meet
present needs (Camerer et al., 2018; O’Donnell et al., 2021; Shah et al., 2019). In that light, the
stronger associations we observe for real-world SES may reflect the cumulative, high-stakes
conditions that often accompany chronic hardship, including sustained stress, uncertainty, and
repeated tradeoffs that can narrow attention toward immediate needs and away from longer-
horizon sacrifice (Fehr et al., 2019; Haushofer & Fehr, 2014). As such, addressing poverty and
inequality may help create the psychological and material conditions that support future-oriented
thinking and generosity, while also carrying immediate benefits for the current population.
Future research seeking to establish directional causality and elucidate the precise
mechanisms that support relationships between economic factors with intergenerational attitudes
and actions can look to more realistically simulate conditions of poverty and inequality in the
laboratory. One potential avenue through which this may be achieved is by creating conditions
under which resources in economic games carry more substantial significance. For instance, by
collecting a fixed amount of resources from participants’ endowments to simulate costs of living
and personal expenses, effects more consistent with the observed associations between real-
world economic indicators and intergenerational generosity may be observed even in a controlled
laboratory environment. More immersive imaginative (Berntsen & Rubin, 2024; Liu & Szpunar,
2023), Al-guided (van Berkel et al., 2022), or virtual reality-based (Ganschow et al., 2021)
interventions, which have been shown to robustly impact perspective taking, may also prove
fruitful in better eliciting laboratory experiences that more closely resemble the experience of
poverty and inequality in the real world. Nonetheless, poverty and inequality are chronic
conditions brought on by the enduring stress and scarcity associated with living day-to-day with

fewer resources than needed to live comfortably. Study 3 not only highlights the association
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between real-world structural economic hardship and intergenerational generosity but
emphasizes the importance of measuring economic hardship—and its downstream consequences—
in real-world settings. In this regard, the most viable avenue to isolate causal mechanisms may
be to measure real-world personal socioeconomic indicators and intergenerational outcomes in
large-scale longitudinal designs.

While SES accounted for variance in intergenerational generosity above and beyond
longtermist ethical values, our findings do suggest some promise in personally held ethical
positions as a protective factor against the relationship between poverty and intergenerational
generosity. Specifically, participants in Study 3 who expressed greater endorsement of the
intergenerational ethical positions espoused within longtermist philosophy donated substantially
more both overall and relative to their endowment of resource points. This effect emerged across
experimental conditions targeting situational economic framings and even when accounting for
real-world SES. Prior research has shown that longtermism beliefs are flexible and can be
manipulated through laboratory interventions (Syropoulos, Law, & Young, 2024b), in turn
influencing intergenerational concern and farsighted protective behaviors for the benefit of
society. Further research can be conducted to examine whether similar interventions can serve to
mitigate the effects elucidated in the present research.

While increasing farsighted ethical values might help mitigate the impact of economic
hardship on intergenerational generosity, it does not address the core issue—real people are
already suffering from resource scarcity in the present (Chancel et al., 2021; Singer, 2016). We
do not suggest that people who are suffering economic hardship should bear the burden of
safeguarding future welfare. Indeed, poverty and inequality are systemic issues that people are
often born into (Haushofer & Fehr, 2014; Nations, 2024a; UNDP, 2023). Rather, we suggest that

poverty is not merely an issue that faces the present, but an intergenerational issue. As such, we
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suggest that focusing on immediate alleviation of poverty and resource scarcity may carry
additional longer-term benefits, perhaps creating a foundation where intergenerational concern
can naturally flourish. In this manner, addressing poverty and inequality in the present can be
both an intra- and intergenerational solution, fostering a more thriving, generous, and future-
oriented society.
Limitations

Beyond the strengths of the present investigation, several questions remain open for
future research. First, limited concern for the future of humanity may also directionally predict
psychological conditions that perpetuate poverty. Research has linked limited consideration of
one’s personal future to economic hardship later in life (Hershfield, 2011; Joireman, 1999; Law,
Syropoulos, Coleman, & Young, 2024). Future studies could manipulate intergenerational
concern and examine downstream consequences on farsighted, self-protective behaviors
consistent with financial prudence. Additionally, while this research focuses on indicators of
culturally held beliefs (e.g., Long Term Orientation; Bearden et al., 2006; Intergenerational
Solidarity; McQuilkin, 2018), these features were examined at the national level, which does not
allow for inferences to be made about individuals’ psychological orientations. However, Study 1
demonstrates that even at the national level, structural dimensions like poverty and inequality are
intertwined with long-term societal concern. Nonetheless, we do not interpret these findings as
evidence of national psychological dispositions. Instead, Studies 2 and 3 provide complementary
evidence that similar relationships manifest at the individual level, helping to clarify the potential
psychological processes at play while avoiding ecological fallacy.

