Accepted Manuscript

Redefining climate change inaction as temporal intergroup bias: Temporally adapted
interventions for reducing prejudice may help elicit environmental protection

Rose Meleady, Richard J. Crisp

PII: S0272-4944(17)30105-6
DOI: 10.1016/j.jenvp.2017.08.005
Reference: YJEVP 1157

To appearin:  Journal of Environmental Psychology

Received Date: 23 June 2017
Revised Date: 27 August 2017
Accepted Date: 30 August 2017

Please cite this article as: Meleady, R., Crisp, R.J., Redefining climate change inaction as temporal
intergroup bias: Temporally adapted interventions for reducing prejudice may help elicit environmental
protection, Journal of Environmental Psychology (2017), doi: 10.1016/j.jenvp.2017.08.005.

This is a PDF file of an unedited manuscript that has been accepted for publication. As a service to

our customers we are providing this early version of the manuscript. The manuscript will undergo
copyediting, typesetting, and review of the resulting proof before it is published in its final form. Please
note that during the production process errors may be discovered which could affect the content, and all
legal disclaimers that apply to the journal pertain.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2017.08.005

Running head: TEMPORAL INTERGROUP BIAS

Redefining climate change inaction astemporal intergroup bias:
Temporally adapted interventionsfor reducing preudice may help elicit

environmental protection

Rose Meleady* & Richard J. Crisp?
'School of Psychology, University of East Anglia,

? Department of Psychology, Durham University

Word Count: 6438

Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Dr. Rose Meleady, School of

Psychology, University of East Anglia, NR4 7TJ, UK. Email: r.meleady@uea.ac.uk, Tel: +44

1603 591760.



Running Head: TEMPORAL INTERGROUP BIAS

Redefining climate change inaction astemporal intergroup bias:
Temporally adapted interventionsfor reducing preudice may help elicit

environmental protection



TEMPORAL INTERGROUP BIAS 1

Abstract
The consequences of the environmental decisionsake today will bear upon future
generations of people. We argue that the framirgiofate change is inherentiytergroup
in nature and suggest a reason for inaction onatérahange is the perception of future
generations as an outgroup. We test whether aitpehadapted from the realm of
intergroup relations may provide a novel approachricouraging more sustainable
environmental conduct. In Study 1 we found thatip@ants who completed a simple social
categorization technique designed to reduce (teahpiotergroup bias subsequently
displayed a heightened preference for sustainaimdgyin a product choice task. Study 2
replicated these results with an alternative meastipro-environmental intentions, and
confirmed that the effect of the intervention owiesnmental outcomes was explained by

changes in intergroup perception.

KEYWORDS: Climate change, intergroup bias, socaéégorizationpro-environmental
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The timeline of climate change stretches over sdcades. Although expert
predictions about the specific rates of changeatalways in agreement, there is a general
public perception that the most serious effectsliafate change will not be seen for decades
(e.g. Leiserowitz, 2005; Leiserowitz, Maibach, ReRenouf, & Smith, 2011; Lorenzoni &
Pidgeon, 2006; Lorenzoni, Nicholson-Cole, & Whitstar2007). This sense of temporal
distance can act as a psychological barrier torenmental action (Gifford, 2011; Markowitz
& Shariff, 2012; Spence, Poortinga, & Pigeon, 2082d encourage the discounting of
environmental risks (Svenson & Karlsson, 1989; Hiehkd, Van den Berg, & Vlek, 1993;
Nicolaji & Hendrickx, 2003).

In this research we offer a new intergroup perspean this problem. The
consequence of the delay between cause and efféatienvironmental damage fall upon
members of a collective, or group, to which we dblrelong -future generationsin his
final address as US President, Barack Obama dalidzblder action on climate change. To
fail, he said, would “betrafuture generations{Scientific America, 2017). Similarly, ahead
of the United Nations Summit in Paris in 2015, PBpancis described the destruction of the
natural world for our own benefit as a sin agateetl anduture generation§The
Telegraph, 2015). We argue that the conceptiohimmfte change as something that affects
future generations of people necessarily rendens ibtergroup issud o the extent that
future generations can be construed as a socigitaug on a temporal dimension we contend
that they will be party to all the ingroup-favorib@gses that plague conventional intergroup
relations.

