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Abstract

Objectives Climate change is one of the most pressing issues of our time. However, current policies are insufficient to keep
climate change at manageable levels. In the United States, this is partly because attitudes and opinions on climate change
have become increasingly divided along political party lines, making effective policymaking difficult. The existing literature
has focused chiefly on cognitive (i.e., informational) approaches to increasing climate change awareness, which are often
counterproductive due to patterns of biased information processing. We examined whether meditation can reduce affective
polarization and the partisan divide on climate change.

Method Using a preregistered survey experiment with 500 US respondents, we investigated whether a short (10-min) medi-
tation practice would render partisans less polarized and more pro-environmental. Participants completed either a mindful-
ness meditation practice designed to cultivate awareness of thoughts and sensations, a loving-kindness meditation practice
designed to cultivate unconditional love and compassion, or no meditation.

Results Self-identified Republicans who completed the loving-kindness meditation subsequently reported significantly lower
polarization scores compared to Republicans who did not meditate. Surprisingly, self-identified Democrats who completed
the mindfulness meditation exhibited higher anthropocentrism than Democrats who did not meditate. This suggests that
mindfulness meditation may, in some cases, reduce some aspects of pro-environmentalism.

Conclusions Our results suggest that a short loving-kindness meditation can reduce polarization among Republicans. A form
of mindfulness that cultivates awareness of thoughts and sensations but not interpersonal connectedness can have unintended
side effects by fostering an anthropocentric worldview among Democrats.

Preregistration This study was preregistered (https://osf.io/nza78).
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In her keynote speech at the World Economic Forum
in 2020, former German Chancellor Angela Merkel
addressed two of the most pressing issues of our time:
climate change and political polarization. Observing that
a growing rift is dividing societies, with young, impatient
protestors on one side and “a huge group of people who
don’t think [climate action] is urgent” on the other, Merkel
warned that “there are already considerable social con-
flicts” revolving around the issue of climate change. She
insisted that reconciling facts with emotions is nothing
short of “the greatest social task” we face today (World
Economic Forum, 2020).
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Developments across countries demonstrate that public
opinion on climate change has become increasingly polar-
ized over the last decade, with people sorting themselves
into opposed camps and discussions growing emotional in
both the United States (US) (Dunlap et al., 2016; McCoy
et al., 2018) and Europe (McCright et al., 2016). This so-
called issue polarization sweeps away common ground and
makes compromises difficult. The Gilets jaunes protests in
France are a cautionary tale of what can happen if social and
environmental issues are played against each other (Fisher,
2020): a divide over substance can translate into an affective
divide between groups of people. In the United States, ani-
mosity between party members, known as affective polariza-
tion (Iyengar et al., 2019), has reached unprecedented levels
(McCoy et al., 2018), with discrimination based on party
affiliation exceeding discrimination based on race (Iyengar
& Westwood, 2015). Investigations into cross-national social
media discussions echo these findings: analyzing Twitter
discussions about major climate change conferences from
2014 to 2021, Falkenberg et al. (2022) observed that opin-
ions became increasingly ideologically polarized. Affective
polarization follows suit, with intergroup hostility between
believers and disbelievers rising, as Tyagi et al. (2021) high-
light in their analysis of Twitter discourses from 2017 to
2019.

These processes of issue and affective polarization are
mutually reinforcing; as animosity grows, issue positions
harden, and vice versa (Rogowski & Sutherland, 2016). In
the United States, this dynamic is particularly worrisome
in the context of climate change, which is one of the most
pressing issues humanity is facing. Attitudes toward climate
change mitigation policies are polarized along party lines
(Dunlap et al., 2016), hindering effective policymaking and
implementation (e.g., Abramowitz & Saunders, 2008).

A traditional approach to promoting climate action builds
around the information deficit model. This model implies
that if people knew more about climate change, they would
be more likely to act on it. However, educating people about
the causes and consequences of climate change rarely yields
the expected effects. Biased patterns of information-seeking
and processing hinder attitudinal and behavioral changes
and amplify rather than alleviate existing polarization due
to backfire effects (Burdein et al., 2006; Druckman & Lupia,
2016; Nyhan & Reifler, 2015; Zhou, 2016). More recent
approaches, therefore, intended to tackle the issue by taking
into account people’s identity or emotions (Ahler & Sood,
2018; Cakanlar, 2024; Levendusky, 2018; Long et al., 2022;
Ma & Hmielowski, 2022), an avenue along which our paper
proceeded, as well. Building on recent research on medita-
tion and its effect on reducing affective polarization (Simon-
sson et al., 2022a, 2022b, 2022c, 2023), we investigated
whether a short meditation intervention can increase pro-
environmentalism and reduce polarization simultaneously.
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In the United States, political ideology significantly
drives environmental attitudes, particularly toward climate
change (Dunlap & McCright, 2008; Hazlett & Mildenberger,
2020). Initially a cross-cutting issue, climate change has
been increasingly subsumed under left-wing politics. At the
same time, individuals on the right of the political spectrum
tend to be less supportive of environmental protection and
climate action (Dalton, 2009). For example, although most
Republicans and Democrats acknowledge the existence of
climate change, Democrats are more likely to believe in
the human contribution to climate change. In 2014, 70% of
Republicans and 93% of Democrats expressed some level
of belief in anthropogenic climate change, while in 2016,
these figures shifted to 63% for Republicans and 89% for
Democrats (Van Boven et al., 2018), suggesting that the gap
has widened.

Bipartisan opinion gaps can grow because political
parties respond accordingly by catering to their different
electorates (Knill et al., 2010; S. Lim & Duit, 2018). This
relationship is particularly well studied in the US context
(Currie & Choma, 2018), where climate change and its
causes, as well as appropriate policy responses, continue to
be one of the most contentious issues in the political system
(Pew Research Center, 2022, 2023).

Another reason for the self-reinforcing nature of biparti-
san opinion gaps is biased information-seeking and process-
ing. To provide a recent example, Gustafson et al. (2019)
described the negative trajectory of bipartisan support of
the Green New Deal (GND), a US climate change and eco-
nomic renewal policy proposal. Before the GND was in the
national spotlight, most members of both parties supported
it. Four months later, polarization was apparent, with Demo-
crats more strongly in favor of the GND than Republicans
were. Selective information-seeking is likely to underlie this
development: Republicans who had heard much about the
GND were most against it. The opposite was true for Demo-
crats; the more they heard about it, the more they supported
it. This example and other examples (e.g., Burdein et al.,
2006; Druckman & Lupia, 2016; Peterson & Iyengar, 2021)
suggest that partisans gather and process new information to
reinforce their previous beliefs, some of which are derived
from their party affiliation.

Simply providing climate skeptics with information on
climate change often results in backfire effects that increase
(rather than reduce) climate skepticism (Druckman &
McGrath, 2019) and might, at least partially, explain the
inconsistent findings regarding the relationship between
education and climate attitudes. While more educated peo-
ple support climate action in Europe (Meyer, 2015), in the
US, the positive relationship between more education and
pro-climate action holds for Democrats but not Republicans
(Hamilton, 2011).
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In the context of US Democrats and Republicans, a
divide over affect accompanies an ideological divide over
substance. The development of ideological polarization is
not yet foreseeable (Abramowitz & Saunders, 2008; Fiorina
et al., 2008; Menchaca, 2023). However, hostility between
rival political partisans, known as affective polarization, is
increasing in the US. Whether measured using feeling ther-
mometers, trait attributions, or social distance indicators,
citizens increasingly dislike and distrust those from the other
party (Iyengar et al., 2019; Tyler & Iyengar, 2023). Driven
by a surge in out-party animus, affective polarization has
reached unprecedented levels, with discrimination based on
party affiliation exceeding racial discrimination (Iyengar &
Westwood, 2015).

The consequences of affective polarization can disrupt
the social fabric of democracies and inhibit effective meas-
ures against climate change. The increasingly negative affect
toward out-party members spawns socially homogenous
interpersonal networks (Gimpel & Hui, 2015) that amplify
like-minded views while warding off contradictory informa-
tion. The resulting social homophily can have two adverse
effects. For example, homogenous groups reinforce selective
information exposure and processing mechanisms, thereby
hardening issue positions even further (e.g., Santos et al.,
2021). Furthermore, fewer social contacts across group
boundaries diminish the need and willingness to compro-
mise (e.g., Barbera, 2020). Breaking this self-reinforcing
cycle is vital to finding solutions to societal problems that
require support from different groups.

With these negative consequences of affective polariza-
tion becoming apparent, the search for solutions has accel-
erated and become primarily concerned with the redefini-
tion of group boundaries. To varying degrees, four strands
of literature indicate that highlighting commonalities over
differences is critical for overcoming affective polariza-
tion. First, framing scholars have found that broadening the
middle ground is crucial. Portraying news in a civil tone
in partisan media reduces affective polarization (Druck-
man et al., 2019), irrespective of issue agreement (Skytte,
2021). Second, when leaders connect warmly and show
mutual respect, affective polarization is lower (Huddy &
Yair, 2021). The same pattern is visible among citizens;
when the public is portrayed as moderate, affective polari-
zation drops (Levendusky & Malhotra, 2016). Second, flip-
ping the ills of group identity, Levendusky (2018) found
that priming the superordinate American identity lowers
hostility between partisan groups. However, simply shift-
ing the line that separates ingroups from outgroups is risky,
as Wojcieszak and Garrett (2018) have pointed out. The
resulting increased importance of national identity could
negatively impact foreigners if it exacerbates polarization
on the issue of immigration. Third, Ahler and Sood (2018)
deconstructed group identity by highlighting the diversity of

supposedly homogenous ideological camps. When common
misperceptions about group members are corrected, social
threat and perceived hostility plummet (see also Druckman
et al., 2022). Fourth and finally, when the boundaries of
group identity are blurred by enhancing intergroup contact,
whether real or imagined, direct or indirect, out-party hostil-
ity between members of opposed groups is attenuated (Miles
& Crisp, 2014), particularly in the political domain (Warner
& Villamil, 2017; Wojcieszak & Warner, 2020).

If treatments are perceived as autonomy-limiting, partici-
pants are inclined to counteract the external control by rebel-
ling against the perceived source of pressure, which leads to
increased hostility (Bail et al., 2018; Legault et al., 2011).
For another, the universality of effects is limited. Interven-
tions targeting specific outgroups (e.g., opposing partisans)
might reduce intergroup bias in one case but could engender
another with a boundary shift that produces a new outgroup
(Wojcieszak & Warner, 2020).

We expect meditation to outperform traditional
approaches to political polarization and environmental inac-
tion. In contrast to other intervention strategies, meditation
does not require deconstructing existing group identities or
developing communication frames. Instead, it addresses the
emotional aspects of polarization and biased reasoning. In
this sense, it is universal in its application and potentially
less prone to backfiring. The following section discusses
the principles of meditation, before outlining how its prac-
tice might reduce polarization and increase climate change
awareness.

Cultivating Common Ground: How Meditation
Practice Might Increase Pro-sociality
and Pro-environmentalism

Meditation can be broadly defined as a mental practice in
which an individual focuses attention on a particular object
(e.g., the breath, an image, an emotion) or openly moni-
tors the flow of conscious awareness (Farias et al., 2020).
Mindfulness meditation (MM) and loving-kindness medita-
tion (LKM) are two of the most widely applied types (Fox
et al., 2016). Mindfulness is the ability to “pay attention in
a particular way: on purpose, in the present moment, and
non-judgmentally” (Kabat-Zinn, 1994, p. 7), thereby devel-
oping a detached mindset that allows for neutral responses to
external stimuli. LKM builds on this foundation but involves
intentionally cultivating feelings of kindness and connected-
ness by silently wishing oneself and others well (Salzberg,
1995). While MM and LKM are considered inseparable in
the Buddhist tradition (Brach, 2020), current secular prac-
tice and research have begun disentangling them, revealing
their different mechanisms and effects. The following section
acknowledges these developments and reviews the extant
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research on the relationship between MM/LKM and affec-
tive polarization/pro-environmentalism.

Meditation Practice and Affective Polarization

For several decades, the intrapersonal effects of MM have
attracted enormous scholarly attention, showing that both
dispositional mindfulness and mindfulness inductions bene-
fit psychological and physical health and cognitive function-
ing (Creswell, 2017; Creswell et al., 2019; Jha et al., 2007;
Keng et al., 2011). However, exploration of the inferpersonal
effects of mindfulness has gained momentum only recently.

