Empowering Future People by Empowering the Young?1
Tyler M. John

A number of recent writers have argued that the obligations of modern states to
people who will exist in the future may far outstrip their obligations to their present
citizens, given the vast number of people who will exist in the future and whose
livelihoods depend on our actions (Beckstead 2013, Greaves and MacAskill 2019, John
2020, Tarsney 2019). And yet modern states do precious little on behalf of future
generations, choosing to allow and incentivize destructive practices such as the
widespread burning of fossil fuels, while failing to take preventative measures that could
deter global pandemics and other catastrophes.
The state is plagued with problems of political short-termism: the excessive
priority given to near-term benefits at the cost of future ones (González-Ricoy and
Gosseries 2016B). By the accounts of many political scientists and economists, political
leaders rarely look beyond the next 2-5 years and into the problems of the next decade.
There are many reasons for this, from time preference (Frederick et al 2002, Jacobs and
Matthews 2012) to cognitive bias (Caney 2016, Johnson and Levin 2009, Weber 2006) to
perverse re-election incentives (Arnold 1990, Binder 2006, Mayhew 1974, Tufte 1978),2
but all involve foregoing costly action in the short term (e.g. increasing taxes, cutting
benefits, imposing regulatory burdens) that would have larger moderate- to long-run
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benefits.3 Such behavior fails not only the generations of people who are to come, but
also the large number of existing citizens who still have much of their lives left to lead.
One type of mechanism for ameliorating political short-termism that receives
much attention these days involves apportioning greater relative political influence to the
young. As the story goes: younger citizens generally have greater additional life
expectancy than older citizens, and it therefore looks reasonable to expect that they have
preferences that are extended further into the future. If we apportion greater relative
political influence to the young, it therefore seems that our political system as a whole
will show greater concern for the future.
In light of this story, a number of particular mechanisms have been proposed for
apportioning greater relative political influence to the young, including lowering the
voting age (Piper 2020), weighting votes inversely with age (MacAskill 2019, Parijs 1998),
disenfranchising the elderly (Parijs 1998), and instituting youth quotas in legislatures
(Bidadanure 2016, MacKenzie 2016).4
In what follows, I argue that merely apportioning greater political power to the
young is unlikely to make states significantly less short-termist, but underexplored
age-based mechanisms may be more successful. In particular, states might mitigate
short-termism by employing age-based surrogacy and liability incentives mechanisms
within a deliberative body of young people charged with representing the young.
In Section I, I state precisely the argument for apportioning greater political power

3

For a general overview of the causes of short-termism and some mechanisms for ameliorating it, see recent work
from Caney (2016), John and MacAskill (2021), and González-Ricoy and Gosseries (2016C).
4
Bidadanure (2016) does not accept this story, and justifies youth quotas on other grounds.

2

to the young on grounds of combating political short-termism. In Section II, I argue that
the extant empirical literature on the relationship between ageing and short-termist
policy support suggests that there is little relationship between the two, and so the
argument for apportioning greater political power to the young fails. In Section III, I
identify age-based strategies which are better supported by existing political science
research, and advocate combining these strategies in a novel youth assembly.

I.

Youth Empowerment, Efficiency, and Justice

According to a common view, a political system which is influenced by the elderly
will tend to have a more short-term focus than a political system which evades or
counteracts such influence (Parijs 1998). This is because the young can generally expect to
live for a much longer period of time than the elderly, and, so the argument goes, they
will therefore generally have preferences that extend much further into the future.
Younger people tend to have more remaining years of well-being, younger friends and
families, and more personal goals in the years ahead of them. Thus, we may reasonably
expect that younger people will be more concerned that the future goes well over longer
time horizons. On the assumption that voters, policymakers, and other political actors are
at least somewhat rational in acting on their preferences, we could then infer that
younger political actors will tend to support policies with a more long-term focus than
older political actors. Thus, we should expect to find that political systems in which older
age groups have more political influence are more short-termist.
3

