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Exclusions
We recruited a sample of 1,139 adults living in Queensland, a large Australian state, from a commercial provider, Pure Profile. Responses were excluded from analyses if participants failed two instructed-response attention checks (n = 124), provided nonsensical responses to an open-ended survey item (n = 11), asked to withdraw their data after the survey debrief (n = 37), or completed the survey in less than three standard deviations from the mean completion time (n = 0), or were identified as duplicates (n = 6). The final sample was N = 960.
Statistical Tools and Packages
Item-centered analyses were conducted using R (R Core Team, 2022) and the tidyverse (Wickham et al., 2019), naniar (Tierney & Cook, 2023), ppcor (Kim 2015), pastecs (Grosjean, Ibanez & Etienne, 2018), lavaan (Rosseel, 2012) and QuantPsyc (Fletcher, 2022) packages. Person-centered analyses were conducted using MPlus version 8.4 with the AUXILIARY script (Muthén & Muthén, 2017). 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Temporal Orientation Scales
A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted on the 14 items measuring consideration of future and immediate consequences (Joireman et al., 2012). We compared a baseline model which estimated one latent variable (indicated by all 14 items) to the theoretically proposed two-factor model: latent present orientation (indicated by the seven consideration of immediate consequences items), and latent future orientation (indicated by the seven consideration of future consequences items). 
The baseline model demonstrated poor fit to the data, χ2(77) = 183457.5743, p < .001, with fit indices well outside the recommended thresholds: RMSEA = .16, CFI = .65, TLI = .58, SRMR = .13. The standardised factor loadings ranged from |.26| to |.79| (Table SI), and high modification indices for residual covariances between items suggested substantial misspecification. 
Table SI. 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results for the One-Factor Baseline Model
	Item
	
	Factor Loadings
	Residual Variances

	cfc_f1
	I consider how things might be in the future, and try to influence those things with my day-to-day behaviour.
	.53
	.72

	cfc_f2
	Often, I engage in a particular behaviour in order to achieve outcomes that may not result for many years.
	.46
	.769

	cfc_f3
	I am willing to sacrifice my immediate happiness or well-being in order to achieve future outcomes.
	.42
	.82

	cfc_f4
	I think it is important to take warnings about negative outcomes seriously even if the negative outcome will not occur for many years.
	.48
	.77

	cfc_f5
	I think it is more important to perform a behaviour with important distant consequences than a behaviour with less important immediate consequences.
	.26
	.93

	cfc_f6
	When I make a decision, I think about how it might affect me in the future.
	.51
	.74

	cfc_f7
	My behaviour is generally influenced by future consequences.
	.49
	.76

	cfc_i1
	I only act to satisfy immediate concerns, figuring the future will take care of itself.
	-.77
	.41

	cfc_i2
	My behaviour is only influenced by the immediate (i.e., a matter of days or weeks) outcomes of my actions.
	-.69
	.52

	cfc_i3
	My convenience is a big factor in the decisions I make or the actions I take.
	-.36
	.87

	cfc_i4
	I generally ignore warnings about possible future problems because I think the problems will be resolved before they reach crisis level.
	-.59
	.65

	cfc_i5
	I think that sacrificing now is usually unnecessary since future outcomes can be dealt with at a later time.
	-.67
	.55

	cfc_i6
	I only act to satisfy immediate concerns, figuring that I will take care of future problems that may occur at a later date.
	-.79
	.37

	cfc_i7
	Since my day-to-day work has specific outcomes, it is more important to me than behaviour that has distant outcomes.
	-.40
	.84


Note. All factor loadings and residual variances were standardised and significant at p < .001.


The two-factor model, by comparison, demonstrated significantly better fit to the data, χ2(76) = 38443.0361, p < .001, with improvements across all fit indices to bring them within acceptable range: RMSEA = .07, CFI = .93, TLI = .91, SRMR = .065. All items significantly loaded onto their respective latent factor (Table SII). The final measurement model provides evidence for discriminant validity between present and future orientation constructs. The two latent factors were distinct yet correlated, in line with theory and evidence (Joireman et al., 2012), supporting the conceptualisation of temporal orientation as a multidimensional construct.
 