One of the most powerful rules of behavior is thedple are kinder to members of
one’s own groups (self-including ‘in’-groups), thgroups to which one does not belong
(self-excluding ‘out’-groups). This is true everogp membership is arbitrary. Classic

research within the Minimal Groups Paradigm denratess that merely distinguishing
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between people on the basis of their group afiiliet appears to be sufficient to produce
ingroup favoritism (Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & Flameénl1971). This finding is important
because it demonstrates that there is a psychalagpenponent to prejudice, beyond any
economic, political or historical factors. The méet that that someone belongs to a
different group to oneself is enough to like thessl and discriminate against them. People
are more likely to help ingroup members than outgnmembers (De Dreu et al., 2010;
Levine & Crowther, 2008), they are more willingiteur a personal cost to benefit ingroup
versus outgroup members (Balliet, Wu, & De Dreul®0and feel less angry about
injustices to outgroup than ingroup victims (BatsGhao, & Givens, 2009).

In the same way that members of different racialiomal or religious groups are
perceived as ‘outgroups’, we argue that membefstofe generations will also be perceived
as (temporally) distant and differentiated. It dolis that individuals may feel little obligation
to act on their behalf. Protecting the environmeittether against climate change, or other
environmental problems characterized by long-teegpative consequences such as the
depletion of fossil fuels, overfishing, deforestatietc., requires members of the present
generation to make sacrifices and investmentshfbenefit of future generations. The
present generation bears the cost of environmaontan, while future generations can
neither reciprocate for our actions, nor harm utribution for our inaction (Markowitz &
Shariff, 2012). Indeed, research suggests thaiferof omission — of which inaction on
climate change is a compelling example — groupisgriendencies may be exaggerated.
Although individuals are generally hesitant abagagging in behaviors that would directly
harm outgroup members, they are more comfortaldiegctly harming outgroup members
through their own inaction than they are ingroupnmbers (Baron, 2012, see also Brewer

1999, 2000).
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It has previously been suggested that feelingaf@ihity’ with future generations
may foster more environmentally-friendly conductaifé-Benzoni, 2003; Wade-Benzoni &
Tost, 2009). Wade-Benzoni (2008), for instance,suead participants’ feelings of affinity
with future others in a vignette based on a réaldrisis in fisheries and found a positive
association between participants’ sense of affifatyfuture fishers and intergenerational
beneficence in decisions concerning present fisiswmption. Stronger ‘generative concern’
(that is, concern for and commitment to the welheof future generations, McAdams & de
St. Aubin, 1992), has also been shown to be pe$jti@ssociated with environmentalism (Jia,
Alisat, Soucie, Pratt, 2015; Matsuba et al., 2012en & Kilbourne, 2011). In this research
we consider how intervention techniques developdtie realm of intergroup relations may
offer a means to increase individuals’ regard @duiffe generations as a temporal outgroup
and thereby encourage more sustainable conduct.

Our intervention approach derives from the soaétgorization approach to
prejudice reduction. Central to this approach ésrthtion that the cognitive-perceptual
processes that facilitate discrimination (i.e.$hBence of intergroup boundaries) can also
provide the solution. If categorization affordssyghological basis for understanding ‘them’
to be different to ‘us’, and it is this distinctidimat provides a prerequisite for intergroup
discrimination, then it follows that reducing cotwe differentiation between ingroups and
outgroups should decrease intergroup bias (Gaestimvidio, 2000; Gaertner, Dovidio,
Anastasio, Bachman, & Rust, 1993; Gaertner, Mamvjddo, Murrell, & Pomare, 1990).
This basic idea is central to both social iderttigory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), and self-
categorization theory (Turner; 1985; Turner, HoQgkes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987), and
underpins social psychological interventions tagdedt reducing prejudice. Manipulations of
superordinate identity (Gaertner & Dovidio, 20G@jergroup contact (Brewer & Miller,