This common view provides the starting point for a powerful argument for
increasing the influence of the young on politics. Short-termism has extremely deleterious
effects on political decision-making, and so any even modest amelioration of political
short-termism is a morally urgent priority. While it is somewhat difficult to measure
precisely the harms of excessively prioritising the near term, they appear to be substantial
in aggregate. Hundreds of billions of U.S. dollars are spent annually on global disaster
relief despite studies finding regularly that investment in disaster preparation provides
between 6 and 15 times as much benefit as the same size investment in disaster relief
(Healy and Malhotra 2009, Mutihazard Mitigation Council 2017). The UN Office of
Disaster Risk Reduction reports further that “an investment of $6 billion annually in
disaster risk management would result in avoided losses of $360 billion over the next 15
years.” The U.S. healthcare system wastes between $88.6 billion and $111.1 billion each
year by failing to adopt sufficient preventive care measures and instead adopting
excessively reactive medical practices (Shrank et al 2019). Net mitigation costs of global
climate change, estimated at several hundred billion USD per year, increase, on average,
by approximately 40 percent for each decade of delay (U.S. Council of Economic Advisers
2014). The failure of governments to adequately prepare for COVID-19—including by
failing to accurately forecast its reproduction rate in 2020 and by failing to make sufficient
investments in pandemic preparedness in years past—is estimated to cost the United
States over $1 trillion per month along with millions of lives globally (Makridis and Hartley
2020). Certainly, failure to prevent future, more serious global catastrophes such as
biological terrorism and nuclear war could cost us much more (Ord 2020).
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Short-termism has numerous causes, and is exacerbated by global coordination
problems and more. So no simple institutional fix will resolve all of these problems. And
attending to short-term costs is clearly important. Global GDP trends indicate that our
descendents will be wealthier than us, which may justify our borrowing some resources
from the future to address near-term problems. Yet the available indicators tell us that
short-termism costs the global economy many billions and perhaps trillions of dollars
annually, and leads directly to millions of deaths from disasters and suboptimal spending.
The exchange rate at which we are borrowing from our descendents and from our future
selves clearly cannot be sustained. If we can identify institutional repairs to some of
short-termism’s sources, we should doubtlessly pursue them.

The Challenge of Legitimacy
The common view implies that it is both possible and desirable to ameliorate
short-termism by distributing greater political power to the young. This idea is based on
utilitarian efficiency: all else equal, we should not choose smaller welfare benefits for
humankind over larger benefits. But this is arguably not the only moral consideration
relevant to assessing such proposals.
Many strategies for increasing the formal political power of the young entail the
provision of unequal formal political power to members of the demos, and unequal
opportunities for influence. There is a sense in which giving the young disproportionate
formal political power amounts to giving them power over the elderly, raising questions of
political legitimacy: there are weighty moral reasons against giving greater formal political
5

power to some citizens than to others.
There are, however, at least three reasons why such legitimacy concerns are not
sufficient grounds for dismissing proposals such as age-weighted voting which give
greater formal political power to the young.5 First, in a society where the elderly control a
great deal of informal political power (such as social and economic influence), providing
greater formal political power (such as votes) to the young may in fact lead to an increase
in the equality of the political system overall, making it more egalitarian than a system
where all members of the demos have equal formal political power.
Second, apportioning formal political power based on age is consistent with
treating people equally across their whole lives. If younger people are apportioned
greater voting power, this is a privilege allocated to everyone who will ever live in that
political system, during the period in which they are young (MacAskill 2019). Total formal
political power across people’s lives remains equal among the demos.
Third, inequalities in power must be rectified not only within a generation, but
also between generations. The current generation wields immense power over future
generations: they are subjected to our laws and the causal fallout of all of our decisions. A
political system that allows unequal power relationships between some of its present
members in order to give a greater say (by proxy) to future generations over the laws by
which they are governed may therefore be a more legitimate system than one that
ensures equal power relationships between its present members and leaves future
generations disempowered (González-Ricoy and Gosseries 2016A, Gosseries 2016, John
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2020).6
So we have what appears to be a promising argument for apportioning greater
political power to the young, such as by weighting votes with age or instituting legislative
youth quotas. Intuitively, people are likely to have more near-term-oriented preferences
as they age, and will therefore generally support more short-termist policy. Redistributing
political power to younger citizens is therefore likely to make political systems less
short-termist. Given that short-termism causes immense harms both fiscal and material,
this would have extremely good results, and considerations of legitimacy do not clearly
prohibit us from redistributing political power in this way.

II.

Why this Case for Youth Empowerment Fails on Current Evidence

Surprisingly, when we look at the empirical literature on short-termism and ageing
we do not find confirmation for this intuitively plausible hypothesis. It turns out that the
common view is flawed in its core assumption: the empirical literature does not show any
systematic correlations between ageing and shorter time-horizons.