Table SII. 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results for the Two-Factor Baseline Model A and Model B
	Latent Variable
	
	
	Model A

	
	Item
	
	Factor Loadings
	Residual Variances

	Future orientation
	cfc_f1
	I consider how things might be in the future, and try to influence those things with my day-to-day behaviour.
	.78
	.39

	
	cfc_f2
	Often, I engage in a particular behaviour in order to achieve outcomes that may not result for many years.
	.68
	.543

	
	cfc_f3
	I am willing to sacrifice my immediate happiness or well-being in order to achieve future outcomes.
	.610
	.634

	
	cfc_f4
	I think it is important to take warnings about negative outcomes seriously even if the negative outcome will not occur for many years.
	.62
	.62

	
	cfc_f5
	I think it is more important to perform a behaviour with important distant consequences than a behaviour with less important immediate consequences.
	.467
	.798

	
	cfc_f6
	When I make a decision, I think about how it might affect me in the future.
	.69
	.52

	
	cfc_f7
	My behaviour is generally influenced by future consequences.
	.71
	.49

	Present orientation
	cfc_i1
	I only act to satisfy immediate concerns, figuring the future will take care of itself.
	.81
	.35

	
	cfc_i2
	My behaviour is only influenced by the immediate (i.e., a matter of days or weeks) outcomes of my actions.
	.75
	.44

	
	cfc_i3
	My convenience is a big factor in the decisions I make or the actions I take.
	.43
	.82

	
	cfc_i4
	I generally ignore warnings about possible future problems because I think the problems will be resolved before they reach crisis level.
	.61
	.63

	
	cfc_i5
	I think that sacrificing now is usually unnecessary since future outcomes can be dealt with at a later time.
	.689
	.53

	
	cfc_i6
	I only act to satisfy immediate concerns, figuring that I will take care of future problems that may occur at a later date.
	.83
	.31

	
	cfc_i7
	Since my day-to-day work has specific outcomes, it is more important to me than behaviour that has distant outcomes.
	.46
	.79


Note. All factor loadings and residual variances were standardised and significant at p < .001.
Item-Centred Analyses with Outliers Excluded
Three hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted to identify the social, political, and psychological predictors of support for traditional war support for long-distance attacks, and fear of war. The pattern of results was predominantly the same with and without outliers, and so the results are reported in the main text with outliers included. The one exception was that subjective wealth emerged as a significant predictor of support for traditional war when the regression was run without outliers. However, this accounted for less than 1% of the shared variance in support, and all other results were the same. The results of the regressions with outliers included can be found in Table SIII.

Table SIII. Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses of the Social and Individual Predictors of War Attitudes with Outliers Excluded (N = 896948).
	
	Support for traditional war
	Support for long-distance war
	Fear of war

	
	β
	sr2
	R2
	F
	ΔR2
	ΔF
	β
	sr2
	R2
	F
	ΔR2
	ΔF
	β
	sr2
	R2
	F
	ΔR2
	ΔF

	BLOCK 1
	
	
	.087
	9.270***
	
	
	
	
	.10
	13.2130***
	
	
	
	
	.03
	3.914.28***
	
	

	Gender
	-.15***
	.02
	
	
	
	
	-.232**
	.04
	
	
	
	
	.04
	.00
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-.16***
	.02
	
	
	
	
	-.08*
	.01
	
	
	
	
	.10***
	.01
	
	
	
	

	Subjective wealth
	.056
	.00
	
	
	
	
	.032
	.00
	
	
	
	
	-.05
	.00
	
	
	
	

	Objective wealth
	-.032
	.00
	
	
	
	
	-.01
	.00
	
	
	
	
	-.02
	.00
	
	
	
	

	Rurality
	-.012
	.00
	
	
	
	
	-.03
	.00
	
	
	
	
	.08*
	.01
	
	
	
	

	Conservativism
	.17***
	.03
	
	
	
	
	.201***
	.04
	
	
	
	
	.03
	.00
	
	
	
	

	Religiosity
	-.014
	.00
	
	
	
	
	-.084*
	.01
	
	
	
	
	-.01
	.00
	
	
	
	

	Education
	.045
	.00
	
	
	
	
	.056
	.00
	
	
	
	
	-.06
	.00
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	.09
	8.542***
	.02
	5.2943**
	