1984; Hewstone & Brown, 1986; Pettigrew, 1998) seroategorization (Crisp & Hewstone,
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1999; Deschamps & Doise, 1978) and perspectivergaldovidio et al., 2004) all function,

albeit through different methods, to blur intergsgdaoundaries and create a new sense of

similarity to outgroup members. In this project seek to test these principles in a new,

temporal intergroup context and apply them to tegiksue of environmental sustainability.
The Present Resear ch

We argue that reducing ingroup-favoring biasesiaagkasing concern for future
generations is an important avenue for the enhaeceai pro-environmental,
intergenerational action. Our bias-reduction teghaiis adapted from work by Crisp and
colleagues (Crisp & Beck, 2005; Hall, Crisp, & Su2009). It requires participants to think
of, and list, five things that members of the ingg@and members of the outgroup have in
common. This simple manipulation has been showadace bias in a number of
‘traditional’ intergroup contexts. It works by ireasing individuals’ perceptions of similarity
to the outgroup (i.e. perceived intergroup overlap)

An initial pilot study sought to confirm that thischnique could be successfully
applied to increase perceived overlap, or similata future generations and in doing so,
boost evaluation of this temporal outgroup. Studlgelh explores the effect of this technique
on environmental outcomes. Specifically, we exawohiwbether participants who completed
the bias-reduction technique will respond to a sghent call to protect the planet for future
generations with heightened preference for sudtéergoods in a product choice task. Study
2 sought to replicate these results with an altermaneasure of pro-environmental intentions
and confirm that the effect of the interventionemvironmental outcomes could be
statistically explained by changes in intergroupcpption.

Pilot Study. A total of 140 participants were recruited from th8A via Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk (MTurk). One participant was ex@ddor not completing the

manipulation in full. The final sample consisted/& males and 61 females aged between 19
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and 74 M = 35.52,SD = 11.13). Participants were randomly assignedthzethe
experimentalrf = 70) or control conditionn(= 69). Participants in the experimental
condition were instructed to take a few minute$thank of five things that people from
future generations and people from the present igio® may have in common. That is,
characteristics shared between the two generatidParticipants in the control condition
completed a standard control task in which theyegated characteristics that overlapped
between two irrelevant categories — in this caats and dogs (Crisp & Beck, 2005; Hall et
al., 2009).

After completing the manipulation participants cdetgd an adapted “Inclusion of
the Other in the Self” scale (oS, Aron, Aron, & 8llan, 1992, see also Tropp & Wright,
2011). Participants were presented with seven péirsreasingly overlapping circles, one
of which represented themselves, and one whiclesepted ‘future generations’. They were
asked to indicate how similar they felt to memld#riture generations by circling
appropriate pairs of circles (1no overlap 7 =highest degree of overlaprhis measure has
been shown to correlate highly with verbal measofgeerceived similarity (Schubert &
Otten, 2002) and captures the mechanism througbhwdifferentiation-reduction
interventions exert their positive influence orengfroup evaluations (i.e., they bring the
outgroup, like existing members of the ingroupseloto the self). Outgroup evaluation was
measured with the General Evaluation Scale (Wrighan, McLaughlin-Vope, & Ropp,
1997). Participants indicated how they felt towgpdsple from future generations in general
on six, seven-point semantic differentiatslf-warm, suspicious-trusting, positive-negative,
friendly-hostile, respect-contempt and admiratiosgdist.ltems were recoded such that
higher scores always indicated more positive oufgmvaluationd = .93).

Independent samplédests confirmed that participants in the experitalecondition

reported significantly higher perceptions of simtlato the outgroupN! = 4.20,SD = 1.49)
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compared to the control conditiokl (= 3.52,SD= 1.58),t (137) = 2.61p = .010,d = .44,
95% CI[0.11, 0.78]. Outgroup evaluation was algaificantly higher in the experimental
condition M = 5.30,SD = 1.09), relative to the contrdiA(= 4.90,SD= 1.11),t (137) = 2.15,
p=.034,d= .36, 95% CI [0.03, 0.70]. A mediation analysisswaen conducted to confirm
that the ability of the differentiation-reductiogchnique to improve evaluation of the
temporal outgroup was driven by its effect on peext similarity to the outgroup. Hayes’
(2013) PROCESS macro for SPSS (Model 4) was usedrtduct the analysis. Based on
bootstrapping with 5,000 resamples the mean esifoathe indirect effect was .28E=
.09) with a 95% confidence interval of .0512 to839As zero did not fall within the
confidence intervals the results indicate signiitaaediation. Full path estimates are

displayed in Figure 1.