Subjective Discount Rate
The standard method of measuring intertemporal tradeoffs or “time preference”
is the Subjective Discount Rate (SDR). The SDR measures the extent to which people
6
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discount the value of goods the longer they must wait to receive those goods. Studies of
SDR typically offer participants a series of choices between receiving some amount of
good (such as money) or burden (such as required effort) at a time in the near future or a
larger amount of that good or burden in the more distant future. After several choices,
researchers can derive a discount function which maps participant willingness to discount
goods across varying periods of time.
The argument for increasing the political power of the young assumes that
younger people will tend to have a lower SDR. This is because it starts from the idea that
older people, given their smaller remaining lifespan, are less interested in receiving goods
in the future (given the risk of dying beforehand) and more interested in pushing burdens
into the future than younger people. Some work in economic theory predicts that the
SDR will be a bit more complicated than this. The SDR might be a U-shaped function: the
youngest people have a high discount rate because they lack self-control, their SDR
decreases throughout life as they gain self-control and have children whose futures they
must care about, and people’s SDR then increases towards the end of life when they have
fewer remaining life-years (Chao et al 2009, Chu et al 2008, Read and Read 2004). If this
picture were accurate, we might instead empower the middle-aged rather than the young
to secure intergenerational justice.
Surprisingly, extant empirical research on ageing confirms neither the hypothesis
that SDR increases monotonically with age nor that SDR is a U-shaped function of age.
Instead, we find an assortment of mixed results. Several studies have indeed found that
SDR increases with age (Green et al 1994, Liu et al 2016, Read and Read 2004, Seamen et
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al 2016, Vanderveldt 2016), although studies are equally likely to find that SDR decreases
with age (Bixter and Rogers 2019, Eppinger 2012, Halfmann et al 2013, Harrison et al
2002, Löckenhoff 2011, Trostel and Taylor 2007) or that there is no relationship between
the two (Chao et al 2009, Rieger and Mata 2013, Roalf et al 2011). This variability persists
if we exclude studies with small sample sizes (N < 268) or reduce cultural variation by
including only studies with sample populations in the United States. Only one study has
found an SDR that is a U-shaped function of age (Read and Read 2004), and only one
study has found an SDR that is a U-shaped function of health and survival expectations
(Chao et al 2009). Several other studies contradict these results (Green et al 1994,
Harrison et al 2002, Liu et al 2016, Löckenhoff 2011, Rieger and Mata 2013, Seamen et al
2016, Trostel and Taylor 2007).
A limitation of these studies is that many elicit discount rates over timescales
shorter than a year, significantly reducing the hypothesized effect of a shorter life
expectancy on one’s SDR. But even in the three studies with a time horizon of at least ten
years we find no univocal takeaway (Green et al 1994, Read and Read 2004, Vanderveldt
2016).
The best explanation for this variability appears to be that SDR is a highly
multifaceted phenomenon that is mediated by numerous factors other than age including
wealth, retirement, and political ideology, and which varies in direction and magnitude
from one decision context to another. We therefore need more nuanced research on SDR
to isolate and measure the various psychological processes and determinants which
underlie its complex structure. This explanation is supported by a 2002 review of three
9

decades of literature on intertemporal choice, which finds subjective discount rates
ranging from negative integers to infinity (Frederick et al 2002). The study concludes that
there is no empirical support for the idea that intertemporal choice should be modeled
with a single discount rate that is consistent across choice situations.
The argument from smaller additional life expectancy to higher discount rate
appears to have assumed too naïve a picture of decision psychology. We need a better
way to find out what if any relationship holds between age and short-term policy
preference.7

Values
The most direct way to assess the relationship between age and short-term policy
preference is to look at the policy preferences that people actually have, expressed in
voting. The common view described in Section I implies that younger people will tend to
have less short-termist policy preferences. Once again, the empirical literature presents us
with mixed findings. The effect of age on short-term policy preference appears to be
minimal or non-existent. Cohort effects, social cohesion between voters and other
groups, ideological identity, and policy uncertainty appear to be much bigger drivers of
short-termism in voter behavior. As such, simply apportioning greater political power to
the young will do little to reduce political short-termism.
7

An additional obstacle for the move from intertemporal trade-offs in personal losses and gains to voting behavior
is the vote-buy gap (Norwood et al 2019, Paul et al 2019). Across a range of policy areas such as green energy,
for-profit prisons, and caged eggs, citizens regularly take political action that is in apparent conflict with their
consumer behavior: raising their taxes to fund green energy while failing to source their own electricity from
windmills, banning prison practices which they support with their banking, and even banning products which they
regularly consume. It appears that looking at people’s personal consumer and financial habits is a bad way to
predict the policies they will support.