	
	.10
	10.719***
	.00
	0.78
	
	
	.05
	4.785.21***
	.02
	8.0426***

	BLOCK 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender 
	-.14***
	
	
	
	
	
	-.221***
	.04
	
	
	
	
	.04
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-.15***
	
	
	
	
	
	-.08*
	.00
	
	
	
	
	.13***
	
	
	
	
	

	Subjective wealth
	.067*
	
	
	
	
	
	.023
	.00
	
	
	
	
	-.07*
	
	
	
	
	

	Objective wealth
	-.021
	
	
	
	
	
	-.001
	.00
	
	
	
	
	-.02
	
	
	
	
	

	Rurality
	-.012
	
	
	
	
	
	-.03
	.00
	
	
	
	
	.08*
	
	
	
	
	

	Conservativism
	.156***
	
	
	
	
	
	.20***
	.03
	
	
	
	
	.03
	
	
	
	
	

	Religiosity
	.004
	
	
	
	
	
	-.084*
	.01
	
	
	
	
	.00
	
	
	
	
	

	Education
	.067*
	
	
	
	
	
	.07
	.00
	
	
	
	
	-.09*
	
	
	
	
	

	Future orientation
	-.034
	
	
	
	
	
	-.02
	.00
	
	
	
	
	.14***
	
	
	
	
	

	Present orientation
	.09*
	
	
	
	
	
	.03
	.00
	
	
	
	
	.02
	
	
	
	
	


Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Fear as a predictor of war attitudes
In the present study we have predicted fear of war, a war-disengaging emotion, the same way that we have predicted support for war. However, we recognise that fear of war might also be considered an antecedent of support. To test this theory, we ran exploratory hierarchical regressions in which support for traditional invasions and support for contemporary long-distance attacks were the criterions, predicted by the group-level characteristics at Step 1, the individual-level variables at Step 2, and fear of war at Step 3. The results of these analyses can be found below in Table SIV. To summarise the findings, fear of war was not a significant predictor of support for either method of warfare and its inclusion in the model did not explain any additional variance. 
Table SIV.
Hierarchical Regression Results for Support for War with Fear as a Predictor.
	
	Support for Traditional Invasions
	Support for Long-Distance Attacks

	Predictor
	β
	sr2
	Fit
	Difference
	β
	sr2
	Fit
	Difference

	BLOCK 1
	
	
	R2 = .071**
	
	
	
	R2 = .111**
	

	Gender
	-.15**
	.02
	
	
	-.24**
	.05
	
	

	Age
	-.17**
	.03
	
	
	-.08*
	.01
	
	

	Subjective wealth
	.05**
	.00
	
	
	-.00
	.00
	
	

	Objective wealth
	-.00
	.00
	
	
	.01
	.00
	
	

	Rurality
	-.01
	.00
	
	
	-.01
	.00
	
	

	Conservativism
	.17**
	.03
	
	
	.22**
	.04
	
	

	Religious affiliation
	-.01
	.00
	
	
	-.04
	.00
	
	

	Education
	.04
	.00
	
	
	.06
	.00
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	R2 = .112**
	ΔR2 = .001

	BLOCK 2
	
	
	R2 = .084**
	ΔR2 = .013**
	
	
	
	

	Future orientation
	-.02
	.00
	
	
	.00
	.00
	
	

	Present orientation
	.11**
	.01
	
	
	.04
	.00
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	BLOCK 3
	
	
	R2 = .085**
	ΔR2 = .001
	
	
	R2 = .112**
	ΔR2 = .000

	Fear of war
	.04
	.00
	
	
	.00
	.00
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


 Note. A significant β indicates the semi-partial correlation is also significant. β indicates the standardised regression weights. sr2 represents the semi-partial correlation squared. * indicates p < .05, ** indicates p < .01.
Deriving the latent profiles
First, we evaluated the Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin test (VLMR), adjusted LMR test (aLMR), and Bootstrapped Likelihood Ratio Test (BLRT), where significant p values support retention of the more complex model. Second, we assessed the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC), the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), and adjusted BIC (aBIC), with lower values representing a better solution. Third, we considered the entropy of each model (i.e., the strength of separation between latent profiles), with values greater than .80 indicating that the profiles are clearly and meaningfully distinguishable from each other. Fourth, we excluded profiles representing less than 5% of the total sample as these can be spurious (Hipp & Bauer, 2006). Finally, we inspected the profile plots for interpretability.  
Predicting war attitudes from profile membership
The standardized means and standard errors for each profile on support for traditional war, support for long-distance attacks, and fear of war, as well as the chi-square tests of differences between groups, can be found in Table SIV. These findings are illustrated graphically in Figure SI. Chi-square follow-up tests to determine which profiles differ significantly from one another can be found in Table SVI. 