Accumulating evidence suggests that dispositional
mindfulness affects not only how we relate to ourselves but
also the way we relate to others. Mindful people are more
empathic (Birnie et al., 2010; Hunsinger et al., 2014) and
compassionate (D. Lim et al., 2015), forgiving (Karremans
et al., 2020), prosocial (for a meta-study, see Donald et al.,
2019), and less prejudiced (Fuochi et al., 2023; Nicol & De
France, 2022; Salvati et al., 2019; Verhaeghen & Aikman,
2020).

Experimental studies have suggested that this relationship
is more than correlational, rendering meditation a potential
lever for reducing affective polarization. Randomized con-
trolled trials and quasi-experiments have found mindfulness
meditation to reduce implicit bias (Lueke & Gibson, 2015;
for an overview, see Oyler et al., 2022; Schimchowitsch &
Rohmer, 2016; Tincher et al., 2016), reliance on stereotypes
(Ingold & Lueke, 2023), explicit prejudice toward various
stigmatized groups (Hunsinger et al., 2014), and discrimina-
tory behavior (Lueke & Gibson, 2016). Conversely, mindful-
ness interventions have been shown to improve intergroup
attitudes (Alkoby et al., 2017; Zheng et al., 2023) and make
people more likely to help others who suffer (Condon et al.,
2013), regardless of whether these others are strangers or
acquaintances (Berry et al., 2023).

Similarly, brief LKM inductions have the potential to
reduce implicit bias against homeless and African American
people (Kang et al., 2014; Stell & Farsides, 2016), alleviate
intergroup anxiety (Parks et al., 2014), enhance future con-
tact intentions with outgroup members (Parks et al., 2014),
increase feelings of social connectedness and positivity
toward strangers (Hutcherson et al., 2008; Parks et al., 2014),
and foster empathy and compassion (Chen et al., 2021).
Drawing on the benefits of both MM and LKM, two stud-
ies suggest substantial attitudinal and behavioral changes
following months-long school interventions (Berger et al.,
2018; Flook et al., 2015).

Important for our context, LKM also reduced affective
polarization in a set of previous studies by Simonsson and
colleagues. In the heated political climate of the US, even a
brief loving-kindness intervention modestly reduced affec-
tive polarization by producing more positive feelings toward
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the political outgroup than toward the political ingroup
(Democrats vs. Republicans; Simonsson et al., 2022c).
Similarly, a brief befriending intervention reduced affec-
tive polarization surrounding the Brexit debate in the UK
(Remain vs. Leave) by increasing the perceived commonal-
ity with the outgroup (Simonsson et al., 2022b). Extending
the intervention duration and incorporating both LKM and
MM practices, Simonsson et al. (2022a) detected modest
reductions in affective polarization following an eight-week
mindfulness-based intervention based on the Finding Peace
in a Frantic World curriculum (Williams & Penman, 2012).

Alongside increasing research interest, mindfulness has
found its way into politics: initiatives to introduce mindful-
ness as a means of enhancing dialogue between politicians
of different parties have been implemented in the US and—
most prominently—in the UK (Bristow, 2019; The Mindful-
ness Initiative, 2023). Qualitative evaluations of mindfulness
training with Members of the British Parliament suggest that
group-based meditation training helped participants to relate
to other politicians and their viewpoints more humanely and
constructively (Simonsson et al., 2023).

While the majority of research suggests that both MM
and LKM interventions have the potential to improve inter-
group relations, research suggests that the relationship
between mindfulness meditation and intergroup relations
might not be straightforward. For instance, Petersen and Mit-
kidis (2019) could not detect an increase in tolerance toward
outgroup members after a short breathing induction. Other
research has identified detrimental effects of meditation
practice in the moral domain. Frank et al. (2021) suggested
that meditation can induce a self-confirmation process that
reinforces prevailing values and expectations rather than re-
shaping them. Schindler et al., (2019, p. 1066) raise similar
concerns, arguing that practicing a “naked form of mindful-
ness”, devoid of ethical values, can reduce repair intentions
by attenuating feelings of guilt (for a critical perspective on
mindfulness interventions, see also van Dam et al., 2018).

On a philosophical level, the political potential of mind-
fulness has been discussed as a cornerstone of sustainable
political activism and future-proof transformation in the
pluralist field of social justice and environmental protection
(Chari, 2016; Ferguson, 2016; Mathiowetz, 2016; Moore,
2016; Rowe, 2016).

Meditation Practice and Pro-environmentalism

In addition to the potential ameliorative effect on affective
polarization, existing research indicates that meditation can
also increase pro-environmentalism, which, following Mil-
font et al., (2019, p. 2), we define as “concern for the envi-
ronment, and support for environmentally-friendly attitudes,
intentions and behaviors”.
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In line with this reasoning, correlational evidence sug-
gests that dispositional mindfulness is positively related to
belief in climate change (Panno et al., 2018), motivation
for climate adaptation measures (Wamsler & Brink, 2018),
and self-reported pro-environmental behavior (Amel et al.,
2009; Barbaro & Pickett, 2016; Hanley et al., 2020; Hunecke
& Richter, 2019; Richter & Hunecke, 2020). By comparing
long-term practitioners with non-practitioners, Riordan et al.
(2022) found that meditation relates to higher pro-environ-
mental attitudes but not to more pro-environmental behavior.
Loy and Reese (2019) and Loy et al. (2022) reported that
mind-body practitioners exhibited more pro-environmental
behavior and climate policy support. These pieces of evi-
dence, however, do not provide evidence that meditation
promotes pro-environmentalism.

Experimental studies that could provide causal evidence
for the effect of meditative practice on pro-environmental-
ism are scarce and contradictory. Geiger and colleagues
investigated the effects of mindfulness-based interventions
(MBIs) on one segment of pro-environmentalism, sustain-
able consumption attitudes, and behavior (for an encom-
passing review of the mindfulness-sustainable consumption
nexus, see Fischer et al., 2017; Geiger et al., 2020). They
detected moderate effects of MBIs on precursors of sustain-
able consumption behavior but no effects on actual behavior
among adolescents (Bohme et al., 2018) and adults (Geiger
et al., 2020; Stanszus et al., 2019). A qualitative investiga-
tion into the effects of consumption-specific mindfulness
training mirrors this view, suggesting that changes in atti-
tudes do not necessarily translate into action (Frank et al.,
2021). Shifting attention to other aspects of consumption,
Errman et al. (2021) found that a brief mindfulness induc-
tion made participants more likely to choose a pro-envi-
ronmental hotel option, and Frank et al. (2022) found that
a guided introspection exercise can reduce rationalization
of meat consumption. Ray et al. (2020) detected increases
in general pro-environmental behavior (measured via the
Pro-Environmental Behavior Scale (PEBS); Whitmarsh
& O’Neill, 2010) following a 4-week online meditation
program. Results of a waitlist-controlled trial involving a
10-week mindfulness-based intervention tailored toward
climate-friendly leadership suggest that pro-environmental
behavior increased at both the individual and the organi-
zational level. However, the effects on pro-environmental
attitudes were small (Ramstetter et al., 2023). Findings did
not replicate in a randomized controlled trial involving an
8-week MBSR intervention with an active control condition:
increases in pro-environmental behavior were not unique
to the mindfulness intervention but also unfolded follow-
ing a structurally equivalent health enhancement program
(Riordan et al., 2022). Aiming to distinguish the effects
of different meditation practices, a recent survey experi-
ment found that walking meditation (but not LKM or MM

interventions) increased pro-environmental intentions and
climate change policy support (Bayle-Cordier et al., 2023).

Taken together, evidence of a causal effect of meditation
on pro-environmentalism remains equivocal. Furthermore,
due to selection biases and small sample sizes (Thiermann &
Sheate, 2021), the available results must be interpreted with
caution. In contrast to the ameliorative effect of meditation
on affective polarization, its effect on pro-environmentalism
is empirically less well supported.

Does meditation causally affect pro-environmentalism,
and if yes, what aspects are affected to what extent? To
address this question, we employed a series of measures of
attitudes and intentions regarding climate change and the
environment. The rationale behind choosing attitudes and
intentions is based on theories of behavior, including the
theory of reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) and the
theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1985). These theories
agree that for “planned” or “reasoned” pro-environmental
action to happen, people first need to have pro-environmen-
tal attitudes. To measure these attitudes, we used general
measures of environmental concern, as well as specific
measures of belief in (the anthropogenic nature of) climate
change and the belief that humans have more rights than
the rest of nature and should rule about nature, which has
been referred to as anthropocentrism (Dunlap et al., 2000).
To measure pro-environmental intentions, we measured
people’s willingness to personally and collectively pay for
costly climate action at the cost of wealth, freedom, and
opportunity.

One can expect meditation to affect pro-environmental-
ism via the same mechanisms outlined for affective polari-
zation above. Meditation increases connectedness not only
with others but also with nature (Adventure-Heart & Pro-
eve, 2017; Ray et al., 2020; Thiermann & Sheate, 2022), a
known predictor of pro-environmentalism (Barragan-Jason
et al., 2022; Whitburn et al., 2020). Analogously, adaptive
emotion regulation strategies facilitate adequate engage-
ment with information in intergroup conflict (Halperin,
2014a) and climate change debates (Panno et al., 2015).
In addition, increases in compassion are positively linked
to stronger beliefs in anthropogenic climate change (Lu &
Schuldt, 2015), pro-environmental intentions (Pfattheicher
et al., 2016), and the willingness to make lifestyle changes
to avert climate change (Dickinson et al., 2016).

The Present Study

This study moved beyond this state of the art, investigat-
ing whether two different kinds of meditation, mindfulness
meditation and loving-kindness meditation, can help over-
come the intertwined challenge of affective polarization
and climate change. Insights into the mechanisms of medi-
tation practice suggest that three interdependent processes
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might engender these effects: First, research suggests that
both LKM and MM increase connectedness with others
(Adventure-Heart & Proeve, 2017; Hutcherson et al., 2008;
Kok & Singer, 2017) and with nature (Adventure-Heart &
Proeve, 2017; Lengieza & Swim, 2021; Ray et al., 2020).
Meditation practices typically allow people to understand
better that they are not living in isolation but are inevitably
connected to others and nature. Consequently, individuals
should recognize and understand that climate change affects
all human beings.

Second, meditation tends to help individuals construc-
tively engage with their emotions (Frank et al., 2022; Hol-
zel et al., 2011). Adaptive emotion regulation strategies
facilitate adequate engagement with information not only
in the context of intergroup conflict (Halperin & Gross,
2011; Halperin & Pliskin, 2015; Halperin, 2014b) but also
in the context of climate change (Panno et al., 2015; van
Valkengoed et al., 2023).

Third, meditation can increase compassion for others
(Birnie et al., 2010) and for nature (Pfattheicher et al.,
2016), allowing people to recognize and care about the
fact that—while they may not yet be affected by climate
change—others already are or will be soon. Increases in
compassion are positively linked to a stronger belief in
anthropogenic climate change, pro-environmental inten-
tions (Pfattheicher et al., 2016), and the willingness to
make lifestyle changes to avert climate change (Dickinson
et al., 2016).

While both meditation practices, MM and LKM, are posi-
tively associated with markers of pro-sociality and pro-envi-
ronmentalism, LKM aims to intentionally cultivate kindness
and compassion for others (Salzberg, 2011). In particular,
the effect of LKM on connectedness is considered profound
as “loving-kindness is a quality of the heart that recognizes
how connected we all are” (Salzberg, 2011, p. 177). There-
fore, we speculate that LKM has a larger effect than MM on
affective polarization. Literature suggesting a more promi-
nent effect of LKM on other-focused concern (Boellinghaus
et al., 2014) and positive emotions (Fredrickson et al., 2017),
both linked to stereotype and prejudice reduction, corrobo-
rates this claim.

Based on these theoretical expectations, we derived the
following hypotheses: First, we expected that both the mind-
fulness and loving-kindness treatments would lead to lower
affective polarization than a control treatment, with the lov-
ing-kindness treatment yielding a stronger effect. Second,
we expected both the mindfulness and the loving-kindness
treatments to promote pro-environmentalism, with the lov-
ing-kindness treatment having a more pronounced effect.