10

Two recent studies of 305 Swiss and 82 international referenda offer strong prima
facie support to the idea that age is correlated with preferences for more short-termist
policy. These studies, conducted by Gabriel Ahlfeldt and colleagues, categorize the
answers to referenda questions according to the generational interests that they most
promote (young vs elderly), analyzing the extent to which younger and older voters
support referenda decisions that are in their generational self-interest, and come away
with the strong conclusion that referenda “voters make deliberate choices that maximize
their expected utility conditional on their stage in the lifecycle” (Ahlfeldt et al 2016,
2018). They find that younger voters “tend to be less conservative, attach higher priorities
to the protection of the environment, and are more supportive of policies that, in relative
terms, benefit the young.” In the Swiss study these values are shown to swing free from
cohort effects, as well as the effects of status quo habituation.
If the findings of Ahlfeldt and colleagues are accurate and generalizable to most
countries and times, then they provide some support for the idea that older voters in fact
support more short-termist policies. However, their findings are of limited significance. A
key limitation is that many of the policy areas in which Ahlfeldt et al find generational
conflict are areas of intratemporal generational conflict rather than intertemporal
generational conflict. For decisions about issues such as end of life care, school spending,
sports facilities, retirement, unemployment, and transportation—the majority of the
referenda studied—generational differences in attitudes likely correspond to people’s
different preferences in their current stage of life rather than their different preferences
over longer timescales. Finding that working people want better unemployment benefits
11

does not indicate that they have longer time horizons in view but rather that they are at
greater present risk of unemployment.
The studies’ findings of significance for our purposes, then, are exclusively the
effects of age on environmental and energy policy. In the international study, Ahlfeldt et
al (2016) find that age is not an unambiguous determinant of voting decisions on
environmental legislation.8 In the Swiss study, which is much larger and better-controlled,
Ahlfeldt et al find that age is a significant determinant of pro-environmentalist attitudes,
to the point that a 20-year-old voter is 10% more likely to vote favorably to the
environment than an 80-year-old voter (Ahlfeldt et al 2018: 16).
The other major study on the effects of ageing on support for more short-termist
policy comes from Alan Jacobs and J. Scott Matthews, who survey 1,213 voting-age
American citizens about their preferences on hypothetical U.S. Social Security policy
(Jacobs & Matthews 2012). The study asks participants to vote on a Social Security reform
proposal that would impose taxes and benefit cuts for the next 5 or 40 years in order to
prevent taxes and benefit cuts that were much larger when the period had ended. Jacobs
and Matthews introduce two experimental manipulations, varying both the timing of the
policy benefits and the causal complexity of the reform. Strikingly, Jacobs and Matthews
find that time preference is not a major driver of short-termism in policy preferences.
Measurements of participants’ subjective discount rate in fact inversely correlated with
participants’ willingness to forego more distant future benefits. Importantly, Jacobs and
Matthews find no discernible effect of age on participant decisions about long-term policy
8
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investment. Instead, they find that the primary drivers of short-term political
decision-making are uncertainty about whether policies will in fact have their intended
long-run effects, and about whether future political leaders will act on the commitments
we make today rather than reneging.

Implications
The existing data on the relationship between age and short-termist political
decision-making is ambiguous. No stable relationship has been found between age and
SDR, and the direct effect of age on short-termism appears relatively small (10% less likely
to support green policy over the lifespan) or non-existent.
Empowering the young by merely allocating them more formal political power
may yet help combat political short-termism. In some countries and times, a small
percent increase in green policy support may be enough to shift energy policy. Depending
on cohort effects, some groups of young people may be especially oriented towards the
long term, making the contingent effect of proposals to empower the young much
stronger. But given that young people’s voting behavior does not appear to be
significantly less short-termist than that of older people, simply giving young people
additional votes is not a robust way to ameliorate political short-termism.

III.

A Forward-looking Assembly

On present evidence we have little reason to believe that the young will use
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additional votes or legislative seats in a more prudent way than the elderly. But in this
section I argue that there are novel and powerful ways to harness young people’s greater
remaining life expectancy for the advantage of future generations which do not rely on
younger people having less short-termist policy preferences. The basic proposal is to
create a novel youth assembly—a permanent, soft-power institution whose members are
randomly selected from among the young—which rewards assembly members for
successful policy-making 30 years in the future, based on its later effects. Youth, here, is
centrally being exploited to extend the time horizon over which assembly members can
expect to reap future rewards.