Future research should explore how the present relationships observed at the individual
level (i.e., in Studies 2 and 3) vary across cultural dimensions. For instance, it’s possible that

people in cultures emphasizing collectivism (Booysen et al., 2021) or intergenerational
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stewardship (Bergstrom et al., 2003) might not show the same degree of relatedness between
economic factors and intergenerational duty. Finally, while we employed globally diverse
samples, further insights can be gained by replicating the present findings in larger, nationally
representative samples within countries. This approach will allow for a better assessment of how
poverty interacts with varying levels of inequality at the regional level within societies.
Conclusion

In conclusion, as global poverty intensifies and the divide between rich and poor deepens,
future existential risks loom increasingly large on the temporal horizon (Chancel et al., 2021;
MacAskill, 2022). Urgent collective action by people and nations will be needed to steer
humanity’s course for the better. Our findings reveal that these challenges are interconnected
across levels of analysis. The downside is that worsening poverty and inequality today may yield
greater hardship in the future. However, this interconnectedness also suggests that addressing
poverty and inequality now may help pave the way for a brighter future. We therefore propose
that poverty and inequality be treated as intergenerational issues, and encourage researchers,
policymakers, and the public to adopt an intergenerational lens when seeking solutions. By
confronting the most pressing problems of the present, we may also cultivate deeper concern for

improving the future for generations to come.
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Study 1 Supplementary Online Materials

Table S1

Regression models accounting for geographic similarity (spatial autocorrelations) between

countries, predicting Intergenerational Concern from measures of poverty, inequality, and

human development, with and without controlling for possible confounding covariates of

democracy, GDP and population size.

Long Term Orientation

Intergenerational Solidarity

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
(Pseudo R*=0.31) (Pseudo R*=0.37) (Pseudo R>=0.36) (Pseudo R?=0.42)
Predictors b (SE; p) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
MPI (Poverty) -55.24 (29.04; .057)  -48.43 (29.21;.097) -64.99 (20.06;.001)  -48.09 (21.02; .022)
Democracy 0.37 (1.93; .850) 1.72 (1.50; .251)
GDP 0.00 (0.00; .155) 0.00 (0.00; .105)
Population -0.00 (0.00; .686) -0.00 (0.00; .441)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
(Pseudo R*=0.27) (Pseudo R*=0.41) (Pseudo R>=0.27) (Pseudo R*=0.39)
Predictors b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
Gini (Inequality) -0.55(0.41; .184) -0.94 (0.39; .016) 0.25 (0.34; .467) -0.24 (0.33; .474)
Democracy 3.37 (2.00; .092) 3.23 (1.58; .042)
GDP 0.00 (0.00; .013) 0.00 (0.00; .018)
Population -0.00 (0.00; .283) -0.00 (0.00; .158)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
(Pseudo R*=0.38) (Pseudo R?=0.43) (Pseudo R*=0.42) (Pseudo R*=0.46)
Predictors b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
HDI (Human Development) 88.50 (29.87; .003) 84.64 (32.10; .008)  83.24(21.29;<.001)  73.66 (22.91; .001)
Democracy -0.36 (1.87; .846) 1.23 (1.47; .401)
GDP 0.00 (0.00; .490) 0.00 (0.00; .397)
Population 0.00 (0.00; .797) 0.00 (0.00; .972)

Note. Pseudo R? Type = Nagelkerke.
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Study 2 Supplementary Online Materials

Table S2

Mixed linear regression models predicting obligation to future generations

Predictors (in separate models) b (SE)

SES 0.05*** 10.04, 0.06]
Gini -0.01 [-0.02, 0.01]
Democracy Index 0.06 [-0.003, 0.12]
Gross Domestic Product -0.00 [-0.00, 0.00]
Population -0.00 [-0.00, 0.00]
HDI 1.34[-0.17,2.87]

Note. *p <.05. **p <.01. ***p <.001.
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Study 3 Supplementary Online Materials

Overview of Situational Economic Framing Conditions
Table S3 provides a detailed description of instructions for each of the economic framing
conditions.
Table S3
Overview of the six experimental conditions targeting situational economic framings in the

context of the resource allocation game.