Using an original survey experiment, we empirically
tested whether meditation can increase pro-environmental-
ism and reduce affective polarization. By randomly allo-
cating participants to the meditation groups, we controlled
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for the apparent selection into meditation uptake that
plagues purely observational studies. Therefore, our study
expanded on previous studies by Simonsson et al. (2022a,
2022b, 2022¢) who tested the effects of an 8-week medita-
tion course and brief mindfulness or befriending meditation
interventions on polarization. To sum up, the rationale for
this study was to explore the potential of two types of medi-
tation, mindfulness meditation, and loving-kindness medi-
tation, as tools to address the dual challenges of affective
polarization and climate change. We hypothesized that these
meditation practices would foster a sense of connectedness,
facilitate constructive emotional engagement, and enhance
compassion, promoting pro-environmentalism and reducing
affective polarization.

Method
Participants

We conducted a randomized controlled survey experiment
to test our preregistered hypotheses (https://osf.io/4xfnw).
Participants were recruited via Prolific Academic, an online
crowdsourcing platform. Like Amazon MTurk, Prolific
produces data quality comparable to traditional participant
pools. Prolific, however, offers advantages in that it draws
on a more diverse participant pool, with participants being
more naive to experimental tasks and fairly reimbursed
through ethical pricing (Peer et al., 2017). Using Prolific’s
pre-screening function, we recruited 698 US citizens aged 18
or above who identified either as Democrat or Republican,
excluding Independents and non-identifiers from our sample.
To achieve a balanced sample regarding party identification,
we recruited participants in seven waves from June 18, 2021,
to October 4, 2021. To avoid participant biases, our study
was advertised using a non-informative title (‘“Public Opin-
ion and Contemporary Issues: Your Values and Beliefs”).
The sample size was determined based on a previous
study, which found that a 10-min loving-kindness meditation
led to lower political polarization between Democrats and
Republicans in the United States (d=0.31) than a 10-min
audio recording about mindfulness meditation (Simonsson
et al., 2022c). A power analysis with the R package pwr
(Champely et al., 2020) suggested that to detect an effect
of equivalent size (f=0.15) at 80% power and an alpha of
0.05 in a one-way ANOVA would require a sample size of
432 participants. To control for the multiple comparisons
problem that results from conducting three statistical tests in
total (the dependent measures being two measures of politi-
cal polarization and one measure of pro-environmental atti-
tudes), we divided the alpha by 3. This resulted in a recom-
mended sample size of 564 (188 per group). In anticipation
of having to exclude participants, we decided to oversample
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by 10%, which resulted in the preregistered sample size of
n=0618.

Procedure

Participants who decided to participate in the study were
directed to an online questionnaire to complete the question-
naire and undergo treatment. After completing the survey
experiment, participants were debriefed with information
about the study goal.

Respondents were randomly assigned to one of the fol-
lowing three conditions. Participants in the mindfulness
meditation (MM) group listened to a 10-min mindfulness
meditation focusing on the impermanence of thoughts and
sensations. During the recording, participants had to find
a comfortable posture in an undisturbed atmosphere that
allowed them to attend to arising sounds, thoughts, and sen-
sations. The recording encouraged participants to approach
feelings and thoughts with a kind, curious attitude and to
notice their tendencies to label or judge them. Participants
were repeatedly reminded to observe how thoughts and sen-
sations arise and dissolve, to refrain from judgment, and to
return to the present moment by focusing on the breath.

Participants in the loving-kindness meditation (LKM)
group listened to a 10-min meditation encouraging them to
generate warmth and friendship toward themselves and oth-
ers. In a comfortable posture in an undisturbed atmosphere,
listeners were asked to wish themselves well by repeating
positive affirmations (e.g., “May I be safe and free from suf-
fering”). If thoughts and emotions arose, participants were
asked to acknowledge them non-judgmentally and return to
the present moment by focusing on their breath. Participants
then recalled a loved one and wished him or her well in the
same way. To widen the circle of kindness, the meditation
asked participants to extend these wishes to someone dif-
ficult and, finally, to all living beings. Both audio files were
recorded by Mark Williams and are based on a well-estab-
lished mindfulness curriculum (Williams & Penman, 2012)
and have been used previously by Simonsson et al., (2022a,
2022b, 2022c). Section B of the Supplementary information
provides transcripts of the MM and LKM interventions.

Participants in the control group did not undergo any
treatment. Instead, they were instantly redirected to the post-
intervention section of the survey, where affective polari-
zation, pro-environmental, climate change attitudes, and
potentially mediating variables were probed.

To ensure high data quality, we excluded participants who
failed one or more of the three attention checks. They were
(a) a question about what the audio file instruction asked
them to do (7. =32); (b) an item in the environmental
attitudes battery asking them to choose a particular answer
option (ng;.4=46); and (c) the time spent on the survey page
that instructed participants to meditate for at least 10 min

(Ngyi1ea=76). In addition, a manipulation check after the
intervention inquired whether participants could let thoughts
come and go (MM) or generate feelings of kindness (LKM).
Subjects choosing the not at all option were also excluded
from the sample (7,4 =4), resulting in a final sample size
of n=541. The sample was slightly smaller than planned,
lowering the statistical power from the desired 80 to 78%.
Figure E1 in the Supplementary information presents a vis-
ual illustration of the exclusion procedure.

Measures

Before treatment, we collected demographic information
(e.g., gender, age, education, income) and measured political
orientation (“Where would you place yourself on this scale
in general?”; 1 = Extremely liberal;, 7= Extremely conserva-
tive). In addition to people’s general political orientation,
we asked them, “In terms of social and cultural issues, how
liberal or conservative are you?” and “In terms of economic
issues, how liberal or conservative are you?” (1 = Extremely
liberal; 7= Extremely conservative). We also measured
party affiliation by asking people to categorize themselves
as strong/weak/lean Democrats, strong/weak/lean Republi-
cans, or pure Independents. Regarding key demographics,
our sample was slightly more liberal (sample mean =3.82,
population mean =4.09), more female (sample percentage:
67.2, population percentage: 50.6 percent), younger (sample
median =27.0, population median =38.5 years), and more
ethnically diverse (sample share Caucasian=73.8%, popu-
lation share Caucasian=76.3%) than a truly representative
US sample (American National Election Studies, 2021;
United States Census Bureau, 2021). Importantly, the treat-
ment and control groups did not differ significantly regard-
ing key demographics (Table C1/S9 in the Supplementary
information).

After the intervention, we measured affective polarization
using two widely applied measures similar to a previous
study (Simonsson et al., 2022c). First, a thermometer scale
was used to probe participants’ feelings toward members of
their party and the other party on a 100-point scale, with O
indicating cold and unfavorable and 100 indicating warm and
favorable (Lelkes & Westwood, 2017). Polarization scores
were calculated as the difference in feeling scores between
a respondent’s party and the opposition party. Second, trait
ratings assessed respondents’ susceptibility to stereotypes
by asking them to rate how well eight attributes (e.g., intel-
ligent, generous, selfish, mean) described in- and outgroup
members (Iyengar et al., 2012). We calculated polariza-
tion scores as the difference between ingroup and outgroup
scores for positive traits (e.g., intelligent) and vice versa for
negative traits (e.g., selfish) so that higher scores indicated
more polarization. We then obtained an average trait polari-
zation score. Unlike Simonsson et al. (2022¢), who asked
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respondents to rate both voters and elected officials when
completing the polarization measures, participants in our
study only rated voters, thereby avoiding contamination
from elite to mass polarization. Another difference was that
our study did not include a trust measure because there was
no evidence that loving-kindness meditation reduced trust-
related polarization. In addition, we only measured affective
polarization after the intervention rather than pre- and post-
intervention, as Simonsson et al. (2022¢) did. The internal
consistency of the trait rating indicator of affective polariza-
tion indicators was acceptable, with a=0.87 (0 =0.90) for
Democrats and a=0.86 (w=0.91) for Republicans.

After the intervention, we measured pro-environmental-
ism using a battery of measures related to affect, cognition,
intention, and values. We measured people’s environmen-
tal concern (3 items; a=0.70; ®=0.73; e.g., “The balance
of nature is very delicate and easily upset”) and people’s
willingness to pay for costly climate action as a society (2
items; a=0.63; e.g., “The state should do more to advance
society’s climate mitigation goals, even if it means restrict-
ing the freedom and opportunities of individuals.”). In addi-
tion, we measured people’s belief in climate change (4 items;
a=0.82; =0.84; e.g., “I do not believe that global warm-
ing is really happening”; reverse-scored) and anthropocen-
trism (3 items; a=0.71; ®=0.75; e.g., “Humans were meant
to rule over the rest of nature”), which is antithetical to pro-
environmentalism and should be interpreted in reverse. The
items of these subscales were drawn from the New Environ-
mental Paradigm Scale (Dunlap et al., 2000), the Special
Eurobarometer 490 (European Commission: Directorate-
General for Climate Action, 2019), the Swiss Environmen-
tal Panel Study (QuoB et al., 2021), and the Environmental
Attitudes Inventory (Milfont & Duckitt, 2010). Participants
responded using a 5-point scale ranging from strongly dis-
agree to strongly agree. Section A of the Supplementary
information provides a complete list of the items.

After the intervention, we also administered other scales
to measure constructs related to meditation, including dis-
positional mindfulness as assessed with the Cognitive and
Affective Mindfulness Scale-Revised (CAMS-R; Feldman
et al., 2007), self-compassion with the self-compassion scale
(Neff, 2016), compassion with others with the Others scale
of the Sussex-Oxford Compassion Scale (SOCS-O; Gu et al.,
2020), and emotion regulation using the Non-reactivity sub-
scale of the Five Facet Mindfulness Questionnaire (FFMQ;
Baer et al., 2022). Table C2/S10 provides means and stand-
ard deviations of all measures used in the study.

Data Analyses

To test our hypotheses, we conducted a series of linear
regression models with our two experimental conditions
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(LKM, MM) as the predictor, and affective polarization and
environmentalism as the dependent variables while control-
ling for party affiliation (0=Democrat; 1 =Republican), age,
gender (0=male; 1 =female), income (1 =%$14,999 or less,
9=%200,000 and over), and education level (1 =did not
complete high school; 6 =advanced degree; see Table C1/
S9 for a summary of these variables). As preregistered, we
did not model any interactions between the predictors.

We analyzed the data as close as possible to our preregis-
tered analysis plan, but we deviated from this plan in several
ways. First, we ran fixed-effects regression analyses for each
measure instead of a mixed-effects model in which the dif-
ferent measures were modeled as different levels of a ran-
dom factor. We did this because this modeling choice would
be incompatible with the concept of a random effect. For
exploratory purposes, we also fitted these models to the sub-
samples of Democrats and Republicans, excluding the party
affiliation predictor. Second, we also ran a version of these
models in which we standardized the predictor and outcome
variables (Tables D2/S12 and D3/S13 in Section D of the
Supplementary information) to obtain standardized regres-
sion coefficients (f) that serve as effect size measures. We
interpreted the standardized regression coefficients follow-
ing Acock (2008), with #=0.10 indicating a small, #=0.30
a medium, and #=0.50 a large effect. A third deviation from
the preregistered analysis plan was that the number of par-
ticipants in the final sample (n=541) was smaller than the
figure from the preregistered power analysis. We achieved a
statistical power of 78% instead of 80%.

We also preregistered and tested a third hypothesis,
according to which the effects of the mindfulness interven-
tions are mediated by self-compassion, compassion with oth-
ers, emotion regulation, connectedness with nature, anthro-
pocentrism, and dispositional mindfulness (see https://osf.io/
nza78). Because these analyses yielded hardly any indirect
effects, we reported these results in Table D1/S11 of the
Supplementary information.