Futures Assemblies
“Citizens assemblies” have been employed for consultation and
information-gathering purposes throughout the world. These randomly selected groups
of citizens provide deliberative and non-binding advice to the government in consultation
with recognized experts. One of the most high-profile initiatives was Ireland’s
100-member Citizens’ Assembly, which was established in 2016 and tasked with
considering questions related to abortion, fixed term parliaments, referenda, population
ageing, climate change, and gender equality. The deliberations of the Irish assembly
provoked a referendum to remove Ireland’s constitutional ban on abortion and
subtantially shaped Ireland’s Climate Action Plan (Coleman et al 2019).
The success of the Irish assembly and of citizens’ assemblies around the world
reveals the promise of citizens assemblies tasked with the explicit mandate to represent
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future generations, or “futures assemblies,” for ameliorating short-termism. A general
futures assembly, constituted by a stratified random sample of the general population,
would have numerous features that predict success at combating short-termism (John
and MacAskill 2021). Being an unelected and publicly-funded body, a futures assembly
would be insulated from perverse election and fundraising incentives that pressure
elected officials to focus on near-term, visible issues that can help them gain re-election.
Being randomly selected, it would be statistically representative of the general
population, and not chosen or excessively influenced by elected officials. And citizens’
assemblies have a demonstrated aptitude in “laboratory” and real-world experiments for
reducing the deleterious effects of partisanship on careful, long-term deliberation (Fishkin
and Luskin 2005, Fishkin et al 2017, List et al 2013). In the most recent major assembly,
the Climate Assembly UK, 98% of assembly members claimed to have understood almost
everything that those in their deliberation groups had said, and 94% felt respected by
their fellow participants under disagreement (with none feeling disrespected) (Climate
Assembly UK 2020). Finally, citizens’ assemblies are more informed than ordinary voters
due to their deliberations with experts, reducing the deleterious effect of policy
uncertainty on short-term policy support as found by Jacobs and Matthews’ Social
Security reform experiment.
Most importantly, a general futures assembly may need no incentive to reflect
carefully on the interests of future generations beyond an explicit mandate to do so.
Some limited evidence from the Kochi University Research Institute for Future Design
suggests that when parents are explicitly asked to cast votes on behalf of their children
15

they vote for different parties than they normally would vote for in a sizable minority of
cases (Aoki and Vaithianathan 2012). This is a promising sign that those who are asked
explicitly to represent the younger generation do not simply use this opportunity to
promote their own agenda, but rather aim to promote the interests of the young, and
thereby adopt longer time horizons for political decision-making. This is further supported
by evidence that actors within institutions tend to be compelled to follow norms and
perform roles that are consistent with the established culture of their institution (Goodin
1986, MacKenzie 2016, Steiner et al 2005: 127). Put simply, people who are asked
explicitly to vote on behalf of another group seem to do so.
So a general futures assembly, tasked with representing future generations and
giving non-binding advice to the government, would likely do well at ameliorating political
short-termism. But it is possible to improve upon the assembly in two ways: first, by
better aligning the incentives of the deliberating body with the interests of future
generations, and second, by making its non-binding advice more difficult for the
government to ignore.

Mechanism Design
An explicit mandate may be sufficient to motivate futures assembly members to
adequately consider future generations in their recommendations. But there remain concerns
of value drift, irrational time discounting, and capture by political elites and industry. One
promising and underexplored mechanism for aligning incentives with the interests of future
generations involves retrospective accountability. The most central problem of representing the
16

interests of future generations in government is that of making political actors accountable to
future generations. Future generations cannot vote in our elections, nor can they sanction or
protest the decisions of their forebears. Retrospective accountability solves the accountability
problem by rewarding policy-makers many years into the future in proportion to the effects of
their policy on the long run. A simple mechanism of retrospective accountability would involve
empowering a body of future auditors—say, 30 years from now—to decide on the pension
bonus of the decision-makers today based on how successfully these decision-makers promote
the interests of future people. This would provide decision-makers today with a positive
financial incentive to look to the future—at least 30 years from now—when making any
decisions. Such a mechanism would yield a significant advance on the time horizons of present
institutions.
A more sophisticated retrospective accountability mechanism (and the one I favor)
would exploit strategic iteration of this mechanism to extend the time horizons of government
much further again. On the iterated variant, the future auditors who decide on the later
bonuses of present decision-makers themselves face a financial incentive to look again into the
future. For their own financial situation will be tied to the evaluations of the next generation of
auditors, who will determine their pension bonuses. To get a nice retirement bonus, future
auditors have an incentive to evaluate present decision-makers in accordance with the
preferences of the next generation of auditors, and so present decision-makers have an
incentive to satisfy the preferences of the auditors two generations—60 years—from now. And
so iterated, until we have extended the horizons of government to the longest time period
relevant for political decision-making. On the simplest implementation of such accountability
17

measures, each assembly decides on the bonus of the assembly 30 years prior.
Because a futures assembly is a soft-power institution, with no formal powers of
censure, a second obstacle it must overcome is ignorance by elected officials. If elected officials
do not seriously consider the advice of the assembly, the latter will have no power whatsoever.
To overcome this barrier, futures assemblies should have two key features. First, they should be
empowered to require reading and response from the legislature, ensuring that their advice is
actually read. Second, they should be designed to be highly public and high-status institutions.
All of their deliberations and reports should be public-facing, with a strong media team and
minimal institutional complexity to ensure that the institution is well-understood by the public.
The assembly should be well-paid and highly informed by experts, and should be constituted by
a demographically stratified random sample of the population. These features together will help
ensure that the assembly has high perceived legitimacy, so that the neglect of the institution by
elected officials will be unpopular among voters.
Tempting though it may be, we should at the given political moment resist giving futures
assemblies any stronger formal powers than this, since the major reason that future-oriented
institutions are repealed is that they have too much formal power (Jones et al 2018). Citizens’
assemblies avoid repeal through their soft-power approach.