[bookmark: _Hlk194562575]Table SIV.
Standardized Means, Standard Errors, and Chi-Square Tests of Association on Auxiliary Variables for Each Profile
	
	Older, 
present-oriented
	Younger, 
future-oriented
	Younger, 
present-oriented
	Older, 
future-oriented
	Middle-aged, present-oriented
	

	
	M (SE)
	M (SE)
	M (SE)
	M (SE)
	M (SE)
	χ2

	Support for traditional war
	-.07b (.07)
	-.35a (.06)
	.24c (.07)
	-.23a (.06)
	.14c (.08)
	57.68***

	Support for long-distance attacks
	.02b (.08)
	-.41a (.06)
	.14c (.06)
	-.05b (.07)
	.08b,c (.08)
	49.35***

	Fear of war
	-.04a (.07)
	-.14a (.09)
	-.15a (.06)
	.32c (.08)
	.09b (.08)
	29.35***


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




Figure SI. Bar graph depicting each profile’s standardized mean on support for traditional war, support for long-distance attacks, and fear of war. ErrorWhite bars represent younger profiles, grey bars represent older profiles, and the black bar represents the middle-aged profile. Solid coloured bars are present-oriented and patterned bars are future-oriented. B bars are standard error values.
 Table SV. 
Chi-Square Follow-Up Tests to Determine Which Profiles Differ Significantly From One Another On Auxiliary Variables
	
	Follow-Up Tests

	
	Profile 1OP v 
Profile YF 2
	Profile 1OP v 
Profile 3YP
	Profile 1OP v 
Profile 4OF
	Profile 1OP v 
Profile 5MP
	Profile 2YF v 
Profile 3YP
	Profile 2YF v 
Profile 4OF
	Profile 2YF v 
Profile 5MP
	Profile 3YP v 
Profile 4OF
	Profile 3YP v 
Profile 5MP
	Profile 4OF v 
Profile 5MP

	Fear of war
	.8104
	1.642
	2211.2640***
	16.416*
	1.340.02
	156.476***
	34.940*
	10.3715.08**
	1.396.84*
	4.5513*

	Support for traditional war 
	52.889.25***
	12.5210.66***
	29.65***2.90
	2.503.76
	11.2644.62***
	3.171.98
	24.5423.51***
	2.7527.44***
	2.931.03
	121.196**

	Support for long-distance attacks
	240.2904***
	2.051.71
	3.560.46
	.010.33
	19.0341.45***
	145.035***
	2530.243***
	.184.19*
	1.440.44
	2.601.54


Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. O = Older, Y = Younger, M = Middle-Aged, P = Present-Oriented, F = Future-Oriented. 
Support for Traditional War
As can be seen in Table SV, we found significant main effects of profile membership on support for traditional war, χ2 = 572.618, p < .001). As can be seen in Table S2, Profile 2 (Younger, Future-Oriented) and Profile 4 (Older, Future-Oriented) was were the least supportive. Profile 2 was , significantly less supportiveo than Profile 1 (Younger, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 440.629, p < .001), Profile 3 (Older, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 19.2507, p < .0021), Profile 4 (Older, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 15.35, p < .001), and Profile 5 (Middle-Aged, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 3023.4351, p < .001).
	Following this, the next most supportive profile (Profile 4) saw a considerable jump in support. Profile 4 (Older, Future-Oriented) had similar levels of support to Profile 13 (YoungerOlder, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 3.562.90, p = .0859) and , Profile 2 (Younger, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 1.98, p = .160), but was significantly less supportive than Profile 3 1 (OlderYounger, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 27.44.18, p = < .675001), and Profile 5 (Middle-Aged, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 12.960, p  < .001= .107), but was significantly more supportive than Profile 2 (Younger, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 15.35, p < .001).
	Profile 3 (Older, Present-Oriented) was the next most supportive of traditional war, and their scores were at the sample average. As mentioned above, Profile 3 did not significantly differ from Profile 4 on support (Older, Future-Oriented; χ2 = .18, p = .675), and also did not differ from Profile 1 (Younger, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 2.05, p = .152) or Profile 5 (Middle-Aged, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 1.443.76, p = .230052). This profile was, however, significantly more supportive of traditional war than Profile 2 (Younger, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 9.25, p = .002 χ2 = 19.07, p < .001) and less supportive than Profile 1 (Younger, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 10.66, p = .001)..
	Profile 5 (Middle-Aged, Present-Oriented) was the next most supportive of traditional war, and more supportive than the average person in our community sample. As mentioned above, this group did not differ significantly from Profile 1 (Younger, Present-Oriented; χ2 = .01, p = .916), or  Profile 3 (Older, Present-Oriented; χ2 = .18, p = .675), but was significantly less supportive than or Profile 4 (Older, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 2.60, p = .107), but it wasand significantly more supportive of traditional war than Profile 2 (Younger, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 30.43, p < .001). 
	Finally, Profile 1 (Younger, Present-Oriented) was the most supportive of traditional war. This profile was significantly more supportive than all profiles except for Profile 2 (Younger, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 40.29, p < .001), and did not statistically differ from Profile 3 (Older, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 2.05, p = .152), Profile 4 (Older, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 3.56, p = .059) and Profile 5 (Middle-Aged, Present-Oriented); χ2 = 1.44, p = .230).
Support for Long-Distance Attacks
As can be seen in Table SV, we found significant main effects of profile membership on support for long-distance attacks, χ2 = 64.2549.35, p < .001). Profile 2 (Younger, Future-Oriented) had the lowest support, and the mean score for this profile was very low compared to the sample mean. This profile was significantly less supportive than Profile 1 (Younger, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 52.8841.45, p < .001), Profile 3 (Older, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 11.2620.04, p = .001), and Profile 5 (Middle-Aged, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 24.5414.05, p < .001) and . However, this profile did not differ significantly from Profile 4 (Older, Future-Oriented; ) on support for long-distance attacks (χ2 = 3.1725.24, p = < .07501).
The next most supportive of long-distance attacks was Profile 4 (Older, Future-Oriented), and the mean scores for this profile were below the sample mean. This profile did not differ significantly from Profile 2 (Younger, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 3.17, p = .075) or Profile 3 (Older, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 2.750.46, p = .097500) or . However, it was significantly less supportive than Profile 5 (Middle-Aged, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 11.191.54, p = .001215), but was more supportive than  and Profile 1 2 (Younger, PresentFuture-Oriented; χ2 = 209.0465, p < .001).
Profile 3 (Older, Present-Oriented) was the next most supportive of long-distance attacks, and the mean scores for this profile were below the sample mean. This profile was significantly more supportive than Profile 2 (Younger, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 11.2620.04, p = < .001) and was significantly less supportive than Profile 1 (Younger, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 12.52, p < .001). Support for this profile did not differ significantly from Profile 4 (Older, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 2.75, p = .097) and Profile 5 (Middle-Aged, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 2.930.33, p = .087566).. 
Profile 5 (Middle-Aged, Present-Oriented) was the next most supportive of long-distance attacks, and the mean support for this profile was above the sample mean. This profile was significantly more supportive than Profile 2 (Younger, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 24.5425.24, p < .001) and Profile 4 (Older, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 11.19, p = .001), and did not differ from Profile 1 (Younger, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 2.500.44, p = .114509) and Profile 3 (Older, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 2.930.33, p = .566087) or Profile 4 (Older, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 1.54, p = .215).
Finally, Profile 1 (Younger, Present-Oriented) had the highest support for long-distance attacks, and the mean support for this profile was above the sample mean. This profile was significantly more supportive than Profile 2 (Younger, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 52.8841.45, p < .001) , Profile 3 (Older, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 12.52, p < .001), and Profile 4 (Older, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 29.654.19, p =< .04101), and did not differ statistically from Profile 3 (Older, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 1.71, p = .191) Profile 5 (Middle-Aged, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 2.500.44, p = .114509).
Fear of War
As can be seen in Table SV, we found significant main effects of profile membership on fear of war (χ2 = 297.3584, p < .001). Profile 2 (Younger, Future-Oriented) was the least fearful of war involving their country, and the mean level of fear for this profile was below the sample mean. This profile was significantly less fearful of war than Profile 4 (Older, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 252.0840, p < .001) and Profile 5 (Middle-Aged, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 6.164.55, p = .013033), and did not statistically differ from Profile 2 1 (Younger, FuturePresent-Oriented; χ2 = .040.02, p = .8836) or Profile 3 (Older, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 1.40.812, p = .234369)). 
	Profile 1 (Younger, Present-Oriented) were as fearful of a war involving their country as Profile 2 (Younger, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 0.042, p = .8836), and Profile 3 (Older, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 1.634, p = .=.247200). However, they were significantly less fearful of war than Profile 4 (Older, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 16.4625.08, p < .001) and Profile 5 (Middle-Aged, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 4.6.8490, p = .027009).
Profile 3 (Older, FuturePresent-Oriented) were as fearful of a war involving their country as Profile 1 (Younger, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 1.42, p = .234) and , Profile 2 (Younger, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 1.34, p = .247). Fear in Profile 3 did not statistically differ from in , and Profile 5 (Middle-Aged, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 1.391.46, p = .23928). However, this profile was significantly less fearful of war than Profile 4 (Older, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 10.3711.26, p = .001).
Profile 5 (Middle-Aged, Present-Oriented) was the next most fearful of a war involving their country, and the mean scores for this profile were above around the sample mean. This profile was significantly more fearful than Profile 1 (Younger, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 4.90, p = .027), and Profile 2 (Younger, Future-Oriented; χ2= 3.94, p = .047; χ2 = 6.16, p = .013), and was significantly less fearful than Profile 4 (Older, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 4.134.55, p = .042033). Fear of war for this profile did not statistically differ from Profile 3 (Older, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 1.39, p = .239).
Finally, Profile 4 (Older, Future-Oriented) had the highest levels of fear, much higher than the average for the sample. In line with this, fear of war in this profile was significantly higher than in Profile 1 (Younger, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 252.408, p < .001), Profile 2 (Younger, Future-Oriented; χ2 = 156.476, p < .001), Profile 3 (Older, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 110.2637, p = .001), and Profile 5 (Middle-Aged, Present-Oriented; χ2 = 4.136.85, p = .042009).
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Standardized mean