Economic Framing Condition Total Potential ~ Point Instructions for Distributional Awareness

Points  Bonus value
Aware of Unequal 50 $5 $0.10 NOT everyone participating in study is given 50 resource points. 1/3 of
Distribution + $5 participants were given 100 resource points ($10). Another 1/3 was given
Endowment 200 resource points ($20). This places you in the group that has the least
(N=216) resource points.
Aware of Unequal 100 $10 $0.10  NOT everyone participating in study is given 100 resource points. 1/3 of
Distribution + $10 participants were given 50 resource points ($5). Another 1/3 was given
Endowment 200 points ($20). This places you in the group that is in the middle (i.e.,
(N=205) you don't have the least or the most resource points).
Aware of Unequal 200 $20 $0.10  NOT everyone participating in study is given 200 resource points. 1/3 of
Distribution + $20 participants were given 50 resource points ($5). Another 1/3 was given
Endowment 100 points ($10). This places you in the group with the most resource
(N=209) points.
Unaware of Unequal 50 $5 $0.10 Everyone participating in study is given 50 resource points ($5)
Distribution + $5
Endowment (N=215)
Unaware of Unequal 100 $10 $0.10 Everyone participating in study is given 100 resource points ($10)
Distribution + $10
Endowment (N=208)
Unaware of Unequal 200 $20 $0.10 Everyone participating in study is given 200 resource points ($20)

Distribution + $20
Endowment (N=211)
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Post-Hoc Comparisons for Effects of Situational Economic Framing Condition on Donation
Amount

Table S4 highlights the means and standard deviations for each condition.
Table S4

Post-hoc comparisons with Bonferroni corrections

Total Donation Relative Donation

Condition N M SD M SD
Aware + $5 216 13.98 15.01 0.28 0.30
Aware + $10 205 29.72 30.66 0.30 0.31
Aware + $20 209 60.29 58.61 0.30 0.29
Unaware + $5 215 14.21 15.53 0.28 0.31
Unaware + $10 208 26.44 30.47 0.26 0.30
Unaware + $20 211 51.64 57.00 0.26 0.29

Table S5 offers an overview of all possible post-hoc comparisons. Overall, we observe a
pattern of results which suggests that participants in a condition with more resource points
tended to donate more to the charity protecting future generations.

Table S5
Post-hoc comparisons with Bonferroni corrections for total amount donated by each economic

framing condition

Group 1 Group 2 Comparison Cohen’s d
Unaware + $20 Unaware + $10 t=6.67*%* 0.55
Unaware + $20 Unaware + $5 t=9.99%** 0.90
Unaware + $20 Aware + $20 t=-2.29 -0.15
Unaware + $20 Aware + $10 t=578%** 0.48
Unaware + $20 Aware + $5 t=10.06%** 0.91
Unaware + $10 Unaware + $5 t=3.25% 0.51
Unaware + $10 Aware + $20 t=08.94 -0.72
Unaware + $10 Aware + $10 t=-0.86 -0.11
Unaware + $10 Aware + $5 t=331% 0.52
Unaware + $5 Aware + $20 t=-12.27 -1.08
Unaware + $5 Aware + $10 t=-4.11%%* -0.64
Unaware + $5 Aware + $5 t=0.06 0.02
Aware + $20 Aware + $10 t=8.04%** 0.65
Aware + $20 Aware + $5 t=12.34%%* 1.09
Aware + $10 Aware + $5 t=4.17%** 0.66

Note. * p <.05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001.
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Analyses Excluding Participants Who Missed Manipulation Checks

We included two manipulation checks, which asked participants to indicate how many
points they received, and whether other participants received the same points, or received more
or less than them. Across both manipulation checks, a total of 137 participants answered
incorrectly. However, as described below, removing these participants did not alter our results.
Thus, we retained these participants in our sample.

For both outcomes (relative and total amount donated) a 2 (distributional awareness:
aware vs. unaware of unequal distributions) by 3 (resource endowment: $5, $10, $20) between-
subjects ANOVA was estimated. For the total amount donated, the omnibus effect was
significant (F(5,1121) =47.69, p <.001, n*, = 0.175). No significant effect of distributional
awareness (F(1,1121) =3.02, p = .082) or distributional awareness*resource endowment
interaction (F(2,1121) = 1.60, p = .202) was noted. However, resource endowment had a
significant effect (F(2,1258) = 116.10, p <.001, n*p= 0.171). Post-hoc comparisons adjusted
with a Bonferroni correction suggested that the $20 condition scored significantly higher than the
$10 and $5 conditions, and that the $10 condition scored significantly higher than the $5
condition, regardless of the distributional awareness condition (see Table S6).