A Novel Youth Assembly
Two central considerations favor the adoption of a futures assembly constituted by the
young (i.e., eligible voters under 40, and perhaps younger) rather than by the general populace.
The first and simpler reason is that younger people can generally expect to live longer, allowing
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for much greater time horizons for a retrospective accountability mechanism. The older the
assembly members are, the sooner they will need to receive a bonus for it to be valuable, and
the less valuable to them it will be. The second and more speculative reason is rooted in the
finding that group deliberation creates greater empathy and solidarity between participants
(Grönlund 2017). There is evidence that such social cohesion makes voters more likely to act on
the preferences of the larger group (Berkman and Plutzer 2004). Such social cohesion formed
part of the explanation, in Section II, for the minimal effect of age on short-term policy
preference. If group deliberation succeeds in partly breaking down their cohesion with other
ideological identities and interest groups and causes assembly members to form a more
strongly youth-based political identity, they may in turn be more inclined to support the
(long-term) interests of the young than ordinary voters.

IV.

Conclusions

Political short-termism costs the global economy many billions and perhaps trillions of
dollars annually, and leads directly to millions of deaths from disasters and suboptimal resource
allocation. This chapter has considered one popular set of proposals for ameliorating political
short-termism rooted in the plausible thought that younger people will be more motivated to
consider the long term in political decision-making given their longer remaining life expectancy.
It has been shown that this prima facie plausible thought is severely lacking in empirical
support. Younger people are not significantly more motivated to consider the long term in their
voting behavior, and this greatly weakens the case for simple systems of formally empowering
19

the young.
However, there are promising signs that alternative mechanisms for empowering the
young would more significantly ameliorate short-termism, such as those incorporating
retrospective liability. I have defended a “Youth Futures Assembly” which incorporates such a
mechanism and can be implemented to significant long-term beneficial effect. Further
experimental evidence about the policy preferences of political surrogates, the incentive effects
of retrospective accountability, and the relationship between group cohesion and policy
preference could significantly strengthen or weaken the case for such a youth assembly, as
could further experimental evidence on the relationship between age and policy preference and
on alternative mechanisms for ameliorating political short-termism. As the discussion in this
chapter has shown, given the high costs of short-termism and the severity with which it plagues
modern institutions, investigation into such matters are vital to the future livelihoods of people
everywhere, from those who are our contemporaries to the myriad heirs of posterity.

20

Reference List
Ahlfeldt, G.M., Maennig, W. and Mueller, S., 2019. The Generation Gap in Direct Democracy.
CEPR Discussion Paper.
Ahlfeldt, G.M., Maennig, W. and Steenbeck, M., 2016. ‘Après nous le déluge? Direct democracy
and intergenerational conflicts in aging societies.’ Hamburg Contemporary Economic
Discussions, 54.
Aoki, Reiko, and Rhema Vaithianathan, 2012. ‘Intergenerational Voter Preference Survey Preliminary Results.’ CIS Discussion Paper Series.
Arnold, R. Douglas. 1990. The Logic of Congressional Action.
Beck, Nathaniel, 1982. ‘Does There Exist a Political Business Cycle: A Box-Tiao analysis.’ Public
Choice 38: 205.
Beckstead, Nicholas. 2013. On the Overwhelming Importance of Shaping the Far Future.
Berkman, M.B. and Plutzer, E., 2004. ‘Gray peril or loyal support? The effects of the elderly on
educational expenditures.’ Social Science Quarterly 85: 1178.
Bidadanure, Juliana, 2016. ‘Youth Quotas, Diversity, and Long-termism.’ In Institutions for Future
Generation, sedited by Iñigo González-Ricoy and Axel Gosseries, UK: Oxford University
Press.
Binder, Sarah A, 2006. ‘Can Congress Legislate for the Future?’ John Brademas Center for the
Study of Congress, New York University, Research Brief 3.
Bixter, M.T. and Rogers, W.A., 2019. ‘Age‐related differences in delay discounting: Immediate
reward, reward magnitude, and social influence.’ Journal of Behavioral Decision Making
32: 471.
21