Results
Treatment Effects on Affective Polarization

The results, summarized in Table 1, partially support
Hypothesis 1 that a brief meditation intervention can reduce
affective polarization. Republicans who completed the lov-
ing-kindness meditation (but not Democrats or Republi-
cans who completed the mindfulness meditation) were less
affectively polarized than participants in the control group.
This effect was small (= —0.13). Note that this effect was
significant only when affective polarization was measured
via the thermometer scale, not via trait ratings. In the latter
case, the effect was slightly weaker (= —0.12), as indicated
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Table 1 Results of the regression analyses of the effects of the mind-
fulness meditation (MM) and the loving-kindness meditation (LKM)
on four aspects of affective polarization. Unless stated otherwise, the
numbers given in the table represent regression coefficients (b) and

standard errors (SE; in parentheses). Among Republicans, LKM
reduced affective polarization, as measured using the thermometer

rating scale

Thermometer ratings

Trait ratings

(1a) Overall  (1b) Republicans (1c) Democrats (2a) Overall (2b) Republicans (2c¢) Democrats
Intercept 44.165%** 21.609%* 37.596% 0.742%* 0.560* 0.446
(6.531) (8.225) (9.600) (0.185) (0.252) (0.261)
Mindfulness meditation —1.101 1.124 -2.707 —0.095 -0.033 -0.154
(2.949) (3.820) (4.304) (0.084) (0.117) 0.117)
Loving-kindness meditation —-4.318 —7.483* 0.088 —0.118 —0.198 —-0.015
(2.854) (3.760) (4.100) (0.081) (0.115) (0.112)
Age 0.004 0.264 -0.339 0.003 0.006 —0.001
(0.131) (0.152) (0.227) (0.004) (0.005) (0.006)
Female 1.298 —9.780%* 13.621%* 0.084 -0.129 0.326%*
(2.749) (3.402) (4.287) (0.078) (0.104) (0.117)
Income 0.479 0.132 0.577 0.034* 0.051* 0.015
(0.502) (0.668) (0.713) (0.014) (0.020) (0.019)
Education 1.450 0.637 2711 0.030 —0.035 0.105%*
(0.991) (1.274) (1.480) (0.028) (0.039) (0.040)
Party identification: Republican =~ —27.437%%** —0.431%%*
(2.435) (0.069)
R? 0.208 0.079 0.067 0.089 0.053 0.061
Adj. R? 0.197 0.058 0.046 0.077 0.031 0.040
N 536 267 269 536 267 269

*#*¥p <0.001; *¥p <0.01; *p <0.05; SE in parentheses

by Model 2a. Note that the loving-kindness meditation had
almost no effect among Democrats (#=0.001).

Exploratory analyses revealed that party affiliation did
not significantly moderate the effects of the interventions.
Therefore, we have no evidence that the loving-kindness
intervention affected affective polarization more among
Republicans than among Democrats. It is merely the case
that the effect among Republicans was sufficiently large to
reach significance, whereas the effect among Democrats was
not. Affective polarization was also predicted by party and
gender. First, Republicans were less polarized than Demo-
crats. The latter effect was medium to large (f=0.45). When
assessed via trait ratings of voters, Democrats’ affective
polarization scores were also higher than those of Republi-
cans (= —0.27), indicating a small- to medium-sized effect.
Republican women were significantly less polarized than
their male counterparts (f= — 0.18), whereas Democratic
women were significantly more polarized than Democratic
men (f=0.21). Higher education was associated with more
affective polarization in terms of trait ratings among Demo-
crats (f=0.18), but not (significantly) among Republicans
(#=0.12). Finally, higher income was associated with higher
affective polarization based on the trait rating measure
(Table 1).

Considering the subdimensions of pro-environmen-
talism, we found that Democrats who completed the MM
expressed higher anthropocentrism than control group par-
ticipants (Table 2). That is, they agreed more with items
such as “Humans were meant to rule over the rest of nature.”
The size of this effect, however, was small (f=0.13). The
remaining indicators of environmentalism (environmental
concern, belief in climate change, and willingness to pay)
did not vary significantly based on which group participants
were in (Table 2).

Party affiliation, age, gender, education, and income were
related to our indicators of pro-environmentalism. First, all
five indicators of pro-environmentalism were lower among
Republicans than among Democrats. The coefficients ranged
from f= —0.26 to f= —0.54, indicating small to medium
effect sizes. See Table D3/S13 for the results of a standard-
ized version of the regression model reported in Table 2,
which is informative about effect size. Second, gender had
small to medium effects on several measures of pro-envi-
ronmentalism. Women scored higher on environmental con-
cern (#=0.18) and expressed more belief in climate change
(#=0.13) and lower anthropocentrism (f= —0.25). Notably,
female gender predicted climate change beliefs among Dem-
ocrats (f=0.30), but not significantly among Republicans
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(#=0.07). In contrast, Democratic women were more will-
ing than Democratic men to pay collectively (f=0.18),
whereas this was not the case among Republican women and
men (f= —0.03). Third, there were small to medium effects
of age: Older participants expressed less environmental con-
cern (f= —0.14), less belief in climate change (f= —0.19),
less willingness to pay (#=0.10), and higher anthropocen-
trism ($=0.10). Fourth, there was a small positive relation-
ship between income and anthropocentrism: Higher income
was associated with higher anthropocentrism ($=0.12).

Discussion

Current policy approaches fail to induce the changes needed
to reach the aim of the Paris Agreement on Climate Change.
In the US, one crucial factor forestalling effective climate
policies is a polarized partisan debate between Democrats
and Republicans about the importance of climate action.
Disagreement on this issue fuels and is fueled by affec-
tive polarization between partisans. In this situation, where
deep-seated political ideology affects how people perceive
climate change, cognitive (i.e., informational) approaches
to increase climate change awareness and action fail due to
biased information processing (i.e., motivated reasoning).
Providing facts about climate change can even be counter-
productive because it hardens climate-skeptical positions.
We probed the potential of meditation to reduce affec-
tive polarization and increase environmental concern using
an online survey experiment that included a 10-min audio
meditation intervention. Based on a sample of more than 500
US respondents, the analysis revealed that loving-kindness
meditation, a meditation type that intentionally creates feel-
ings of warmth toward self and others, reduced affective
polarization among Republicans. Note that this was only the
case when affective polarization was measured via a ther-
mometer scale. We did not observe the effect among Demo-
crats. Yet, the effect of the manipulation did not significantly
interact with participants’ party affiliation: While we found
that LKM significantly reduced Republicans’ affective polar-
ization, we do not know whether the effect was smaller for
Democrats, as the interaction term did not reach statistical
significance. In addition, our results suggest that meditation
does not equal meditation. While LKM was partially effec-
tive at reducing affective polarization among Republicans,
we found no evidence that mindfulness meditation (MM)
also reduced affective polarization among either Demo-
crats or Republicans. Our findings thereby partly support
experimental evidence suggesting an ameliorative effect of
different meditation interventions on affective polarization
in different settings (UK: Simonsson et al., 2022a, 2022b,
2023; US: Simonsson et al., 2022¢). Furthermore, our results
echo recent research that shows that Democrats were more

polarized than Republicans, with Democratic women hold-
ing the most adverse opinions of members of the outgroup
(for similar findings, see Ondercin & Lizotte, 2021).

Explanations for Republicans’ higher receptivity to LKM
interventions might be twofold. For one, Republicans’ lower
baseline levels of affective polarization and the accompany-
ing greater openness might allow for a heightened impact
of LKM. For another, characteristics such as group norms
or psychological traits associated with conservative ideol-
ogy could play a role. Republicans’ increased readiness
to embrace love and compassion through LKM could, for
instance, be tied to their comparatively higher levels of relig-
iosity (Layman, 1997; Leege & Kellstedt, 1993; Olson &
Green, 2006). Further research would be necessary to disen-
tangle these possibilities and explore the complex interplay
between political orientation, religiosity, and openness to
compassion-based practices.

LKM interventions appear to be partially effective in
reducing affective polarization; however, they are not the
sole means of addressing intergroup tensions. A recent study
by Voelkel et al. (2024) evaluated 25 treatments, including
befriending meditation, for their impact on affective polari-
zation. While LKM demonstrated the anticipated positive
effects, it was not among the most impactful interventions.
Notably, alternative approaches, such as watching a video
showcasing individuals building connections despite hold-
ing opposing political views and being informed that the
majority of Democrats and Republicans belong to a "tired
majority" (Voelkel et al., 2024) that is frustrated by polari-
zation, were found to be more effective at reducing partisan
animosity. These interventions highlight the value of nar-
rative-driven and socially oriented strategies in promoting
mutual understanding across political divides.

We did not find a significant effect of either type of medi-
tation on measures of environmental concern, connectedness
with nature, or willingness to pay for costly climate action on
either side of the political spectrum. This indicates that nei-
ther MM nor LKM markedly reduced polarization regarding
the issue of environmentalism. These findings mirror exist-
ing studies in the meditation-sustainability nexus that failed
to detect causal effects of meditation (Frank et al., 2021;
Geiger et al., 2020). Still, we found that participants who
completed MM endorsed anthropocentrism more strongly,
as they agreed more with items like “Humans were meant to
rule over the rest of nature.” The unintended negative effect
of MM suggests that cultivating awareness of thoughts and
sensations without cultivating compassion may not reduce
polarization but foster an anthropocentric worldview. Simi-
larly, Schindler et al. (2019) observed that breathing medita-
tions did not affect people’s intentions to repair damage after
causing harm, or even reduce these intentions.

Common definitions of mindfulness mirror the optional-
ity of loving-kindness in mindfulness practice. Mindfulness
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is defined as paying attention in a particular way: on purpose,
in the present moment, and non-judgmentally (Kabat-Zinn,
1994). This is even though compassion and wisdom are
crucial to mindfulness (Boyce, 2011). In Buddhist practice,
mindfulness is inextricably linked with the systematic cul-
tivation of compassion, love, and kindness. The decoupling
of mindfulness from loving-kindness in Western societies
has led critics to conclude that “McMindfulness” (Purser,
2019) is just the latest self-help commodity of a profit-driven
marketing industry. Future research should move beyond the
narrow focus on mindfulness (van Dam et al., 2018) to an
integrated understanding (and application) of meditation.

Limitations and Future Research

To put our findings into perspective, we mention three limi-
tations of our study and point to potential avenues for future
research. First, our survey experiment assessed the immedi-
ate effects of meditation only. Whether and how these effects
endure remains subject to future research. Also, and more
importantly, specific effects of the meditation interventions
used in our studies might not have unfolded in the relatively
short time the survey took people to complete. It may be
fruitful to trace the effects of similar interventions over an
extended time frame.

Second, our interventions were extremely short. Both
affective polarization and pro-environmentalism form over
years, often decades. One should not expect a single-session,
10-min audio intervention to permanently change deeply
entrenched attitudes and sentiments. Given these consid-
erations, it is even more astonishing that we saw reduced
polarization among Republicans following meditation. To
gain a more nuanced picture of the effects of meditation
on affective polarization and pro-environmentalism, future
studies should investigate the effects of prolonged medita-
tion practice.

Third, our findings must be treated with caution because
we measured pro-environmentalism and affective polari-
zation using self-report measures. Although self-report
measures are widely used in existing research, and their
psychometric properties have been demonstrated, they
remain susceptible to social desirability bias, mispercep-
tion, and misinterpretation (e.g., Brutus et al., 2013).
Future studies should apply behavioral measures of both
affective polarization and pro-environmentalism, including
survey experiments probing people’s willingness to take
reconciliatory and pro-environmental action. For instance,
concerning pro-environmentalism, one could investigate
whether respondents are willing to sign pro-environmental
petitions, donate to pro-environmental charities, or invest
in CO, offsetting projects. Future studies that attempt this
should rely on behavioral paradigms that have been repeat-
edly used to study pro-environmental behavior in the context
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of donation decisions, product choices, energy conservation,
waste management, and advocacy for environmental causes
(for an overview, see Lange, 2022). Finding adequate meas-
ures of behavioral affective polarization, which do not at the
same time tap into discriminatory behavior, is less straight-
forward. One option would be to offer participants to listen
to short podcasts or opinion pieces by different politicians
and record how often they are willing to listen to the opinion
piece by politicians from the other party.

Fourth, we did not investigate how prior meditation expe-
rience modulates the effects of the meditation treatments.
There are at least two possibilities. On the one hand, the
effects may be more effective among experienced meditators
because it is easier for them to enter a meditative state. On
the other hand, because habitual loving-kindness meditation
fosters compassion (for a review, see Bankard, 2015), expe-
rienced mediators may be more mindful and compassion-
ate to start with and, therefore, have less room to improve.
Future studies should take both possibilities into account.

Fifth, although our sample size was reasonable, it was
below the figure suggested by our preregistered power
analysis, thus raising the possibility that we were unable to
detect some of the effects of meditation. Although in null
hypothesis testing, non-significant findings cannot count as
evidence for the null hypothesis, future studies should be
especially careful not to interpret some of our null results as
evidence of absence of effects.

Sixth, the present study only provides evidence on the
effects of meditation in the United States. It is unclear
whether our findings generalize to other countries and cul-
tural contexts.

With well-recognized benefits to physical and mental
well-being, meditation practice has become a recognized
treatment for mental health conditions and a standard tool
in personnel development in the corporate world, schools,
and universities. Meditation practice has spiked during the
COVID-19 pandemic and is expected to proliferate (Statista,
2022). If the depolarizing effects of meditation can be con-
firmed in larger samples with longer interventions, medita-
tion may be translated into interventions that help alleviate
social tensions between partisans. Policy approaches target-
ing the intertwined challenge of affective polarization and
climate change might seize the opportunity and join forces
with existing meditation programs in community settings.