Support for traditional war	7.0000000000000007E-2	6.0999999999999999E-2	6.5000000000000002E-2	6.2E-2	0.08	7.0000000000000007E-2	6.0999999999999999E-2	6.5000000000000002E-2	6.2E-2	0.08	Older, present-oriente (19%)	Younger, future-oriented (13%)	Younger, present-oriented (31%)	Older, future-oriented (18%)	Middle-aged, present-oriented (19%)	-7.0999999999999994E-2	-0.35299999999999998	0.24099999999999999	-0.23	0.13600000000000001	Support for long-distance attacks	7.4999999999999997E-2	0.06	6.2E-2	7.3999999999999996E-2	7.6999999999999999E-2	7.4999999999999997E-2	0.06	6.2E-2	7.3999999999999996E-2	7.6999999999999999E-2	Older, present-oriente (19%)	Younger, future-oriented (13%)	Younger, present-oriented (31%)	Older, future-oriented (18%)	Middle-aged, present-oriented (19%)	1.7000000000000001E-2	-0.41099999999999998	0.14399999999999999	-5.3999999999999999E-2	7.9000000000000001E-2	Fear of war	7.3999999999999996E-2	8.7999999999999995E-2	5.6000000000000001E-2	7.5999999999999998E-2	7.4999999999999997E-2	7.3999999999999996E-2	8.7999999999999995E-2	5.6000000000000001E-2	7.5999999999999998E-2	7.4999999999999997E-2	Older, present-oriente (19%)	Younger, future-oriented (13%)	Younger, present-oriented (31%)	Older, future-oriented (18%)	Middle-aged, present-oriented (19%)	-3.5000000000000003E-2	-0.13900000000000001	-0.154	0.32	9.1999999999999998E-2	