Caney, Simon. 2016. ‘Political Institutions for the Future: A Five-fold Package.’ In Institutions for
Future Generations, edited by Iñigo González-Ricoy and Axel Gosseries, UK: Oxford
University Press.
Chao, L.W., Szrek, H., Pereira, N.S. and Pauly, M.V., 2009. ‘Time preference and its relationship
with age, health, and survival probability.’ Judgment and Decision Making 4: 1.
Chu, C.C., Chien, H.K. and Lee, R.D., 2010. ‘The evolutionary theory of time preferences and
intergenerational transfers.’ Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization 76: 451-464.
Climate Assembly UK. 2020. The path to net zero: Climate Assembly UK full report.
https://climateassembly.uk/report/read/l/2.171.9mi5n.ywdwm.lqy35.2jmj7.html.
Coleman, Martha, Laura Devaney, Diarmuid Torney and Pat Brereton, 2019. ‘Ireland’s
world-leading citizens’ climate assembly. What worked? What didn’t?’ Climate Home
News, June 27.
Eppinger, B., Nystrom, L.E. and Cohen, J.D., 2012. ‘Reduced sensitivity to immediate reward
during decision-making in older than younger adults.’ PloS One 7: e36953.
Fishkin, J.S., Mayega, R.W., Atuyambe, L., Tumuhamye, N., Ssentongo, J., Siu, A. and Bazeyo, W.,
2017. ‘Applying Deliberative Democracy in Africa: Uganda's First Deliberative Polls.’
Daedalus 146: 140.
Fishkin, J.S. and Luskin, R.C., 2005. ‘Experimenting with a democratic ideal: Deliberative polling
and public opinion.’ Acta Politica 40: 284.
Frederick, Shane, George Loewenstein, and Ted O'donoghue, 2002. ‘Time Discounting and Time
Preference: A Critical Review.’ Journal of Economic Literature 40: 351.
González-Ricoy, Iñigo, and Axel Gosseries. 2016A. ‘Designing Institutions for Future
22

Generations.’ In Institutions for Future Generations, edited by Iñigo González-Ricoy and
Axel Gosseries, UK: Oxford University Press.
González-Ricoy, Iñigo and Axel Gosseries, 2016B. ‘An Introduction.’ In Institutions for Future
Generations, edited by Iñigo González-Ricoy and Axel Gosseries, UK: Oxford University
Press.
González-Ricoy, Iñigo and Axel Gosseries. 2016C. Institutions for Future Generations, UK: Oxford
University Press.
Goodin, R.E., 1995. Utilitarianism as a public philosophy. Cambridge University Press.
Gosseries, Axel, 2016. ‘Generational Sovereignty.’ In Institutions for Future Generations, edited
by Iñigo González-Ricoy and Axel Gosseries, UK: Oxford University Press.
Greaves, Hilary, and William MacAskill. 2019. The Case for Strong Longtermism, Global Priorities
Institute Working Paper Series.
Green, L., Fry, A.F. and Myerson, J., 1994. ‘Discounting of delayed rewards: A life-span
comparison.’ Psychological Science 5: 33.
Grönlund, K., Herne, K. and Setälä, M., 2017. ‘Empathy in a citizen deliberation experiment.’
Scandinavian Political Studies 40: 457.
Halfmann, K., Hedgcock, W. and Denburg, N.L., 2013. ‘Age-related differences in discounting
future gains and losses.’ Journal of Neuroscience, Psychology, and Economics 6: 42.
Halstead, J., 2017. ‘High Stakes Instrumentalism.’ Ethical Theory and Moral Practice 20: 295.
Harrison, G.W., Lau, M.I. and Williams, M.B., 2002.’ Estimating individual discount rates in
Denmark: A field experiment.’ American Economic Review 92: 1606.
Healy, Andrew, and Neil Malhotra, 2009. ‘Myopic Voters and Natural Disaster Policy.’ American
23

Political Science Review 103: 387.
Jacobs, Alan M. and J. Scott Matthews, 2012. ‘Why Do Citizens Discount the Future? Public
Opinion and the Timing of Policy Consequences.’ British Journal of Political Science 42:
903.
John, Tyler, 2020. ‘Intergenerational Legitimacy,’ paper presented at MANCEPT workshops,
Manchester, September 8.
John, Tyler and William MacAskill, 2021. ‘Longtermist Institutional Reform,’ In The Long View,
edited by Natalie Cargill and Tyler M. John, London: FIRST.
Johnson, Dominic and Simon Levin, 2009. ‘The Tragedy of Cognition: Psychological Biases and
Environmental Inaction.’ Current Science 97: 1593.
Jones, N., O’Brien, M. and Ryan, T., 2018. ‘Representation of future generations in United
Kingdom policy-making.’ Futures 102: 153.
Kamijo, Yoshio, Teruyuki Tamura, and Yoichi Hizen, 2020. ‘Effect of Proxy Voting for Children
under the Voting Age on Parental Altruism towards Future Generations.’ Futures 122 :
102569.
Karnein, Anja, and Roser, Dominic, 2015. ‘Saving the Planet by Empowering the Young?’ In Youth
Quotas and other Efficient Forms of Youth Participation in Ageing Societies, edited by
Jörg Tremmel et al., Stuttgart: Springer.
List, C., Luskin, R.C., Fishkin, J.S. and McLean, I., 2013. ‘Deliberation, single-peakedness, and the
possibility of meaningful democracy: evidence from deliberative polls.’ The Journal of
Politics, 75: 80.
Liu, L.L., Chen, X.J., Cui, J.F., Wang, J., Zhang, Y.B., Neumann, D.L., Shum, D.H., Wang, Y. and
24