Table S6
Post-hoc comparisons with Bonferroni corrections for total amount donated by each economic

framing condition

Group 1 Group 2 Comparison Cohen’s d
Unaware + $20 Unaware + $10 t=6.49%** 0.57
Unaware + $20 Unaware + $5 t=938%** 0.90
Unaware + $20 Aware + $20 t=-2.20 -0.15
Unaware + $20 Aware + $10 t=5.59%%* 0.49
Unaware + $20 Aware + $5 t=9.55%%* 0.92
Unaware + $10 Unaware + $5 t=2.93 0.47
Unaware + $10 Aware + $20 t=-8.74%%* -0.75
Unaware + $10 Aware + $10 t=-0.72 -0.09
Unaware + $10 Aware + $5 t=3.19*% 0.52
Unaware + $5 Aware + $20 t=-11.64*** -1.09
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Unaware + $5 Aware + $10 t=-3.57** -0.59
Unaware + $5 Aware + $5 t=0.29 0.07
Aware + $20 Aware + $10 t=7.78%%%* 0.67
Aware + $20 Aware + $5 t=11.79%%* 1.11
Aware + $10 Aware + $5 t=3.81%* 0.64

Note. * p <.05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001.

For the amount donated relative to one’s total points, the omnibus effect was not
significant (F(5,1121) = 0.71, p = .619). Further, no significant effect of distributional awareness
(F(1,1121) = 0.81, p = .369), resource endowment (F(2,1121) = 0.07, p = .929) or distributional
awareness*resource endowment interaction (£(2, 1121) = 1.29, p = .277) were noted, suggesting
that regardless of whether a participant had more or less resources in the allocation game, or
whether they were/were not aware of the unequal distribution of resources, participants on
average donated the same amount of resource points.

Endorsement of Longtermist Ethics and Donation of Resources when the IIBI is coded
dichotomously and considered with and without Exclusions

Endorsement of longtermist ethics on the IIBI predicted higher total donation amounts
and relative donation proportions when including the effects of economic framing condition and
real-world subjective socioeconomic status (SES) in the same model. This was true when the
IIBI was scored dichotomously (i.e., endorsing longtermist ethics on the IIBI highly [having a
score of 75 or above] for all future generations, no matter how distant) and continuously (i.e.,
taking the average of all items for all timeframes on the IIBI) as well as with/without excluding
participants who missed our manipulation checks. Table S7 offers an overview of these results,
which are supplementary to the results reported in the main manuscript, which present the

continuous effect of the IIBI without exclusions.
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Table S7

Linear regression models predicting the total and relative amount donated to charities

protecting future generations, with and without excluding participants who missed manipulation

checks.
Total Amount Donated Relative Amount Donated
(R*=0.19) (R*=0.04)
Predictors
(no exclusions) b 95% C.1 )i b 95% C.1 il
SES 2.25%** 1.02, 3.47 0.09 0.02%** 0.01, 0.03 0.12
Resource Endowment 20.78*** 18.21,23.35 0.40 -0.01 -0.02, 0.01 -0.01
IIB (dichotomous) 16.13*** 10.92,21.35 0.15 0.15%** 0.08, 0.16 0.16
Total Amount Donated Relative Amount Donated
(R*=0.19) (R*=0.03)
Predictors
(with exclusions) b 95% C.1L )i b 95% C.1L )i
SES 2.49%** 1.19, 3.78 0.10 0.02%** 0.01, 0.03 0.13
Resource Endowment 20.88*** 18.16,23.60 0.40 -0.001 -0.02, 0.02 -0.002
IIB (dichotomous) 12.95%**  741,18.50 0.12 0.10%** 0.06, 0.14 0.13
Total Amount Donated Relative Amount Donated
(R*=0.21) (R*=0.07)
Predictors
(with exclusions) b 95% C.1L b b 95% C.1L b
SES 2.38%** 1.10, 3.66 0.10 0.02%** 0.01, 0.03 0.12
Resource Endowment 20.73***  18.05,23.42 0.40 -0.002 -0.02, 0.02 -0.01
IIB (continuous) 0.27*** (.20, 0.35 0.18 0.002%** 0.001, 0.003 0.22

Note. * p <.001. Condition was coded as -1 = $5, 0 = $10, 1 = $20.
IIB = Impartial Intergenerational Beneficence.
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Table S8

Linear regression models predicting the total and relative amount donated to charities

protecting future generations

Total Amount Donated Relative Amount Donated
(R?=0.18) (R?=0.02)
Predictors b 95% C.I. B b 95% C.L B
Income 0.527%%* 0.07, 0.97 0.06 0.01** 0.001,0.01 0.08
Resource 20.91*** 18.16,23.64 041 -0.003 -0.02,0.02 -0.001

Endowment

Endorsement of 12.99*** 741, 18.58 0.12
Longtermist Ethics
(IIBI)

0% 0.06,0.14  0.13

Note. * p<.001. Resource endowment was coded as -1=$5 Endowment, 0=$10 Endowment, 1=$20 Endowment.
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