Perceived Similarity to
the Outgroup

.66 (.25)** .30 (.06) ***

.38 (.18) **
Condition (0 = control,

1 = intervention)

Outgroup Evaluation

v

18 (.17)

Figure 1.Mediational model of the relationship between imgtion condition and outgroup
evaluation through perceived similarity to the aatg (Pilot Study)
Note:Path estimates represent unstandardized coeffici8tandard errors presented in

parenthesesp< .10 **p < .05 *** p<.0l.
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Study 1

Having established the basic efficacy of our teghaifor improving temporal
intergroup attitudes, Study 1 was designed tothesimpact of the technique on
environmentally-relevant outcomes. Specifically, wsed a product choice task to test
whether participants would be more willing to malgustments to their environmentally-
relevant behaviors after completing the socialgateation intervention.

Methods

A sample of undergraduate participants was reatdirtam a UK University. The
sample consisted of 80 participants, including 8asiand 72 females, aged between 18 and
45 M = 19.44,SD= 3.15). The data from all participants were ideld in the analyses and
no exclusions were required. Participants wereoany assigned to the experimentalH
40) or control conditionn(= 40).

The experimental manipulation was identical to theed in the pilot study.
Participants were asked think of, and list fivents that people from the present generation
and people from future generations may have in come varied the control condition in
Study 1. In the pilot study participants in the tohcondition were asked to think of
characteristics that overlapped between cats agsl. diois possible that these categories
would activate biospheric concerns, with animaisdgeonsidered as part of the natural
world (Stern & Dietz, 1994). In the main experinadrgtudies participants were therefore
asked to think of overlapping characteristics betwivo sporting activities: football and
rugby, which were expected to be unaffected byrenmental concerns.

Following the manipulation, participants were gil®ref information about
global environmental change and were told, “Predagitconsumption is changing the
climate and depleting natural resources. The careses of environmental damage

will fall upon future generations of people”. Paipiants then completed a product



TEMPORAL INTERGROUP BIAS 9

choice task (adapted from van der Werff, Steg &Kgi2013, 2014) in which they
were asked to indicate their preference for onevofproduct options. One option was a
sustainable choice, which was 10% more expensas ttie other, unsustainable,
option. A total of eight choices were offered. Ieemere adapted from van der Werff
and colleagues original items, so as to includenge of low, mid and high price items.
Specifically participants indicated whether theyudochoose the sustainable or the
unsustainable option fa@r pair of jeans, a pint of milk, a laptop, a deoalat, a light
bulb, a bicycle, some detergartda mobile phoneFor example, participants could
choose between a laptop for £600 which is produecsdistainably, or a laptop for £660
that is produced sustainably. The dependent measag¢he number of times the
participant selected the sustainable optdn=(5.35,SD= 2.09}.
Results

It was expected that participants would displag@itened preference for
sustainable products when they had first complétedocial categorization task (vs.
control). To test this hypothesis, an independant@es-test was conducted. In line
with predictions, participants in the experimem@hdition selected more sustainable
products M = 5.85SD = 2.13) than those in the contrtM € 4.85,SD=1.95),t (78) =
2.19,p=.032,d = 0.49, 95% ClI [0.04 to 0.93].