Chan, R.C., 2016. ‘Age differences in delay discounting in Chinese adults.’ Personality and
Individual Differences 90: 205.
Löckenhoff, C.E., O'Donoghue, T. and Dunning, D., 2011. ‘Age differences in temporal
discounting: The role of dispositional affect and anticipated emotions.’ Psychology and
Aging 26: 274.
MacAskill, William, 2019. ‘Age-weighted Voting.’ Effective Altruism Forum, Jul 12.
MacKenzie, M.K., 2016. Institutional design and sources of short-termism. In Institutions for
Future Generations, edited by Iñigo González-Ricoy and Axel Gosseries, UK: Oxford
University Press.
Makridis, Christos, and Jonathan Hartley, 2020. ‘The Cost of Covid-19: A rough estimate of the
2020 US GDP impact.’ Mercatus Special Edition Policy Brief.
Mayhew, David R. 1974. Congress: The Electoral Connection.
Multihazard Mitigation Council, 2017. ‘Natural Hazard Mitigation Saves 2017 Interim Report: An
independent study.’ Washington, DC: National Institute of Building Sciences.
Norwood, F.B., Tonsor, G. and Lusk, J.L., 2019. ‘I will give you my vote but not my money:
Preferences for public versus private action in addressing social issues.’ Applied
Economic Perspectives and Policy, 41: 96.
Ord, Toby, 2020. The Precipice: Existential risk and the future of humanity.
Parijs, Philippe van, 1998. ‘The Disfranchisement of the Elderly, and Other Attempts to Secure
Intergenerational Justice.’ Philosophy & Public Affairs 27: 292.
Paul, A.S., Lusk, J.L., Norwood, F.B. and Tonsor, G.T., 2019. ‘An experiment on the vote-buy gap
with application to cage-free eggs.’ Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Economics
25

79: 102.
Piper, Kelsey, 2020. ‘Young people have a stake in our future. Let them vote.’ Vox, Oct 21.
Read, D. and Read, N.L., 2004. ‘Time discounting over the lifespan.’ Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes 94: 22.
Rieger, M. and Mata, R., 2015. ‘On the generality of age differences in social and nonsocial
decision making.’ Journals of Gerontology Series B: Psychological Sciences and Social
Sciences 70: 200.
Roalf, David R., Suzanne H. Mitchell, William T. Harbaugh, and Jeri S. Janowsky. ‘Risk, reward,
and economic decision making in aging.’ Journals of Gerontology Series B: Psychological
Sciences and Social Sciences 67: 289.
Seaman, K.L., Gorlick, M.A., Vekaria, K.M., Hsu, M., Zald, D.H. and Samanez-Larkin, G.R., 2016.
‘Adult age differences in decision making across domains: Increased discounting of social
and health-related rewards.’ Psychology and Aging 31: 737.
Shrank, William H., Teresa L. Rogstad, and Natasha Parekh, 2019. ‘Waste in the US Health Care
System: Estimated costs and potential for savings.’ JAMA 322: 1501.
Steiner, Jürg, André Bächtiger, Markus Spörndli, and Marco R. Steenbergen, 2005. Deliberative
Politics in Action: Analyzing Parliamentary Discourse. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.
Tarsney, Christian, 2019. ‘The Epistemic Challenge to Longtermism,’ paper presented at the
Workshop in Global Priorities Research, Oxford, March 19.
Trostel, P.A. and Taylor, G.A., 2001. ‘A theory of time preference.’ Economic Inquiry 39: 379.
Tufte, Edward R. 1978. Political Control of the Economy.
26

U.S. Council of Economic Advisers, 2014. ‘The Cost of Delaying Action to Stem Climate Change.’
White House.
Vanderveldt, A., 2016. Decision Making in Older Adults: A Comparison of Delay and Probability
Discounting Across.
Weber, Elke U, 2006. ‘Experience-based and Description-based Perceptions of Long-term Risk:
Why Global Warming Does not Scare Us (Yet).’ Climatic Change 77: 103.

27