By fostering feelings of love and kindness toward oth-
ers, including political outgroups, LKM uniquely positions
itself as a tool to promote mutual understanding and bridge
divides. Unlike general mindfulness practices, which cul-
tivate present-moment awareness, LKM emphasizes rela-
tional aspects, making it particularly effective in address-
ing the emotional and interpersonal barriers that underlie
political polarization. This potential for mutual understand-
ing suggests that LKM could enable both Democrats and
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Republicans to engage with each other’s perspectives more
constructively—for instance, by encouraging Democrats
to more thoughtfully consider Republican environmental
arguments and reducing Republicans’ defensiveness toward
climate-related evidence. Future research should further
investigate this bidirectional potential of LKM to facilitate
meaningful dialogue across ideological divides.

Putting heart over head and cultivating loving-kindness
toward others may be a valuable tool in overcoming partisan
hostility that forestalls efficient climate mitigation action.
More research is needed to determine precisely when and
in whom mindfulness promotes fruitful political discourse
and effective climate action.

Supplementary Information The online version contains supplemen-
tary material available at https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-025-02525-8.

Author Contribution LR, GS, and JK conceptualized and designed the
experimental method of the paper; LR, GS, and JK collected data; LR
and JK analyzed the data and interpreted results together with GS; LR,
JK, EJ, and GS drafted and revised the manuscript and approved the
final version for submission.

Funding Open access funding provided by Paris Lodron University
of Salzburg. This research project was funded by a European Varela
Grant, “Inside out: Meeting Global Challenges from the Inside Out:
Tracing the Effects of Mindfulness on Climate Change Attitudes and
Actions” by the Mind & Life Europe Institute.

Data Availability The data and the code used to analyze the data are
available on OSF (https://osf.io/4xfnw).

Declarations

Ethics Approval The study was approved by the University of Salz-
burg’s ethics committee.

Informed Consent Informed consent was obtained from all individual
participants included in the study.

Competing Interest The authors declare no competing interests.

Use of Artificial Intelligence We did not use any Artificial intelligence
tools in the research presented here.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source,
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in
the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a
copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Abramowitz, A., & Saunders, K. (2008). Is polarization a myth? Jour-
nal of Politics, 70(2), 542-555. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022
381608080493

Acock, A. C. (2008). A gentle introduction to stata (6th ed.). Stata
Press.

Adventure-Heart, D. J., & Proeve, M. (2017). Mindfulness and koving-
kindness meditation: Effects on connectedness to humanity and
to the natural world. Psychological Reports, 120(1), 102-117.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0033294116685867

Ahler, D.J., & Sood, G. (2018). The parties in our heads: Mispercep-
tions about party composition and their consequences. The Jour-
nal of Politics, 80(3), 964-981. https://doi.org/10.1086/697253

Ajzen, 1. (1985). From intentions to actions: A theory of planned
behavior. In J. Kuhl & J. Beckmann (Eds.), Action Control.
SSSP Springer Series in Social Psychology (pp. 11-39).
Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-69746-3_2

Alkoby, A., Halperin, E., Tarrasch, R., & Levit-Binnun, N. (2017).
Increased support for political compromise in the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict following an 8-week mindfulness work-
shop. Mindfulness, 8(5), 1345-1353. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12671-017-0710-5

Amel, E. L., Manning, C. M., & Scott, B. A. (2009). Mindfulness
and sustainable behavior: Pondering attention and awareness
as means for increasing green behavior. Ecopsychology, 1(1),
14-25. https://doi.org/10.1089/ec0.2008.0005

American National Election Studies (2021). ANES 2020 time series
study. https://doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR38034.v1

Baer, R., Gu, J., & Strauss, C. (2022). Five facet mindfulness ques-
tionnaire (FFMQ). In O. N. Medvedev, C. U. Krigeloh, R. J.
Siegert, & N. N. Singh (Eds.), Handbook of Assessment in
Mindfulness Research (pp. 1-23). Springer. https://doi.org/10.
1007/978-3-030-77644-2

Bail, C., Argyle, L., Brown, T., Bumpus, J., Chen, H., Hunzaker, M.
B., Lee, J., Mann, M., Merhout, F., & Volfovsky, A. (2018).
Exposure to opposing views can increase political polarization:
Evidence from a large-scale field experiment on social media.
SocArXiv. https://doi.org/10.17605/0SF.10/4YGUX

Bankard, J. (2015). Training emotion cultivates morality: How
loving-kindness meditation hones compassion and increases
prosocial behavior. Journal of Religion and Health, 54(6),
2324-2343. https://doi.org/10.1007/S10943-014-9999-8

Barbaro, N., & Pickett, S. M. (2016). Mindfully green: Examin-
ing the effect of connectedness to nature on the relationship
between mindfulness and engagement in pro-environmental
behavior. Personality and Individual Differences, 93, 137-142.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.05.026

Barbera, P. (2020). Social media, echo chambers, and political polar-
ization. In N. Persily & J. A. Tucker (Eds.), Social media and
democracy - The state of the field, prospects for reform (pp.
34-55). Cambridge University Press.

Barragan-Jason, G., de Mazancourt, C., Parmesan, C., Singer, M.
C., & Loreau, M. (2022). Human—nature connectedness as a
pathway to sustainability: A global meta-analysis. Conserva-
tion Letters, 15(1), 1-7. https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12852

Bayle-Cordier, J., Berger, L., Elatmani, R., & Tavoni, M. (2023).
Breath, love, walk? The impact of mindfulness interventions
on climate policy support and environmental attitudes. Sustain-
ability, 15(13), 10491. https://doi.org/10.3390/sul51310491

Berger, R., Brenick, A., & Tarrasch, R. (2018). Reducing Israeli-
Jewish pupils’ outgroup prejudice with a mindfulness and
compassion-based social-emotional program. Mindfulness,
9(6), 1768-1779. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-018-0919-y

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-025-02525-8
https://osf.io/4xfnw
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022381608080493
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022381608080493
https://doi.org/10.1177/0033294116685867
https://doi.org/10.1086/697253
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-69746-3_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-017-0710-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-017-0710-5
https://doi.org/10.1089/eco.2008.0005
https://doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR38034.v1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-77644-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-77644-2
https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/4YGUX
https://doi.org/10.1007/S10943-014-9999-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.05.026
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12852
https://doi.org/10.3390/su151310491
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-018-0919-y

520

Mindfulness (2025) 16:507-524

Berry, D. R, Wall, C. S. J., Tubbs, J. D., Zeidan, F., & Brown, K.
W. (2023). Short-term training in mindfulness predicts helping
behavior toward racial ingroup and outgroup members. Social
Psychological and Personality Science, 14(1), 60-71. https://
doi.org/10.1177/19485506211053095

Birnie, K., Speca, M., & Carlson, L. E. (2010). Exploring self-com-
passion and empathy in the context of mindfulness-based stress
reduction (MBSR). Stress and Health, 26(5), 359-371. https://
doi.org/10.1002/smi.1305

Boellinghaus, 1., Jones, F. W., & Hutton, J. (2014). The role of mind-
fulness and loving-kindness meditation in cultivating self-
compassion and other-focused concern in health care profes-
sionals. Mindfulness, 5(2), 129-138. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12671-012-0158-6

Bohme, T., Stanszus, L., Geiger, S., Fischer, D., & Schrader, U.
(2018). Mindfulness training at school: Away to engage ado-
lescents with sustainable consumption? Sustainability, 10(10),
1-22. https://doi.org/10.3390/su10103557

Boyce, B. (2011). The mindfulness revolution: Leading psychologists,
scientists, artists, and meditation teachers on the power of mind-
fulness in daily life. Shambhala Publications.

Brach, T. (2020). Radical compassion: Learning to love yourself and
your world with the practice of RAIN. Penguin.

Bristow, J. (2019). Mindfulness in politics and public policy. Current
Opinion in Psychology, 28, 87-91. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
copsyc.2018.11.003

Brutus, S., Aguinis, H., & Wassmer, U. (2013). Self-reported limi-
tations and future directions in scholarly reports: Analysis and
recommendations. Journal of Management, 39(1), 48-75. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0149206312455245

Burdein, 1., Lodge, M., & Taber, C. (2006). Experiments on the auto-
maticity of political beliefs and attitudes. Political Psychology,
27(3), 359-371. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2006.
00504.x

Cakanlar, A. (2024). EXPRESS: Breaking climate change polarization.
Journal of Public Policy & Marketing, 43(4), 276-294. https://
doi.org/10.1177/07439156241244737

Champely, S., Ekstrom, C., Dalgaard, P., Gill, J., Weibelzahl, S.,
Anandkumar, A., Ford, C., Volcic, R., & De Rosario, H. (2020).
Package ‘pwr’ (Version 1.3-0) [R package]. https://doi.org/10.
32614/CRAN.package.pwr

Chari, A. (2016). The political potential of mindful embodiment. New
Political Science, 38(2), 226-240. https://doi.org/10.1080/07393
148.2016.1153192

Chen, H., Liu, C., Cao, X., Hong, B., Huang, D.-H., Liu, C.-Y., &
Chiou, W.-K. (2021). Effects of loving-kindness meditation on
doctors’ mindfulness, empathy, and communication skills. Inter-
national Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health,
18(8), 4033. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18084033

Condon, P., Desbordes, G., Miller, W. B., & DeSteno, D. (2013). Medi-
tation increases compassionate responses to suffering. Psycho-
logical Science, 24(10), 2125-2127. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0956797613485603

Creswell, J. D. (2017). Mindfulness Interventions. Annual Review
of Psychology, 68(1), 491-516. https://doi.org/10.1146/annur
ev-psych-042716-051139

Creswell, J. D., Lindsay, E. K., Villalba, D. K., & Chin, B. (2019).
Mindfulness training and physical health: Mechanisms and out-
comes. Psychosomatic Medicine, 81(3), 224-232. https://doi.org/
10.1097/PSY.0000000000000675

Currie, S., & Choma, B. (2018). Sociopolitical ideology and the moral-
ity of green behaviour. Environmental Politics, 27(2), 247-266.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2017.1413727

Dalton, R. J. (2009). Economics, environmentalism and party align-
ments: A note on partisan change in advanced industrial

@ Springer

democracies. European Journal of Political Research, 48(2),
161-175. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2008.00831.x

Dickinson, J. L., McLeod, P., Bloomfield, R., & Allred, S. (2016).
Which moral foundations predict willingness to make lifestyle
changes to avert climate change in the USA? PLoS ONE, 11(10),
e0163852. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0163852

Donald, J. N., Sahdra, B. K., Van Zanden, B., Duineveld, J. J., Atkins,
P. W. B., Marshall, S. L., & Ciarrochi, J. (2019). Does your mind-
fulness benefit others? A systematic review and meta-analysis
of the link between mindfulness and prosocial behaviour. Brit-
ish Journal of Psychology, 110(1), 101-125. https://doi.org/10.
1111/bjop.12338

Druckman, J. N., & Lupia, A. (2016). Preference change in com-
petitive political environments. Annual Review of Political
Science, 19(1), 13-31. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polis
¢i-020614-095051

Druckman, J. N., & McGrath, M. C. (2019). The evidence for moti-
vated reasoning in climate change preference formation. Nature
Climate Change, 9(2), 111-119. https://doi.org/10.1038/
$41558-018-0360-1

Druckman, J. N., Gubitz, S. R., Levendusky, M., & Lloyd, A. M.
(2019). How incivility on partisan media (de)polarizes the elec-
torate. Journal of Politics, 81(1), 291-295. https://doi.org/10.
1086/699912

Druckman, J. N., Klar, S., Krupnikov, Y., Levendusky, M., & Ryan, J.
B. (2022). (Mis)estimating affective polarization. The Journal
of Politics, 84(2), 1106-1117. https://doi.org/10.1086/715603

Dunlap, R. E., & Mccright, A. M. (2008). A widening gap Republican
and Democratic views on climate change. Environment: Science
and Policy for Sustainable Development, 50(5), 26-35. https://
doi.org/10.3200/envt.50.5.26-35

Dunlap, R. E., Van Liere, K. D., Mertig, A. G., & Jones, R. E. (2000).
New Trends in Measuring Environmental Attitudes: Measuring
Endorsement of the New Ecological Paradigm: A Revised NEP
Scale. Journal of Social Issues, 56(3), 425-442. https://doi.org/
10.1111/0022-4537.00176