Study 2

Study 2 sought to replicate and extend the restil®udy 1. While Study 1 focused
specifically on sustainable purchasing preferensagly 2 examined a broader range of pro-
environmental intentions. Moreover, we also souglttonfirm the process underlying the
effect of the intervention on environmental outcsiméour technique encourages pro-
environmental responsegscausef its effects on temporal intergroup perceptiomeasure

of the former should mediate the impact of the feron the latter. Study 2 tested this
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hypothesis. Specifically, we sought to demonstifadt our social categorization technique
encourages environmental action because it makiegdoals feel more similar to future
generations and therefore like them more. We prediand tested a serial mediational model
in which the effect of the bias-reduction task amionmental outcomes would be explained
by the sequential mediation of perceived simila@iyd outgroup evaluation, in turn.
Methods

A total of 184 participants were recruited via @iBh online recruitment platform,
Prolific Academic. One participant was removed fribra final analyses for not completing
the manipulation in full. The final sample consist# 183 participants, 110 females and 73
males, aged between 18 and WL 30.15,SD = 10.70). Participants were randomly
assigned to either the experimenta&( 91) or control conditiom(= 92). The manipulations
were identical to that in Study 1. Participantshie experimental condition listed five things
that members of the present generation and membértire generations may have in
common, while those in the control condition liste@ characteristics shared between two
irrelevant categories, football and rugby.

Participants then completed the dependent varialesmeasured both intergroup
and environmental outcomes in Study 2. To measenmeepred similarity to the outgroup,
participants completed an adapted 10S scale (Arah,1992, Tropp & Wright, 2011) as
used in the pilot study. Outgroup evaluation wassnesd with a feeling thermometer scale
(Haddock, Zanna, & Esses, 1993). Feeling thermamete also widely used in the
intergroup relations literature to provide a glotvedasure of group feelings (Lolliot et al.,
2014). Participants were asked to indicate how w@arorable), or cold (unfavorable) they
felt towards people from future generations onaestrom O ° to 100 °. Participants were
then presented with the same environmental infdomatsed in Study 1 and reported how

likely it was that they would perform a number aivg#onmental behaviors in the next year.
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The measure was adapted from Gifford and Comedllj2@ consisted of 11 items which
covered both residential and transportation bemavi®ample items includ&witch off lights
when not in use, Set the thermostat &26r lower in the winter, Buy local foods when
possible, Wash and dry only full loads, Get arowitthout a car (walk, bike, carpool) when
possible Participants rated their intention to engageaichebehavior on a 7-point scale (1 =
not at all likely 7 =very likely o = .78).

Results

A series of independent sampteests were conducted to examine the direct effect
the differentiation-reduction task (vs. control) @exch of the dependent variables. In line with
predictions, individuals in the experimental commhtreported significantly higher perceived
similarity to the outgroupM = 4.63,SD= 1.29), relative to the contrd\l(= 4.24,SD=
1.25),1(181) = 2.06p = .041,d = .31, 95% CI [0.01, 0.60]. Participants in the exxmental
condition also evaluated the outgroup significantiyre positively on the feeling
thermometer scaléV = 68.62,SD = 16.39), relative to the contrdVi(= 62.35,SD= 16.76),
t(180) = 2.55p = .012,d = .38, 95% CI [0.09, 0.67] Finally, pro-environmental behavioral
intentions were also marginally significantly highe the experimental conditioh(= 4.76
= SD= 0.95) compared to the contrd}j € 4.51,SD=1.00),t (181) = 1.75p=.082,d =
.26, 95% CI [-0.03, 0.55].

A mediational analysis was then conducted with $@oal mediators using Hayes
(2013) PROCESS macro for SPSS (Model 6). Figuteofvs the full coefficients for the
model with experimental condition as the indepethdanable, and perceived similarity and
outgroup evaluation as multiple mediators operatingequence on the dependent variable,
environmental behavioral intentions. The path goefits indicate that the differentiation-
reduction task exerted a significant effect on pemd similarity to the outgroup. Perceived

similarity predicted evaluation of the outgroup,igéfhwas then positively associated with



TEMPORAL INTERGROUP BIAS 12

pro-environmental behavioral intentions. The mestmeate for the serial indirect effect of
imagined contact on pro-environmental behaviora@ritions was .18 (SE = 0.15), with a
95% confidence interval of .0037 to .0827. Sina® Zell outside of this interval, it can be
concluded that the effect of the differentiatioduetion task on pro-environmental
behavioral intentions was explained by increasedgdeed similarity and improved outgroup
evaluation, in turn. When including in the two magdrs in the model, the direct effect of the
task on pro-environmental behavioral intentionsapee non-significantp(= .224). Both
specific indirect effects were also non-significartat is, the effect of the intervention on
environmental intentions through perceived simjaonly (0 =-.01, SE = .03, 95% CI [-
.0677 - .0476), or through outgroup evaluation dhly= .05, SE = .03, 95% CI [-.0007,

.1400]).