Dunlap, R. E., McCright, A. M., & Yarosh, J. H. (2016). The Political
Divide on Climate Change: Partisan Polarization Widens in the
U.S. Environment: Science and Policy for Sustainable Devel-
opment, 58(5), 4-23. https://doi.org/10.1080/00139157.2016.
1208995

Errmann, A., Kim, J., Lee, D. C., Seo, Y., Lee, J., & Kim, S. S. (2021).
Mindfulness and pro-environmental hotelpreference. Annals of
Tourism Research, 90, 103263. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.
2021.103263

European Commission: Directorate-General for Climate Action.
(2019). Climate change: Report. Publications Office of the Euro-
pean Union. https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2834/00469

Falkenberg, M., Galeazzi, A., Torricelli, M., Di Marco, N., Larosa,
F., Sas, M., Mekacher, A., Pearce, W., Zollo, F., Quattrocioc-
chi, W., & Baronchelli, A. (2022). Growing polarization around
climate change on social media. Nature Climate Change, 12(12),
1114-1121. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-022-01527-x

Farias, M., Maraldi, E., Wallenkampf, K. C., & Lucchetti, G. (2020).
Adverse events in meditation practices and meditation-based
therapies: A systematic review. Acta Psychiatrica Scandinavica,
142(5), 374-393. https://doi.org/10.1111/acps.13225

Feldman, G., Hayes, A., Kumar, S., Greeson, J., & Laurenceau, J. P.
(2007). Mindfulness and emotion regulation: The development
and initial validation of the Cognitive and Affective Mindful-
ness Scale-Revised (CAMS-R). Journal of Psychopathology and
Behavioral Assessment, 29, 177-190. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$10862-006-9035-8

Ferguson, M. L. (2016). Symposium: Mindfulness and politics: Intro-
duction. New Political Science, 38(2), 201-205. https://doi.org/
10.1080/07393148.2016.1153190


https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506211053095
https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506211053095
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.1305
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.1305
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-012-0158-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-012-0158-6
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10103557
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2018.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2018.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312455245
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312455245
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2006.00504.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2006.00504.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/07439156241244737
https://doi.org/10.1177/07439156241244737
https://doi.org/10.32614/CRAN.package.pwr
https://doi.org/10.32614/CRAN.package.pwr
https://doi.org/10.1080/07393148.2016.1153192
https://doi.org/10.1080/07393148.2016.1153192
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18084033
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613485603
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613485603
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-042716-051139
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-042716-051139
https://doi.org/10.1097/PSY.0000000000000675
https://doi.org/10.1097/PSY.0000000000000675
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2017.1413727
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2008.00831.x
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0163852
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12338
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12338
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-020614-095051
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-020614-095051
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-018-0360-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-018-0360-1
https://doi.org/10.1086/699912
https://doi.org/10.1086/699912
https://doi.org/10.1086/715603
https://doi.org/10.3200/envt.50.5.26-35
https://doi.org/10.3200/envt.50.5.26-35
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00176
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00176
https://doi.org/10.1080/00139157.2016.1208995
https://doi.org/10.1080/00139157.2016.1208995
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2021.103263
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2021.103263
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2834/00469
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-022-01527-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/acps.13225
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10862-006-9035-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10862-006-9035-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/07393148.2016.1153190
https://doi.org/10.1080/07393148.2016.1153190

Mindfulness (2025) 16:507-524

521

Fiorina, M. P., Abrams, S. A., & Pope, J. C. (2008). Polarization in the
American public: Misconceptions and misreadings. The Journal
of Politics, 70(2), 556-560. https://doi.org/10.1017/s002238160
808050x

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, 1. (1975). Belief, attitude, intention and behav-
iour: An introduction to theory and research. Addison-Wesley.

Fisher, L. (2020). Challenges for the EU Climate Change Regime.
German Law Journal, 21(1), 5-9. https://doi.org/10.1017/gl;.
2019.87

Fischer, D., Stanszus, L., Geiger, S., Grossman, P., & Schrader, U.
(2017). Mindfulness and sustainable consumption: A system-
atic literature review of research approaches and findings.
Journal of Cleaner Production, 162, 544-558. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.06.007

Flook, L., Goldberg, S. B., Pinger, L., & Davidson, R. J. (2015). Pro-
moting prosocial behavior and self-regulatory skills in preschool
children through a mindfulness-based kindness curriculum.
Developmental Psychology, 51(1), 44-51. https://doi.org/10.
1037/a0038256

Fox, K. C. R., Dixon, M. L., Nijeboer, S., Girn, M., Floman, J. L.,
Lifshitz, M., Ellamil, M., Sedlmeier, P., & Christoff, K. (2016).
Functional neuroanatomy of meditation: A review and meta-
analysis of 78 functional neuroimaging investigations. Neuro-
science and Biobehavioral Reviews, 65,208-228. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.neubiorev.2016.03.021

Frank, P., Fischer, D., Stanszus, L., Grossman, P., & Schrader, U.
(2021). Mindfulness as self-confirmation? An exploratory inter-
vention study on potentials and limitations of mindfulness-based
interventions in the context of environmental and sustainability
education. Journal of Environmental Education, 52(6), 417-444.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00958964.2021.1966352

Frank, P., Heimann, K., Kolbe, V., & Schuster, C. (2022). Can guided
introspection help avoid rationalization of meat consumption?
Mixed-methods results of a pilot experimental study. Cleaner
and Responsible Consumption, 6, 100070. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.c1rc.2022.100070

Fredrickson, B. L., Boulton, A. J., Firestine, A. M., Van Cappellen,
P., Algoe, S. B., Brantley, M. M., Kim, S. L., Brantley, J., &
Salzberg, S. (2017). Positive emotion correlates of meditation
practice: A comparison of mindfulness meditation and loving-
kindness meditation. Mindfulness, 8(6), 1623—1633. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s12671-017-0735-9

Fuochi, G., Boin, J., Lucarini, A., & Voci, A. (2023). A mindful path
toward prejudice reduction: Key mindfulness facets and media-
tors for promoting positive intergroup relations. Mindfulness,
14(12), 2894-2905. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-023-02242-0

Geiger, S., Fischer, D., Schrader, U., & Grossman, P. (2020). Meditat-
ing for the planet: Effects of a mindfulness-based intervention on
sustainable consumption vehaviors. Environment and Behavior,
52(9), 1012-1042. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916519880897

Gimpel, J. G., & Hui, L. S. (2015). Seeking politically compatible
neighbors? The role of neighborhood partisan composition in
residential sorting. Political Geography, 48, 130—142. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2014.11.003

Gu, J., Baer, R., Cavanagh, K., Kuyken, W., & Strauss, C. (2020).
Development and psychometric properties of the Sussex-Oxford
compassion scales (SOCS). Assessment, 27(1), 3-20. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1073191119860911

Gustafson, A., Rosenthal, S. A., Ballew, M. T., Goldberg, M. H.,
Bergquist, P., Kotcher, J. E., Maibach, E. W., & Leiserowitz, A.
(2019). The development of partisan polarization over the Green
New Deal. Nature Climate Change, 9(12), 940-944. https://doi.
org/10.1038/s41558-019-0621-7

Halperin, E. (2014a). Collective emotions and emotion regulation in
intractable conflicts. In C. von Scheve & M. Salmela (Eds.), Col-
lective emotions (pp. 281-295). Oxford University Press.

Halperin, E. (2014b). Emotion, emotion regulation, and conflict resolu-
tion. Emotion Review, 6(1), 68-76. https://doi.org/10.1177/17540
73913491844

Halperin, E., & Gross, J. J. (2011). Emotion regulation in violent con-
flict: Reappraisal, hope, and support for humanitarian aid to the
opponent in wartime. Cognition and Emotion, 25(7), 1228-1236.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2010.536081

Halperin, E., & Pliskin, R. (2015). Emotions and emotion regulation
in intractable conflict: Studying emotional processes within a
unique context. Political Psychology, 36(1), 119-150. https://
doi.org/10.1111/pops.12236

Hamilton, L. C. (2011). Education, politics and opinions about climate
change evidence for interaction effects. Climatic Change, 104(2),
231-242. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-010-9957-8

Hanley, A. W., Bettmann, J. E., Kendrick, C. E., Deringer, A., & Nor-
ton, C. L. (2020). Dispositional mindfulness is associated with
greater nature connectedness and self-reported ecological behav-
ior. Ecopsychology, 12(1), 54—63. https://doi.org/10.1089/eco.
2019.0017

Hazlett, C., & Mildenberger, M. (2020). Wildfire exposure increases
pro-environment voting within Democratic but not Republican
areas. American Political Science Review, 114(4), 1359-1365.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S000305542000044 1

Holzel, B. K., Lazar, S. W., Gard, T., Schuman-Olivier, Z., Vago, D.
R., & Ott, U. (2011). How does mindfulness meditation work?
Proposing mechanisms of action from a conceptual and neural
perspective. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 6(6), 537—
559. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691611419671

Huddy, L., & Yair, O. (2021). Reducing affective polarization: Warm
group relations or policy compromise? Political Psychology,
42(2), 291-309. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12699

Hunecke, M., & Richter, N. (2019). Mindfulness, construction of
meaning, and sustainable food consumption. Mindfulness, 10(3),
446-458. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-018-0986-0

Hunsinger, M., Livingston, R., & Isbell, L. (2014). Spirituality and
intergroup harmony: Meditation and racial prejudice. Mindful-
ness, 5(2), 139-144. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-012-0159-5

Hutcherson, C. A., Seppala, E. M., & Gross, J. J. (2008). Loving-kind-
ness meditation increases social connectedness. Emotion, 8(5),
720-724. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013237

Ingold, K., & Lueke, A. (2023). A brief mindfulness intervention
reduces the tendency to endorse negative Black stereotypes.
Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 53(2), 112—120. https://
doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12931

Iyengar, S., & Westwood, S. J. (2015). Fear and loathing across party
lines: New evidence on group polarization. American Journal of
Political Science, 59(3), 690-707. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.
12152

Iyengar, S., Sood, G., & Lelkes, Y. (2012). Affect, not Ideology: A
social identity perspective on polarization. The Public Opinion
Quarterly, 76(3), 405-431.

Iyengar, S., Lelkes, Y., Levendusky, M., Malhotra, N., & Westwood,
S. J. (2019). The origins and consequences of affective polari-
zation in the United States. Annual Review of Political Sci-
ence, 22(1), 129-146. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polis
ci-051117-073034

Jha, A. P., Krompinger, J., & Baime, M. J. (2007). Mindfulness train-
ing modifies subsystems of attention. Cognitive, Affective, &
Behavioral Neuroscience, 7(2), 109-119. https://doi.org/10.
3758/cabn.7.2.109

Kabat-Zinn, J. (1994). Wherever you go, there you are. Hyperion.

Kang, Y., Gray, J. R., & Dovidio, J. F. (2014). The nondiscriminating
heart: Lovingkindness meditation training decreases implicit
intergroup bias. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General,
143(3), 1306-1313. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034150

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1017/s002238160808050x
https://doi.org/10.1017/s002238160808050x
https://doi.org/10.1017/glj.2019.87
https://doi.org/10.1017/glj.2019.87
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038256
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038256
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2016.03.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2016.03.021
https://doi.org/10.1080/00958964.2021.1966352
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clrc.2022.100070
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clrc.2022.100070
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-017-0735-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-017-0735-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-023-02242-0
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916519880897
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2014.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2014.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191119860911
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191119860911
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-019-0621-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-019-0621-7
https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073913491844
https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073913491844
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2010.536081
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12236
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12236
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-010-9957-8
https://doi.org/10.1089/eco.2019.0017
https://doi.org/10.1089/eco.2019.0017
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055420000441
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691611419671
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12699
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-018-0986-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-012-0159-5
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013237
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12931
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12931
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12152
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12152
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-051117-073034
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-051117-073034
https://doi.org/10.3758/cabn.7.2.109
https://doi.org/10.3758/cabn.7.2.109
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034150

522

Mindfulness (2025) 16:507-524

Karremans, J. C., van Schie, H. T., van Dongen, 1., Kappen, G., Mori,
G., van As, S., ten Bokkel, I. M., & van der Wal, R. C. (2020). Is
mindfulness associated with interpersonal forgiveness? Emotion,
20(2), 296-310. https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000552

Keng, S. L., Smoski, M. J., & Robins, C. J. (2011). Effects of mind-
fulness on psychological health: A review of empirical studies.
Clinical Psychology Review, 31(6), 1041-1056. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.cpr.2011.04.006

Kanill, C., Debus, M., & Heichel, S. (2010). Do parties matter in inter-
nationalised policy areas? The impact of political parties on envi-
ronmental policy outputs in 18 OECD countries, 1970-2000.
European Journal of Political Research, 49(3), 301-336. https://
doi.org/10.1111/.1475-6765.2009.01903.x

Kok, B. E., & Singer, T. (2017). Effects of Contemplative Dyads on
Engagement and Perceived Social Connectedness Over 9 Months
of Mental Training: A Randomized Clinical Trial. JAMA Psy-
chiatry, 74(2), 126. https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2016.
3360

Lange, F. (2022). Behavioral paradigms for studying pro-environmen-
tal behavior: A systematic review. Behavior Research Methods,
55(2), 600—622. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-022-01825-4

Layman, G. C. (1997). Religion and political behavior in the United
States: The impact of beliefs, affiliations, and commitment from
1980 to 1994. Public Opinion Quarterly, 61(2), 288-316.

Leege, D. C., & Kellstedt, L. A. (1993). Rediscovering the religious
factor in American politics. Routledge.

Legault, L., Gutsell, J. N., & Inzlicht, M. (2011). Ironic effects of anti-
prejudice messages: How motivational interventions can reduce
(but also increase) prejudice. Psychological Science, 22(12),
1472-1477. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611427918

Lelkes, Y., & Westwood, S. J. (2017). The limits of partisan prejudice.
The Journal of Politics, 79(2), 485-501. https://doi.org/10.1086/
688223

Lengieza, M. L., & Swim, J. K. (2021). The paths to connectedness: A
review of the antecedents of connectedness to nature. Frontiers
in Psychology, 12, 763231. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.
763231

Levendusky, M. (2018). Americans, not partisans: Can priming Ameri-
can national identity reduce affective polarization? Journal of
Politics, 80(1), 59-70. https://doi.org/10.1086/693987

Levendusky, M., & Malhotra, N. (2016). Does media coverage of par-
tisan polarization affect political attitudes? Political Communi-
cation, 33(2), 283-301. https://doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2015.
1038455

Lim, S., & Duit, A. (2018). Partisan politics, welfare states, and envi-
ronmental policy outputs in the OECD countries, 1975-2005.
Regulation and Governance, 12(2), 220-237. https://doi.org/10.
1111/rego.12138

Lim, D., Condon, P., & DeSteno, D. (2015). Mindfulness and compas-
sion: An examination of mechanism and scalability. PLoS ONE,
10(2), e0118221. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0118221

Long, D., Henderson, J., & Meuwissen, K. (2022). What is climate
change education in Trump country? Educational and Devel-
opmental Psychologist, 39(1), 132—145. https://doi.org/10.1080/
20590776.2021.2013713

Loy, L. S., & Reese, G. (2019). Hype and hope? Mind-body practice
predicts pro-environmental engagement through global identity.
Journal of Environmental Psychology, 66, 101340. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2019.101340

Loy, L. S., Clemens, A., & Reese, G. (2022). Mind-body practice
is related to pro-environmental engagement through self-
compassion and global identity rather than to self-enhance-
ment. Mindfulness, 13(3), 660—-673. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12671-021-01823-1

@ Springer

Lu, H., & Schuldt, J. P. (2015). Exploring the role of incidental emo-
tions in support for climate change policy. Climatic Change,
131(4), 719-726. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-015-1443-x

Lueke, A., & Gibson, B. (2015). Mindfulness meditation reduces
implicit age and race bias: The role of reduced automaticity of
responding. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 6(3),
284-291. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550614559651

Lueke, A., & Gibson, B. (2016). Brief mindfulness meditation reduces
discrimination. Psychology of Consciousness: Theory, Research,
and Practice, 3(1), 34—44. https://doi.org/10.1037/cns000008 1

Ma, Y., & Hmielowski, J. D. (2022). Are you threatening me? Iden-
tity threat, resistance to persuasion, and boomerang effects in
environmental communication. Environmental Communication,
16(2), 225-242. https://doi.org/10.1080/17524032.2021.1994442

Mathiowetz, D. (2016). “Meditation is good for nothing: ”” Leisure as
a democratic practice. New Political Science, 38(2), 241-255.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07393148.2016.1153193

McCoy, J., Rahman, T., & Somer, M. (2018). Polarization and the
global crisis of democracy: Common patterns, dynamics, and
pernicious consequences for democratic polities. American
Behavioral Scientist, 62(1), 16—-42. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0002764218759576

McCright, A. M., Dunlap, R. E., & Marquart-Pyatt, S. T. (2016).
Political ideology and views about climate change in the Euro-
pean Union. Environmental Politics, 25(2), 338-358. https://
doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2015.1090371

Menchaca, M. (2023). Are Americans polarized on issue dimen-
sions? Journal of Elections, Public Opinion and Parties, 33(2),
228-246. https://doi.org/10.1080/17457289.2021.1910954

Meyer, A. (2015). Does education increase pro-environmental behav-
ior? Evidence from Europe. Ecological Economics, 116, 108—
121. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.04.018

Miles, E., & Crisp, R. J. (2014). A meta-analytic test of the imagined
contact hypothesis. Group Processes and Intergroup Relations,
17(1), 3-26. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430213510573

Milfont, T. L., & Duckitt, J. (2010). The environmental attitudes
inventory: A valid and reliable measure to assess the structure
of environmental attitudes. Journal of Environmental Psychol-
ogy, 30(1), 80-94. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2009.09.001

Milfont, T. L., Davies, C. L., & Wilson, M. S. (2019). The moral
foundations of environmentalism. Social Psychological Bul-
letin, 14(2), 1-25. https://doi.org/10.32872/SPB.V1412.32633

Moore, M. J. (2016). Buddhism, mindfulness, and transformative
politics. New Political Science, 38(2), 272-282. https://doi.
org/10.1080/07393148.2016.1153195

Neff, K. D. (2016). The self-compassion scale is a valid and theoreti-
cally coherent measure of self-compassion. Mindfulness, 7(1),
264-274. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-015-0479-3

Nicol, A. A. M., & De France, K. (2022). Nonjudgmental regard
of others: Investigating the links between other-directed trait
mindfulness and prejudice. Psychological Reports, 127(1),
178-211. https://doi.org/10.1177/00332941221109096

Nyhan, B., & Reifler, J. (2015). Displacing misinformation about
events: An experimental test of causal corrections. Journal of
Experimental Political Science, 2(1), 81-93. https://doi.org/
10.1017/XPS.2014.22

Olson, L. R., & Green, J. C. (2006). The religion gap. Political Sci-
ence & Politics, 39(3), 455-459. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049
096506060860

Ondercin, H. L., & Lizotte, M. K. (2021). You’ve lost that loving
feeling: How gender shapes affective polarization. American
Politics Research, 49(3), 282-292. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1532673X20972103

Oyler, D. L., Price-Blackshear, M. A., Pratscher, S. D., & Betten-
court, B. A. (2022). Mindfulness and intergroup bias: A


https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000552
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2011.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2011.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2009.01903.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2009.01903.x
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2016.3360
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2016.3360
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-022-01825-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611427918
https://doi.org/10.1086/688223
https://doi.org/10.1086/688223
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.763231
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.763231
https://doi.org/10.1086/693987
https://doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2015.1038455
https://doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2015.1038455
https://doi.org/10.1111/rego.12138
https://doi.org/10.1111/rego.12138
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0118221
https://doi.org/10.1080/20590776.2021.2013713
https://doi.org/10.1080/20590776.2021.2013713
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2019.101340
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2019.101340
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-021-01823-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-021-01823-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-015-1443-x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550614559651
https://doi.org/10.1037/cns0000081
https://doi.org/10.1080/17524032.2021.1994442
https://doi.org/10.1080/07393148.2016.1153193
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764218759576
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764218759576
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2015.1090371
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2015.1090371
https://doi.org/10.1080/17457289.2021.1910954
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.04.018
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430213510573
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2009.09.001
https://doi.org/10.32872/SPB.V14I2.32633
https://doi.org/10.1080/07393148.2016.1153195
https://doi.org/10.1080/07393148.2016.1153195
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-015-0479-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/00332941221109096
https://doi.org/10.1017/XPS.2014.22
https://doi.org/10.1017/XPS.2014.22
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096506060860
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096506060860
https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673X20972103
https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673X20972103

Mindfulness (2025) 16:507-524

523

systematic review. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations,
25(4), 1107-1138. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220978694

Panno, A., Carrus, G., Maricchiolo, F., & Mannetti, L. (2015). Cog-
nitive reappraisal and pro-environmental behavior: The role of
global climate change perception. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 45(7), 858-867. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2162

Panno, A., Giacomantonio, M., Carrus, G., Maricchiolo, F., Pirchio,
S., & Mannetti, L. (2018). Mindfulness, pro-environmental
behavior, and belief in climate change: The mediating role of
social dominance. Environment and Behavior, 50(8), 864—888.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916517718887

Parks, S., Birtel, M. D., & Crisp, R. J. (2014). Evidence that a brief
meditation exercise can reduce prejudice toward homeless
people. Social Psychology, 45(6), 458—465. https://doi.org/
10.1027/1864-9335/a000212

Peer, E., Brandimarte, L., Samat, S., & Acquisti, A. (2017). Beyond
the turk: Alternative platforms for crowdsourcing behavioral
research. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 70, 153—
163. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.01.006

Petersen, M. B., & Mitkidis, P. (2019). A sober second thought? A
pre-registered experiment on the effects of mindfulness medita-
tion on political tolerance. PsyArXiv. https://doi.org/10.31234/
osf.io/ksy37

Peterson, E., & Iyengar, S. (2021). Partisan gaps in political infor-
mation and information-seeking behavior: Motivated reasoning
or cheerleading? American Journal of Political Science, 65(1),
133-147. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12535

Pew Research Center. (2022). Americans are less concerned — but more
divided — on climate change than people elsewhere. https://www.
pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2021/09/14/americans-are-less-conce
rned-but-more-divided-on-climate-change-than-people-elsew
here/

Pew Research Center. (2023). Inflation, health costs, partisan coopera-
tion among the nation’s top problems. https://www.pewresearch.
org/politics/2023/06/21/inflation-health-costs-partisan-coope
ration-among-the-nations-top-problems/

Pfattheicher, S., Sassenrath, C., & Schindler, S. (2016). Feelings for
the suffering of others and the environment: Compassion fosters
proenvironmental tendencies. Environment and Behavior, 48(7),
929-945. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916515574549

Purser, R. E. (2019). McMindfulness: How mindfulness became the
new capitalist spirituality. Repeater Books.

QuoB, F., Rudolph, L., Gomm, S., Wehrli, S., & Bernauer, T. (2021).
Swiss environmental panel study 2018-2021, Wave 1-6, Cumu-
lative data. ETH Zurich - Institute of Science, Technology and
Policy. Distributed by FORS, Lausanne, 2021. https://doi.org/10.
23662/FORS-DS-1220-1

Ramstetter, L., Rupprecht, S., Mundaca, L., Osika, W., Stenfors, C. U.
D., Klackl, J., & Wamsler, C. (2023). Fostering collective climate
action and leadership: Insights from a pilot experiment involving
mindfulness and compassion. iScience, 26(3), 106191. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.is¢i.2023.106191

Ray, T. N., Franz, S. A,, Jarrett, N. L., & Pickett, S. M. (2020). Nature
enhanced meditation: Effects on mindfulness, connectedness
to nature, and pro-environmental behavior. Environment and
Behavior, 53(8), 864-890. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916520
952452

Richter, N., & Hunecke, M. (2020). Facets of mindfulness in stages of
behavior change toward organic food consumption. Mindfulness,
11(6), 1354-1369. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-020-01351-4

Riordan, K. M., MacCoon, D. G., Barrett, B., Rosenkranz, M. A.,
Chungyalpa, D., Lam, S. U., Davidson, R. J., & Goldberg, S.
B. (2022). Does meditation training promote pro-environmental
behavior? A cross-sectional comparison and a randomized con-
trolled trial. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 84, 101900.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2022.101900

Rogowski, J. C., & Sutherland, J. L. (2016). How ideology fuels affec-
tive polarization. Political Behavior, 38(2), 485-508. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11109-015-9323-7

Rowe, J. K. (2016). Micropolitics and collective liberation: Mind/body
practice and left social movements. New Political Science, 38(2),
206-225. https://doi.org/10.1080/07393148.2016.1153191

Salvati, M., Chiorri, C., & Baiocco, R. (2019). The relationships of
dispositional mindfulness with sexual prejudice and internal-
ized sexual stigma among heterosexual and gay/bisexual men.
Mindfulness, 10(11), 2375-2384. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12671-019-01215-6

Salzberg, S. (2011). Mindfulness and loving-kindness. Contemporary
Buddhism, 12(1), 177-182. https://doi.org/10.1080/14639947.
2011.564837

Salzberg, S. (1995). Loving-kindness: The revolutionary art of happi-
ness. Shambala Publications.