41 (.19)**

Perceived similarity to
outgroup

6.04 (.87)**

Condition (0 = control,
1 = experimental)

»
>

25 (.15)*

Outgroup evaluation

13

.01 (.01)**

18 (.15)

Pro-environmental
behavioral intentions

Figure 2.A serial mediation model tested in Study 2 in whicé intervention (independent variable) exertgndirect effect on pro-

environmental behavioral intentions (dependentalde) through perceived similarity to the outgr@iediator 1) and outgroup evaluation

(Mediator 2).

Note: Path estimates represent unstandardized coefici8tdndard errors presented in parentheses.

*p<.10 *p<.05 *** p<.001
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General Discussion

The conception of climate change as somethingatf@tts future generations of
people renders it an intergroup issue. Drawing targe literature on social categorization
and intergroup behavior we expected that a tecleniiggsigned to blur intergroup boundaries
would increase regard for future generations andping so, motivate more sustainable
conduct. In line with predictions, we found that mtervention approach successfully
increased perceptions of intergroup similarity, ando doing, improved evaluation of the
temporal outgroup. As a result of these changas@ngroup perception, individuals
subsequently responded to a plea to protect tmeptar future generations with heightened
environmental preferences and intentions.

The present findings demonstrate how importing ritgcal concepts from research
on intergroup relations can enrich approaches towaging sustainable environmental
conduct. Communications regarding the risks andigatons of climate change are
increasingly being utilized in order to encourager@nsustainable conduct, and we know that
the way in which these messages are framed camdeoalsly alter their effects (Spence &
Pidgeon, 2010). Communications regularly cite comc@bout the consequences of climate
change for future generations (Dessler & Parso@6R0he present findings suggest that we
may be able to more effectively encourage peopngage in sustainable behavior on behalf
of future generations if we first overcome an ingrdavoring bias. Specifically, practitioners
and policy makers should consider designing clincaBnge communication in a way that
highlights and aids perceptions of temporal inteugroverlap. Framing the victims of
climate change in a way that underscores shardd god identities will increase their
standing, and with that, our motivation to helpnthe

This research also makes a key theoretical conitibtio environmental psychology.

Specifically, the idea of expanding the boundaoiethe traditional concept of intergroup
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relations to include seemporaldimension enables us to consider conflicting eges of

groups who do not exist contemporaneously. As negeliler, this temporal dimension is key
to environmental issues, and as such our temputexigroup relations model provides a
conceptual bridge that opens a whole range of piiisis for future integrative research.

For instance, what is unique about this intergrootext is that members of the outgroup are
also our descendants. Research suggests thaticegejtresentations of one’s self and close
others are naturally interconnected (Aron et &92). If the members of the temporal
outgroup are framed in terms of a common group neesfilip such as a family unit (e.qut
children’ or ‘our grandchildren) it follows that they will be accorded the samsifige
evaluations and behaviors usually reserved foirtheup. While we take a more
depersonalized approach in the current investigafidure research should go on to
empirically examine how framing future generatiomgerms of superordinate family groups
may provide a complementary application of thesecyples.