Santos, F. P,, Lelkes, Y., & Levin, S. A. (2021). Link recommenda-
tion algorithms and dynamics of polarization in online social
networks. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences,
118(50), €2102141118. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2102141118

Schimchowitsch, S., & Rohmer, O. (2016). Can we reduce our implicit
prejudice toward persons with disability? The challenge of med-
itation. International Journal of Disability, Development and
Education, 63(6), 641-650. https://doi.org/10.1080/1034912X.
2016.1156656

Schindler, S., Pfattheicher, S., & Reinhard, M. A. (2019). Potential
negative consequences of mindfulness in the moral domain.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 49(5), 1055-1069.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2570

Simonsson, O., Bazin, O., Fisher, S. D., & Goldberg, S. B. (2022a).
Effects of an 8-week mindfulness course on affective polari-
zation. Mindfulness, 13(2), 474-483. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12671-021-01808-0

Simonsson, O., Goldberg, S. B., Marks, J., Yan, L., & Narayanan, J.
(2022b). Bridging the (Brexit) divide: Effects of a brief befriend-
ing meditation on affective polarization. PLoS ONE, 17(5),
€0267493. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0267493

Simonsson, O., Narayanan, J., & Marks, J. (2022c). Love thy (par-
tisan) neighbor: Brief befriending meditation reduces affective
polarization. Group Processes and Intergroup Relations, 25(6),
1577-1593. https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302211020108

Simonsson, O., Bergljottsdotter, C., Narayanan, J., Fisher, S., Bristow,
J., Ormston, R., & Chambers, R. (2023). Mindfulness in politics:
A qualitative study on mindfulness training in the UK parlia-
ment. Mindfulness, 14(6), 1362—1370. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12671-023-02156-x

Skytte, R. (2021). Dimensions of elite partisan polarization: Disen-
tangling the effects of incivility and issue polarization. British
Journal of Political Science, 51(4), 1457-1475. https://doi.org/
10.1017/S0007123419000760

Stanszus, L. S., Frank, P., & Geiger, S. M. (2019). Healthy eating and
sustainable nutrition through mindfulness? Mixed method results
of a controlled intervention study. Appetite, 141, 104325. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2019.104325

Statista (2022). Meditation Apps. https://www.statista.com/outlook/
dmo/digital-health/digital-fitness-well-being/digital-fitness-well-
being-apps/meditation-apps/united-states#revenue

Stell, A. J., & Farsides, T. (2016). Brief loving-kindness meditation
reduces racial bias, mediated by positive other-regarding emo-
tions. Motivation and Emotion, 40(1), 140-147. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s11031-015-9514-x

The Mindfulness Initiative (2023). Mindfulness in Westminster. Reflec-
tions from UK politicians. https://www.themindfulnessinitiative.
org/Appeal/donate

Thiermann, U. B., & Sheate, W. R. (2021). The way forward in mind-
fulness and sustainability: A critical review and research agenda.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220978694
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2162
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916517718887
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000212
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000212
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.01.006
https://psyarxiv.com/ksy37/
https://psyarxiv.com/ksy37/
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12535
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2021/09/14/americans-are-less-concerned-but-more-divided-on-climate-change-than-people-elsewhere/
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2021/09/14/americans-are-less-concerned-but-more-divided-on-climate-change-than-people-elsewhere/
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2021/09/14/americans-are-less-concerned-but-more-divided-on-climate-change-than-people-elsewhere/
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2021/09/14/americans-are-less-concerned-but-more-divided-on-climate-change-than-people-elsewhere/
https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2023/06/21/inflation-health-costs-partisan-cooperation-among-the-nations-top-problems/
https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2023/06/21/inflation-health-costs-partisan-cooperation-among-the-nations-top-problems/
https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2023/06/21/inflation-health-costs-partisan-cooperation-among-the-nations-top-problems/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916515574549
https://doi.org/10.23662/FORS-DS-1220-1
https://doi.org/10.23662/FORS-DS-1220-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.isci.2023.106191
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.isci.2023.106191
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916520952452
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916520952452
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-020-01351-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2022.101900
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-015-9323-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-015-9323-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/07393148.2016.1153191
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-019-01215-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-019-01215-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/14639947.2011.564837
https://doi.org/10.1080/14639947.2011.564837
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2102141118
https://doi.org/10.1080/1034912X.2016.1156656
https://doi.org/10.1080/1034912X.2016.1156656
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2570
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-021-01808-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-021-01808-0
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0267493
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302211020108
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-023-02156-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-023-02156-x
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123419000760
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123419000760
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2019.104325
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2019.104325
https://www.statista.com/outlook/dmo/digital-health/digital-fitness-well-being/digital-fitness-well-being-apps/meditation-apps/united-states#revenue
https://www.statista.com/outlook/dmo/digital-health/digital-fitness-well-being/digital-fitness-well-being-apps/meditation-apps/united-states#revenue
https://www.statista.com/outlook/dmo/digital-health/digital-fitness-well-being/digital-fitness-well-being-apps/meditation-apps/united-states#revenue
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-015-9514-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-015-9514-x
https://www.themindfulnessinitiative.org/Appeal/donate
https://www.themindfulnessinitiative.org/Appeal/donate

524

Mindfulness (2025) 16:507-524

Journal of Cognitive Enhancement, 5, 118—139. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s41465-020-00180-6

Thiermann, U. B., & Sheate, W. R. (2022). How does mindfulness
affect pro-environmental behaviors? A qualitative analysis
of the mechanisms of change in a sample of active practition-
ers. Mindfulness, 13(12), 2997-3016. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12671-022-02004-4

Tincher, M. M., Lebois, L. A. M. M., & Barsalou, L. W. (2016). Mind-
ful Attention Reduces Linguistic Intergroup Bias. Mindfulness,
7(2), 349-360. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-015-0450-3

Tyagi, A., Uyheng, J., & Carley, K. M. (2021). Heated conversations
in a warming world: Affective polarization in online climate
change discourse follows real-world climate anomalies. Social
Network Analysis and Mining, 11, 87. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s13278-021-00792-6

Tyler, M., & Iyengar, S. (2023). Learning to dislike your opponents:
Political socialization in the era of polarization. American Politi-
cal Science Review, 117(1), 347-354. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S000305542200048X

United States Census Bureau. (2021). Quick Facts. https://www.census.
gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/LFE046219

Van Boven, L., Ehret, P. J., & Sherman, D. K. (2018). Psychological
barriers to bipartisan public support for climate policy. Perspec-
tives on Psychological Science, 13(4), 492-507. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1745691617748966

Van Dam, N. T., van Vugt, M. K., Vago, D. R., Schmalzl, L., Saron,
C. D., Olendzki, A., Meissner, T., Lazar, S. W., Kerr, C. E., Gor-
chov, J., Fox, K. C. R., Field, B. A., Britton, W. B., Brefczynski-
Lewis, J. A., & Meyer, D. E. (2018). Mind the hype: A critical
evaluation and prescriptive agenda for research on mindfulness
and meditation. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 13(1),
36-61. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691617709589

van Valkengoed, A. M., Steg, L., & de Jonge, P. (2023). Climate anxiety:
A research agenda inspired by emotion research. Emotion Review,
15(4), 258-262. https://doi.org/10.1177/17540739231193752

Verhaeghen, P., & Aikman, S. N. (2020). How the mindfulness mani-
fold relates to the five moral foundations, prejudice, and aware-
ness of privilege. Mindfulness, 11(1), 241-254. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s12671-019-01243-2

Voelkel, J. G., Stagnaro, M. N., Chu, J. Y., Pink, S. L., Mernyk, J. S.,
Redekopp, C., Ghezae, 1., Cashman, M., Adjodah, D., Allen,
L. G, Allis, L. V., Baleria, G., Ballantyne, N., Van Bavel, J. J.,
Blunden, H., Braley, A., Bryan, C. J., Celniker, J. B., Cikara,
M., ... Willer, R. (2024). Megastudy testing 25 treatments to
reduce antidemocratic attitudes and partisan animosity. Science,
386(6719):eadh4764. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.adh4764

Wamsler, C., & Brink, E. (2018). Mindsets for sustainability: Exploring
the link between mindfulness and sustainable climate adaptation.

@ Springer

Ecological Economics, 151, 55-61. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
ecolecon.2018.04.029

Warner, B. R., & Villamil, A. (2017). A test of imagined contact as a
means to improve cross-partisan feelings and reduce attribution
of malevolence and acceptance of political violence. Commu-
nication Monographs, 84(4), 447-465. https://doi.org/10.1080/
03637751.2017.1336779

Whitburn, J., Linklater, W., & Abrahamse, W. (2020). Meta-analysis
of human connection to nature and proenvironmental behavior.
Conservation Biology, 34(1), 180-193. https://doi.org/10.1111/
cobi.13381

Whitmarsh, L., & O’Neill, S. (2010). Green identity, green living? The
role of pro-environmental self-identity in determining consist-
ency across diverse pro-environmental behaviours. Journal of
Environmental Psychology, 30(3), 305-314. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jenvp.2010.01.003

Williams, M., & Penman, D. (2012). Mindfulness: An eight-week plan
for finding peace in a frantic world. Rodale Books.

Wojcieszak, M., & Garrett, R. K. (2018). Social identity, selective
exposure, and affective polarization: How priming national
identity shapes attitudes toward immigrants via news selection.
Human Communication Research, 44(3), 247-273. https://doi.
org/10.1093/her/hgx010

Wojcieszak, M., & Warner, B. R. (2020). Can interparty contact reduce
affective polarization? A systematic test of different forms of
intergroup contact. Political Communication, 37(6), 789-811.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2020.1760406

World Economic Forum. (2020). Angela Merkel wants us to overcome
our differences and focus on better communication. https://www.
weforum.org/agenda/2020/01/merkel-at-davos-2020/

Zheng, D., Berry, D. R., & Brown, K. W. (2023). Effects of brief
mindfulness meditation and compassion meditation on paro-
chial empathy and prosocial behavior toward ethnic out-group
members. Mindfulness, 14(10), 2454-2470. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s12671-023-02100-z

Zhou, J. (2016). Boomerangs versus javelins: How polarization con-
strains communication on climate change. Environmental Poli-
tics, 25(5), 788-811. https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2016.
1166602

Publisher's Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.


https://doi.org/10.1007/s41465-020-00180-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41465-020-00180-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-022-02004-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-022-02004-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-015-0450-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13278-021-00792-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13278-021-00792-6
https://doi.org/10.1017/S000305542200048X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S000305542200048X
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/LFE046219
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/LFE046219
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691617748966
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691617748966
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691617709589
https://doi.org/10.1177/17540739231193752
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-019-01243-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-019-01243-2
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.adh4764
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2018.04.029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2018.04.029
https://doi.org/10.1080/03637751.2017.1336779
https://doi.org/10.1080/03637751.2017.1336779
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13381
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13381
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2010.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2010.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1093/hcr/hqx010
https://doi.org/10.1093/hcr/hqx010
https://doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2020.1760406
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2020/01/merkel-at-davos-2020/
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2020/01/merkel-at-davos-2020/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-023-02100-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-023-02100-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2016.1166602
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2016.1166602

	Meditation, Not Information? A Survey Experiment Probing the Effects of Meditation Practice on Affective Polarization and Pro-Environmentalism
	Abstract
	Objectives 
	Method 
	Results 
	Conclusions 
	Preregistration 

	Introduction
	Cultivating Common Ground: How Meditation Practice Might Increase Pro-sociality and Pro-environmentalism
	Meditation Practice and Affective Polarization
	Meditation Practice and Pro-environmentalism

	The Present Study

	Method
	Participants
	Procedure
	Measures
	Data Analyses

	Results
	Treatment Effects on Affective Polarization

	Discussion
	Limitations and Future Research

	References