We adopted a social categorization approach inpdaiscular investigation. However,
there are also other methods of reducing intergoaunblict. Having now created the
theoretical and conceptual bridge between thegrmep relations and environmental
domains, future research should go on to consaleow other bias-reduction techniques
could be used to increase individuals sense afigffwith future generations. Another
strategy for bringing the outcomes of future getena closer to oneself may involve
mentally putting oneself ‘in the shoes’ of futuengrations; that is, perspective-taking.
Adopting another’s perspective and imagining hoat fherson is affected by their situation
has been shown to heighten perceptions of self-atherlap (Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2000)
as well as produce feelings of empathy for outgnmanbers (Batson, 1991). These affective
and cognitive processes enable corresponding ireprents in both intergroup attitudes, and

helping behavior toward the outgroup (Batson, 19=dljnsky, Ku, & Wang, 2005).
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Similarly, although not necessarily conceived asm&rgroup approach, some research
suggests that when people reflect on the legagyaheleaving for future generations, they
report greater concern for climate change, andareme willing to donate proceeds of their
participation payment to pro-environmental cau¥¢ade-Benzoni, Tost, Hernandez, &
Larrick, 2012; Zaval, Markowitz, & Weber, 2015).

Future research should also consider potential ratals of intervention efforts.
Previous research has shown that feelings of &ffwith future generations, or ‘generative
concern’ is an important predictor of environmelytéliendly conduct (e.g. Wade-Benzoni,
2008; Jia et al., 2015; Matsuba et al., 2012; U&dfilbourne, 2011). In this research we
provide an intervention capable of experimentallyreéasing regard for this group. Research
should go on to consider how the impact of suckrugntions may be moderated by
individuals’ existing levels of generative concess,well consideration of future
consequences more broadly (Strathman, GleicheinBen & Edwards, 1994; see also
Joireman, Van Lange, & Van Vugt, 2004). Encouralyingpore traditional implementations
of interventions designed to reduce intergroup bféan find that individuals whose initial
attitudes are least positive are most sensitivetévention effect¢e.g. Dhont & Van Hiel,
2009; Hodson, 2011).

There are some limitations to the present resahaattshould be acknowledged. First,
because our experimental paradigm was novel, effees could not be estimated in advance.
Post-hoc power analyses suggest the studies msgrbewhat underpoweredt is possible
then that the effect size estimates provided hexréndlated and future replications will be
necessary to confirm the magnitude of the inteeargffects. It will also be important for
future research to examine the effects of our watetion approach on more direct measures
of environmental behavior. In this investigation measured individuals’ self-reported

intentions to engage in various pro-environmengdldviors. While this is a common
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approach, and behavioral intentions representx@med predictor of actual behavior (Ajzen,
1985, 1991, Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980), people sometirfail to translate their intentions into
action (leading to an ‘intention-action gap’, Steeer2002). Similarly, the product choice
task used in this investigation was based on hwtiothl purchasing decisions, and was
possibly low in ecological validity given that tddference in price between the sustainable
and unsustainable option was held constant andaardsminimal. It will be important for
future research to confirm that the benefits ofiatervention approach will translate into
environmentally-responsible behavior when partictpare presented with more complex
and realistic choice options.

Finally, by way of a conclusion, it is worth notittzat the theoretical advance offered
here brings, for the first time, a range of soales that have a temporal dimension within
the scope of intergroup relations. As outlinedum imtroduction, environmental protection is
the most obvious domain that has a core temporapooent, but there are others including
government decisions over monetary and fiscal pphealth and education. Forging the
conceptual link between intergroup relations andrenmental action may ultimately
represent the first step in a broader range ofrédimally crafted interventions that could

significantly change the nature of social issues @olicy debate.
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Notes

! A series of chi-squared tests were also conduotégkst for an effect of condition on the
likelihood of selecting the sustainable alternafimeeach of the 8 products separately. No

significant effect of condition emerged at thisdewef analysiss >.10).

% Thedf for the analysis of outgroup evaluation is lowert that of the other dependent

variables in Study 2 due to one case of missing datthe feeling thermometer scale.

®Because our experimental paradigm was novel, edfees could not be estimated. Post-hoc
power was calculated as 0.53 for the product chiaisle in Study 1, and 0.41 for the

environmental behavioral intentions measure in yfud
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Highlights

Perceiving future generations as an outgroup may explain inaction on climate change
» Techniques designed in the realm of intergroup relations can reduce intergroup bias

» These techniques may provide a novel means to encourage more sustainable conduct.
*  Two experiments support this conclusion

» Effects are mediated by changesin (temporal) intergroup attitudes



